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Preface to “Clinical Utility of Applying PGx and
Deprescribing-Based Decision Support in
Polypharmacy: Future Perspectives”

According to the World Health Organization (WHO), polypharmacy is one of the global key
challenges for medication today. Polypharmacy is a necessary and important aspect of drug
treatment; however, it becomes a challenge when the medication risks outweigh the benefits for
an individual patient. Drug-drug interactions and the introduction of prescribing cascades are
common features of polypharmacy, which can lead to ineffectiveness and increased risk of adverse
drug reactions (ADR). Genes encoding CYP450 isozymes and other drug-related biomarkers have
attracted considerable attention as targets for pharmacogenetic (PGx) testing due to their impact on
drug metabolism and response. This Special Issue is devoted to explore the status and initiatives
taken to improve medication and to reduce ADR in polypharmacy patients. The collection of articles
spans many expert areas and disciplines dealing with drug-drug interactions and consequences
thereof in therapeutic management, including PK- and PD-profiling; the application of PGx-based
guidance and/or decision tools for drug-gene and drug-drug gene interactions; medication reviews;
development and application of deprescribing tools; and drivers and barriers to overcome for
successful implementation in the healthcare system. We hope by this Special Issue to stimulate to
further actions and initiatives to be taken for the benefit of polypharmacy patients. We thank the
authors of the individual articles for their creativity and ingenuity and for paving the way forward in

developing new tools and approaches to the understanding of polypharmacy.

Charlotte Vermehren and Niels Westergaard
Editors
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Abstract: Through this structured review of the published literature, we aimed to provide an up-to-
date description of strategies (human-related) and tools (mainly from the digital field) facilitating the
appropriateness of drug use in older adults. The evidence of each strategy and tool’s effectiveness
and sustainability largely derives from local and heterogeneous experiences, with contrasting results.
As a general framework, three main steps should be considered in implementing measures to
improve appropriateness: prescription, acceptance by the patient, and continuous monitoring of
adherence and risk-benefit profile. Each step needs efforts from specific actors (physicians, patients,
caregivers, healthcare professionals) and dedicated supporting tools. Moreover, how to support
the appropriateness also strictly depends on the particular setting of care (hospital, ambulatory
or primary care, nursing home, long-term care) and available economic resources. Therefore, it is
urgent assigning to each approach proposed in the literature the following characteristics: level of
effectiveness, strength of evidence, setting of implementation, needed resources, and issues for its
sustainability.

Keywords: older adults; appropriateness; medication adherence; digital health; adverse drug reac-
tions; polypharmacy

1. Introduction

With the ageing of the population, an increasing proportion of individuals are affected
by more than one chronic condition, namely multimorbidity [1]. The treatment of different
comorbidities often leads to the use of several medications. Thus, it is not unusual that
an increasing proportion of older individuals is exposed to multiple medications, known
as polypharmacy. Despite the lack of consensus on polypharmacy definition, researchers
more often use this term to indicate the use of five (or ten) medications [2]. A global
prevalence of polypharmacy of 32.1% was estimated in Europe when a definition of 5 or
more medications was used [3]. Nevertheless, the prevalence of polypharmacy varies not
only according to its definition or the type of assessment used but also the country, the
setting and patients” age group. Current self-reported prevalence rates in older adults
aged 70 years and above from seven European centres ranged from 16.4% (in Geneva) to
60.8% (in Coimbra) [4]. Another study reported prevalence estimates from 26.3% to 39.9%,
depending on the country [3]. Different estimates are also reported for Italy: 49% of Italian
patients older than 65 received polypharmacy (at least 5 concomitant medications) and
11.3% excessive polypharmacy (at least 10 medications)[5], with a higher prevalence in
Southern Italy [6,7].
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The aging population and the availability of new medications for chronic conditions
can explain the rise in polypharmacy in many developed countries. On the other hand, it is
not negligible the impact of the pharmaceutical industry and pharmaceutical sales repre-
sentatives on the prescribing patterns of physicians. A recent systematic review found that
the interaction with the pharmaceutical industry (through its sales representatives) is likely
to affect physicians’ prescribing behaviours and contribute to the irrational prescribing of
different medications [8]. In this context, the concept of pharmaceuticalization has been in-
troduced to emphasize the importance of pharmaceuticals and the pharmaceutical industry
in modern life [9]. Pharmaceuticalization can also explain the rising pharmaceutical choices
of purchasing and using medications bypassing physicians, through over-the-counter
drugs, herbal medicines, supplements or even internet-purchased medications without
prescriptions (i.e., opioids or drugs for erectile dysfunction) [10]. Medication-related prob-
lems have been exacerbated by the Covid-19 pandemic. Indeed, during the pandemic,
physicians and other healthcare professionals were in short supply, and medication reviews
and other “non-essential” services were delayed or suspended to reduce the spread of
the disease [11,12]. The pandemic has also increased the use and misuse of some medi-
cations, such as antidepressants, benzodiazepines, or antipsychotics [13], and increased
self-medication behaviours [14].

Despite the variability of polypharmacy estimates and the reasons underlying its rising,
it is consistently reported that polypharmacy is associated with increased risk for drug-drug
or drug-disease interactions, adverse effects, potentially inappropriate medications (PIMs),
geriatric syndrome, falls, and mortality [15,16]. There is generally little guidance in treating
multimorbidity in older adults. In Italy, Onder et al. have recently developed specific
guidelines for managing individuals exposed to multimorbidity and polypharmacy [17].
These guidelines underline the importance of an individualized and multidisciplinary
approach and identifying individuals at higher risk for adverse outcomes of polypharmacy,
despite there being no evidence that the number of medications (polypharmacy), rather
than inappropriate polypharmacy, is directly responsible for these adverse outcomes.
Adverse drug reactions (ADR) are very frequent in geriatric patients: a meta-analysis
estimates that ADRs are responsible for 8.7% (95% CI = 7.6-9.8%) of hospital admissions [18].
Non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs (NSAIDs) were among the most common classes
related to hospital admissions, which ranged from 2.5% to 33.3% in the studies [19]. Other
medications implicated in ADRs included beta-blockers (1.8-66.7%), antibiotics (1.1-22.2%),
oral anticoagulants (3.3 to 55.6%), digoxin (1.6-18.8%), angiotensin-converting enzyme
inhibitors (5.5-23.4%), oral antidiabetics (4.5-22.2%), and opioids (1.5-18.8%). Risk factors
for ADR-related hospitalizations included the number of medications (in all the studies
analyzing this variable), the number of comorbidities, female sex, age, and inappropriate
medications. Therefore, reducing the number of prescriptions in older adults might improve
health and reduce hospitalization and mortality [20,21]. In this context, interventions,
strategies, and tools to minimize the iatrogenic risks for multimorbid older patients by
reducing the number of drugs they take are strongly recommended.

In this paper, we aimed to give an up-to-date description of the strategies and tools
supporting the appropriateness of drug use in older adults.

2. Diagnosis And Medical Prescription In Older Adults

The care pathways of older patients may substantially differ from those of their
younger counterparts with the same disease, especially considering treatment options
and choices. This is because the focus of geriatric medicine does not lie on the disease
but on the whole individual. The main goal is not just the treatment of a pathologic con-
dition but the maintenance as much as possible of self-sufficiency, social participation,
and quality of life. Therefore, as recommended by the Italian guidelines for managing
people with multimorbidity and polypharmacy, physicians should consider these patients’
health trajectories, needs, and preferences and set realistic therapeutic targets [17,22]. After
diagnosis, the medical prescription process is primarily driven by the need to avoid the
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disease’s clinical manifestations and complications, including its interactions with coexis-
tent conditions and pharmacologic therapies. This means that physicians should adjust the
clinical recommendations reported in the guidelines for single diseases to each patient’s
characteristics. A further crucial point concerns the need for a frequent re-evaluation of
the ongoing treatment appropriateness. Indeed, since older individuals frequently have
unstable health trajectories, single therapies’ risk/benefit ratios may vary with the changes
in clinical conditions. Close follow-up assessments may also allow physicians to question
the current patients’ needs and treatment goals and consider the introduction, maintenance,
or discontinuation of different treatments [17]. Hospitalization is a delicate moment in the
management of drug therapy in older adults. Mucalo et al. describe that nearly one-third
of patients have a potentially inappropriate prescription at discharge [23]. In geriatric
units, performing a medication review may reduce the number of potentially inappropriate
prescriptions (PIPs) and the risk of iatrogenic events [24]. The experience of a German
university hospital showed that the number of PIP observed six months after discharge
was significantly reduced in patients with at least one in-hospital therapeutic reconciliation.
Nevertheless, no difference was found between reconciliation during hospitalization or at
discharge [25].

3. Medication Adherence

Once the most appropriate therapeutic approach for the patient is defined, physicians
should dedicate adequate efforts and time to inform and share the care plan with the
patient, their caregivers (e.g., family members or non-healthcare professionals taking care
of an older individual who is sick or not able to take care of themself), and other healthcare
professionals who play a role in their care process. Effective physician-patient interaction is
a cornerstone to increasing the patient’s comprehension of medical recommendations [26]
and facilitating the acceptance of the prescribed therapies. In this regard, extensive litera-
ture has evidenced that deep communication between physician and patient on diagnosis
and prescriptions with shared decision-making improves adherence to the medical recom-
mendations and short- and medium-term clinical outcomes [27-29]. Previous reports found
that around half of the patients discharged from the emergency department would not be
able to understand written medical recommendations completely [30-33]. In addition to
patients” and caregivers” awareness of the need, role and possible adverse effects of the
prescribed recommendations, acceptance may be influenced by other aspects after initiation
of the treatment. Among these are the drugs’ beneficial effects on disease control and
quality of life, the tolerability of the prescribed therapy [34], and the ease of administration
in terms of drug formulations and dosage forms [35].

When dealing with older patients, maintaining a high level of adherence to the medical
recommendations is still a challenge, especially among those coping with multimorbidity.
In this population, previous reports estimated that the prevalence of medication adherence
is only around 50% [36]. A crucial moment in the patient’s care pathway is represented
by the transition between secondary and primary care. Indeed, after hospital discharge,
patients and caregivers may experience difficulties following new or modified medical
recommendations. In a study comparing treatments prescribed at hospital discharge and
those actually taken at home after 48 h in a sample of individuals aged 70 years or older,
researchers found discordances in 56% [37].

A crucial enabling factor of medication adherence is interpersonal trust between physi-
cian and patient, which is a vital aspect of the patient-physician relationship, particularly
for older patients [38,39]. According to Thom et al., low trust in physicians is associated
with poorer adherence to medical recommendations, lower satisfaction with care, and
diminished symptoms” improvement [40]. Moreover, trusting their physician leads pa-
tients to disclose their health-related behaviours, even those they believe are shameful [38].
Qualitative data suggest that patients’ trust in general practitioners is crucial to establish-
ing positive beliefs and becoming willing to deprescribe medications after a medication
review [41]. Trust in physicians and the pharmaceutical industry seems to have been
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worsened by the recent Covid-19 pandemic because of the rapid growth in contradictory
information on the internet, social media and traditional media [42].

Poor medication adherence is a prevalent problem in older age because geriatric
patients have a complex set of risk factors, including the presence of multiple chronic
diseases that co-exist with cognitive and functional deficits. It is essential to make older
patients or their caregivers able to report possible use of over-the-counter medications,
adverse events, and difficulties in following prescription recommendations. Identifying
people with potential risk factors for non-adherence would be a key step for prescribers and
healthcare providers in order to focus efforts on supporting adherence to medications. For
instance, previous reports have observed that the use of over-the-counter medications was
influenced by sociodemographic factors (e.g., educational and socioeconomic levels), indi-
vidual aspects (e.g., health literacy, disease experience), and policies in the local healthcare
system [43].

The consequences of non-adherence to medical recommendations can occur in the
short- and longer-term. Indeed, poor medication adherence has been associated with
scarcer disease control, higher hospitalization needs, lower quality of life and shorter
survival [44—47]. In light of the relevance and impact of this factor, several intervention
studies have evaluated the best strategies to improve medication adherence in adult and
older patients in different settings of care. These concerned educational, pharmacist-led,
nurse-led, or reminder/simplification approaches [25,48,49] (see below). However, an
integrated multidisciplinary approach with these strategies combined may provide the
best solution to promote adherence to medical recommendations in older patients and to
positively influence clinically relevant outcomes.

4. Strategies Supporting The Appropriateness Of Medication Use
4.1. Prescriber’S Tools
4.1.1. Lists And Indexes

An appropriate prescription refers to the proper medication treatment for the patient’s
needs at the correct dose and the required duration. Many well-validated tools for evaluat-
ing the appropriateness of medications for older adults exist. A recent systematic review
identified all the published tools to guide clinicians in optimizing drug treatment in older
adults [50]. The most known are those based on lists of medications that should not be used
(or that should be initiated) in older individuals, such as the Beers [51] or the Screening
Tool to Alert to Right Treatment (START)/Screening Tool of Older Persons’ Prescriptions
(STOPP) criteria [52]. These widely used criteria are based on expert consensus processes
(i.e., Delphi) and are revised periodically based on new evidence. Many other consensus-
based lists of medications have been developed. The majority are based on consensus-based
lists of medications to be avoided in older adults (and, sometimes, necessary drugs) [53-58].
The medication appropriateness index (MAI) [59] is based on a list of structured questions
(i.e., on the presence of an approved and/or evidence-based indication, an effective dosage,
and the lack of duplication), without addressing specific drugs. It is often used during the
medication review process. The Fit f{OR The Aged (FORTA) list [60] has classified all the
medications used to treat chronic diseases in older adults into four classes according to the
evidence on the efficacy and safety, and the appropriateness for the age group.

