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Abstract
Purpose of Review: The Wearable Cardioverter-Defibrillator (WCD) has been shown to be a safe and effective tool for monitoring 
for dangerous arrhythmias until a decision for an Implantable Cardioverter-Defibrillator (ICD) is reached. While there is more data 
to support its use in ischemic cardiomyopathy, indications for its use in non-ischemic cardiomyopathy are less clear. 

Recent Findings: Multiple clinical studies have shown good compliance and a low rate of inappropriate shock therapy with the WCD. 
The burden of dangerous tachyarrhythmias in patients with non-ischemic cardiomyopathy has been less well characterized. 

Summary: In this focused review, we will summarize the indications for the WCD, review recent clinical trials on the arrhythmia 
burden in non-ischemic cardiomyopathy patients, and propose an alternate paradigm for evaluating the utility of the WCD. 
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Sudden cardiac death (SCD) secondary to ventricular tachyarrhythmias is a catastrophic consequence of cardiomyopathy with an es-
timated annual burden of around 350,000 events in the United States [1]. The availability of prompt defibrillation therapy is imperative 
to maximize survival and informs the current guidelines for primary prophylaxis with an implantable cardioverter-defibrillator (ICD) in 
high-risk patients. However, ICD implantation is not recommended during the early phase of ischemic or non-ischemic cardiomyopathy, 
and during this phase, a wearable cardioverter defibrillator (WCD) has been shown to be safe and effective to provide continuous moni-
toring and treatment of life-threatening ventricular arrhythmias potentially leading to SCD. In addition, while there is convincing evidence 
that ICD placement in ischemic cardiomyopathy (ICM) confers a mortality benefit, the data in non-ischemic cardiomyopathy (NICM) is 
less robust. Here we discuss the role of defibrillation therapy, with a focus on the role of the wearable cardioverter defibrillator in patients 
with NICM. 

Primary prevention of sudden cardiac death in non-ischemic cardiomyopathy

Approximately 20% of patients with SCD have non-ischemic cardiac disease from factors such as genetic causes, prior viral infections, 
amyloidosis, sarcoid disease, persistent tachycardia, alcohol abuse, or Takatsubo’s cardiomyopathy [2]. A few previous randomized con-
trolled trials investigated the role of the ICD for primary prevention in NICM. The CAT (Cardiomyopathy Trial), AMIOVIRT (Amiodarone 
Versus Implantable Cardioverter Defibrillator Trial), DEFINITE (Defibrillators in Non-Ischemic Cardiomyopathy Treatment Evaluation 
Trial), and SCD-HeFT (Sudden Cardiac Death in Heart Failure Trial) trials had controversial findings on reducing all-cause mortality 
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when comparing ICD to medical therapy alone. However, criticisms of these trials included being underpowered, low overall event rates, 
and poor optimization of medical therapy [3]. A subsequent meta-analysis of five primary prevention trials revealed a 31% decrease in 
all-cause mortality for ICD when compared to medical therapy [4]. A recent systematic review further showed that an ICD in addition to 
medical therapy in people with NICM decreased all-cause mortality and SCD [5]. The most recent study looking at the life-saving benefit 
of the ICD in NICM was the DANISH ICD clinical trial. However, this study found no difference in all-cause mortality, but a significant 50% 
relative risk reduction in SCD (~4% absolute risk reduction) with an ICD compared to OMT in patients with left ventricular ejection frac-
tion (LVEF < 35%) and New York Heart Association (NYHA) class II-III symptoms [6]. 

Current guidelines recommend that an ICD be considered for primary prevention in NICM with severely reduced LVEF < 35% and 
NYHA II/III symptoms (Class I recommendation) or NYHA I symptoms (Class IIB recommendations) despite optimal guideline based 
medical therapy [1]. The WCD can be used as a ‘bridging therapy’ in patients with a newly diagnosed NICM and severely reduced LVEF 
who are temporarily at an increased risk for SCD during the time of therapy optimization. At the end of this time period of therapy optimi-
zation, they either have a definitive indication for an ICD placement or they could potentially improve their clinical status. 

The wearable cardioverter defibrillator in non-ischemic cardiomyopathy

The WCD is an innovative technology consisting of a chest garment with monitoring electrodes capable of detecting shockable rhythms 
and delivering shock therapy unless aborted by the WCD user. Current AHA/ACC/HRS guidelines feature a Class IIa recommendation for 
WCD in patients with increased risk of SCD but not eligible for an ICD, including those with newly diagnosed NICM [1], during the time of 
therapy optimization. The cost of the WCD is approximately $3300 per month. Efficacy data were initially obtained from the WEARIT and 
BIROAD trials although there was no deliberate analysis of patients with NICM in this clinical study [7]. 

