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Abstract
Background
Mortality for children with congenital heart disease (CHD) has declined with improved surgical techniques and neonatal screening; however, as these patients live longer, accurate estimates of the prevalence of adults with CHD are lacking.

Methods
To determine the prevalence and mortality trends of adults with CHD, we combined National Vital Statistics System data and National Health Interview Survey data using an integrative systems model to determine the prevalence of recalled CHD as a function of age, sex, and year (by recalled CHD, we mean positive response to the question “has a doctor told you that (name) has congenital heart disease?”, which is a conservative lower-bound estimate of CHD prevalence). We used Human Mortality Database estimates and US Census Department projections of the US population to calculate the CHD-prevalent population by age, sex, and year. The primary outcome was prevalence of recalled CHD in adults from 1970 to 2050; the secondary outcomes were birth prevalence and mortality rates by sex and women of childbearing age (15–49 years).

Results
The birth prevalence of recalled CHD in 2010 for males was 3.29 per 1,000 (95 % uncertainty interval (UI) 2.8–3.6), and for females was 3.23 per 1,000 (95 % UI 2.3–3.6). From 1968 to 2010, mortality among zero to 51-week-olds declined from 170 to 53 per 100,000 person years. The estimated number of adults (age 20–64 years) with recalled CHD in 1968 was 118,000 (95 % UI 72,000–150,000). By 2010, there was an increase by a factor of 2.3 (95 % UI 2.2–2.6), to 273,000 (95 % UI 190,000–330,000). There will be an estimated 510,000 (95 % UI: 400,000–580,000) in 2050. The prevalence of adults with recalled CHD will begin to plateau around the year 2050. In 2010, there were 134,000 (95 % UI 69,000–160,000) reproductive-age females (age 15–49 years) with recalled CHD in the United States.

Conclusion
Mortality rates have decreased in infants and the prevalence of adults with CHD has increased but will slow down around 2050. This population requires adult medical systems with providers experienced in the care of adult CHD patients, including those familiar with reproduction in women with CHD.
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Background
Congenital heart disease (CHD) is one of the most common types of congenital malformations in the United States (US), estimated to be between four and nine per 1,000 births, and without surgery it is are often incompatible with long-term survival [1–6]. Patients with CHD can have mild disease with relatively little need for medical care; however, others have complicated physiology and require specialized care. One study found the birth prevalence of moderate and severe CHD to be about six per 1,000 births (and increases to 19 per 1,000 if serious bicuspid aortic valves are included) [4]. With improved surgical techniques and increased neonatal screening, the mortality in CHD has shifted from the neonatal period into adulthood with a growing population of adults with CHD [7–12]. However, the mortality in CHD is still premature compared to the general population and varies by socioeconomic status and race [9, 11]. A recent systematic review estimated adults with CHD to be around 3,000 per million [13] but this estimate is not specific to the US. In addition, predictions about the growth of this population over time are lacking. This is important information for the healthcare system because these patients are not cured and they will continue to have excess mortality and suffer complications related to their CHD and surgical procedures during their adult life [14, 15].
Because adults with CHD are a new patient population, medical providers and care systems have relatively little expertise with the unique issues of adult CHD patients. These patients are complex not only because of their CHD, but unique to this population is the interaction between CHD and issues of young adulthood, including reproduction, neurodevelopmental abnormalities, and genetic syndromes for which CHD is only one part of the phenotypic expression [16]. Thus, the expertise found in pediatric medicine that has successfully treated these patients for decades now must be developed in adult medicine. Guidelines recommend that all adults with moderate to severely complex CHD be evaluated by adult CHD experts [17], which are currently few in number and insufficient for the growing adult CHD population [18]. However, many adult CHD patients, families, and medical providers are unaware of the need for continued lifelong subspecialty follow-up, especially in those with moderate to severe disease [19–21].
Thus, to ensure the highest quality care for these complex and unique patients, more accurate estimates of the adult population with moderate to severe CHD are needed, as well as future projections to help inform the health care system [22].
We used integrative systems modeling [23],which combines a mechanistic model of disease progression with a statistical model of data likelihood, to simultaneously estimate the prevalence and mortality of CHD in the US from multiple data sources. From this model, we made age-/sex-specific estimates of CHD population size from 1968 to 2010, and projected future trends to 2050.