Although many of these lists repose on similar evidence to build classes of medications
to avoid in older adults, differences exist, and the prevalence of PIMs may vary widely
depending on the tool used. A recent study comparing the European Union Eu(7)-PIM list
and Beers and STOPP criteria showed poor concordance among these tools in identifying
inpatients exposed to PIMs [61]. Moreover, the applicability in different settings and coun-
tries of these tools has been studied only for a few tools, such as Beers and START/STOPP
criteria. Many other country-specific criteria have been proposed in recent years to im-
prove applicability to the specific healthcare system, especially because of the absence of
specific medications in the country-specific market. Examples in Europe are the REview of
potentially inappropriate MEDIcation pr[e]scribing in Seniors (REMEDI[e]S) in France [62],
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the PRISCUS list in Germany [54], and the NORGEP-NH criteria in Norway [63]. The
Eu(7)-PIM list has been developed through a consensus of experts from 7 different Euro-
pean countries (Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Netherlands, Spain, and Sweden) with
the aim of clinical applicability in Europe. Nevertheless, the applicability of these criteria
to all European countries is still limited, especially for the Eastern and Central European
Countries [64]. It is, therefore, necessary to define all the better strategies to improve the
appropriateness of drug use in older adults according to the specific country but also to the
specific care setting. Differences from a regulatory, legal and cultural point of view have to
be acknowledged to implement the use of these tools in routine clinical practice.

4.1.2. Medication Review In Team

Although physicians have the main role and responsibility in prescribing medicines,
optimization of drug use in older adults needs support from other healthcare professionals,
especially for chronic therapies. The medication review process can be split into different
steps, and trained nurses and clinical pharmacists may be active in some of these, with
well-defined roles (Figure 1). At the discharge from the hospital, as well as after second or
primary care access, when patients have to be aware of why, when, how much and how
long to use prescribed medicines, both can support physicians in verifying patient and
caregiver awareness and therefore in promoting compliance. Again, both professionals
can be enrolled in monitoring adherence and some endpoints of the risk-benefit profile
during the therapy, even without the direct involvement of the physician, if appropriate
local services are arranged.

Medical Doctor Patient and caregivers

Prescription & Adherence
Medication review l Monitoring
Education
Monitoring
Pharmacist @ IS Nurse
Medication review & (Y= Education
Education Monitoring

Figure 1. The shared effort toward appropriateness of drug use.

Nevertheless, a crucial point is interprofessional collaboration. General practitioners
(GPs) represent most older individuals’ principal contact with healthcare professionals, as
they regularly monitor symptoms and oversee refilling prescriptions. However, special-
ists manage patients with chronic diseases and are often in charge of adding or stopping
medicines for these conditions without consulting GPs. Many experiences of pharmacist-
led service have been described in the literature, and its optimization represents a current
challenge. Successful pharmacist interventions are regular consultation (for instance, at the
time of prescription refill) for detecting possible drug-drug interactions and adverse drug
reactions, strengthening education and the importance of adherence, as well as supporting
the use of apps of reminders and, when feasible, providing the patient with personal-
ized pillboxes (see below). Focusing on specific cohorts of patients (e.g., with diabetes or
oncological diagnoses) seems to increase the impact on outcomes, especially for process
endpoints, as the number of concomitant medications and adherence [65]. Nurse-led ini-
tiatives have been especially focused on specific cohorts of patients, for which specialized
healthcare professionals are needed: medication self-management training programs for
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chronic psychiatric treatment and patient-navigator service for oral oncological therapies
are currently promising topics [66,67]. The collaboration between GPs, specialists, phar-
macists, and nurses enables the effective implementation of medication review in clinical
practice. Nonetheless, the opportunity to work as a team for different healthcare profes-
sionals involved in the medication review process necessitates adjusting the current clinical
practice for shared decision-making. Moreover, the economic sustainability and impact on
clinical outcomes of each strategy are not yet strongly demonstrated [68].

4.1.3. Electronic Tools Supporting Appropriate Prescription

Current prescribing practice is frequently supported by electronic tools, which allow
doctors to simultaneously include each prescription into the patient’s electronic health
record and provide them with their receipt. This habit urges specific computerized pre-
scription support systems to help medication review and therapeutic choice, especially for
patients with comorbidity and polypharmacy. These systems belong to the larger area of
digital health interventions (DHIs), which are technologies facilitating the accomplishment
of the health needs of individuals and populations, and include e-Health (e.g., informative
websites, educational videogames, telehealth webinars) [69,70], and m-Health (e.g., mobile
microsensors, apps to study voice markers) [71].

The potential role of DHIs is broad and not yet fully explored. Many online resources
are available for physicians, from authoritative websites, such as deprescribing.org, which
provide recommendations, videos and list useful apps for specific therapeutic areas and
users, to software with the relevant app for computer or smartphone. They may be used for
single cases during the visit or integrated with the electronic chart databases and used to
automatically receive a warning on potential inappropriate prescriptions or to process all
single patient prescription lists periodically. Some examples of these specific websites are
medstopper.com, drugs.com [folder: interaction checker], and intercheckweb.marionegri.it
(in Italian). As for integrating DHIs in the electronic chart, a typical example is repre-
sented by platforms that document and track patients’ therapy and clinical conditions
(e-medication history). Some of them put a red flag close to potential interactions and
remember to prescribe the investigations for early detection of adverse reactions over the
follow-up (e.g., lipidaemia in antipsychotics).

4.1.4. Web Resources on Adverse Reaction Prevention

Concerning side effects of medicines, digital tool development is strongly focused on
their prevention and early detection. Drug-induced Torsades de Pointes (TdP) and Drug-
Induced Liver Injury (DILI) are among the most frequent causes of drug attrition during
drug development and drug withdrawal in the post-marketing setting [72,73]. These ad-
verse drug reactions share several similarities; though erroneously considered idiosyncratic,
they actually occur in a dose-dependent manner in subjects with several host- and patient-
related risk factors [74,75]. For instance, atrial fibrillation and previous myocardial infarc-
tion, which are highly prevalent in older adults, represent typical risk-factor for developing
TdP in case of multiple drug treatments with antiarrhythmics, antipsychotics and some spe-
cific antimicrobials. Dedicated websites (www.crediblemeds.org, accessed on 27 July 2022;
for TdP) and bookshelves (https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK547852/ accessed
on 27 July 2022; for DILI) have been implemented to support researchers and prescribers in
therapy optimization, namely risk assessment in the individual patient [76].

Notwithstanding these efforts, our understanding, prediction and prevention in clini-
cal practice are still unsatisfactory, especially for DILI, where the mechanistic basis and the
primum movens are still uncertain. In this scenario, the question arises as to whether digital
tools can actually support appropriateness, especially in older adults, or, conversely, are
disregarded by clinicians due to alert fatigue.

With regard to TdP, cardio-oncology is an emerging rapidly-evolving area where a
proactive medication review should be targeted as a preventive strategy to counteract the
so-called reduced repolarization reserve caused by multiple drugs possibly interacting
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through pharmacokinetic and pharmacodynamic mechanisms [77]. A recent systematic re-
view analyzed the use of risk assessment tools (RATs), including risk scores, computerized
physician order entry systems and clinical decision support systems, as a strategy to identify
patients at risk of TdP for repetitive or continuous electrocardiogram monitoring, discon-
tinuation of pro-arrhythmic drugs, or serum electrolyte concentration monitoring [78]. The
various RATs have peculiarities, including the heterogeneous setting of use and validation
(e.g., intensive care units, hospital wards with different specialties). They are still subopti-
mal in terms of predictive performance, thus making combined use of RATs a candidate
approach to reduce unnecessary alerts. Future studies are warranted to verify the potential
adaptation in the outpatient setting and assess the actual impact on these DHIs, especially
on hard endpoints such as hospitalization.

Regarding DILI, there are no recognized predictive DHIs. The opportunity for a
medication review and stringent monitoring of transaminases remains pivotal strategies to
reduce the burden of (inappropriate) co-medications and perform a timely diagnosis on a
case-by-case basis. In this context, considering DILI diagnosis requires careful exclusion
of alternative (non-pharmacological) causes, Hayashi et al. recently updated, simplified
and computerized the Roussel Uclaf Causality Assessment Method (RUCAM), a current
standard diagnostic algorithm, and developed an electronic evidence-based version, called
RECAM, which is a promising user-friendly practice-changing tool also for clinicians
without consolidated experience in DILI diagnosis [79]. Although further validation
and refinement of criteria are needed, RECAM is an additional step in the era of digital
medicine. It can also be implemented by adding pharmacokinetic substantiation to support
the underlying pharmacological basis.

4.2. Patient’S Tools
4.2.1. Digital Tools for The Patient

Medicine digitalization also represents an opportunity for the patients. Some DHIs
may primarily target the patients or their caregivers, indeed. For example, they may
remind the patient that a pill should be taken at a specific time or make more accessible
information included in the package insert or the electronic healthcare record. Many new
mobile applications focus on monitoring body parameters using microsensors (e.g., physical
activity, blood pressure, vocal markers). They may facilitate communications between
patients and physicians, for example, reporting suspect adverse reactions, adherence
information, and vital signs parameters directly to the electronic healthcare record.

Nonetheless, the heterogeneity and diversity of the available DHIs make their choice
difficult for unsupervised patients. In 2021, an extended search of the Apple and Google
Play Stores for apps conceived to increase medication adherence found more than 2000 het-
erogeneous, mostly uncertified, mobile applications [80]. To drive the systematization
of digital health, the WHO implemented the classification of digital health interventions
(DHIs, version 1.0), distinguishing between different users and functions. However, this
classification was targeted at app developers and not the patients, so the difficulties met
when choosing a DHI remain.

A second problem concerns the accessibility to older adults: most the DHIs, especially
those not specifically designed for older adults, are poorly accessible to them [81]. But
digital interventions specifically thought for primary prevention in older adults have been
developed, including tools to gather health data for goal planning, video consults and
online webinars [70].

In the attempt to drive the development of more accessible and effective interventions,
Matthew-Maich et al. performed a scoping review to collect lessons specific for designing,
implementing, and evaluating mHealth support for older adults at home and their care-
givers [82]. Currently, many DHIs are characterized by low scientific quality and patient
appreciation, and Backes et al. concluded that none of the more than 2000 apps investigated
should be recommended by health providers [80]. Following accruing lessons —focusing on
motivation (goal-setting and rewards), remote help, support by other patients, feedback
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by healthcare providers, and accessibility (native language and printable material) [70],
will plausibly result in higher adherence. In particular, when addressing older adults
population, it is of the upmost importance to account for digital inequalities related to
sociodemographic gaps, in informatics skills and resources, together with cognitive decline
and visual impairment [83].

Another promising option concerns the possibility of developing apps that allow
information sharing among different stakeholders, providing role-specific interfaces. The
same app, for example, may automatically remind the patients to take their drug, alert the
caregiver in case of omission, and show the adherence interpolated with biomarker data
in the electronic healthcare record for the physician (e.g., showing the relationship of the
blood pressure of the patients and their adherence to antihypertensive drugs). Further,
future apps may be personalized based on the patient’s health conditions and the setting.
For example, for non-compliant patients, it may be advisable to document to the caregiver
the drug assumption by recording it on a video.

Finally, it is easier to develop effective interventions if specific populations are tar-
geted, for example, patients with frailty (e.g., cognitive impairment, disability, chronic
conditions) [71].

4.2.2. Dose-Dispensing Tools

As mentioned above, poor medication adherence is a common issue for older individ-
uals. Even when the patient has accepted their treatment and the communication between
healthcare professionals and the patient is good (see below), unintentional non-adherence
may still occur. It occurs indeed when the patients forget to take their medications or they
do not well understand the provider’s indications [84]. Sometimes, especially in older
adults, unintentional non-adherence occurs because of physical, mental, or psychological
barriers leading to the inability to manage their treatment [85]. A peculiar problem is the
complexity of the therapeutic regimen, a common issue in patients with multimorbidity
and polypharmacy.

Dose-dispensing services are especially useful for older patients experiencing uninten-
tional non-adherence [86]. The purpose of dosing aids is thus to assist patients in taking
their medications and improve their adherence to medication [87]. These dose-dispensing
tools (also known as dosettes or pillboxes) are storage devices for oral medications that also
serve as a medication aide-mémoire to remind patients to take their medications at the right
time [88,89]. The simplest ones have seven compartments for each day of the week, but they
come in different sizes and shapes with subcompartments for different times of the day [87].
They can be filled by physicians, pharmacists, nurses or even by patients themselves or
their caregivers [90]. In addition to making medication self-administration easier, these
tools can improve unintentional adherence caused by forgetfulness and confusion [91-93].
These services are commonly implemented in hospitals and community pharmacies in
many countries In an effort to better support patients, families, and caregivers, with new
technologies, new dose-dispensing tools (smart pill dispensers) have been developed to
help manage complex pharmacotherapies, such as pillboxes with visual and sound alarms
that will alert the user to take the medication at the time it must be taken, or other sending
email or notifications if a dose is skipped or taken at the wrong time [94]. Nevertheless,
despite new technologies and tools being implemented in recent years, all dose-dispensing
services should be subject to a medication review at the beginning and repeated regularly.
Moreover, patient communication and coaching should accompany these tools or services
with close cooperation among all actors involved in patient care (physicians, nurses, phar-
macists, and caregivers) [95]. Table 1 summarizes the main tools available to support the
appropriateness of drug utilization in older individuals.
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Table 1. Main tools supporting the appropriate drug use.

