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A B S T R A C T

Background: Bioprosthetic valve fracture (BVF) improves the
hemodynamic results of valve-in-valve transcatheter aortic
valve replacement (VIV-TAVR), but it is unknown whether it
increases the risk of embolic debris. This study aimed to
characterize embolic debris liberated during VIV-TAVR with
BVF.

Methods: Between 3/2022 and 10/2024, we studied 20 patients
who underwent VIV-TAVR with BVF using the SENTINEL
cerebral embolic protection device (CEPD). Debris from the
SENTINEL filters was histologically evaluated and compared
with data from the SENTINEL Low-Intermediate Risk Registry.
The primary endpoint was the number and size of particles
captured during VIV-TAVR with BVF. Secondary safety endpoints
included major adverse cardiac events.

Results: Embolic debris was captured in all VIV-TAVR with BVF
procedures, with histologic examination demonstrating acute
thrombus, organizing thrombus, calcium fragments, valve
tissue, arterial wall, and foreign materials. Compared with
native valve TAVR, VIV-TAVR with BVF resulted in a higher
number of captured particles (70.9 ± 32.9 vs 42.6 ± 40.7, p<0.001)
with a higher number of small (≥150 µm to <500 µm) rather than
intermediate or large particles. VIV-TAVR with BVF cases showed
a higher capture rate of organizing thrombus and foreign
materials and a lower capture rate of valve tissue. There was 1
(5%) in-hospital stroke in the VIV-TAVR with BVF group, and no
other major adverse cardiac events.

Conclusion: The SENTINEL CEPD captured debris in all VIV-
TAVR with BVF cases, with a higher number of small particles as
compared with native valve TAVR. Whether these findings
impact clinical stroke rates merits further evaluation.

INTRODUCTION

alve-in-valve transcatheter aortic valve replacement (VIV-
TAVR) has emerged as a safe alternative to reoperation in

patients with bioprosthetic valve degeneration;1,2 however, the
possibility of patient prosthesis mismatch (PPM) remains a
concern, particularly in patients with small surgical valves. PPM
following VIV-TAVR results in suboptimal hemodynamics and has
been associated with higher mortality at 1 year follow-up.3

Bioprosthetic valve fracture (BVF) and bioprosthetic valve
remodeling (BVR) are techniques in which high-pressure balloon

inflation is performed within the degenerated surgical valve to
either fracture the sewing ring or stretch the frame of the surgical
valve, allowing for more optimal expansion of the transcatheter
heart valve (THV).4,5 BVF and BVR have been shown to improve
hemodynamics following VIV-TAVR,6,7 and while these procedures
are generally safe, concerns remain regarding the risk of
thromboembolic complications such as stroke when performing a
high-pressure balloon inflation in a degenerated bioprosthetic
aortic valve.

Despite significant advances in TAVR, stroke remains a significant
concern and is associated with increased morbidity and mortality

Chhatriwalla et al. · Cerebral Debris Captured During VIV-TAVR with BVF OpenSource Cardiology · Vol. 1 · October 2026

OpenSource: Cardiology · doi osc.2026.0018 (pending) · ISSN pending · CC BY 4.0 Page 1 of 8



after TAVR.8 MRI studies have shown that the vast majority of
patients who undergo TAVR have evidence of cerebral
embolization,9-11 and considerable effort has gone into the
development of transcatheter cerebral embolic protection devices
(CEPDs) that are intended to decrease the number of particles that
reach the cerebral vasculature. The SENTINEL device (Boston
Scientific, Marlborough, MA, USA) is the only CEPD currently
approved for use in the US and consists of a proximal filter
deployed in the innominate artery and a distal filter deployed in
the left common carotid artery, inserted via right radial artery
access. MRI studies have suggested that SENTINEL CEPD use
reduces the total lesion volume related to cerebral embolization in
protected territories during TAVR.12 While the impact of SENTINEL
CEPD use on clinical stroke rates remains unclear,12-14 patients
undergoing VIV-TAVR with BVF could represent a higher-risk
cohort more likely to benefit from CEPD.15

To better understand embolic risk during VIV-TAVR with BVF, we
sought to analyze the debris captured by the SENTINEL CEPD in
patients with degenerated bioprosthetic aortic valves undergoing
VIV-TAVR with BVF and to compare these findings to the debris
captured in patients with native valve aortic stenosis undergoing
TAVR, using historical data from the SENTINEL Low-Intermediate
Risk Registry.