Methods
Data sources
CHD prevalence
The National Health Interview Survey (NHIS) has annually asked about CHD status in a large sample of the US population [24]. Starting in 1997, it has included the following question for a random sample of individuals younger than 18: “Looking at this list, has a doctor or health professional ever told you that (selected child name) had any of these conditions? … (9) congenital heart disease?” We used positive response to this question for years 1997 to 2011 to calculate the sex-/year-specific measurements of prevalence for single-year age groups, which we referred to as “recalled CHD” and interpreted as a surrogate for the prevalence of moderate to severe CHD. Recalled CHD is a vast underestimate of the overall CHD prevalence but reflects the public knowledge of CHD and potential cases that will encounter the health care system. In order to answer yes to the question, the participant had to be familiar with the term “CHD” and remember that their child had a heart condition that is classified as a CHD. Recalled CHD is likely biased to those with more moderate and severe disease since these require multiple follow-up appointments or surgery. However, it is also possible that cases of simple CHD were captured by this question. To avoid age-differential nonresponse bias, we excluded age group zero from the primary analysis.

CHD mortality
The National Center for Health Statistics in the US has annually compiled data from all filed death certificates and has made these data available on its Multiple-Cause Mortality Files [25]. These files include demographic and geographic information on the decedent and International Classification of Disease (ICD) codes for the underlying cause of death and contributing factors on the death certificate. Three versions of the ICD were used to code causes of death in the mortality files (Additional file 1: Table S1). The selected range of codes includes congenital anomalies of the heart and great vessels and excludes anomalies of the peripheral circulatory system. We defined deaths associated with CHD if the records had any mention of such codes as a cause of death or if the code was listed in as an underlying cause of death. From this we tabulated sex-/year-specific counts of CHD deaths for single-year age groups for years 1968 to 2010.

Population size
We used the Human Mortality Database (http://​www.​mortality.​org/​) and US Census Department 2012 Middle Series projections to determine age-/sex-/year-specific US population. We obtained CHD mortality rate data for each age/sex/year group by dividing the CHD mortality counts by the midyear population for each group.
The age-/sex-/year-specific data on CHD mortality rate and CHD prevalence were used as inputs into our statistical model of disease rates as function of age and time [26]. We used parametric bootstrap resampling of the input data to generate 95 % uncertainty intervals (UI). We multiplied the appropriate population estimates by the estimated prevalence to produce estimates of the size of the CHD-prevalent population by age, sex, and year.
Age- and sex-specific prevalence and with-condition mortality rates for each year were calculated simultaneously for all time periods (separately for males and females). We examined trends in age-specific with-condition mortality rates between 1968 and 2010 by year of death, pooled across sexes. We present the data using the following age groups: 0–51 weeks, 1–4 years, 5–9 years, 10–14 years, 15–19 years, and 20–65 years.


Modeling
We used the integrative systems model DisMod-PDE to combine the prevalence and mortality data using a compartmental model of process and an offset log-normal model of data [26]. DisMod-PDE is a nonlinear regression model that uses a system of differential equations to relate age- and time-specific progression of disease through a two-compartment model. When modeling a congenital condition such as CHD, the model simplifies to include only the age-/time-specific excess-mortality hazard (χ) quantifying the flow out of the with-condition compartment (C) and the time-specific birth prevalence of the condition (C(0,t)). For more detail, see Additional file 2. DisMod-PDE is a Bayesian model, and we used weakly informative priors to allow the data to inform the estimates as much as possible (Fig. 1). Stock in compartment C was assumed to vary over age and time and was smoothed across cohorts with second-order smoothing of σ = 1. Hazard χ was assumed to also vary over age and time and to have second-order smoothing across ages, cohorts, and cross-smoothing with σ = 1. We used a deterministic differential equation restricted to only compartment C and hazard χ of DisMod-PDE. Additional assumptions of the model are the following: 1. there was no incidence besides at birth; 2. there was no remission (no one was cured from the condition); and 3. there was no protective effect associated with the condition. We also assumed that the birth prevalence rate was constant over time, and that the prevalence rate and excess mortality rate were constant across cohorts before 1968. We conducted a sensitivity analysis to quantify the influence of our assumptions; see Additional file 3. When making projections, we conservatively assumed that the birth prevalence and excess mortality rate were constant across cohorts after 2010, as well. We were unable to distinguish between disease severity based on the NHIS data and therefore we estimate a single (age- and time-specific) prevalence rate and excess mortality rate for all recalled CHD. Analysis was undertaken using DisMod-PDE software, with additional processing done with Python 2.7 [26, 27]. A replication archive is available online (http://​ghdx.​healthmetricsand​evaluation.​org/​record/​united-states-adult-congenital-heart-disease-estimates-1970-2050).[image: A12963_2015_63_Fig1_HTML.gif]
Fig. 1Integrative systems model combines mortality and prevalence data in a non-linear regression framework, based on an age- and time-specific compartmental model of disease progression