Tools

Description

Examples

Prescriber’s tools

Lists and indexes

Electronic tools

Web resources on adverse drug reactions

Lists of medications to be or not to be
used based on efficacy, safety, and appro-
priateness

General appropriateness indexes

DHIs * providing recommendations,
videos, and apps for specific therapeutic
areas

Websites and bookshelves supporting pa-
tients and prescribers in therapy opti-
mization

Websites and bookshelves supporting pa-
tients and prescribers in therapy opti-
mization

RATs * and diagnostic algorithms to iden-
tify patients at risk for adverse reactions

Beers criteria; START /STOPP * criteria;
FORTA * list; REMEDI|[e]S *; PRISCUS
list; NORGEP-NH criteria; Eu(7)-PIM list
MALI *

www.deprescribing.org, accessed on

27 July 2022

www.medstopper.com, accessed on
27 July 2022; www.drugs.com,  ac-
cessed on 27 July 2022 [folder: inter-
action checker]; www.intercheckweb.
marionegri.it, accessed on 27 July 2022

www.crediblemeds.org, accessed on

27 July 2022;  www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/
books/NBK547852/, accessed  on
27 July 2022

Risk scores; computerized physician or-
der entry systems; clinical decision sup-
port systems; RECAM *

Patient’s tools

Digital tools for the patients

Dose-dispensing tools

Mobile applications facilitating communi-
cations between patients and physicians

DHIs * helping patients and caregivers
adhering to treatment

DHIs * for information sharing among
different stakeholders

Dose-dispensing services for patients ex-
periencing unintentional non-adherence

Apps reporting suspect adverse reactions,
adherence information, and vital signs pa-
rameters directly to the electronic health-
care record

Apps reminding the patient that a pill
should be taken at a specific time; apps
making more accessible information in-
cluded in the package insert

Apps that remind the patient to take
pills, alert the caregiver in case of omis-
sion, and show the adherence interpo-
lated with biomarker data in the elec-
tronic healthcare record for the physician
Pillboxes with seven compartments for
each day of the week; pillboxes with vi-
sual and sound alarms

* DHIs: digital health interventions; FORTA:Fit fOR The Aged; MAI: Medication appropriateness index; RATs:
risk assessment tools; RECAM: Revised Electronic Causality Assessment Method; REMEDI[e]S: REview of
potentially inappropriate MEDIcation pr[e]scribing in Seniors; START /STOPP: Screening Tool to Alert to Right
Treatment/Screening Tool of Older Persons'Prescriptions.

5. Communication between Physician and Patient

As anticipated above, communicating with the patient is the first step to ensuring
high adherence to medical recommendations. The term communication comes from Latin,
and its original meaning is “to share”. In the physician-patient interaction, there is a
bidirectional sharing, not only of medical information from the physician to the patient
but also of doubts and experiences from the patient to the physician. However, not always
adequate attention is paid to this issue in daily clinical practice.

In an interesting study evaluating the interface between physicians and patients, only
around 20% of patients had the opportunity to fully explain their concerns. In comparison,
in almost 70% of cases, physicians prematurely interrupted the open statement of the
patient to direct specific questions [96].

In line with this result, other primary or secondary care studies found that physicians
tend to interrupt patients after a median time ranging from 11 to 23 s [97,98]. Conversely,
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giving them the possibility to fully express their concerns without interruptions would have
only taken up to two minutes and given physicians most of the needed information [97].
Although physicians may be reluctant to ask open-ended questions due to limited time to
dedicate to the visits, leaving patients free to express their concerns and open statements
seems to be the most appropriate strategy and may limit the loss of useful information to
drive physicians’ diagnosis and treatment choices. Adding leaflets and online educational
programs can further improve patient awareness and empowerment.

As far as physician-related factors influencing communication with the patient are
concerned, some sociodemographic characteristics have shown to play substantial roles.
For instance, in primary and secondary care, female physicians tended to spend approxi-
mately two minutes more than men in medical visits and establish a more patient-centered
communication [99], with a higher emotional involvement [100]. Ethnicity may be an
additional factor influencing some communication aspects. A previous work conducted in
the United States found that patients undergoing a medical visit with a physician of the
same ethnicity were more satisfied and perceived higher physician participation than those
undergoing an ethnicity-discordant visit [101]. The length of work experience might also
interfere with the ability to spend enough time with the patient. In a study focused on
the communication of bad news to older patients, in fact, physicians with a longer work
experience appeared to be more likely to dedicate an adequate amount of time to talk with
the patient than those with fewer working years [100].

Considering patient-related factors influencing communication, poor health literacy
could affect the comprehension of the medical recommendations. This aspect is particu-
larly important for older people affected by multiple chronic conditions, who often take
several drugs. In a study evaluating medication errors reported by patients, almost 80%
of the involved patients reported at least one mistake, and in most cases, errors were
due to difficulties in identifying the medication or understanding medical instructions.
The presence of multiple chronic diseases, multidrug regimens, and changes in medical
prescriptions emerged as factors associated with the probability of reporting medication
errors [102]. In addition, older patients frequently suffer from conditions that can impair
their ability to understand and correctly follow medical recommendations, such as vision
or hearing impairments, cognitive deficits, or mobility restrictions [103]. The physician
should recognize these problems and adapt the communication style to overcome these
possible obstacles to a correct understanding of medical recommendations.

Identifying and acting on the factors that may affect the communication with the patient
is of great relevance in consideration of the impact of such aspects on several health-related
outcomes. First of all, enhancing communication between patients and healthcare profession-
als is the key to ensuring that patient preferences are taken into consideration, thereby patient
adherence and their experience are improved [104]. This means exposing the patient to a
lower risk of having new hospitalizations for unbalances of chronic diseases, poor quality of
life and mortality, and reducing the costs for the healthcare systems [44,46,47,105]. A crucial
moment to ensure good physician-patient communication is the transition between different
care settings, such as hospital discharge. In this context, discrepancies between the usual
and new prescribed therapies, in the absence of adequate communication and explanation of
the medical recommendations, could predispose to medication errors and poor adherence.
Although trials on the effectiveness of educational /behavioural and reminder/simplification
interventions have given promising results, further investigations should be devoted to under-
cover the patients’ point of view of communication on medical recommendations, in specific
care settings or during transitions between them [106].

6. Conclusions

Physicians, especially geriatricians, strongly agree on the importance of periodic
medication reviews and their advantage for the patient in terms of adherence as well as
overall health outcomes. It’s also established that other healthcare professionals, namely
pharmacists and nurses, should be included in the medication review process, maintaining
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their roles and supporting both patients and prescribers. Digital health interventions
represent useful solutions to help professionals identify inappropriate prescriptions and
maintain patient adherence to prescribed therapies. The efficacy of every single strategy is
far from being well demonstrated, especially in terms of main clinical outcomes and health
and economic sustainability. However, the need for integrated strategies is largely shared
among physicians, patients and policymakers.

Identifying the most appropriate approach requires defining the specific setting of care
(hospital, ambulatory or primary care) and if a particular cohort of patients should be prioritized.

As a general framework, three main steps should be considered in implementing mea-
sures to improve appropriateness: prescription, acceptance by the patient, and continuous
monitoring of adherence and the risk-benefit profile. Each step needs efforts from specific
actors (doctors, patients, caregivers, healthcare personnel) and dedicated supporting tools.
Moreover, how to support the appropriateness also strictly depends on the particular
setting of care (hospital, ambulatory or primary care) and available economic resources.
Therefore, it is urgent assigning to each approach proposed in the literature the following
characteristics: level of effectiveness, the strength of evidence, setting of implementation,
needed resources, and issues for its sustainability.
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Abstract: Polypharmacy is associated with a risk of negative health outcomes. Potentially inappro-
priate medications, interactions resulting from contradicting medical guidelines, and inappropriate
monitoring, all increase the risk. This process evaluation (PE) of the AAAM study investigates
implementation and use of a computerized decision-support system (CDSS). The CDSS analyzes
medication appropriateness by including claims data, and hence provides general practitioners (GPs)
with full access to patients” medical treatments. We based our PE on pseudonymized logbook entries
into the CDSS and used the four dimensions of the Medical Research Council PE framework. Reach,
which examines the extent to which the intended study population was included, and Dose, Fidelity,
and Tailoring, which examine how the software was actually used by GPs. The PE was explorative
and descriptive. Study participants were representative of the target population, except for patients
receiving a high level of nursing care, as they were treated less frequently. GPs identified and cor-
rected inappropriate prescriptions flagged by the CDSS. The frequency and intensity of interventions
documented in the form of logbook entries lagged behind expectations, raising questions about
implementation barriers to the intervention and the limitations of the PE. Impossibility to connect the
CDSS to GPs’ electronic medical records (EMR) of GPs due to technical conditions in the German
healthcare system may have hindered the implementation of the intervention. Data logged in the
CDSS may underestimate medication changes in patients, as documentation was voluntary and
already included in EMR.

Keywords: polypharmacy; medication review; digital decision-support; health services research;
general practice; process evaluation

1. Introduction

Life expectancy around the world has risen as a result of improvements in the diagnosis
and treatment of chronic and acute diseases, and better living conditions and hygiene [1].
Longer lives increase the likelihood of developing chronic diseases—if more than one
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disease occurs in one person at the same time—a condition known as multimorbidity [2].
As increasingly specialized clinical experts use increasingly complex pharmacotherapies to
treat individual diseases, while insufficiently taking into account a patient’s multimorbidity,
polypharmacy—usually defined as the concurrent intake of at least five different chronic
medications [3]—is becoming ever more common [4,5]. There is growing awareness that
polypharmacy should itself be treated as a risk factor, since the parallel treatment of
different diseases with pharmacotherapy can have contradicting or reinforcing effects that
are potentially life-threatening [6]. Polypharmacy is, for example, associated with higher
rates of hospitalization [7-9] and death [9], as well as decreased quality of life and higher
symptom burden [10].

The use of computerized decision-support systems (CDSS) to prevent or manage
problematic polypharmacy has been evaluated in previous studies, and been shown
to improve prescribing quality and reduce the prescription of potentially inappropriate
medication [11,12]. However, the results have not always been significant [13], and their
impact has frequently only been considered independently of patient-relevant outcomes.
When they have been linked to patient-relevant outcomes, results have been inconsistent
and have lacked robustness [14,15]. Since such interventions are generally complex, knowl-
edge is lacking on what parameters lead to what outcomes, and on whether interventions
have actually been implemented as intended. To gain a better understanding of the pro-
cesses underlying complex interventions, it is recommended that they are accompanied by
a preplanned process evaluation [16-18]. A comprehensive process evaluation is also very
helpful when complex interventions do not show the anticipated effects. In these cases, the
aim of process evaluations is to find the reason(s) for the observed lack of effectiveness.
However, few trials follow this advice [19,20].

To circumvent these problems in the AAAM study, a process evaluation based on
data logged by a CDSS named “eMMa” (a detailed explanation of the functioning can
be found in the Methods section) was carried out with the aim of gaining an insight into
how and why the AAAM intervention works the way it does. The study protocol has been
published elsewhere a priori [21]. This paper presents the results of the process evaluation
of the AdAM intervention, whereby the recommendations of the Medical Research Council
(MRC) framework for process evaluations of complex interventions [18] helped us decide
on which results to present and on how to structure our report. They also enabled us to
provide a multidimensional view of the actual interventions. We ultimately settled on the
following research questions: (1) How many and what were the typical characteristics of
the GPs and patients that took part in the intervention (i.e., the Intervention “Reach”)?
(2) What proportion of medication alerts were handled by GPs, and which were considered
high priority (Intervention “Dose”, not to be confused with the dosage of a specific drug)?
(3) What proportion of participants received the intervention as intended, thus increas-
ing the likelihood of success (Intervention “Fidelity”)? (4) How did GPs integrate the
intervention into their daily routines (Intervention “Tailoring”)?

2. Results
2.1. Intervention Reach

The “Reach” intervention dimension refers to the participants that were actually
reached by the intervention. Overall, 42,719 patients were considered potentially eligible
in the main intention-to-treat analysis, of whom 9268 patients enrolled and 9261 (22%)
showed up in the software (here called the “active population”: AP). The remaining
33,451 patients (78%) did not enroll in the study and made up the non-enrolled potentials
(NEP), along with their respective GPs (n = 351, 34%) and practices (n = 248, 37%), if they
agreed to participate in the trial (see Figure 1). Table 1 shows a comparison between the
AP and NEP groups for patients. As only 7 of the enrolled patients did not appear in
the software (“inactive population”: IP), statistical analysis was not feasible for them. Of
925 eligible GPs from 676 practices, 574 GPs (62%) from 428 practices (63%) agreed to
participate in the AdAM study. Of these, 465 GPs (50%) from 347 practices (51%) were
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identified as having actively used the software program and thus comprised the AP. The
remaining 109 GPs (12%) and 81 practices (12%) belonged to the IP. Since this analysis
focuses on the data gathered from the CDSS, no comparison with potentially eligible GPs
and practices in the study region could be conducted. Tables 2 and 3 compare the AP to the
IP and NEP for GPs and practices.