METHODS

Study design

This was a prospective, single-center, single-arm, unblinded pilot
trial (SENTINEL-BVF, URL: https://www.clinicaltrials.gov; unique
identifier: NCT05093764). Between March 2022 and October 2024, a
total of 20 subjects with severe symptomatic bioprosthetic aortic
valve degeneration, who were at high or prohibitive mortality risk
related to reoperation, and who were recommended to undergo
VIV-TAVR with BVF, were enrolled at Saint Luke’s Mid America
Heart Institute (Kansas City, MO). Pre-procedure computed
tomography (CT) imaging was performed for all patients to ensure
adequate femoral artery access for TAVR, aortic arch anatomy
suitable for SENTINEL use, and appropriate aortic root, sinotubular
junction, left ventricular outflow tract, and coronary anatomy for
BVF. Important exclusion criteria included: presence of a
bioprosthetic valve that could not be fractured; stroke within six
months prior to the planned VIV-TAVR procedure; presence of left
atrial appendage thrombus; inadequate right radial artery access
for SENTINEL delivery; and life expectancy less than one year. The
study was approved by the local IRB, and all patients provided
informed written consent to participate.

Findings from histopathological evaluation of the SENTINEL device
in these 20 patients were compared with a historical control group
of 49 patients treated with native valve TAVR in the SENTINEL Low-
Intermediate Risk Registry—a prospective multicenter US registry
of patients who underwent native valve TAVR with CEPD using the
SENTINEL device between March and August of 2020.16

Procedural considerations

The SENTINEL CEPD was inserted via a right radial artery approach
prior to VIV-TAVR, which was performed using a commercially
available transcatheter heart valve, followed by bioprosthetic valve
fracture. At the end of the procedure, the SENTINEL CEPD was
removed from the body, and the filters (two per patient, proximal
and distal) were preserved in 10% neutral buffered formalin and
shipped to CVPath Institute, Inc. (Gaithersburg, MD) for
histopathologic analysis.

Histologic analysis

Gross examination, paraffin processing, and morphometric
assessment were performed using the same methods as described
in prior studies.12,17 Given the filter pore size of 140 µm, all particles
≥150 µm in diameter were included and categorized by prespecified
size ranges: small (≥150 µm to <500 µm), intermediate (500 to <1000
µm), or large (1000 to <2000 µm and ≥2000 µm). All tissue types were
included in the analysis. Total tissue area was calculated by
summing the areas of all the particles in each filter (two filters per
patient).

Filter debris was examined for the presence or absence of the
following discrete tissue types: acute thrombus, organizing
thrombus, valve tissue (prosthetic valve tissue, which can be
difficult to distinguish from adventitial tissue or arterial plaque
collagen), arterial wall/necrotic core, calcification, foreign
material, and myocardium. Findings were reported separately for
each filter and subsequently combined and reported as per patient.
The section with the maximum debris was selected for
morphometric analysis.

Endpoints

Baseline clinical and demographic information, echocardiographic
and procedural data were collected for all patients. The primary
endpoint was the number and size of particles captured by the
SENTINEL CEPD during VIV-TAVR with BVF. Secondary safety
endpoints included major adverse cardiac events (in-hospital
mortality, stroke, or myocardial infarction), device embolization,
and procedure-related major bleeding.

Statistical analysis

Patient characteristics are presented as mean ± standard deviation
for continuous variables and frequency and percent for categorical
variables and were compared using standardized differences. The
standardized difference is the difference in means divided by the
pooled standard deviation, expressed as a percent. A threshold of
10% is commonly used to identify potentially important differences
between groups. Debris types were compared using chi-square or
Fisher’s exact tests as appropriate. Total number of debris particles
and percentage of debris particles by size were compared using
Wilcoxon rank sum tests. Unadjusted comparisons of debris type
and size were the primary focus of this manuscript, and therefore
risk-adjustment was not performed. A p-value <0.05 was considered
statistically significant for all comparisons without correction for
multiple hypothesis testing.
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RESULTS

Baseline patient characteristics are presented in Table 1. Patients
were elderly, mostly male, and predominantly had mixed aortic
valve disease (stenosis + regurgitation). This was largely a high-
surgical risk patient cohort, with a mean STS predicted risk of
mortality of 6.5 ± 4.9%. The majority of surgical valves that were
treated in this cohort were in the family of Edwards
Perimount/Magna/Magna Ease, within a range of labeled sizes from
19–27 mm. Patients who underwent VIV-TAVR with BVF were at
higher surgical risk based on STS-PROM and were more likely to be
male and have a history of coronary artery disease, atrial
fibrillation or chronic kidney disease, as compared with the
SENTINEL-LIR cohort.