Results and discussion
CHD mortality
The multiple-cause mortality files for all ages for 1968 to 2010 contain records for 92.4 million deaths by any cause. We identified 288,813 deaths (0.31 %) associated with a CHD. In 73.4 % of these deaths (212,116, or 0.23 % of all), the CHD was the underlying cause, i.e., the death was coded as due to a CHD. Between 1968 and 2010, the cause-specific mortality rate for all ages declined 71 %, from 4.9 to 1.4 per 100,000 person-years (PY) (Fig. 2). The mortality was higher among males (1.5 per 100,000) than among females (1.3 per 100,000). Among zero to 51-week-olds, it declined 69 % whereas among adults aged 20–64 years, the mortality declined 55 %. The percentage of CHD deaths that occur during the first year of life has declined from 61 % in 1968 to 46 % in 2010.[image: A12963_2015_63_Fig2_HTML.gif]
Fig. 2Congenital-heart-disease-specific mortality rates as a function of time from 1970 to 2010, stratified by age group. (Markers show National Vital Statistics System data and lines show model estimates.)





CHD prevalence
The NHIS data from 1997 to 2011 contains recalled CHD status for 180,766 individuals, from which our model estimates that the birth prevalence of recalled CHD in 2010 for males was 3.29 per 1,000 (95 % UI 2.8–3.6), and for females was 3.23 per 1,000 (95 % UI 2.3–3.6) (Fig. 3b).[image: A12963_2015_63_Fig3_HTML.gif]
Fig. 3a Recalled congenital heart disease prevalence per 1000 as a function of age, stratified by year of birth. b Recalled prevalence per 1000 at birth (solid red), for 1–4 year olds (dashed green), and for 5–19 year olds (dotted purple) as a function of time, based on data from the National Health Interview Survey (circle and square markers)





Prevalence of adult congenital heart disease
Figure 3a shows the prevalence of recalled CHD over time by age group. In 1968, there were 118,000 (95 % UI 72,000–150,000) adults with recalled CHD. By 2010, there was an increase by a factor of 2.3 (95 % UI 2.2–2.6) to 273,000 (95 % UI 190,000–330,000) adults. In 2010, there were 134,000 (95 % UI 69,000–160,000) reproductive-age females (age 15–49 years) with recalled CHD.
The estimated number of adults (age 20 to 64 years) with recalled CHD, as well as the trends in prevalence from 1970 to 2050, are shown in Table 1 and displayed visually in Fig. 4. There will be an estimated 355,000 (95 % UI: 266,000–415,000) adults age 20 to65 years with CHD in 2025 and 510,000 (95 % UI: 400,000–580,000) in 2050. This corresponds to an estimated 1.47 per thousand adults with CHD in 2010, 1.83 per thousand adults in 2025, and 2.31 per thousand adults in 2050. The prevalence of adults with recalled CHD begins to plateau around the year 2050 and growth in the total number of adults with CHD slows to match the general population growth.Table 1Estimated cases and prevalence of ACHD over time


	 	1970
	1980
	1990
	2000
	2010
	2020
	2030
	2040
	2050

	ACHD Cases (Thousands)
	122
	154
	183
	219
	273
	328
	385
	454
	510

	ACHD Prevalence (per 1000)
	1.15
	1.19
	1.25
	1.32
	1.47
	1.7
	1.96
	2.18
	2.31



[image: A12963_2015_63_Fig4_HTML.gif]
Fig. 4Estimated number of adults (ages 20 to 64 years) with recalled congenital heart disease cases (blue solid line) and prevalence of recalled congenital heart disease in adults (per 1000) (green dotted line), with 95 % uncertainty intervals shaded in grey, as a function of time, from 1965 to 2060. Previous estimates of ACHD prevalence are marked with circles for comparison




In 2010, the number of adolescents with recalled CHD who turned 20 years old was 9,800 (95 % UI: 7,700–11,000). This number will increase by a factor of 1.29 to 13,000 (95 % UI: 10,000–14,000) in 2050. In addition, there will be 170,000 (95 % UI: 100,000–200,000) reproductive-age females in 2025 and 216,000 (95 % UI: 140,000–250,000) in 2050.