100% -

75% A

Population

oA
e
0 nep

0/ -
50% —y
(n=33451)

25% 1

0%

Pati;ants GP Pra::tice

Figure 1. Distribution of patients, GPs, and practices in the defined populations (AP: active popula-
tion, IP: inactive population, NEP: non-enrolled potentials).

Table 1. Group comparison of AP and NEP patients.

Predictors OR 95% CI p-Value
(Intercept) 0.17 0.14-0.19 <0.001
Age 1.01 1.01-1.01 <0.001
Sex (ref: male)

Female 0.93 0.89-0.98 0.004
medCDS * 1.04 0.98-1.09 0.177
Nursing care level (ref: 0)

Nursing care level 1 0.76 0.65-0.88 <0.001

Nursing care level 2 0.74 0.68-0.80 <0.001

Nursing care level 3 0.52 0.46-0.57 <0.001

Nursing care level 4 0.34 0.29-0.40 <0.001

Nursing care level 5 0.27 0.21-0.35 <0.001
R? Tjur 0.011

* medCDS is a chronic disease score [22].
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Table 2. Factors related to the chance of belonging to AP versus IP and AP versus NEP GPs.

AP vs. IP AP vs. NEP

Predictors OR 95% CI p-Value OR 95% CI p-Value
(Intercept) 2493 5.11-129.84 <0.001 5.31 1.97-14.51 0.001
Specialization (ref: Specialized in general practice)

Without specialist qualification 0.48 0.18-1.35 0.145 1.05 0.45-2.42 0.909

Internist active in general practice 0.86 0.55-1.36 0.519 1.27 0.93-1.73 0.137

Other 0.34 0.03-7.45 0.384 1.1 0.10-23.83 0.94
Age GP 0.97 0.94-0.99 0.018 0.97 0.95-0.98 <0.001
Sex GP (ref: male)

Female 1.03 0.65-1.63 0.906 1.02 0.75-1.38 0.9
GP network (ref: no)

Yes 0.95 0.61-1.51 0.825 1.21 0.89-1.66 0.232
Randomization group (ref: control)

Intervention 1.36 0.89-2.08 0.157 1.93 1.45-2.57 <0.001
R? Tjur 0.023 0.051

Table 3. Factors related to the chance of belonging to AP versus IP and AP versus NEP practices.
AP vs. IP AP vs. NEP

Predictors OR 95% CI p-Value OR 95% CI p-Value
(Intercept) 241 1.05-5.52 0.037 1.02 0.61-1.72 0.933
Number of GPs 1.22 0.88-1.78 0.277 0.99 0.81-1.22 0.915
Duration of practice 1 0.98-1.03 0.735 0.99 0.97-1.01 0.278
Type of practice (ref: single practice)

Group practice 0.95 0.48-1.87 0.878 1.75 1.10-2.79 0.018

Medical care center - - 0.987 1.12 0.15-9.86 0.913
Randomization group (ref: control)

Intervention 1.34 0.82-2.18 0.24 2.02 1.45-2.82 <0.001
R? Tjur 0.009 0.046

Compared to the NEP patient population, the AP patient group contains more men
and is slightly older. The nursing care level is defined in German social security laws and
specifies the need for nursing services and the welfare payment a patient is entitled to. A
higher nursing care level indicates a greater need for nursing services and a higher welfare
payment. With an increasing nursing care level, it was less likely that patients would
receive the intervention.

On average, GPs that actively used the software were younger than those that had
only inactive or non-enrolled patients. Group practices and practices that were randomized
to the intervention group from the beginning were also more frequent users than practices
that switched to the intervention group in later waves. No other characteristics had a
significant impact on CDSS usage.

2.2. Intervention Dose

The “Dose” intervention dimension provides an insight into the extent to which the
intervention was adopted and implemented, i.e., refers to the “dose” of the intervention
the participants actually received. Figures 2 and 3 show the distribution of the number of
alerts per patient and GP, as tracked by eMMa before and after the intervention. Overall,
the numbers remained constant, indicating no improvement in prescribed medications. An
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analysis of cases in which a complete anamnesis had been performed and confirmed by
GPs, showed a modest reduction in the median number of alerts per patient.
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Figure 2. Box plot showing the number of alerts per patient at Ty and T; (A), stratified according to the
subgroups “severe alerts” (B), “completed anamnesis” (C), and a combination of both subgroups (D).
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Figure 3. Box plot showing the number of alerts per GP at Ty and T; (A), stratified according to the
subgroups “severe alerts” (B), “completed anamnesis” (C) and a combination of both subgroups (D).
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After adjusting the number of alerts per GP to take account of the number of treated
patients (Figure 4), the alert count remained virtually constant (mostly a max. of +/— 1
alert per patient), but there is an inverse correlation between the overall number of patients
treated by a GP and the change in the number of alerts.
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Figure 4. Average change in the number of alerts per GP, stratified according to the number of
patients from the active study population treated by the GP (expressed in quartiles).

Stratifying by alert category gives an insight into the kinds of potential inappropri-
ateness that were assessed with a higher priority (Table 4). Since the software did not
generate alerts for Dear Doctor Letters, no analysis was conducted in this category. The
number of alerts warning of an inappropriate dosage or the unsuitability of a medication
in view of a patient’s kidney function declined most frequently. GPs did not appear to pay
much attention to alerts relating to potential allergies or duplicate prescriptions, and these
actually increased.

Table 4. Overall number of alerts per category at Ty and change over the course of the study.

Number of Alerts

Number of Alerts at of Severity 1 at T Change at Tq (%)
Analysis Alert Category Ty (Proportion of Change at T1 (%) y 0 (Severity 1
Total Alerts) (Proportion of Alerts Only)
Total Alerts) y
Dosage 15,790 (56%) —5.0 9530 (66%) —6.2
Kidney 2625 (9%) —6.2 2625 (18%) —6.2
Interaction 5836 (21%) —-0.5 449 (3%) —6.1
Mai i
am Duplicate 2323 (8%) 32 1615 (11%) 3.8
prescription
Age 1653 (6%) —0.1 N/A N/A
Allergy 143 (1%) 34 143 (1%) 34
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Table 4. Cont.
Number of Alerts at oNqun; Bs:i:f ?lir,;s Change at Tq (%)
Analysis Alert Category Ty (Proportion of Change at T1 (%) y 0 (Severity 1
Total Alerts) (Proportion of Alerts Only)
Total Alerts)
Dosage 8879 (55%) 9.6 5337 (66%) ~11.9
Kidney 1489 (9%) —11.5 1489 (18%) —11.5
Sensitivity Interaction 3400 (21%) -1.6 250 (3%) —-11.6
“completed Duplicate
anamnesis” pricae 1417 (9%) 32 990 (12%) 4.2
prescription
Age 944 (6%) 1.2 N/A N/A
Allergy 83 (1%) 34 83 (1%) 34
The reduction was greatest when severe alerts and patients that had received a com-
plete anamnesis were the only groups taken into consideration. Potential drug-drug
interactions are reacted to much more frequently when the CDSS rates them as “severity
level 17.
Poisson regression analysis resulted in the incidence rate ratios shown in Table 5.
Sensitivity analysis for justified alerts is depicted in Table 6. Significant differences in
incidence rate ratios are shown in bold.
Table 5. Incidence rate ratio of alerts before and after the intervention, stratified by age, sex, alert
category, and severity level.
Incidence Rate Ratio (T vs. Tp)
Severity  Category Female Male
<65 Years >65 <85 >85 <65 Years >65 <85 >85
Dosage 095(0.88-1.01)  0.94(0.92-0.99) **  095(0.90-1.00) 096 (0.89-1.03)  0.96 (0.91-1.00) 0.96 (0.88-1.06)
Kidney 0.93 (0.77-1.13) 0.95 (0.87-1.04) 092(0.81-1.03)  094(0.76-1.14)  0.95(0.85-1.07) 096 (0.78-1.18)
lep  Interaction 1.01 (0.90-1.13) 1.00 (0.94-1.06) 098 (0.89-1.09) 099 (0.88-1.12)  0.99(0.92-1.07)  1.01 (0.87-1.18)
Duplicate prescription 1.03 (0.90-1.19) 1.04 (0.94-1.15) 101(0.84-121)  1.04(0.88-1.22)  1.04(0.92-1.17)  1.01(0.78-1.41)
ge 1.13 (0.67-1.72) 1.04 (0.99-1.06) 099 (0.84-1.15)  1.14(0.56-1.87)  1.01(0.88-1.17) 1.0 (0.74-1.43)
Allergy 1.00 (0.55-1.83) 1.05 (0.74-1.50) 1.05(0.59-1.85)  1.00 (0.42-2.40) 1.0 (0.57-1.76) 1.17 (0.39-3.47)
Dosage 0.93 (0.85-1.02) 0.94(0.90-0.99) * 092 (0.86-0.99) *  0.95(0.94-1.02)  095(0.90-1.01)  0.94(0.84-1.07)
Kidney 0.93 (0.77-1.13) 0.95 (0.87-1.04) 092(0.81-1.03)  094(0.76-1.14)  0.95(0.85-1.07) 096 (0.78-1.18)
1 Interaction 0.94 (0.62-1.46) 0.93 (0.76-1.17) 093 (0.64-1.30) 096 (0.64-145) 093 (0.71-1.21) 104 (0.51-1.89)
Duplicate prescription 1.04 (0.88-1.23) 1.05 (0.94-1.19) 1.01(0.81-125)  1.05(0.87-1.28)  1.03(0.90-1.19)  1.01(0.74-1.49)
Allergy 1.00 (0.55-1.83) 1.05 (0.74-1.50) 1.05(0.59-1.85)  1.00(042-240)  1.00(0.57-176)  1.23 (0.43-3.46)

*p<0.01. *p < 0.05.

Table 6. Incidence rate ratio of unjustified alerts before and after the intervention, stratified by age,

sex, alert category, and severity level.

Incidence Rate Ratio (T1 vs. T0)

Severity = Category Female Male
<65 Years >65 <85 >85 <65 Years >65 <85 >85
Dosage 0.85 (0.79-0.91) *** (.87 (0.84-0.90) ***  0.86 (0.82-0.91) ***  0.86 (0.80-0.93) ***  0.89 (0.85-0.93) *** 0.89 (0.81-0.98) *
Kidney 0.78 (0.65-0.95) ** 0.83 (0.76-0.95) *** 0.83 (0.73-0.94) ** 0.83 (0.67-1.03) 0.86 (0.76-0.97) * 0.89 (0.72-1.10)
lgo Interaction 0.96 (0.86-1.08) 0.92 (0.87-0.98) ** 0.90 (0.81-1.00) 0.93 (0.83-1.06) 0.93 (0.86-1.00) 0.93 (0.80-1.09)
}?r‘él;’ifigi‘fon 1.00 (0.87-1.14) 1.01 (0.91-1.11) 0.94 (0.79-1.14) 1.02 (0.86-1.20) 1.01 (0.89-1.15) 0.97 (0.74-1.27)
Age 1.01 (0.78-1.46) 0.95 (0.85-1.02) 0.92 (0.79-1.07) 1.13 (0.59-1.90) 0.94 (0.82-1.11) 0.91 (0.67-1.23)
Allergy 1.00 (0.55-1.83) 1.02 (0.71-1.46) 0.96 (0.53-1.82) 1.00 (0.42-2.40) 0.92 (0.51-1.63) 1.17 (0.39-3.47)
Dosage 0.81 (0.77-0.82) ***  0.85 (0.81-0.89) ***  0.83 (0.77-0.89) ***  0.84 (0.81-0.86) ***  0.87 (0.82-0.93) ***  0.87 (0.82-0.93) ***
Kidney 0.783 (0.64-0.95) **  0.83 (0.76-0.91) *** 0.83 (0.73-0.94) ** 0.83 (0.67-1.03) 0.86 (0.76-0.97) * 0.89 (0.72-1.10)
1 Interaction 0.86 (0.55-1.34) 0.85 (0.67-1.07) 0.84 (0.60-1.19) 0.80 (0.52-1.24) 0.79 (0.60-1.04) 0.92 (0.53-1.61)
Erlégii"i;tt?on 1.00 (0.85-1.19) 1.02 (0.91-1.15) 0.94 (0.76-1.18) 1.03 (0.85-1.25) 1.02 (0.88-1.17) 0.99 (0.73-1.36)
Allergy 0.96 (0.53-1.72) 1.02 (0.71-1.46) 0.96 (0.53-1.72) 1.00 (0.42-2.40) 0.92 (0.51-1.63) 1.17 (0.39-3.47)

***p<0,001,*p<0,01,*p<0,05.
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Overall, there were only a few significant reductions in alerts, and these were solely in
the dosage category (Table 5). However, when alerts flagged as “justified” were left out
of the analysis, the picture changed, and a significant reduction in dosage alerts could be
detected in all subgroups (Table 6). The same is true for almost all kidney alert subgroups.
Point estimates for severity level 1 alerts are equal or lower than those of alerts overall, but
the significance of the reduction was limited by low case numbers.

