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Figure 3. Relationship between plasma concentration of PF-4449613 and PV analysis-
derived assessment of LV function. Significant correlations between LV chamber
stiffness (EDPVR (B))(A), contractility (Ees) (B) and VA coupling ratio (C) vs. plasma PF-
4449613 are demonstrated, such that a higher plasma PF-4449613 level is associated
with reduced LV chamber stiffness, but attenuated contractile function and
deterioration of VA coordination (n=34). The Spearman’rank correlation analysis was
used.
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