Main findings
We found 273,000 adults had recalled CHD in 2010, which corresponds to 1.47 per thousand people. This estimate is lower than a recent meta-analysis, which found the adult CHD population prevalence to be around three per thousand, but they were limited by the large heterogeneity of the studies and did not include the US [13]. Our integrative systems model confirms that the population of adults with CHD is increasing; however, we are the first to note that the prevalence will start to plateau around the year 2050 unless there are significant changes in birth prevalence or mortality. This has implications for the health care system since it allows us to quantify the magnitude of this patient population and help with planning for their future healthcare needs. Previous observational studies of adults with CHD have focused on the severity distribution, and found that severe cases constitute 3 % and moderate cases 15 % of the total; none have projected future population trends [4, 13, 28]. Registry data are thus far lacking, and it is difficult to establish registries that capture adult CHD patients with heterogeneous diseases who may not receive regular healthcare [29]. Mathematical modeling has been recommended as an important tool for understanding the burden of this disease [22].
This study used integrative systems modeling to show that the mortality from CHD has declined in all age groups between 1968 and 2010 with children zero to 51 weeks having experienced the greatest decline, followed by those 1–4 years, which is consistent with prior studies that have shown a mortality decreased between 31 and 39 % in this population [2, 3, 30]. Despite improvements in mortality, these age groups continue to experience the highest mortality from CHD. Recent implementation of newborn pulse oximetry screening programs for critical CHD [31], as well as increased perinatal screening using genetic testing and fetal echocardiography, allows earlier detection of CHD. Earlier diagnosis will continue to decrease the infant mortality since late diagnosis is associated with worse infant survival [32, 33]. However, we still have much work to do in individuals aged 20 to 64 years old, whose mortality has remained stable with little improvement over the past 30 years [7]. Our data suggest that the mortality in CHD beyond the neonatal period is shifted well into adulthood, though still premature compared to the general population.
The care of adult CHD patients requires specialized training, which is being developed after the 2012 approval of adult CHD as a cardiology subspecialty by the American Board of Medical Specialties. The current American Heart Association and American College of Cardiology guidelines recommend that adults with moderate and severe CHD be seen every 12 to 24 months by a cardiologist with specific CHD expertise at a regional CHD center; the absence of symptoms is not a reliable indicator of cardiac function [17, 34–36]. The leading cause of death in the adult CHD population is sudden death (26 %), followed by progressive heart failure (21 %) and perioperative death (18 %) [34]. Unfortunately, less than half of adolescent patients have adult cardiology follow-up in a timely manner after they turn 18 years old [19, 37].
This rapidly increasing CHD population in adults, as well as the increasing population of atherosclerotic heart disease in adults [38], will lead to a substantial increase in health care utilization [39–41] and increase demand for CHD trained cardiologists. It also requires an estimated one specialized cardiac center per two million population, which are not yet in place [42]. In addition, CHD patients benefit from multi-disciplinary care team to address their complex needs given their increased risk for developmental disabilities [16], comorbidities [43], and special considerations for patients desiring pregnancy [44, 45]. Collaborative and multidisciplinary strategies are urgently needed, such as systems and processes to improve transitions of care from pediatric providers to the adult health care system [20, 37, 46], improved specialized cardiac centers with cardiologists trained in adult CHD management [42], and technological and medical improvements in care for these patients [42, 47].