2.3. Intervention Fidelity

The “Fidelity” intervention dimension evaluates how frequently the intervention
was implemented in such a way that it was actually possible to achieve the aim of the
intervention. Table 7 shows how many patients had severe alerts at Ty and how many of
these cases were satisfactorily dealt with according to the criteria defined in the methods
section (confirmed completed anamnesis and zero unjustified alerts of severity level 1 at Ty).
The alerts were stratified by category. On a GP level, no participant fulfilled the Fidelity
criteria in any given category for all their patients.

Table 7. Proportion of patients fulfilling the Fidelity criteria.

Alert Category Eumber of Patients for Whom the Num!aer of. Pat'ients Fulfilling P.rop(.)rtion.of ?atients Fulfilling
umber of Severe Alerts is >0 at Ty Fidelity Criteria Fidelity Criteria

Dosage 3210 780 24.3%

Kidney 1322 383 29.0%

Interaction 246 71 28.9%

Duplicate prescription 787 57 7.2%

Allergy 64 4 6.2%

As in the case of the Dose dimension findings, duplicate prescriptions and allergies
received little attention in comparison to the other categories.

As far as the more highly prioritized categories are concerned, the GPs acknowledged
and dealt with all the severe alerts in fewer than 30% of patients, indicating that the
intervention goal was only moderately fulfilled.

Summarizing over all categories, severe alerts were only fully resolved or justified in
889 patients. Figure 5 compares this number to the number of potentially eligible patients,
enrolled patients, patients receiving the intervention from their GPs, as well as the number
of patients that were treated with an intensity that would have made complete fidelity
possible. Figure 5 indicates the steps that had to be accomplished to fulfil Fidelity criteria
and shows that many patients were lost on the way.

Fideli ﬁ
dimertéiOn Fidelity fulfilled (889)

Anamnesis complete (4783)

Dose
dimension

N

5+ prescriptions entered in eMMa (8501)

Patients receiving the intervention (9261)
Reach o
dimension Informed consent to participate (9268)

Potentially eligible patients (42719)

Figure 5. Steps to be climbed in order to achieve Intervention Fidelity. The left-hand legend shows
the dimensions impacted by the steps.
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2.4. Intervention Tailoring

The “Tailoring” intervention dimension describes how participating GPs handled
the intervention, and gives an indication how the intervention could be adapted to fit
better into daily routines. Figure 6 shows on which days of the week Ty was triggered
for patients, i.e., when the first GP assessment appeared in the software. In Figure 7,
the same distribution is shown for the months of the year and in Figure 8, for the whole
intervention period.
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Figure 6. Number of patients, stratified by the day in the week when T was triggered.
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Figure 7. Number of patients stratified by month of the year when T was triggered.
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Figure 8. Number of patients, stratified by the month and year when T was triggered over the
course of the study.

These analyses show when GPs preferred or had the chance to conduct medication
reviews. The vast majority of cases (89%) were initiated between Monday and Friday, with
peaks on Tuesdays and Thursdays. Only a small portion (11%) were initiated on Saturdays,
Sundays, and public holidays, when practices are usually closed. In terms of months, the
CDSS was used more often in the second half of the year, and especially in September and
December. This pattern remains similar when the whole intervention period is examined,
except for 2020, when the rise in patient cases was dampened by the COVID-19 pandemic.

Since the intervention software was in a test phase and on several occasions had to be
updated, we initially planned to conduct sensitivity analyses to account for major software
releases and lengthy software inaccessibility due to technical problems. However, as no
error logbook was available, these analyses could not be conducted.

3. Discussion
3.1. Main Findings

Our process evaluation showed no relevant selection bias on either a patient, GP, or
practice level in the participants included in the AdAM trial, compared to the eligible
population in the study region (Intervention Reach). The reduction in the number of alerts
was minimal (Intervention Dose) and all severe alerts were dealt with in only a modest
number of participating patients, which was the final measure of a successful intervention
(Intervention Fidelity). An analysis showed that the CDSS was most frequently used on
days with long practice hours (Intervention Tailoring).
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3.2. Our Findings in the Context of Existing Research

The inclusion criteria for our study were broad and the patient group correspondingly
heterogeneous. Unlike other similar studies, the group was not preselected according to
medication, disease, or age group [23,24]. As a result, the focus of GP training was on
dealing with polypharmacy in general, and did not attempt to provide in-depth instruction
on how to optimize specific cases, as is the case in polypharmacy trials with narrower
inclusion criteria [25,26]. Moreover, some of the included patients did not profit from the
intervention because there were very few or sometimes even no alerts that could be reacted
to. This problem has also occurred in previous interventions [27].

Existing research into time-consuming documentation has shown that time efficiency
is crucial for GPs, which was an implementation barrier in our study [28]. It is therefore
plausible that a significant number of participating GPs failed to document all changes in
the software. Previous studies have also indicated that integrating CDSS into the electronic
health records of patients would improve the usefulness of medication reviews [23].

Furthermore, a recent systematic review found that physicians considered most alerts
generated by CDSS to be unhelpful or inappropriate and therefore ignored them [29], which
is confirmed by the low rate of documentation in eMMa. Moreover, a significant number of
alerts required monitoring certain parameters such as blood potassium levels and cardiac
rhythm, or changing drug intake schedules, at the same time as using the CDSS [30,31].
The software only registered the use of such strategies when the alert under consideration
was marked as justified. The sensitivity analysis indicated that some GPs made use of this
possibility, albeit only few, which was probably because the additional documentation time
was not reflected in any improvement in the patient’s medication.

Difficulties in making medication changes arise when specialists are involved, as
GPs are unwilling to interfere with their colleagues’” decisions [32], not least because
patients like their specialists to be consulted before such decisions are made [33]. One
solution may be to improve interdisciplinary cooperation so that complicated medication
regimens, that require both time and practice, can be jointly assessed and improved.
The involvement of pharmacists was not part of this intervention, but their support in
conducting medication reviews would appear to be plausible, especially in view of the
discussed implementation barriers, and existing literature, which indicates benefits in
terms of both medication appropriateness [34] and patient-relevant outcomes such as
quality of life [35]. Qualitative studies conducted in the AdAM trial suggest that the
expertise of pharmacists is also appreciated by GPs [36] and patients [37]. In addition, as
the AdAM intervention comprised only one voluntary two-hour education session, with
accompanying online videos and FAQs, it is quite possible that better results could have
been generated if training in polypharmacy and use of the software had been better, as can
be seen in comparable trials [32,38,39].

3.3. Strengths and Limitations

The fact that the design of the AdAM study included an underlying process evaluation
that had been planned and published beforehand, improves the methodological quality of
the trial. Furthermore, this process evaluation addresses each step of the CDSS application
process and responds to the urgent need for a deeper understanding of CDSS uptake
reported in a recently published systematic review [40]. We could show that GPs attached
more importance to severe alerts, and that alerts relating to medication dosage and kidney
function were more frequently dealt with than those concerning e.g., drug-drug interac-
tions or possible unsuitability due to a patient’s age (Intervention Dose). However, it should
be taken into account that the software also generated alerts when a drug was entered into
the system without additional information on the daily dosage or a patient’s renal function.
The management of these alerts would not necessarily have resulted in any improve-
ment in medication but simply have indicated that missing information had been entered
into eMMa.
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Our analyses also help understand the characteristics of participating GPs, and the
kind of patients whose medication reviews they prioritized. Participating patients had a
slightly lower average level of nursing care, indicating a barrier to the use of the intervention
tools in nursing home patients and for home visits.

Overall, the documented changes were rather small, and all severe alerts were removed
or justified in only few patients (Intervention Fidelity). However, it was not possible to
distinguish between a patient’s medication having been left unchanged, or a change not
having been documented in the software. As both the intended intensity of the intervention
(Intervention Dose) and the desired intervention goal (Intervention Fidelity) were rarely
fulfilled, conclusions about the potential risk reduction attributable to the intervention can
only be drawn to a limited extent. Since the CDSS could not be linked with the practice
management systems, GPs had to document all changes twice, which time constraints may
have prevented, resulting in an underestimation of the use of eMMa.

Results in the Intervention Tailoring dimension showed that in the beginning of
the intervention period, when updates and technical difficulties frequently occurred, the
enrollment of patients in eMMa was low. GPs that were involved in the early stages of the
intervention may have given up on the software after encountering technical problems
early on. Furthermore, only few patients enrolled in the early months of each year, which
coincided with the flu season. To the best of our knowledge, little research has been
conducted into the impact of seasonal fluctuations on implementing a real-world study, so
further analysis of the data gathered in the AAAM study may help in the planning of future
interventions in clinical settings. Additionally, the COVID-19 pandemic struck during
the intervention period. This unforeseeable event was a major, but certainly not the only
disruption to the daily care of patients with polypharmacy that was observed during the
course of this intervention, which makes the interpretation of results even more difficult.

3.4. Recommendations for Research and Clinical Practice

It is necessary to conduct more in-depth training before beginning such an interven-
tion. An integration of the intervention tool in the practice management system and further
measures to increase time efficiency would also facilitate adaptation and implementation
for GPs and generate more robust data for scientific analysis. It is necessary to investigate
whether the integration of further healthcare professionals, such as specialized physi-
cians and pharmacists, would result in more effective medication reviews, especially in
complex cases.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Background Information on the AdAM Study

The approach of the AdAM intervention (“Anwendung fiir ein digital Qestiitztes
Arzneimitteltherapie- und Versorgungsmanagement”, or “application of digitally supported
drug-therapy and care management”) is described in detail elsewhere [41]. In short, the
intervention foresees that GPs perform at least one medication review in adult patients re-
ceiving five or more chronic medications with the help of a CDSS (software was developed
under the name “eMMa”, which is an abbreviation for electronic medication management)
that has been fed with all relevant medical information in the form of claims data from the
statutory health insurance company BARMER. The primary aim is to decrease hospitaliza-
tion and death rates among polypharmacy patients compared to a patient group receiving
usual care.

4.2. eMMA

The AdAM intervention involved the application of a CDSS that examined the medi-
cation of patients with polypharmacy after claims data provided by the patients’ statutory
health insurance company had been entered into the system, and after GPs had confirmed
the claims data and fed additional relevant information into the system themselves. The
underlying software then generated alerts that were categorized by severity (of which only
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the two highest of four levels overall are analyzed here, since the two lower levels do not
pose clinical significance) and type of potential inappropriateness. The alerts that could
be seen by GPs and that were analyzed in this study are displayed in Figure 9. GPs then
had the possibility to make medication changes and to discuss them with their patients. A
detailed breakdown of the steps conducted by GPs is depicted in Figure 10, whereby both
figures were previously published in our study protocol [21].

| | |
Age PIM Dear doctor
prescriptions ‘ (Severity 2 (SLevt;fi;:/ D)
only)
only)

GP opens the patient’s health

record in eMMa. The record

comprises health claims data
from the BARMER health

insurance fund

Two months after TO, eMMa
saves the current situation GP can document therapy
for the process evaluation. adjustments or leave notes
Number and kinds of alerts explaining why there is no
are provided to the authors need for change
in pseudonymized form

Figure 9. Alert categories documented by the software. Red font indicates alerts of the highest
severity, and yellow font indicates medium severity.

Where applicable, GP
confirms medication from
claims data and adds
information, e.g., missing
medication, daily dosage, and
physical parameters

eMMa assesses the
medications, describes
reasons for alerts, rates
clinical significance, and
presents possible solutions

Figure 10. Schematic working process for GPs that use eMMa. The final step (purple field) defines
Ty.

4.3. Theoretical Background of the Process Evaluation

The process evaluation is based on consensus recommendations in accordance with
MRC guidance and the MRC process evaluation framework [18] and assesses four dimen-
sions (Intervention Reach, Dose, Fidelity, Tailoring) of the implementation and application
process. The defined dimensions and their adaptation to suit the implementation of the
AdAM software are briefly explained below. A more detailed description can be found
elsewhere [21].

4.4. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria for Log Data Analysis

All patients to whom one of the following criteria applied, were included in the
analysis of data extracted from the AdAM software:
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1. The GP confirmed in the software that an anamnesis had been completed (referred to
as “completed anamnesis”).

2. The software was used to print a medication plan.

3.  Atleast five medications were entered into the software.

The inclusion criteria were prioritized in descending order: The first day on which
criterion 1 was met was defined as Tj. If this was never the case, criterion 2 and, if
necessary, criterion 3 were treated analogously. Duplicates, i.e., patients whose pseudonym
was included twice, were excluded after verification. In addition, patients were excluded if
their GP only participated in the piloting test phase or had ceased to participate in the study
before randomization (e.g., had retired). Patients that enrolled in eMMa after completion of
the project were also excluded.

The Intervention Reach compares participants that fulfil the criteria to those that
do not. All potentially eligible participants are therefore included in the analyses for
that dimension.

4.5. Population and Outcomes

(a) Intervention Reach

This dimension deals with the “reach” of the intervention, i.e., whether the selection
and inclusion of study participants was carried out as foreseen in the study protocol, and
how the study population differed from the defined population in terms of the variables
given in Appendix A, Table Al. These comparisons were conducted at the level of patients,
physicians, and practices, and were used to determine structural similarity between the
groups, and whether, for example, any particular group of patients was prioritized in
the intervention.