The burden of sustained ventricular tachyarrhythmias in at-risk NICM was evident in the WEARIT-II observational registry revealing a 
1% incidence at 3 months, suggesting the usefulness of the WCD in NICM patients prior to ICD implantation, although the event rate was 
relatively low [8]. Analysis of a US Database of 127 patients with NICM secondary to alcohol abuse, who were prescribed WCD supported 
the high incidence of arrhythmias in NICM with the WCD providing appropriate therapy in 5.5% of patients, again affirming its utility [9]. 
Another observational study from Germany of 105 NICM and ICM patients showed that 4.8% of patients received appropriate shocks, of 
which 2 were NICM and 3 were ICM patients, resulting in ICD implantation in half of the patients [10]. In addition, the PROLONG study 
proposed that a significant proportion of patients with newly diagnosed heart failure show LVEF improvement beyond 3 months after ini-
tiation of therapy optimization, suggesting that WCD use could be prolonged, especially in NICM in whom life-ventricular tachyarrhythmia 
events were also present beyond 3 months use [11-13]. Conversely, a retrospective study of 254 patients at a single center by Singh., et al. 
found that there were no significant ventricular tachyarrhythmia events in patients with NICM [14], questioning the utility of the WCD. 
Summary of these studies is shown in table 1.

Study/Authors Year  
Published

Total 
number of 

patients

Number of  
patients 

with NICM

Compliance (days/
hours worn)

Appropriate 
therapy rate

Inappropriate 
therapy rate

LVEF  
Improvement 
Rate in NICM

Kutyifa., et al.  
WEARIT II [11]

2015 2000 927 90 days/22.5 hours 54% 
(NICM+ICM)

0.5% (NICM 
+ICM)

42%

Singh., et al. [14] 2015 639 254 61 days/22 hours 0% (NICM) 1.2% (NICM) 39%
Salehi., et al. [9] 2016 127 127 51 days/18 hours 5.5% (NICM) 10.2% (NICM) 33%
Duncker., et al.  
PROLONG [13]

2017 156 117 101 days/21.4 
hours

7% (NICM) 0%(NICM) Not reported

Roger., et al. [10] 2018 105 41 68.8 days/21.5 
hours

4.8% 
(NICM+ICM)

0.95% (NICM + 
ICM)

51.2%

Table 1: Characteristics of WCD studies in NICM patients.

Safety and complications of the wearable cardioverter defibrillator

In the WEARIT/BIROAD study, up to 22.5% of patients discontinued WCD use due to discomfort, skin irritation or lifestyle interfer-
ence [9]. Results from the BIROAD, WEARIT, and WEARIT-II studies revealed a low incidence of inappropriate shock therapy; 0.67%  
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inappropriate shock per month in WEARIT/BIROAD [7] and 0.5% of all participants in WEARIT-II [8]. The median wear-time was 22.5 
hours per day in WEARIT-II [8]. According to a systemic review of clinical studies published on the WCD, the median wear time was noted 
to be longer for patients with NICM, and specifically for those with peripartum cardiomyopathy. One proposed reason for this difference 
was the higher rate of improvement in ejection fraction in NICM patients during the time of therapy optimization [15]. These findings 
suggest that the WCD is a safe and effective option for management of temporary high risk for SCD in at-risk NICM patients. 

Future Directions

Ultimately, current data behind the safety of the use of WCD in NICM during therapy optimization are equivocal. However, the abso-
lute utility of the WCD to better risk-stratify NICM patients who are at an increased risk for arrhythmic events has been less studied, and 
there were no randomized trials with the WCD in this subset. Nevertheless, it is difficult to ascertain the value of the WCD just by looking 
at the incidence of shocks. Management of newly diagnosed NICM should focus on optimizing guideline directed medical therapy and 
addressing modifiable risk factors, and during this time period, the WCD has been proven to be safe and effective to monitor and treat 
life-threatening ventricular arrhythmias until improvement or decision for an ICD is reached. 

Conclusion

The WCD can be invaluable in the period of time where the patient is at high risk for SCD but before ICD implantation. More large-scale 
studies are needed looking specifically at patients with NICM to better evaluate whether the WCD also confers a mortality benefit. How-
ever, the arrhythmia burden in the trials described in this review do not reflect the true utility of the WCD; which is to provide a safe tool 
while medical management of heart failure is optimized. 