Limitations
Our data on CHD prevalence come entirely from the NHIS, a population-based household survey subject to all the challenges of survey research. Although NHIS has a high response rate (close to 90 %), it is possible that there is differential non-response bias, where households with children with moderate to severe CHD are more likely than average to refuse to be interviewed. We attempted to minimize the bias that this would introduce by excluding the data from those with children in the zero to 51 week age group, and sensitivity analysis (Additional file 3) showed that including it reduced the overall prevalence by at most 4 %. CHD is a group of individually rare diseases and so it is likely unrecalled or unreported when present (it is also sometimes undiagnosed or diagnosed later in life, making recall impossible). It is also possible that CHD is reported in cases where it is not present, due to confusion about the question. However, we believe that recalled CHD is an underestimate of the overall prevalence of CHD, which reflects the lack of public understanding, even among those with the condition. As the question only asked for children under the age of 18, it cannot capture CHD cases diagnosed in adulthood. The recency effect predicts that this subpopulation would better recall their CHD status than those diagnosed in childhood, but we suspect that they constitute a small proportion of all ACHD cases. Despite the large sample size of the NHIS, recalled CHD is rare enough that the data are quite noisy (Fig. 3b). Our results show that since 1997, there has been a birth prevalence of recalled CHD of around three per 1,000, which we would like to use as an estimate of moderate to severe cases of CHD. This is lower than recently published birth prevalence of four to seven per 1,000 [1, 3–5]. At birth, about half of all CHD are characterized as moderate to severe; in adulthood moderate CHD accounts for around 38 % and severe around 15 % [13, 17]. Therefore, as the aim of our study was to capture those aware of their moderate to severe CHD who would survive to adulthood, to determine the current and future population of adults that will enter the health care system, we feel this reflects the minimum number of adult CHD patients we would expect to engage in the health system unless increased public health awareness on the individual and population level are improved.
Our data on CHD mortality come from an ICD-coded nationwide database, which may have a low specificity due to miscoding. It may also be nonspecific [48] leading to under-reporting [49] or over-reporting [50]; however, the sensitivity of the system has remained largely the same so the time trends should still be valid. The mortality rates may be underestimates as the patient or family and provider need to be aware of the CHD diagnosis in order for it to be coded on the death certificate. We noted minor variations in the data between ICD 8 and 9 and between 9 and 10 but this did not change the mortality trends. An alternative line of research has used National Birth Defects Prevention Network (NBDPN) data to investigate the survival rates for (and birth prevalence of) specific defects [6, 9–12, 51]. This provides complementary information to our study, but, since it has been more focused in its cause lists (e.g. considering birth prevalence or survival for hypoplastic left heart syndrome only [52]), it cannot be incorporated directly into our model. Developing estimates and projections for more focused cause lists that bring together NBDPN measurements and death certificate data is an interesting direction for future work. We anticipate that future researcher will use other approaches and/or refine those used here to further add to our knowledge of the prevalence of ACHD.
Our finding of decreased infant mortality is consistent with other studies and is not likely due to a decrease in births, which was adjusted for in our model. Other possible explanations are also unlikely, but include a decreasing birth prevalence with an increasing diagnosis of CHD. However, published studies suggest the opposite, with slightly increased birth prevalence given the increase in the diagnosis with perinatal screening with fetal echocardiography and neonatal screening with pulse oximetry [1, 3, 5, 30, 53]. Also, birth prevalence may increase with increased number of adults with CHD having children with CHD [54]; however, this may be offset by increased termination of pregnancy due to high complex CHD malformations [55]. Data related to termination of pregnancy are limited and trends are unknown [56]. Thus, our findings of an increased population of adults with recalled CHD due to the decrease in mortality and increased life expectancy will lead to a growing population in the future.


Conclusion
In this study we estimated and projected future prevalence and population trends of adults with recalled CHD using an integrative systems model. The use of death certificates, which record nearly all deaths, and NHIS population-based data, enabled us to assess the impact of CHD on essentially the entire population, not only those who undergo surgery or who are seen at specialized cardiac centers. We found a 3.2-fold decreased mortality in 0 to 51-week-olds and a rapidly increasing population of adults with CHDs that will start to plateau by the year 2050. There is a need for increased awareness and understanding of the term “CHD”, both individually and on the population level, with improved transitions from pediatric to adult care and an adult health care system that is prepared for the complex needs of this population.

Acknowledgements
We thank Brad Bell for the development of DisMod-PDE as open source software (https://​github.​com/​aflaxman/​dismod_​pde).

[image: Creative Commons]Open AccessThis article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://​creativecommons.​org/​licenses/​by/​4.​0/​), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver (http://​creativecommons.​org/​publicdomain/​zero/​1.​0/​) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.

References
1.
van der Linde D, Konings EEM, Slager MA, Witsenburg M, Helbing WA, Takkenberg JJM, et al. Birth prevalence of congenital heart disease worldwide: a systematic review and meta-analysis. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2011;58:2241–7.CrossRefPubMed

2.
Khairy P, Ionescu-Ittu R, Mackie AS, Abrahamowicz M, Pilote L, Marelli AJ. Changing mortality in congenital heart disease. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2010;56:1149–57.CrossRefPubMed

3.
Marelli AJ, Mackie AS, Ionescu-Ittu R, Rahme E, Pilote L. Congenital heart disease in the general population: changing prevalence and age distribution. Circulation. 2007;115:163–72.CrossRefPubMed

4.
Hoffman JIE, Kaplan S. The incidence of congenital heart disease. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2002;39:1890–900.CrossRefPubMed

5.
Botto LD, Correa A, Erickson JD. Racial and temporal variations in the prevalence of heart defects. Pediatrics. 2001;107:E32.CrossRefPubMed

6.
Parker SE, Mai CT, Canfield MA, Rickard R, Wang Y, Meyer RE, et al. Updated National Birth Prevalence estimates for selected birth defects in the United States, 2004–2006. Birth Defects Res A Clin Mol Teratol. 2010;88:1008–16.CrossRefPubMed