For this purpose, all patients receiving the eMMa intervention (=active population,
AP) were compared to:

e  Study participants that had enrolled but did not receive the intervention (=inactive
population, IP);

e  Persons that fulfilled the entry criteria for the intention-to-treat population and were
on the list of patients provided to participating GPs but did not take part in the
intervention (=non-enrolled potentials, NEP).

Analogously, all GPs and practices enrolled in the AAAM study that cared for at least
one AP patient, irrespective of whether they also treated patients in the IP or NEP groups
were compared to:

Enrolled GPs and practices that cared for at least one IP patient, but no AP patient;
Enrolled GPs and practices that cared for at least one NEP patient, but no AP or

IP patient.
An overview can be found in Figure 11.

Pseudonymized data for patient comparisons originated from BARMER's data ware-
house (a database in which all claims data are stored pseudonymously). Comparisons at
GP and practice level were carried out using pseudonymized data from the association
of statutory healthcare physicians in the study region (KVWL). Group comparisons were
carried out using logistic regression and two-sided tests carried out with a significance
level of alpha = 5%. Group membership was defined as the dependent variable.
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Figure 11. Populations that were compared for the Reach dimension.

(b) Intervention Dose

This dimension applies to the AP group only and assesses the extent of reductions in
alerts in patients that received the AdAM intervention two months after patient data were
originally entered into the software. In addition, prioritization associated with the severity
and categories of alerts were also analyzed (Figure 9). The alerts were divided into justified
(marked as processed or commented on by the GP) and unjustified alerts (not marked as
processed or commented on by the GP). The number of alerts was measured at two points
in time: the first timestamp (date) occurred when Tj is triggered, and automatically two
months later (referred to as Ty).

In this dimension, the main analysis is of the reduction in alerts between Ty and Ty,
stratified by severity and the category of alerts. In addition, sensitivity analyses were
performed that only included unjustified alerts at T;.

Further sensitivity analyses only included the population for which GPs had confirmed
that the anamnesis of the patient had been completed and that all medication been entered
into the software. This was the original plan, whereby T was to be triggered in the software
by pressing a button, and only then was it possible to deal with alerts. Before release, the
software developers decided against making this process compulsory.

In order to adjust for clustering at a GP level, a multilevel Poisson model was calculated
using the pseudonymized GP ID as a random effect. The total number of alerts was the
dependent variable in the model, and Ty and T; were the predictors. All models were
stratified by age and sex.

(c) Intervention Fidelity

This dimension applies only to the AP group and examines the trustworthiness of
the intervention, i.e., whether the software was used in such a way that a successful
intervention (reduction in hospitalization and death) was possible. Alerts rated at the
highest severity level were used to operationalize this dimension, as they were considered
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strongly indicative of a need for action. Furthermore, the GP had to have completed the
anamnesis to show the software was being used as intended.

As long as all alerts at this level had been resolved or justified at Ty, they were
considered to have been successfully dealt with in terms of Fidelity.

For this dimension, we reported the proportion of patients whose serious warnings
were completely resolved at T;. In addition, the analyses were stratified according to
alert category.

(d) Intervention Tailoring

In contrast to the other dimensions, the focus here was on the individual adjustments
GPs made in order to better integrate the intervention into daily practice routines. For this
purpose, the temporal dimension of software use was investigated. Consequently, data are
only analyzed for the AP group. Specifically, we looked at the number of patients whose
data were called up for the first time on particular days of the week or in particular months,
and looked for a concentration of such events during certain periods (e.g., at the weekend),
or seasonal dependencies.

5. Conclusions

There are indications that the CDSS helped participating physicians prescribe fewer
high-risk medications by encouraging them to adjust dosages, and to modify prescriptions
to take account of renal function impairment. However, the intervention does not appear to
have been used intensively, whereby it should be taken into consideration that utilization
may have been under-reported in the log data. Overall, the results of the process evaluation
indicate that the extent of the implementation of the AAAM intervention was weaker
than anticipated.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Variables for the Reach dimension (ref = reference category in logistic regression).

Comparison 1 Comparison 2 Patients GPs Practices
Factor Levels Factor Levels
Age (years) Age (years) Type of practice
Single practice (ref)
Group practice
Medical care center
Sex Sex Number of employed GPs
Male (ref) Time since practice inception (years)
Female Randomization group
medCDS Specialization type Intervention
Nursing care level Specialized in general
AP versus IP AP versus NEP care (0 (ref), 1-5) practice (ref) Control (ref)

GP without specialization
Internist active in
general practice

Other
Participation in a
GP network

Yes

No (ref)

Randomization group
Intervention
Control (ref)
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Abstract: The management of multiple chronic health conditions often requires patients to be exposed
to polypharmacy to improve their health and enhance their quality of life. However, exposure to
polypharmacy has been associated with an increased risk for adverse effects, drug-drug interactions,
inappropriate prescribing, medication nonadherence, increased healthcare utilization such as emer-
gency department visits and hospitalizations, and costs. Medication-based risk scores have been
utilized to identify patients who may benefit from deprescribing interventions and reduce rates of
inappropriate prescribing. These risk scores may also be utilized to prompt targeted discussions
between patients and providers regarding medications or medication classes contributing to an
individual’s risk for harm, eventually leading to the deprescribing of the offending medication(s).
This opinion will describe existing medication-based risk scores in the literature, their utility in
identifying patients at risk for specific adverse events, and how they may be incorporated in health-
care settings to reduce rates of potentially inappropriate polypharmacy and avoidable healthcare
utilization and costs.

Keywords: medication-based risk score; deprescribing; polypharmacy; health outcomes

1. Introduction

Patients with multiple chronic conditions may be exposed to several medications to
improve health, enhance quality of life, and reduce healthcare utilization. The chronic
exposure of multiple medications has been termed polypharmacy [1]. While the opera-
tional definition of polypharmacy may vary, from utilizing >2 to >11 medications [1],
polypharmacy is associated with an increased risk of drug-drug interactions, drug-related
problems, inappropriate prescribing, medication non-adherence, and increased healthcare
utilization such as emergency department visits, hospitalizations, and medical costs [2].

Medication-based risk scores can be utilized by healthcare providers to identify pa-
tients who would benefit from deprescribing interventions to reduce rates of potentially
inappropriate polypharmacy, adverse health outcomes, and avoidable healthcare utilization.
The utilization of these tools is especially important due to the increasing proportions of
adults with multiple chronic conditions, resulting in higher prevalence of polypharmacy [3].
The higher prevalence of polypharmacy has led to an increased risk for clinically relevant
drug-drug and drug-disease interactions. This opinion will describe medication-based risk
scores that can be used to identify patients at substantial risk for experiencing clinically
significant adverse outcomes, propose their utility in identifying medication targets for
deprescribing, and suggest how these tools can be incorporated into clinical practice or
clinical decision support systems.
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2. Medication-Based Risk Scores
2.1. Medication Regimen Complexity Index (MRCI)

The MRCl is a risk assessment tool that quantifies the complexity of an individual’s
medication regimen by taking into consideration the medication dosage form and route,
dosing frequency, and unique directions provided to take certain medications [4]. This tool
utilizes a continuous scale where higher scores suggest that an individual’s medication
regimen is more complex [4]. A systematic review found higher MRCI to be associated
with medication nonadherence, hospital readmission, and lower quality of life [5]. While
some studies found patients with scores greater than a certain number to be associated with
worsening health outcomes in select populations [5], there are no validated parameters
suggesting which values signal a clearly increased risk for adverse events. Future research
is warranted to determine specific scores to be utilized as surrogate markers to identify
patients likely to benefit most from deprescribing interventions. It is important to note
that while the MRCI score is typically calculated manually due to the consideration of
unique medication directions, a study by McDonald et al. [6] described how to automate
the calculation of MRCI within an electronic health record.

2.2. Medication Complexity Score (MCS)

The development of the MRCI allowed clinicians and researchers to quantify the
complexity of an individual’s medication regimen. However, since part of the score
requires the use of unique prescribing details [5], the score cannot be calculated using
only prescription claims data. This is a potential weakness, as prescription claims data
may be better suited to capture prescribing patterns across multiple health systems and
prescribers [7]. The MCS was developed and modeled against the MRCI to demonstrate its
comparability as a tool in identifying medication burden and risk for greater healthcare
utilization with the use of just prescription claims [7]. The MCS utilizes a prescription
claim’s national drug code to infer the drug’s dosage form and route; the days’ supply and
number of units are utilized to infer a dosing frequency. The final component of the MRCI,
being unique medication instructions, was not adapted to the MCS. As with MRCI, future
research identifying specific cut-off values of the MCS score signifying which patients
would benefit most from deprescribing interventions would be beneficial.

2.3. Medication Fall Risk Score (MFRS)

Just under 1,000,000 patients fall within healthcare facilities each year in the United
States (US) [8]. Reducing the prevalence of falls within facilities is necessary to ensure posi-
tive patient outcomes while reducing avoidable costs incurred by patients and healthcare
facilities. Specific medications are important risk factors to consider when evaluating a
patient’s risk of falling due to their mechanisms of action being associated with greater risk
of dizziness, sedation, impaired cognition, and changes in blood pressure [8]. The MFRS
incorporates the prescribing of specific medication classes (e.g., antipsychotics, benzodi-
azepines, antiarrhythmics, antidepressants) to determine the associated risk of incurring a
fall. Medications are weighted and summed to determine an individual’s risk of falling.
Patients with a score >6 are at “a higher risk for falling” and are further evaluated using
medication fall risk evaluation tools [9]. In addition to the implementation of further
medication reviews and local clinical interventions specific to healthcare settings, patients
identified as being at an increased risk of falls may benefit from deprescribing interventions
to reduce their risk of falls.

2.4. Medication-Based Index of Physical Function (MedIP)

Another tool used to measure fall risk is the MedIP. This tool was developed to
overcome biases from tools that focus on specific medication classes [10]. The MedIP
utilizes medications included in the Side Effect Resource (SIDER) dataset, a resource that
obtains side effect related information of medications from public sources such as package
inserts [11]. The MedIP calculates a sum utilizing elementary matrix operations that take
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into consideration the drugs being used by a patient, their risk of side effects and the
contribution of side effects to fall risk based on data found within SIDER. While higher
scores indicate a greater risk of falling, the validation study estimated a score of 2764 to
have optimal sensitivity and specificity in predicting fall risk [10].

2.5. Drug Burden Index (DBI)

The use of medications with sedative and anticholinergic properties has been associ-
ated with adverse events among older adults including cognitive impairment and falls [12].
The DBI score takes into consideration the dose and exposure of medications with anti-
cholinergic and/or sedative effects on patients [13]. This score utilizes an algorithm that
sums the sedative and anticholinergic weighted burden of each medication to generate a
score. Each medication weight is calculated by dividing the daily dose with the sum of
the minimum recommended daily dose and the daily dose [12]. Higher scores suggest a
higher anticholinergic and sedative burden; studies have generally evaluated healthcare
utilization risk comparing patients with scores greater than 0 or 1 versus lower scores [12].

While the findings of studies assessing the relationship between DBI and healthcare
utilizations and outcomes such as falls have varied, higher DBI has been consistently shown
to be associated with frailty, poorer quality of life, and physical impairment [12]. However,
it is important to note the DBI score has several limitations: medications with relevant
anticholinergic and sedative effects are considered equivalent (there is no adjustment for
medications having stronger or weaker sedative or anticholinergic effects), and there is
presently not an updated consensus document listing medications to consider for the
determination of DBI. It is also important to note that the DBI was developed utilizing the
minimum daily dose as indicated by the United States Food and Drug Administration.
Given that minimum daily doses may vary among countries and with indications for use, a
DBI algorithm was developed utilizing a defined daily dose published by the World Health
Organization (WHO) to facilitate use of this algorithm across different countries [14].

2.6. Anticholinergic Burden Medication Based Risk Scores

Medications contributing to anticholinergic burden is a field of significant interest
due to widely used drug classes with anticholinergic properties being associated with
significant healthcare utilization and poor health outcomes. This has led to the publication
of numerous scales, lists, and risk scores that quantify an individual’s anticholinergic
burden to estimate their risk of adverse outcomes. Furthermore, given the substantial
interest and breadth of research examining anticholinergic burden, several systematic
reviews have been published examining the utility of these scales to predict poor health
outcomes such as adverse events, falls, mortality, delirium, and poor quality of life [15-24].

Scores, scales, and lists available to measure anticholinergic burden or identify ex-
posure to anticholinergic medications include the anticholinergic drug scale [25] (ADS),
anticholinergic burden classification [26] (ABC), anticholinergic effect on cognition [27]
(AECQ), anticholinergic risk scale [28] (ARS), anticholinergic cognitive burden scale [29]
(ACBS), anticholinergic activity scale [30] (AAS), anticholinergic loading scale [31] (ALS),
Korean anticholinergic burden scale [32], German anticholinergic burden score [33], Brazil-
ian anticholinergic activity scale [34], Cancelli’s ACH burden scale [35], Aizenberg’s Anti-
cholinergic Burden Scale [36], Duran’s Anticholinergic Burden Scale [17], Salahudeen’s An-
ticholinergic Burden Scale [15], Summers drug risk number [37], Whalleys Anticholinergic
Burden Scale [38], Chew’s list of anticholinergic drugs [39], Clinician-Rated Anticholinergic
Score [40], Minzenberg’s Clinical Index and Pharmacological Index [41], anticholinergic
impregnation scale [42], a modified ARS [43], modified ACB [44], deliriogenic risk scale [45],
and the anticholinergic toxicity scale [46].