Bibliography

1. Al-Khatib SM., et al. “2017 AHA/ACC/HRS guideline for management of patients with ventricular arrhythmias and the prevention of 
sudden cardiac death: Executive summary: A Report of the American College of Cardiology/American Heart Association Task Force 
on Clinical Practice Guidelines and the Heart Rhythm Society”. Heart Rhythm 15.10 (2018): e190-e252.

2. Hookana E., et al. “Causes of nonischemic sudden cardiac death in the current era”. Heart Rhythm 8.10 (2011): 1570-1575.

3. Chieng D., et al. “Current Device Therapies for Sudden Cardiac Death Prevention - the ICD, Subcutaneous ICD and Wearable ICD”. 
Heart, Lung and Circulation 28.1 (2019): 65-75.

4. Desai AS., et al. “Implantable defibrillators for the prevention of mortality in patients with nonischemic cardiomyopathy: a meta-
analysis of randomized controlled trials”. Journal of the American Medical Association 292.23 (2004): 2874-2879.

5. El Moheb M., et al. “Implantable cardiac defibrillators for people with non-ischaemic cardiomyopathy”. Cochrane Database of System-
atic Reviews 12 (2018): CD012738.

6. Kober L., et al. “Defibrillator Implantation in Patients with Nonischemic Systolic Heart Failure”. New England Journal of Medicine 
375.13 (2016): 1221-1230.

7. Feldman AM., et al. “Use of a wearable defibrillator in terminating tachyarrhythmias in patients at high risk for sudden death: results 
of the WEARIT/BIROAD”. Pacing and Clinical Electrophysiology 27.1 (2004): 4-9.

8. Kutyifa V., et al. “Use of the wearable cardioverter defibrillator in high-risk cardiac patients: data from the Prospective Registry of 
Patients Using the Wearable Cardioverter Defibrillator (WEARIT-II Registry)”. Circulation 132.17 (2015): 1613-1619.

9. Salehi N., et al. “The Wearable Cardioverter Defibrillator in Nonischemic Cardiomyopathy: A US National Database Analysis”. Cana-
dian Journal of Cardiology 32.10 (2016): 1247.e1-e6.

10. Roger S., et al. “Therapy optimization in patients with heart failure: the role of the wearable cardioverter-defibrillator in a real-world 
setting”. BMC Cardiovascular Disorders 18.1 (2018): 52.

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29097320
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29097320
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29097320
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21740887
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30389367
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30389367
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15598919
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15598919
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30537022
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30537022
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27571011/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27571011/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14720148
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14720148
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26316618
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26316618
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26975224
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26975224
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29544442
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29544442


487

Citation: Anas Jawaid., et al. “The Wearable Cardioverter-Defibrillator in Non-Ischemic Cardiomyopathy Patients”. EC Cardiology 6.5 
(2019): 484-487.

The Wearable Cardioverter-Defibrillator in Non-Ischemic Cardiomyopathy Patients

Volume 6 Issue 5 May 2019
©All rights reserved by Valentina Kutyifa., et al.

11. Kutyifa VVK., et al. “Extended use of the wearable cardioverter-defibrillator in patients at risk for sudden cardiac death”. Europace 20 
(2018): f225-f232.

12. Duncker D., et al. “Ventricular arrhythmias in patients with newly diagnosed nonischemic cardiomyopathy: Insights from the PRO-
LONG study”. Clinical Cardiology 40.8 (2017): 586-590.

13. Duncker D., et al. “Avoiding Untimely Implantable Cardioverter/Defibrillator Implantation by Intensified Heart Failure Therapy Opti-
mization Supported by the Wearable Cardioverter/Defibrillator-The PROLONG Study”. Journal of the American Heart Association 6.1 
(2017): e004512.

14. Singh M., et al. “Utility of the Wearable Cardioverter-Defibrillator in Patients With Newly Diagnosed Cardiomyopathy: A Decade-Long 
Single-Center Experience”. Journal of the American College of Cardiology 66.23 (2015): 2607-2613.

15. Kovacs BRS., et al. “Extended Use of the Wearable Cardioverter-Defibrillator: Which Patients Are Most Likely to Benefit”. Cardiology 
Research and Practice (2018): 7373610.

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29905788
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29905788
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28333373
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28333373
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28096098
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28096098
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28096098
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26670060
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26670060
https://www.hindawi.com/journals/crp/2018/7373610/
https://www.hindawi.com/journals/crp/2018/7373610/

	_GoBack
	_GoBack