7.
Hirsch JC, Birkmeyer JD. Growing pains: the challenges of managing congenital heart disease after childhood. Circulation. 2008;118:2321–2.CrossRefPubMed

8.
Kucik JE, Nembhard WN, Donohue P, Devine O, Wang Y, Minkovitz CS, et al. Community socioeconomic disadvantage and the survival of infants with congenital heart defects. Am J Public Health. 2014;104:e150–157.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

9.
Wang Y, Liu G, Canfield MA, Mai CT, Gilboa SM, Meyer RE, et al. Racial/ethnic differences in survival of United States children with birth defects: a population-based study. J Pediatr. 2015;166:819–26.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

10.
Wang Y, Liu G, Druschel CM, Kirby RS. Maternal race/ethnicity and survival experience of children with congenital heart disease. J Pediatr. 2013;163:1437–42.CrossRefPubMed

11.
Canfield MA, Mai CT, Wang Y, O’Halloran A, Marengo LK, Olney RS, et al. The association between race/ethnicity and major birth defects in the United States, 1999–2007. Am J Public Health. 2014;104:e14–23.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

12.
Mai CT, Riehle-Colarusso T, O’Halloran A, Cragan JD, Olney RS, Lin A, et al. Selected birth defects data from population-based birth defects surveillance programs in the United States, 2005–2009: Featuring critical congenital heart defects targeted for pulse oximetry screening. Birth Defects Res A Clin Mol Teratol. 2012;94:970–83.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

13.
van der Bom T, Bouma BJ, Meijboom FJ, Zwinderman AH, Mulder BJM. The prevalence of adult congenital heart disease, results from a systematic review and evidence based calculation. Am Heart J. 2012;164:568–75.CrossRefPubMed

14.
Refoios Camejo R, McGrath C, Herings R, Meerding WJ, Rutten F. Antihypertensive drugs: a perspective on pharmaceutical price erosion and its impact on cost-effectiveness. Value Health. 2012;15:381–8.CrossRefPubMed

15.
Morris CD, Menashe VD. 25-year mortality after surgical repair of congenital heart defect in childhood. A population-based cohort study. JAMA. 1991;266:3447–52.CrossRefPubMed

16.
Marino BS, Lipkin PH, Newburger JW, Peacock G, Gerdes M, Gaynor JW, et al. Neurodevelopmental outcomes in children with congenital heart disease: evaluation and management: a scientific statement from the American Heart Association. Circulation. 2012;126:1143–72.CrossRefPubMed

17.
Warnes CA, Williams RG, Bashore TM, Child JS, Connolly HM, Dearani JA, et al. ACC/AHA 2008 guidelines for the management of adults with congenital heart disease: a report of the American College of Cardiology/American Heart Association Task Force on Practice Guidelines (Writing Committee to Develop Guidelines on the Management of Adults With Congenital Heart Disease). Developed in Collaboration With the American Society of Echocardiography, Heart Rhythm Society, International Society for Adult Congenital Heart Disease, Society for Cardiovascular Angiography and Interventions, and Society of Thoracic Surgeons. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2008;52:e143–263.CrossRefPubMed

18.
Gurvitz MZ, Chang RK, Ramos FJ, Allada V, Child JS, Klitzner TS. Variations in adult congenital heart disease training in adult and pediatric cardiology fellowship programs. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2005;46:893–8.CrossRefPubMed

19.
Mackie AS, Ionescu-Ittu R, Therrien J, Pilote L, Abrahamowicz M, Marelli AJ. Children and adults with congenital heart disease lost to follow-up: who and when? Circulation. 2009;120:302–9.CrossRefPubMed

20.
Wray J, Frigiola A, Bull C, Adult Congenital Heart Disease Research Network (ACoRN). Loss to specialist follow-up in congenital heart disease; out of sight, out of mind. Heart. 2013;99:485–90.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

21.
Fernandes SM, Pearson DD, Rzeszut A, Mitchell SJ, Landzberg MJ, Martin GR. Adult congenital heart disease incidence and consultation: a survey of general adult cardiologists. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2013;61:1303–4.CrossRefPubMed

22.
Oster ME, Riehle-Colarusso T, Simeone RM, Gurvitz M, Kaltman JR, McConnell M, et al. Public health science agenda for congenital heart defects: report from a Centers for Disease Control and Prevention experts meeting. Journal of the American Heart Association. 2013;2:e000256.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

23.
Flaxman A, Vos T, Murray CJ. An Integrative Metaregression Framework for Descriptive Epidemiology. Seattle, WA: University of Washington Press. In press.