These tools provide prescribers with an understanding of a patient’s risks for specific
adverse outcomes based on their cumulative exposure to medications with anticholinergic
activity. However, despite the large number of tools available to highlight anticholinergic
burden, there are several details to consider. Significant variability exists between tools,
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with some taking into consideration the dose of medications, and several tools identifying
<30 medications and others considering >500 medications with expected anticholinergic
activity [22]. Furthermore, while agreement on the level of anticholinergic activity may
vary between tools, it is unclear which specific tool is best. Providers may benefit from
using systematic reviews that have compiled lists of medications across multiple scales to
comprehensively define which medications had low, moderate, and high anticholinergic
activity [15,17,22]. Published systematic reviews of these tools have provided greater detail
of the strengths and weaknesses of these tools and their associations with poor health
outcomes [15-24].

2.7. Sedative Load Model (SLM)

The SLM was designed to characterize an individual’s exposure to medications with
sedative properties and to quantify their risk of impaired mobility [47,48]. This risk is
calculated by summing the weights of medications contributing to an individual’s sedative
burden. Medications considered a primary sedative included a score of 2, while medications
with a major side effect or with ingredients considered potentially sedating were given a
score of 1 [47]. A higher sedative load is associated with impaired mobility [47]. While
additional research is needed in diverse older adult populations, higher sedative load
has been associated with incident delirium and falls among patients with Alzheimer’s
disease [49].

2.8. Sloan Sedative Risk Score

Sloan et al., modified the SLM to construct a sedative load risk score that incorporated
the dose of a medication as well [50]. This risk score applies weights differently, with
psychotropic medications intended to cause sedation receiving a weight of 6, while medica-
tions with sedation as a common side effect were given a weight of 3, and medications at a
low-risk of sedation side effect were given a weight of 1 [50]. The dose of each medication
is divided by the mean effective dose, which is then multiplied by the assigned weight
and summed for a final score [50]. While the utilization of this model can describe the
sedative risk of a population, with higher scores implying greater risk, it is unclear if there
is a specific score associated with the significantly increased risk of falling or other adverse
outcomes related to sedation.

2.9. Central Nervous System (CNS) Medication Burden

Another measure that was developed to quantify an individual’s medication related
risk for falls included the CNS medication burden [51]. This risk score is calculated by
summing the daily dose of each CNS medication with each divided by the minimum
effective geriatric daily dose [51]. Individuals with scores >3 are considered at greater
risk of experiencing serious falls [51,52]. Future research would be beneficial to assess if
medication-based interventions that reduce an individual’s medication exposure subse-
quently reduce their risk of falls.

2.10. Medication Appropriateness Index (MAI)

A challenge in deprescribing medications is the identification of prescriptions that
are appropriate and inappropriate. While the previously noted risk scores identified
medications or medication classes that were potentially inappropriate for an individual,
the MAl is a scoring system that determines if a medication is inappropriate and should
be targeted for modification or deprescribing. The original tool utilizes 10 questions
where a clinician assesses if a drug is indicated, effective, appropriately dosed, given
with appropriate instructions, practical to use, prescribed with appropriate length of
therapy, relatively affordable compared to similar drugs, and does not have any clinically
significant drug-drug or drug-disease interactions [53]. A clinician must determine if
a drug is appropriate (score = 1), inappropriate (score = 3), or marginally appropriate
(score = 2), with each drug having a maximum score of 18; higher scores would suggest that
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a drug may be inappropriate. The sum of the scores is used to determine an individual’s
exposure to inappropriate medications [53]. The tool has been validated in multiple
settings comparing responses among clinicians to ensure consistency in its application
across various practitioners [54]. Additionally, the MAI has been modified to a three-item
survey and adapted and validated in various settings [55].

Despite the advantages of utilizing an individual clinician’s knowledge to deter-
mine the inappropriateness of a medication or medication regimen, there are important
limitations of MAI Agreement between clinicians on the determination of the inappropri-
ateness of a medication may improve after discussion, suggesting that interpretation of
inappropriateness based on patient specific factors and identification of clinically relevant
drug-drug or drug-disease interactions can differ based on a provider’s experience and
background [56]. Furthermore, assessing for the appropriateness of medications based
on price or practicality may benefit from patient input. Finally, the tool may take up to
10 min to properly evaluate one drug, therefore it may not be practical to use for patients
on multiple medications in most settings [53].

2.11. MedWise Risk Score

Previous medication-based risk scores may be limited in their utility given that they
are used to track one or two specific risk factors in a patient’s medication regimen, such as
fall risk, anticholinergic burden, sedative load, complexity, or appropriateness. In contrast,
the MedWise Risk Score measures an individual’s risk for adverse events based on specific
risk factors including sedative load, anticholinergic burden, competitive CYP450 drug
interaction burden, risk of QT prolongation, and risk for adverse events utilizing the FDA
Adverse Event Reporting System [57]. This score exists on a continuous scale with higher
scores being associated with adverse events, healthcare related costs, emergency room
visits, falls, and mortality [57-59]. Furthermore, use of the MedWise Risk Score as part of
medication risk mitigation services may significantly reduce healthcare costs related to
emergency room visits, hospital admissions, and skilled nursing visits for organizations
providing services for older adults that require nursing facility level care [60].

2.12. Medication Intensity Scale (MIS)

An important goal of care among patients with asthma is to improve quality of life
and reduce healthcare utilization such as emergency room visits and hospitalizations.
In 2013, asthma was associated with approximately $50 billion in medical costs in the
United States [61]. The MIS is one means of identifying patients with suboptimal control
of their asthma to target resources and reduce the prevalence of potentially avoidable
healthcare costs. The MIS is a four-point scale (0-3) that ascribes a point to a patient for
having 5-13 beta-agonists canisters, >13 beta-agonist canisters, and having greater than two
dispensations of oral corticosteroids within a year [62]. Validation of this tool demonstrated
that higher scores were associated with greater emergency department utilization [62].
The validation study of this tool recommends that the cut-off chosen for intervention
be determined by the cost of the intervention; when it was given using lower cut-offs it
substantially increased the false positive rate of patients with asthma at risk for utilizing
the emergency department [62]. The automated monitoring of prescription claims could
identify patients with asthma at greatest need of intervention to improve asthma control
and reduce potentially avoidable healthcare utilization.

3. Implementation within Healthcare Systems

Medication-based risk scores are a set of tools that can be utilized at the healthcare
system level and the individual prescriber level to identify patients at significant risk for
experiencing specific adverse events or potentially avoidable healthcare utilization. While
risk scores have been traditionally utilized as tools for risk adjustment and prediction of
healthcare utilization [63], medication-based risk scores can be utilized by providers to
identify patients at greater risk for specific adverse events and reduce potentially inappro-
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priate polypharmacy. The use of medication-based risk scores may prompt discussions
between patients and providers regarding medications contributing to an individual’s risk
for harm, eventually leading to the deprescribing of the offending medication. Further-
more, given their dependence on only medication-related information, these risk scores
can be operationalized in settings where prescribing occurs, or prescription claims data
is accessible. However, prior to the incorporation of medication-based risk scores into
healthcare services, there are important details to consider.

The use of medication-based risk scores should be used with resources that facilitate
deprescribing interventions. While most medication-based risk scores are validated to
detect an increased risk of specific adverse events or healthcare utilization, they have
not been studied extensively in their efficiency in identifying medications that should
be deprescribed nor have they been compared to each other in this respect. It is impor-
tant to note that medication-based risk scores should not solely be used to determine the
appropriateness or inappropriateness of a medication. They should be used to comple-
ment a comprehensive evaluation of an individual’s medications. These tools are used to
identify potential targets for deprescribing and enhance the quality of information con-
tributing to the risk-benefit assessment of an individual’s prescriptions. Within primary
care and outpatient settings, these risk scores can be used to identify patients who may
benefit from deprescribing before a potentially avoidable event occurs, while hospital or
emergency room settings can utilize these risk scores to compliment the identification of
adverse events related to medication use. Hospital settings may benefit more from using
risk scores that incorporate physiological data to identify emergent events that require
prompt intervention.

Providers need to evaluate which risk scores are most useful in identifying patients
at greatest risk for specific harms or healthcare utilization within their specific healthcare
settings. Presently, each risk score describes the risk for exposure to certain medications
and medication classes in relation to specific adverse outcomes. It is also important to
realize that risk scores alone do not overcome barriers to deprescribing such as managing
interprofessional relationships, increasing provider workload, the reluctance to discontinue
chronic medications, or differences in knowledge between providers [64]. Some of these
barriers can be overcome with the use of deprescribing algorithms and guidelines that
provide steps and rationale to safely and efficiently deprescribe certain medications [65].

Primary care and outpatient healthcare settings may want to utilize medication man-
agement programs or pharmacovigilance services to monitor the use and prescribing of
medications without additional work and burden for prescribers. Alternatively, insurance
plan providers can utilize prescription claims data to identify patients at greater risk of
adverse events based on their prescribing data. Medication management programs can
be utilized to communicate with the providers of these patients to prompt review of their
medications to consider deprescribing interventions. The implementation of medication
reviews at the insurance claims level can overcome challenges associated with patient frag-
mentation of data across various healthcare and dispensing settings. Additionally, having
personnel specialized in the deprescribing of medications can ensure that medication-based
risk scores and deprescribing tools are used optimally and efficiently among patient popu-
lations. Patients with higher risk for medication related adverse events may benefit from
periodic medication reviews where medications with the lowest benefit to harm ratio are
targeted for deprescribing [66].

4. Conclusions

Medication-based risk scores are useful in identifying patients potentially at risk for
suboptimal health outcomes and avoidable healthcare utilization and adverse events. To
ensure that healthcare settings are able to efficiently reduce harms associated with exposure
to the medications, combining these tools with deprescribing algorithms and guidelines
may facilitate the discontinuation of medications that provide the least benefit and most
harm to patients. The utilization of pharmacovigilance and medication management
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programs may be implemented within healthcare settings to identify opportunities for
deprescribing and reduce potentially avoidable healthcare utilization.
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Abstract: The use of inappropriate medication is an increasing problem among the elderly, leading to
hospitalizations, mortality, adverse effects, and lower quality of life (QoL). Deprescribing interven-
tions (e.g., medication reviews (MRs)) have been examined as a possible remedy for this problem. In
order to be able to evaluate the potential benefits and harms of a deprescribing intervention, quality
of life (QoL) has increasingly been used as an outcome. The sensitivity of QoL measurements may,
however, not be sufficient to detect a change in specific disease symptoms, e.g., a flair-up in symptoms
or relief of side effects after deprescribing. Using symptom assessments as an outcome, we might
be able to identify and evaluate the adverse effects of overmedication and deprescribing alike. The
objective of this study was to explore whether symptom assessment is a feasible and valuable method
of evaluating outcomes of MRs among the elderly in nursing homes. To the best of our knowledge,
this has not been investigated before. We performed a feasibility study based on an experimental
design and conducted MRs for elderly patients in nursing homes. Their symptoms were registered at
baseline and at a follow-up 3 months after performing the MR. In total, 86 patients, corresponding
to 68% of the included patients, received the MR and completed the symptom questionnaires as
well as the QoL measurements at baseline and follow-up, respectively. Forty-eight of these patients
had at least one deprescribing recommendation implemented. Overall, a tendency towards the
improvement of most symptoms was seen after deprescribing, which correlated with the tendencies
observed for the QoL measurements. Remarkably, deprescribing did not cause a deterioration of
symptoms or QoL, which might otherwise be expected for patients of this age group, of whom the
health is often rapidly declining. In conclusion, it was found that symptom assessments were feasible
among nursing home residents and resulted in additional relevant information about the potential
benefits and harms of deprescribing. It is thus recommended to further explore the use of symptom

assessment as an outcome of deprescribing interventions, e.g., in a controlled trial.

Keywords: medication review; deprescriptions; quality of life; aged; aged, 80 and over; nursing homes;
deprescribing

1. Introduction

The prevalence of chronic diseases increases with age, and the elderly therefore
have a higher risk of polypharmacy [1,2]. Polypharmacy is often defined as taking at
least five different medications regularly [2,3] and has been shown to increase the risk of
inappropriate medication and hospitalizations among elderly patients [4-6]. In addition,
the risk of adverse effects and drug interactions [2,5,7], mortality [8], and reduced quality
of life (QoL) [9] have been correlated with polypharmacy.

Medications that were appropriate at the time of prescription may become inappro-
priate over time and with age, either because the patient’s health condition improves or
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the harms outweighs the benefits [10,11]. As an example of the latter, the use of preventive
medication, e.g., statins, in the last years of life can cause considerable muscle pain without
any preventive effect being expected [12].