TABLE 1

Baseline patient characteristics

SENTINEL-
BVF

n = 20

SENTINEL-
LIR

n = 49
Standardized

difference (%)

Age, years 76.5 ± 8.7 75.9 ± 5.9 7.4

Female sex 4 (20.0%) 22 (44.9%) 55.2

White race 20 (100.0%) N/A*

Body mass index (kg/m2) 30.2 ± 7.7 30.6 ± 6.6 6.5

STS-PROM (%) 6.5 ± 4.9 1.8 ± 0.7 133.8

Diabetes 5 (25.0%) 15 (30.6%) 12.6

Coronary artery disease 18 (90.0%) 20 (40.8%) 120.8

Chronic kidney disease 11 (55.0%) 9 (18.4%) 82.2

Atrial fibrillation 14 (70.0%) 9 (18.4%) 121.7

Prior stroke 1 (5.0%) 3 (6.1%) 4.9

COPD 4 (20.0%) N/A*

NYHA class 58.4

I 1 (5.0%) 2 (4.3%)

II 7 (35.0%) 28 (60.9%)

III 9 (45.0%) 14 (30.4%)

IV 3 (15.0%) 2 (4.3%)

TAVR access: femoral 20 (100.0%) 49 (100.0%) 0.0

Baseline LVEF (%) 52.3 ± 15.7 58.4 ± 8.4 48.7

Baseline mean gradient (mmHg) 36.1 ± 13.5 43.7 ± 12.1 59.4

Baseline AVA (cm2) 1.07 ± 0.43 0.87 ± 0.43 45.9

*Not reported in the SENTINEL-LIR manuscript. AVA = aortic valve area; COPD = chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease; LVEF = left ventricular ejection fraction; NYHA = New York
Heart Association; STS-PROM = Society of Thoracic Surgeons predicted risk of mortality.
Data presented are mean ± SD or n (%).

Procedural details are presented in Table 2. The SENTINEL CEPD
was successfully deployed and recaptured in all cases via right
radial artery access. A balloon-expandable valve was used to
perform VIV-TAVR in 11 cases (55%) and a self-expanding valve was
used in 9 cases (45%). BVF was performed after VIV-TAVR
successfully in all cases, with no instances of balloon rupture.
There was a significant reduction in mean valve gradient (36.1 ±
13.5 mmHg vs 4.7 ± 3.8 mmHg) and increase in valve area (1.1 ± 0.4

cm2 vs 3.0 ± 0.9 cm2) following VIV-TAVR with BVF.

Embolic debris was captured in all VIV-TAVR with BVF cases,
including acute thrombus, organizing thrombus, calcium

fragments, valve tissue, arterial wall, and foreign material (Figure
1). Compared with native valve TAVR, VIV-TAVR with BVF resulted
in a higher number of captured particles ≥150 µm (70.9 ± 32.9 vs
42.6 ± 40.7, p<0.001), driven almost exclusively by the number of
small particles (≥150 µm to <500 µm); there were no differences in
the number of intermediate (500 to <1000 µm) or large (1000 to
<2000 µm and ≥2000 µm) particles between VIV-TAVR with BVF and
native valve TAVR (Table 3). When we examined the proportion of
various sized particles, VIV-TAVR with BVF resulted in a higher
proportion of small particles, a lower proportion of intermediate-
sized particles, and no difference in the proportion of large
particles (Figure 2). In comparison with native valve TAVR, VIV-
TAVR with BVF resulted in more frequent capture of organizing
thrombus and foreign materials (mostly gauze), and less frequent
capture of valve tissue (p<0.01 for all, Figure 3). No differences were
observed in the number or size of particles captured based on
stratification by surgical valve type (Table 4).

TABLE 2

Surgical valve and procedural details in the SENTINEL-BVF cohort

Total
n = 20

Surgical valve model

Edwards Perimount/Magna/Magna Ease 14 (70.0%)

Medtronic Mosaic 3 (15.0%)

St. Jude Biocor Epic 2 (10.0%)

Sorin Mitroflow 1 (5.0%)

Labeled surgical valve size (mm)

19 1 (5.0%)

21 4 (20.0%)

23 9 (45.0%)

25 3 (15.0%)

26 1 (5.0%)

27 2 (10.0%)

Surgical valve degeneration type

Stenosis 7 (35.0%)

Regurgitation 2 (10.0%)

Mixed valve disease 11 (55.0%)

SENTINEL device success 20 (100.0%)

THV type

Self-expanding 9 (45.0%)

Balloon-expandable 11 (55.0%)

THV size (mm) 25.0 ± 2.0

BVF success 20 (100.0%)

BVF balloon rupture 0 (0.0%)

Final mean gradient (mmHg) 4.7 ± 3.8

Final AVA (cm2) 3.0 ± 0.9

BVF balloon size (mm) 24.2 ± 2.2

BVF fracture threshold (ATM) 17.8 ± 2.6

AVA = aortic valve area; BVF = bioprosthetic valve fracture; THV = transcatheter heart valve.
Data presented are mean ± SD or n (%).