24.
Statistics NCfH: National Health Interview Survey. Public-use data file and documentation. 2014.

25.
Statistics NCfH. Mortality Data. Public-use data file and documentation. 2014.

26.
Bell B, Flaxman A. A statistical model and estimation of disease states as functions of age and time. SIAM J Sci Comput. 2013;35:B511–28.CrossRef

27.
Foundation PS. Python Language Reference, version 2.7. 2014.

28.
Mulder BJ. Epidemiology of adult congenital heart disease: demographic variations worldwide. Neth Hear J. 2012;20:505–8.CrossRef

29.
Cordero JF. Registries of birth defects and genetic diseases. Pediatr Clin N Am. 1992;39:65–77.CrossRef

30.
Boneva RS, Botto LD, Moore CA, Yang Q, Correa A, Erickson JD. Mortality associated with congenital heart defects in the United States: trends and racial disparities, 1979–1997. Circulation. 2001;103:2376–81.CrossRefPubMed

31.
Kemper AR, Mahle WT, Martin GR, Cooley WC, Kumar P, Morrow WR, et al. Strategies for implementing screening for critical congenital heart disease. Pediatrics. 2011;128:e1259–67.CrossRefPubMed

32.
Dawson AL, Cassell CH, Riehle-Colarusso T, Grosse SD, Tanner JP, Kirby RS, et al. Factors associated with late detection of critical congenital heart disease in newborns. Pediatrics. 2013;132:e604–611.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

33.
Peterson C, Ailes E, Riehle-Colarusso T, Oster ME, Olney RS, Cassell CH, et al. Late detection of critical congenital heart disease among US infants: Estimation of the potential impact of proposed universal screening using pulse oximetry. JAMA Pediatrics. 2014;168:361–70.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

34.
Oechslin EN, Harrison DA, Connelly MS, Webb GD, Siu SC. Mode of death in adults with congenital heart disease. Am J Cardiol. 2000;86:1111–6.CrossRefPubMed

35.
Warnes CA. The adult with congenital heart disease: born to be bad? J Am Coll Cardiol. 2005;46:1–8.CrossRefPubMed

36.
Rodriguez 3rd FH, Marelli AJ. The epidemiology of heart failure in adults with congenital heart disease. Heart Fail Clin. 2014;10:1–7.CrossRefPubMed

37.
Reid GJ, Irvine MJ, McCrindle BW, Sananes R, Ritvo PG, Siu SC, et al. Prevalence and correlates of successful transfer from pediatric to adult health care among a cohort of young adults with complex congenital heart defects. Pediatrics. 2004;113:e197–205.CrossRefPubMed

38.
Dall TM, Gallo PD, Chakrabarti R, West T, Semilla AP, Storm MV. An aging population and growing disease burden will require a large and specialized health care workforce by 2025. Health Aff. 2013;32:2013–20.CrossRef

39.
Mackie AS, Pilote L, Ionescu-Ittu R, Rahme E, Marelli AJ. Health care resource utilization in adults with congenital heart disease. Am J Cardiol. 2007;99:839–43.CrossRefPubMed

40.
Ionescu-Ittu R, Mackie AS, Abrahamowicz M, Pilote L, Tchervenkov C, Martucci G, et al. Valvular operations in patients with congenital heart disease: increasing rates from 1988 to 2005. Ann Thorac Surg. 2010;90:1563–9.CrossRefPubMed

41.
Verheugt CL, Uiterwaal CSPM, van der Velde ET, Meijboom FJ, Pieper PG, Sieswerda GT, et al. The emerging burden of hospital admissions of adults with congenital heart disease. Heart. 2010;96:872–8.CrossRefPubMed

42.
Marelli AJ, Therrien J, Mackie AS, Ionescu-Ittu R, Pilote L. Planning the specialized care of adult congenital heart disease patients: from numbers to guidelines; an epidemiologic approach. Am Heart J. 2009;157:1–8.CrossRefPubMed

43.
Billett J, Cowie MR, Gatzoulis MA, Vonder Muhll IF, Majeed A. Comorbidity, healthcare utilisation and process of care measures in patients with congenital heart disease in the UK: cross-sectional, population-based study with case–control analysis. Heart. 2008;94:1194–9.CrossRefPubMed

44.
Zomer AC, Ionescu-Ittu R, Vaartjes I, Pilote L, Mackie AS, Therrien J, et al. Sex differences in hospital mortality in adults with congenital heart disease: the impact of reproductive health. J Am Coll Cardiol. 2013;62:58–67.CrossRefPubMed

45.
Perloff JK. Congenital heart disease and pregnancy. Clin Cardiol. 1994;17:579–87.CrossRefPubMed

46.
Clarizia NA, Chahal N, Manlhiot C, Kilburn J, Redington AN, McCrindle BW. Transition to adult health care for adolescents and young adults with congenital heart disease: perspectives of the patient, parent and health care provider. Can J Cardiol. 2009;25:e317–322.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

47.
Attenhofer Jost CH, Schmidt D, Huebler M, Balmer C, Noll G, Caduff R, et al. Heart transplantation in congenital heart disease: in whom to consider and when? Journal of Transplantation. 2013;2013:376027.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

48.
Halanych JH, Shuaib F, Parmar G, Tanikella R, Howard VJ, Roth DL, et al. Agreement on cause of death between proxies, death certificates, and clinician adjudicators in the Reasons for Geographic and Racial Differences in Stroke (REGARDS) study. Am J Epidemiol. 2011;173:1319–26.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

49.
Duley LM. A validation of underlying cause of death, as recorded by clinicians on stillbirth and neonatal death certificates. Br J Obstet Gynaecol. 1986;93:1233–5.CrossRefPubMed

50.
Lloyd-Jones DM, Martin DO, Larson MG, Levy D. Accuracy of death certificates for coding coronary heart disease as the cause of death. Ann Intern Med. 1998;129:1020–6.CrossRefPubMed

51.
Kucik JE, Cassell CH, Alverson CJ, Donohue P, Tanner JP, Minkovitz CS, et al. Role of health insurance on the survival of infants with congenital heart defects. Am J Public Health. 2014;104:e62–70.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

52.
Hirsch JC, Copeland G, Donohue JE, Kirby RS, Grigorescu V, Gurney JG. Selected birth defects data from population-based birth defects surveillance programs in the United States, 2005–2009: Population-based analysis of survival for hypoplastic left heart syndrome. J Pediatr. 2011;159:57–63.CrossRefPubMed

53.
Ferencz C, Rubin JD, McCarter RJ, Brenner JI, Neill CA, Perry LW, et al. Congenital heart disease: prevalence at livebirth. The Baltimore-Washington Infant Study. Am J Epidemiol. 1985;121:31–6.PubMed

54.
Liu S, Joseph KS, Lisonkova S, Rouleau J, Van den Hof M, Sauve R, et al. Association between maternal chronic conditions and congenital heart defects: a population-based cohort study. Circulation. 2013;128:583–9.CrossRefPubMed

55.
Nell S, Wijngaarde CA, Pistorius LR, Slieker M, ter Heide H, Manten GT, et al. Fetal heart disease: severity, associated anomalies and parental decision. Fetal Diagn Ther. 2013;33:235–40.CrossRefPubMed

56.
Ramos F, Maia S, Branco M, Raposo J, Sa J, Sousa S, et al. Accuracy of prenatal diagnosis in elective termination of pregnancy: 385 cases from 2000 to 2007. ISRN Obstetrics and Gynecology. 2011;2011:458120.CrossRefPubMed



Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions
CPB participated in design of study, drafted, and edited manuscript. KS designed study and edited manuscript. EZM participated in design of study and edited manuscript. ABV performed statistical analysis. ADF designed study, edited manuscript, and performed statistical analysis. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.


OEBPS/sidebar.gif





OEBPS/cc-by.png
() _®





OEBPS/A12963_2015_63_Fig1_HTML.gif
‘Age (years)

L

0(0;.41,%)

(= 6(asa5ti)

~ oetcd H s H s
~oocsicr H oo -
tiy = ¢, tl+l

Time (years)

L





OEBPS/contact.gif





OEBPS/A12963_2015_63_Fig3_HTML.gif
Frevalence (per 1000}

‘rrevaience (per “O%)

%

E

70

Time {years)

000

%

2010
2000
1990
1980
1970

Birth prevalence
1-4 year olds
5-19 yearolds





OEBPS/A12963_2015_63_Fig2_HTML.gif
0.001

00 0-51 week olds
£ 14 year olds
4 519 year olds
© 2064 year olds
— ICD Revisions

Rate (per person-year)

0.0001

0.00001

:






OEBPS/A12963_2015_63_Fig4_HTML.gif
Prevalence (per 1000) tases {thousands)

400]

970 2000 2030 2060

Time (vears)

~—  Adult CHD cases

-~ - Adult CHD prevalence
©  Existing Measurements”
95% Uncertainty Interva