In the VIV-TAVR with BVF group, there was one in-hospital stroke
(postprocedure day 0, right medial occipital region). There were no
cases of device embolization, procedure-related major bleeding,
myocardial infarction or in-hospital mortality.
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FIGURE 1

Representative histological images of debris captured by the SENTINEL device during VIV-TAVR with BVF. (A) Whole-slide imaging reveals multiple tissue fragments, including
some large particles (>1 mm). (B) Proteoglycan-rich arterial walls (blue arrows) and prosthetic valve tissue (asterisks) are surrounded by acute thrombus (red arrows). (C)
Calcification (black arrows) and organizing thrombus (pink arrows) are present. (D) The filter captured polarizable foreign material (gauze, green arrows) along with an acute
thrombus (red arrows). [A, C, D: H&E stain, D’: polarized; B: MP stain. A: low-power image; B–D: high-power images taken from rectangle areas in image A.] BVF = bioprosthetic
valve fracture; H&E = hematoxylin and eosin; MP = Movat Pentachrome; VIV-TAVR = valve-in-valve transcatheter aortic valve replacement.

FIGURE 2

Proportion of small, intermediate and large particles captured during native-valve
TAVR and VIV-TAVR with BVF. Particles were categorized as small (≥150 µm to <500
µm), intermediate (500 to <1000 µm), or large (1000 to <2000 µm and ≥2000 µm). VIV-
TAVR with BVF was associated with a higher proportion of small particles, a lower
proportion of intermediate particles, and no difference in the proportion of large
particles, as compared with native-valve TAVR. BVF = bioprosthetic valve fracture;
TAVR = transcatheter aortic valve replacement; VIV-TAVR = valve-in-valve
transcatheter aortic valve replacement.

FIGURE 3

Particle types captured during native-valve TAVR and VIV-TAVR with BVF. Particle
types are shown as the percentage of patients in whom each debris type was
captured. VIV-TAVR with BVF was associated with more frequent capture of organizing
thrombus and foreign material, and less frequent capture of valve tissue, as compared
with native-valve TAVR (p<0.01 for all). BVF = bioprosthetic valve fracture; TAVR =
transcatheter aortic valve replacement; VIV-TAVR = valve-in-valve transcatheter aortic
valve replacement.

DISCUSSION

This is the first study to quantify and characterize embolic debris
captured by the SENTINEL CEPD in patients undergoing VIV-TAVR
with BVF. In this study, we found that embolic debris was captured
in all cases with an average of 71 particles ≥150 µm per patient. In
comparison to cases of native valve TAVR from the SENTINEL Low-
Intermediate Risk Registry, VIV-TAVR with BVF cases resulted in
embolization of substantially more particles ≥150 µm, driven

mainly by small particles between 150 and <500 µm. VIV-TAVR with
BVF cases showed a higher capture rate of organizing thrombus
and foreign materials and a lower capture rate of valve tissue.
Importantly, patients undergoing VIV-TAVR with BVF achieved
excellent procedural results, with low residual valve gradients and
a low rate of procedural complications (particularly when BVF is
performed after VIV-TAVR), keeping in line with prior published
data.6,7,18
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TABLE 3

Type, number and particle sizes captured during VIV-TAVR with BVF as compared
with native valve TAVR

Finding (per patient)

Group

p-value
SENTINEL-BVF

n = 20
SENTINEL-LIR

n = 49

Any debris 100.0% 100.0% 1.000

Acute thrombus 100.0% 95.9% 1.000

Organizing thrombus 30.0% 4.1% 0.005

Valve tissue 35.0% 71.4% 0.004

Arterial wall 100.0% 98.0% 1.000

Necrotic core 0.0% 4.1% 1.000

Calcification 60.0% 55.1% 0.709

Foreign material 100.0% 42.9% <0.001

Myocardium 10.0% 20.4% 0.486

Particle size

Number of total particles ≥150 µm <0.001

Mean ± SD 70.9 ± 32.9 42.6 ± 40.7

Median (IQR) 69.0 (45.0, 92.5) 25.0 (14.0, 64.0)

Range 18.0–162.0 1.0–198.0

Number of particles 150 to <500 µm <0.001

Mean ± SD 59.9 ± 26.6 33.4 ± 35.1

Median (IQR) 58.5 (37.5, 82.0) 20.0 (12.0, 46.0)

Range 14.0–123.0 0.0–186.0

Number of particles 500 to <1000 µm 0.156

Mean ± SD 7.7 ± 3.9 7.1 ± 6.6

Median (IQR) 8.0 (5.0, 10.5) 5.0 (3.0, 10.0)

Range 2.0–15.0 0.0–29.0

Number of particles 1000 to <2000 µm 0.321

Mean ± SD 2.8 ± 4.4 1.7 ± 2.2

Median (IQR) 2.0 (0.0, 4.0) 1.0 (0.0, 2.0)

Range 0.0–20.0 0.0–11.0

Number of particles ≥2000 µm 0.479

Mean ± SD 0.6 ± 1.1 0.4 ± 0.8

Median (IQR) 0.0 (0.0, 1.0) 0.0 (0.0, 0.0)

Range 0.0–4.0 0.0–4.0

Continuous variables compared using Wilcoxon rank-sum test. Categorical variables
compared using chi-square or Fisher’s exact test.

Several prior studies have analyzed the debris captured by the
SENTINEL CEPD during native valve TAVR procedures. In the
SENTINEL Trial,12 particulate analysis was performed for all
patients in the device arm (n=121) and found that debris was
captured in 99% of cases. Subsequently, the SENTINEL Low-
Intermediate Risk Registry16 (n=49) and a single-center study
involving 100 consecutive patients in Ulm, Germany19 reported
similar proportions of particle types and sizes to those observed in
the SENTINEL Trial. In the present study, the higher rate of capture
of organizing thrombus and the lower rate of capture of valve tissue
may be related to differences in the degenerative changes present
in native and prosthetic valve leaflets, and particularly the
potential for hypoattenuating leaflet thickening (HALT) in the
presence of bioprosthetic valves. The higher rate of capture of
foreign materials (mostly gauze) is an unexpected finding of this
study. It is unclear whether this could be related to differences in

device preparation during the procedure, the quality of gauze
utilized during the procedure, or in the processing of samples for
analysis.

The rate of stroke in this study (5%) was similar to that reported in
the device arm of the SENTINEL trial (5.6%) and the SENTINEL
Low-Intermediate Risk Registry (4%). However, it is important to
note that this study was not powered to evaluate clinical stroke
rates and that differences in baseline clinical characteristics
between these cohorts may have impacted the number and size of
captured particles and the risk of stroke in these studies. Patients
who underwent VIV-TAVR with BVF in this study were at higher
surgical risk based on STS-PROM and were more likely to be male
and have a history of coronary artery disease, atrial fibrillation or
chronic kidney disease, as compared with the SENTINEL-LIR
cohort. While there were substantially more particles ≥150 µm
captured in VIV-TAVR with BVF procedures in this study, the
majority of captured particles were small. While it stands to reason
that the liberation of larger particles may pose a greater risk of
clinical stroke than smaller particles, MRI imaging suggests that
lesion size, the total number of lesions, and total lesion volume
may be associated with stroke,10 and therefore the liberation of
even small particles may be clinically relevant. Whether the type of
tissue liberated during TAVR impacts the risk of stroke is also
unclear. Whether investigational CEPDs with differing pore sizes,
mechanisms of action, degree of complete vessel coverage, access
site and ease of use can further reduce the risk of stroke during
native valve and VIV-TAVR procedures remains to be seen.20 While
the impact of CEPD use on clinical stroke rates remains unclear,
this analysis suggests that patients undergoing VIV-TAVR with BVF
could represent a higher-risk cohort more likely to benefit from
CEPD.

LIMITATIONS

This was a single-arm non-randomized study of patients
undergoing VIV-TAVR with BVF, and there are no previously
published data quantifying debris captured during VIV-TAVR
without BVF. Therefore, no comparisons can be made to patients
undergoing VIV-TAVR without BVF or VIV-TAVR with BVF without
cerebral embolic protection. Additionally, baseline differences
between the native valve TAVR and VIV-TAVR with BVF cohorts may
have influenced the findings of this study. The number of cases in
this study is small, limiting the ability to correct for differences in
patient characteristics between cohorts. The small sample size also
leaves the study underpowered for clinical endpoints including
stroke. There was no routine involvement from a neurologist to
assess signs or symptoms of stroke following TAVR. While this
study analyzed the debris captured by the SENTINEL CEPD during
VIV-TAVR with BVF procedures, there was no brain imaging
performed to quantify debris not captured by the CEPD. Lastly, all
patients in this study underwent VIV-TAVR followed by BVF and
these results may not apply to patients who undergo BVF followed
by VIV-TAVR.
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TABLE 4

Particle count and size captured during VIV-TAVR with BVF stratified by surgical valve type

Edwards
n = 14

Medtronic
n = 3

Sorin
n = 1

St. Jude
n = 2 p-value

Number of particles 150 to <500 µm 0.189

Mean ± SD 54.3 ± 23.8 93.7 ± 26.4 52.0 52.0 ± 25.5

Median (IQR) 48.5 (37.0, 81.0) 86.0 (72.0, 123.0) 52.0 52.0 (34.0, 70.0)

Range 14.0–88.0 72.0–123.0 52.0 34.0–70.0

Number of particles 500 to <1000 µm 0.321

Mean ± SD 6.8 ± 3.7 10.3 ± 5.0 12.0 7.5 ± 2.1

Median (IQR) 7.5 (3.0, 9.0) 11.0 (5.0, 15.0) 12.0 7.5 (6.0, 9.0)

Range 2.0–14.0 5.0–15.0 12.0 6.0–9.0

Number of particles 1000 to <2000 µm 0.223

Mean ± SD 1.6 ± 1.6 7.3 ± 11.0 3.0 4.5 ± 0.7

Median (IQR) 1.0 (0.0, 3.0) 2.0 (0.0, 20.0) 3.0 4.5 (4.0, 5.0)

Range 0.0–4.0 0.0–20.0 3.0 4.0–5.0

Number of particles ≥2000 µm 0.693

Mean ± SD 0.5 ± 0.8 1.3 ± 2.3 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0

Median (IQR) 0.0 (0.0, 1.0) 0.0 (0.0, 4.0) 0.0 0.0 (0.0, 0.0)

Range 0.0–2.0 0.0–4.0 0.0 0.0–0.0

Percent of particles 150 to <500 µm 0.313

Mean ± SD 85.7 ± 5.1 85.2 ± 8.2 77.6 79.9 ± 6.2

Median (IQR) 84.7 (82.3, 90.0) 88.7 (75.9, 91.1) 77.6 79.9 (75.6, 84.3)

Range 77.8–94.9 75.9–91.1 77.6 75.6–84.3

Percent of particles 500 to <1000 µm 0.355

Mean ± SD 10.8 ± 4.3 9.0 ± 2.5 17.9 12.1 ± 1.8

Median (IQR) 11.3 (7.0, 13.5) 9.3 (6.3, 11.3) 17.9 12.1 (10.8, 13.3)

Range 3.8–20.0 6.3–11.3 17.9 10.8–13.3

Percent of particles 1000 to <2000 µm 0.314

Mean ± SD 2.6 ± 2.5 5.0 ± 6.5 4.5 8.0 ± 4.4

Median (IQR) 2.1 (0.0, 4.0) 2.5 (0.0, 12.3) 4.5 8.0 (4.8, 11.1)

Range 0.0–6.8 0.0–12.3 4.5 4.8–11.1

Percent of particles ≥2000 µm 0.710

Mean ± SD 1.0 ± 1.6 0.8 ± 1.4 0.0 0.0 ± 0.0

Median (IQR) 0.0 (0.0, 2.0) 0.0 (0.0, 2.5) 0.0 0.0 (0.0, 0.0)

Range 0.0–5.6 0.0–2.5 0.0 0.0–0.0

Continuous variables compared using Kruskal-Wallis test. Categorical variables compared using chi-square or Fisher’s exact test.

CONCLUSION

In this study of 20 cases of VIV-TAVR followed by BVF, histological
analysis found that the SENTINEL CEPD captured debris in all
patients, with a higher number of particles ≥150 µm as compared
with native valve TAVR, primarily driven by a larger number of
small (150 to <500 µm) particles captured. These findings should be
considered hypothesis-generating and whether these findings
impact clinical stroke rates merits further evaluation.

ARTICLE INFORMATION

Trial registration: ClinicalTrials.gov NCT05093764

Ethics approval: This study was approved by an Institutional
Review Board, and all patients provided informed written consent

to participate. All procedures performed in studies involving
human participants were in accordance with the ethical standards
of the institutional and/or national research committee and with
the 1964 Helsinki Declaration and its later amendments.

Funding support: This clinical study was funded by Boston
Scientific.

Author contributions: Chhatriwalla: conceptualization, data
curation, formal analysis, funding acquisition, investigation,
methodology, project administration, supervision, visualization,
writing – original draft, writing – review & editing. Huded: data
curation, funding acquisition, investigation, project
administration, writing – original draft, writing – review & editing.
Saxon: conceptualization, methodology, validation, visualization,
writing – review & editing. Cohen: methodology, writing – review &
editing. Nazif: writing – review & editing. Rinaldi: data curation,

Chhatriwalla et al. · Cerebral Debris Captured During VIV-TAVR with BVF OpenSource Cardiology · Vol. 1 · October 2026

OpenSource: Cardiology · doi osc.2026.0018 (pending) · ISSN pending · CC BY 4.0 Page 6 of 8



supervision, writing – review & editing. Gada: conceptualization,
formal analysis, writing – review & editing. Seeger: methodology,
supervision, validation, writing – original draft, writing – review &
editing. Hart: investigation, writing – review & editing. Grier:
investigation, writing – review & editing. Finn: data curation,
methodology, project administration, resources, supervision,
writing – review & editing. Virmani: conceptualization,
methodology, supervision, writing – review & editing. Kawakami:
formal analysis, investigation, methodology, validation,
visualization, writing – review & editing. Allen: conceptualization,
data curation, formal analysis, investigation, methodology, writing
– review & editing.

Authorship criteria: All 14 listed authors have returned the ICMJE
authorship attestation and confirmed all four ICMJE criteria.

Disclosures: Chhatriwalla: Research grant, Boston Scientific;
speakers bureau and consultant, Abbott Vascular, Edwards
Lifesciences and Medtronic Inc. Huded: Consulting and advisory
board, Boston Scientific; proctor, Edwards Lifesciences. Saxon:
Consulting and honoraria from Edwards Lifesciences, Medtronic
Inc, Johnson & Johnson, W.L. Gore, and Abbott Vascular. Cohen:
Institutional research grant support from Boston Scientific,
Edwards Lifesciences, and Abbott; consulting income from Boston
Scientific, Edwards Lifesciences, and Abbott. Nazif: Consulting or
honoraria from Edwards, Medtronic, Boston Scientific, and
Encompass. Rinaldi: Edwards — consultant, speaker, advisory
board; Boston Scientific — consultant, speaker, advisory board,
teaching courses; Abbott Vascular — consultant, speaker, advisory
board, teaching courses; DSMB — Corvia, Croivalve (paid); case
selection committee — Repair MR (Abbott) (paid). Gada: Consulting
for Abbott Vascular, Boston Scientific and Medtronic Inc. Seeger:
None. Hart: None. Grier: Consulting for Medtronic. Finn and
Virmani: Institutional research support from Leducq Foundation,
Abbott Vascular, Ablative Solutions, Absorption Systems, Advanced
NanoTherapies, Aerwave Medical, Alivas, Amgen, Asahi Medical,
Aurios Medical, Avantec Vascular, BD, Biosensors, Biotronik, Bolt
Medical, Boston Scientific, EndoVascular, Chansu Vascular
Technologies, Children’s National, Concept Medical, Cook Medical,
Cooper Health, Cormaze, CRL, Croivalve, CSI, Dexcom, Edwards
Lifesciences, Elucid Bioimaging, eLum Technologies, Emboline,
Endotronix, Envision, Filterlex, Innovalve, Innovative
Cardiovascular Solutions, Intact Vascular, Interface Biologics,
Intershunt Technologies, Invatin, Lahav, MedAlliance, Medanex,
Medtronic, Mercator, Microvention, Neovasc, OrbusNeich, Pi-
Cardia, Polares Medical, Polyvascular, Profusa, Protembis, Pulse
Biosciences, Recor Medical, Shockwave, SMT, SoundPipe,
Spectrawave, Surmodics, Terumo Corporation, The Jacobs Institute,
UCSF, UPMC, Vascudyne, Xeltis outside the submitted work. Finn:
Consultant/honoraria from Concept Medical, Boston Scientific,
Cook Medical, BD, Cordis, AVS, and Medtronic. Virmani: Consultant
or scientific advisory board member for Abbott Vascular, Boston
Scientific, CeloNova, Cook Medical, CSI, Edwards Lifesciences, Bard
BD, Medtronic, OrbusNeich Medical, ReCor Medical, SinoMedical
Sciences Technology, Surmodics, Terumo Corporation, W. L. Gore,
and Xeltis. Kawakami: No conflicts of interest to declare. Allen:
Edwards, Medtronic, Abbott — consulting, speakers bureau,

proctoring, institutional research, with all payments to the
institution and none personally.

Address for correspondence: Adnan K. Chhatriwalla, MD, Saint
Luke’s Mid America Heart Institute, 4330 Wornall Road, Suite 2000,
Kansas City, MO 64111. Email: adnan dot chhatriwalla at bjc dot org.

REFERENCES

1. Deeb GM, Chetcuti SJ, Reardon MJ, et al. 1-Year results in patients undergoing
transcatheter aortic valve replacement with failed surgical bioprostheses. JACC
Cardiovasc Interv. 2017;10(10):1034-1044. doi:10.1016/j.jcin.2017.03.018

2. Webb JG, Mack MJ, White JM, et al. Transcatheter aortic valve implantation within
degenerated aortic surgical bioprostheses: PARTNER 2 Valve-in-Valve Registry. J
Am Coll Cardiol. 2017;69(18):2253-2262. doi:10.1016/j.jacc.2017.02.057

3. Dvir D, Webb JG, Bleiziffer S, et al. Transcatheter aortic valve implantation in failed
bioprosthetic surgical valves. JAMA. 2014;312(2):162-170.
doi:10.1001/jama.2014.7246

4. Allen KB, Chhatriwalla AK, Cohen DJ, et al. Bioprosthetic valve fracture to facilitate
transcatheter valve-in-valve implantation. Ann Thorac Surg. 2017;104(5):1501-1508.
doi:10.1016/j.athoracsur.2017.04.007

5. Chhatriwalla AK, Sorajja P. Expanding indications for bioprosthetic valve fracture and
bioprosthetic valve remodeling. Circ Cardiovasc Interv. 2018;11(8):e007017.
doi:10.1161/CIRCINTERVENTIONS.118.007017

6. Allen KB, Chhatriwalla AK, Saxon JT, et al. Bioprosthetic valve fracture: technical
insights from a multicenter study. J Thorac Cardiovasc Surg. 2019;158(5):1317-
1328.e1. doi:10.1016/j.jtcvs.2019.01.073

7. Chhatriwalla AK, Allen KB, Saxon JT, et al. Bioprosthetic valve fracture improves the
hemodynamic results of valve-in-valve transcatheter aortic valve replacement. Circ
Cardiovasc Interv. 2017;10(7):e005216. doi:10.1161/CIRCINTERVENTIONS.117.005216

8. Carroll JD, Mack MJ, Vemulapalli S, et al. STS-ACC TVT Registry of transcatheter
aortic valve replacement. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2020;76(21):2492-2516.
doi:10.1016/j.jacc.2020.09.595

9. Fairbairn TA, Mather AN, Bijsterveld P, et al. Diffusion-weighted MRI determined
cerebral embolic infarction following transcatheter aortic valve implantation:
assessment of predictive risk factors and the relationship to subsequent health
status. Heart. 2012;98(1):18-23. doi:10.1136/heartjnl-2011-300065

10. Lansky AJ, Grubman D, Dwyer MG 3rd, et al. Clinical significance of diffusion-
weighted brain MRI lesions after TAVR: results of a patient-level pooled analysis. J
Am Coll Cardiol. 2024;84(8):712-722. doi:10.1016/j.jacc.2024.05.055

11. Spaziano M, Francese DP, Leon MB, Genéreux P. Imaging and functional testing to
assess clinical and subclinical neurological events after transcatheter or surgical
aortic valve replacement: a comprehensive review. J Am Coll Cardiol.
2014;64(18):1950-1963. doi:10.1016/j.jacc.2014.07.986

12. Kapadia SR, Kodali S, Makkar R, et al. Protection against cerebral embolism during
transcatheter aortic valve replacement. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2017;69(4):367-377.
doi:10.1016/j.jacc.2016.10.023

13. Kapadia SR, Makkar R, Leon M, et al. Cerebral embolic protection during
transcatheter aortic-valve replacement. N Engl J Med. 2022;387(14):1253-1263.
doi:10.1056/NEJMoa2204961

14. Kharbanda RK, Kennedy J, Jamal Z, et al. Routine cerebral embolic protection during
transcatheter aortic-valve implantation. N Engl J Med. 2025;392(24):2403-2412.
doi:10.1056/NEJMoa2415120

15. Butala NM, Kapadia SR, Secemsky EA, et al. Impact of cerebral embolic protection
devices on disabling stroke after TAVR: updated results from the STS/ACC TVT
Registry. Circ Cardiovasc Interv. 2024;17(9):e013697.
doi:10.1161/CIRCINTERVENTIONS.123.013697

16. Kawakami R, Gada H, Rinaldi MJ, et al. Characterization of cerebral embolic capture
using the SENTINEL device during transcatheter aortic valve implantation in low to
intermediate-risk patients: the SENTINEL-LIR study. Circ Cardiovasc Interv.
2022;15(4):e011358. doi:10.1161/CIRCINTERVENTIONS.121.011358

17. Schmidt T, Leon MB, Mehran R, et al. Debris heterogeneity across different valve
types captured by a cerebral protection system during transcatheter aortic valve
replacement. JACC Cardiovasc Interv. 2018;11(13):1262-1273.
doi:10.1016/j.jcin.2018.03.001

18. Chhatriwalla AK, Allen KB, Depta JP, et al. Outcomes of bioprosthetic valve fracture
in patients undergoing valve-in-valve TAVR. JACC Cardiovasc Interv.
2023;16(5):530-539. doi:10.1016/j.jcin.2022.12.019

Chhatriwalla et al. · Cerebral Debris Captured During VIV-TAVR with BVF OpenSource Cardiology · Vol. 1 · October 2026

OpenSource: Cardiology · doi osc.2026.0018 (pending) · ISSN pending · CC BY 4.0 Page 7 of 8

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcin.2017.03.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacc.2017.02.057
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2014.7246
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.athoracsur.2017.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCINTERVENTIONS.118.007017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtcvs.2019.01.073
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCINTERVENTIONS.117.005216
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacc.2020.09.595
https://doi.org/10.1136/heartjnl-2011-300065
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacc.2024.05.055
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacc.2014.07.986
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacc.2016.10.023
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2204961
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2415120
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCINTERVENTIONS.123.013697
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCINTERVENTIONS.121.011358
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcin.2018.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcin.2022.12.019


19. Seeger J, Virmani R, Romero M, Gonska B, Rottbauer W, Wöhrle J. Significant
differences in debris captured by the Sentinel dual-filter cerebral embolic protection
during transcatheter aortic valve replacement among different valve types. JACC
Cardiovasc Interv. 2018;11(17):1683-1693. doi:10.1016/j.jcin.2018.06.018

20. Jiménez Díaz VA, Kapadia SR, Linke A, et al. Cerebral embolic protection during
transcatheter heart interventions. EuroIntervention. 2023;19(7):549-570.
doi:10.4244/EIJ-D-23-00166

Chhatriwalla et al. · Cerebral Debris Captured During VIV-TAVR with BVF OpenSource Cardiology · Vol. 1 · October 2026

OpenSource: Cardiology · doi osc.2026.0018 (pending) · ISSN pending · CC BY 4.0 Page 8 of 8

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcin.2018.06.018
https://doi.org/10.4244/EIJ-D-23-00166