Medication review (MR) interventions are considered to be a valuable tool to combat
inappropriate polypharmacy through deprescribing recommendations [13]. Deprescribing
is defined as the planned and supervised process of dose reduction or stopping of medi-
cations that might be causing harm, or which may no longer have a benefit [14]. During
an MR, the patient’s complete medication list is critically and structurally reviewed in
relation to indications, effects, side effects, and compliance. In MR studies, outcomes are
frequently either medication-related, e.g., a decrease in the number of medications, or
resource-related, e.g., cost, number of general practitioner (GP) visits, or hospitalization,
rather than patient-related [15-17]. The use of patient-related outcomes such as QoL is
steadily increasing in medication review studies [15] to investigate whether the intervention
brings a relevant benefit to the patient. Currently, there is no convincing evidence that a
medication review leads to an improved QoL [18]. The QoL scales might not have sufficient
sensitivity to be able to detect improvements in QoL, especially not among nursing home
residents, for whom a natural rapid deterioration in their condition is expected. However,
it is crucial to be able to assess whether a medication review leads to improved patient
outcomes upon deprescribing medications. A recent review analyzed the various outcomes
of MR studies and found a lack of reporting of potential harm (e.g., adverse events) caused
by the interventions [15], making it difficult to evaluate the benefit-risk ratio of MRs. It is
our hypothesis that the assessment of symptoms as an outcome of MR could be a feasible
and valuable additional approach in order to identify and report the potential benefits and
harms of MR. Some specific symptoms, e.g., dizziness, have been used as outcomes in MR,
but to our knowledge a systematic symptom assessment has not previously been used as
an outcome in MR. The objective of this study was to explore whether symptom assessment
is a feasible and a potential valid outcome measure of deprescribing when performing MRs
of elderly patients in nursing homes. Additionally, symptom measurements are compared
with QoL values in order to investigate whether symptom measurements can contribute
further knowledge about the patient-relevant effects of MRs.

2. Results
2.1. Patients

In Hvidovre Municipality, Denmark, 322 residents living in the three participating
nursing homes were screened for participation in the project. Of these residents, 234 were
found to be eligible according to the inclusion criteria. Of these, 135 patients were included
in the study (see for further information on inclusion and exclusion). Nine patients (6.7%)
died before the intervention; hence, 126 patients in total received the MR intervention. Ten
patients (7.9%) died before follow-up and 30 patients (23.8%) did not complete the symptom
and QoL questionnaires, resulting in 86 patients who completed the questionnaires both at
baseline and follow-up, and 48 patients who had a deprescribing intervention implemented
and who completed the symptom and QoL questionnaires (Figure 1).

The participating patients were divided into three investigational groups accord-
ing to the degree of their study participation: the Medication Review Group (patients
who received an MR), the Follow-Up Group (patients who, in addition, completed the
symptom and QoL questionnaires), and the Deprescribing Subgroup (patients who had a
deprescribing recommendation implemented and who completed the symptom and QoL
questionnaires), respectively.

The 126 patients included in the Medication Review Group had an average age of
82 years (SD 7.8) and 32% were male. They had a total of 1575 medications and were
affiliated with 18 different general practices. On average, each patient had a mean of
13 medications at baseline, of which 10 were regular medications, and 3 were as-needed
medications. Table 1 summarizes the patient characteristics regarding age, medication, and
scoring of symptoms and QoL, respectively, divided into the three investigational groups.
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322 patients screened

187 patients excluded

88 patients had an age < 65 or used < 5 drugs

66 patients did not want to participate

33 patients were affiliated with a GP who did not want to participate

intervention
(Medication Review Group)

86 patients completed the
symptoms and QoL

questionnaires

135 patients included *1 9 patients died before intervention
126 patients completed 40 patients did not complete the symptoms and QoL questionnaires

10 patients died before follow-up
12 patients did not complete any of the symptoms or QoL questionnaires
18 patients only completed the symptoms and QoL questionnaires at

baseline or at follow-up

s Eolluw—l.‘E Gl‘Dl]El)

38 patients did not have a deprescribing recommendation implemented

(Deprescribing Subgroup)

48 patients had at least one deprescribing recommendation implemented

Figure 1. The flow of patients from screening to the inclusion of eligible patients in the Medication
Review, Follow-Up, and Deprescribing Subgroup, respectively. The upper five boxes (blue) describe
the inclusion process, as well as reasons for exclusion and dropout, whereas the lower four boxes
(green) describe the subsets of patients relevant to the aim of this article, i.e., patients who completed
the symptoms and quality of life (QoL) questionnaires both at baseline and follow-up were included
in the Follow-Up Group. Subsequently, patients in the Follow-Up Group who had a deprescribing
recommendation implemented were included in the Deprescribing Subgroup.

2.2. Medication Review

We recommended changes to 491 medications (31% of all medications) out of the
total of 1.575 medications. The GPs agreed upon 460 of the recommendations (94% of
recommendations), and 196 recommendations were implemented at follow-up (45%), of
which 159 were deprescribing recommendations. For the 86 patients with completed
QoL and symptoms’ questionnaires (the Follow-Up Group), 55 patients had at least one
implemented recommendation (both deprescribing and other recommendations) at follow-
up, and 48 patients had at least one deprescribing recommendation implemented (the
Deprescribing Subgroup). Deprescribing was the most frequent recommendation (78% of
all recommendations), and we recommended deprescribing 24% of all 1575 medications.
The GPs agreed to deprescribe 23% of all 1575 medications.

2.3. Symptoms

For the Follow-Up Group (1 = 86), there was no significant difference in the mean of
symptom scores before and after the intervention: pain (—0.34), tiredness (0.10), drowsiness
(0.03), nausea (0.14), loss of appetite (0.42), shortness of breath (—0.03), depression (0.30),
and anxiety (—0.02).

For the Deprescribing Subgroup (1 = 48), no significant difference in the mean of symp-
tom scores was found either. However, in this group a tendency towards an improvement
of the average score within all symptoms, except loss of appetite and shortness of breath,
was observed. The average symptom scores for the Deprescribing Subgroup before and
after MR, i.e., deprescribing, are shown in Figure 2.
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Table 1. Characteristics of the patients constituting the investigational groups—the Medication
Review Group, Follow-Up Group and Deprescribing Subgroup—regarding age, gender, medication,
and outcomes. The symptoms and quality of life (QoL) questionnaires were not completed by all
patients belonging to the Medication Review Group, which is why this column is not completed (-).

Medication Review Group, i.e., Patients Who Received MRs (n= 126)

Follow-up Group, i.e., patients who completed the symptoms and

Investigational groups

QoL questionnaires (1 = 86)

Deprescribing Subgroup, i.e.,
patients from the Follow-Up Group
who had a deprescribing
recommendation implemented

(n =48)

Mean age/year (SD) 82.3 (7.8) 81.8 (7.0) 82.2(7.1)
Male/ % 32% 30% 25%
Medications at baseline
No. of medications 1.575 1.084 670
Mefm no. of medications per 13 12 14
patient
No. of recommendations 491 315 221
Mean no. of recommendations 39 37 46
per patient
Symptoms at baseline
Pain (SD) - 29(2.7) 3.3 (3.0)
Tiredness (SD) - 4.2 (2.8) 4.5 (2.8)
Drowsinesss (SD) - 3.3(2.8) 3.5(2.8)
Nausea (SD) - 0.5 (1.5) 0.5(1.2)
Loss of appetite (SD) - 1.6 (24) 1.5(2.3)
Shortness of breath (SD) - 1.4 (2.3) 1.2(2.2)
Depression (SD) - 2.1(2.7) 2.2 (2.7)
Anxiety (SD) - 1.7 (2.6) 1.9 (2.8)
Wellbeing (SD) - 3.3((2.2) 3.3(2.2)
Quality of life at baseline
EQ-5D index (SD) - 0.5 (0.3) 0.5(0.3)
VAS score (SD) - 56.2 (21.4) 56.2 (19.9)
10
9
& 8 P=0.43
5 7 P= ?.09
=6
g5
S P=0.80 P=0.13
L P=0.09 ‘ P=0.26
i g = ?'44 15|16 12|16 22017 19|15
1 0.5 0.4 - i.
0 ﬁ
Pain Tiredness  Drowsiness Nausea Loss of  Shortness of Depression Anxiety
appetite breath

Figure 2. Mean scores of the Deprescribing Subgroup (1 = 48) for each symptom, measured using
the Edmonton Symptom Assessment System (revised version) (ESAS-r) scale, before deprescribing
(orange) and after deprescribing (brown). The ESAS-r scale uses a numeric scale from 0-10, where
0 indicates no symptoms and 10 indicates the worst intensity of a symptom. There was no significant
difference for any symptoms.

The results suggested that, among the patients in the Deprescribing Subgroup, there
was a greater tendency towards the improvement of symptoms compared to a deterioration
(Figure 3). Loss of appetite and shortness of breath were the only symptoms among patients
of this group for which fewer patients achieved an improvement than a deterioration
(Figure 3).

50



Pharmaceuticals 2022, 15, 505

w 40

@

= 30

©

a 2019

5 20 1513 14

@

E h l

S 0

= Pain Tiredness Drowsiness Nausea Loss of Shortness Depression  Anxiety

appetite of breath

Figure 3. Number of Deprescribing Subgroup patients (1 = 48) with improvements (green) and
deteriorations (red), respectively, in each symptom after deprescribing.

The figure below shows the number of patients who exhibited the individual symp-
toms (Figure 4) to some degree before and after deprescribing, respectively. The majority of
patients suffered from tiredness, drowsiness, and pain. These data show a general tendency
that there were no more patients who developed symptoms after deprescribing, apart from
symptoms regarding shortness of breath.
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Figure 4. Number of Deprescribing Subgroup patients (1 = 48) with any presentation of each symptom
(answers higher than 0 on the Edmonton Symptom Assessment System (revised version) scale) before
(orange) and after (brown) deprescribing. There was no significant difference for any symptoms.

One of the purposes of this work was to consider whether symptom assessment could
contribute to additional knowledge about the patient-relevant effects of MRs. Hence, we
tried to elucidate whether deprescribing of a medication related to a symptom, e.g., pain,
had an influence on the symptom score for pain. Overall, we found no tendency for a
deterioration of symptoms caused by deprescribing a drug. However, we found a tendency
towards improvement for some symptoms. As an example, deprescribing of pain relievers
(NSAIDs, paracetamol, opioids, or muscle relaxants) was performed for 12 patients. Of
these, seven patients obtained a better pain score, four patients revealed unchanged pain
scores, and only one patient experienced an increase in pain at follow-up.

2.4. Quality of Life

Overall, only a small change in the EQ-5D index and VAS score was observed during
the study period, as shown in Table 2.

For both the Follow-Up Group and the Deprescribing Subgroup, small insignificant
changes in the EQ-5D index were found. The overall Follow-Up Group revealed a small
insignificant deterioration, whereas the Deprescribing Subgroup revealed a small insignif-
icant improvement. Both groups showed a small insignificant improvement in the VAS
score. The improvement was largest in the Deprescribing Subgroup, though it was smaller
than the minimal clinically relevant difference of eight [19].
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Table 2. The mean difference in quality of life (QoL), the EQ-5D index, and VAS score, respectively,
from baseline (before the medication review (MR)) to follow-up (3 months after the MR). The
mean difference is shown for patients in the Follow-Up Group (1 = 86), who completed the QoL
questionnaire at baseline and follow-up, and for the Deprescribing Subgroup (1 = 48), respectively.
For the EQ-5D index and VAS score, a higher score indicates a better QoL.

EQ-5D VAS Score
Patient Group Ind;?ﬁi?}sgt}tlea: 5 II\{/Iiegalrl‘eSgZ?tii
(CI95%) (CI95%)
Follow-Up Group (1 = 86) (70.8??6'(:)(())%176) (73,18'?6,8)
Deprescribed Subgroup (1 = 48) (_0.003;2:1(9).073) (_0?;413,5)

3. Discussion

We explored the feasibility of using symptom assessment as an outcome of MRs among
nursing home residents with polypharmacy using the ESAS-r [20] in comparison with a
QoL assessment, i.e., EQ-5D [21]. One hundred and twenty-six patients met our inclusion
criteria, were included in the study, and received MR (the Medication Review Group).
However, only 86 patients completed the ESAS-r and EQ-5D (the Follow-Up Group). The
primary barriers in the workflow, which prevented a full-sized Follow-Up Group, were
related partly to the physical and mental health of the patients and to lack of resources
among the nursing staff to support the patients in answering the questionnaires. The
allocation of additional support to healthcare providers in nursing homes would probably
improve the follow-up rate significantly.

The patient characteristics (Table 1) revealed a patient group which was comparable
to other polypharmacy patient groups in nursing homes, although the prevalence of
polypharmacy among the residents in this study was higher [22]. It was observed that the
patients from the Deprescribing Subgroup on average used two drugs more than patients in
the overall Follow-Up Group, i.e., 14 vs. 12 medications per patient. Similarly, the patients
from the Deprescribing Subgroup were recommended one more medication change on
average compared to the patients in the overall Follow-Up Group, indicating a higher
degree of overmedication among the subgroup that had at least one drug deprescribed.

During the MR, deprescribing was by far the most frequent recommendation. The
GPs thus agreed that 23% of all medications should be deprescribed. This was consistent
with other MR studies for elderly polypharmacy patients, in which deprescribing made up
around 15-32% of all recommended changes [23-28]. In a previous study, we found that
GPs agreed to deprescribe 18% of all medications [29]. Likewise, a Dutch study showed
that 13% of all medications had been deprescribed 1 week after an MR [30].

In the present study, the GPs accepted the majority (94%) of the recommendations
suggested by the medication team. Of all the accepted recommendations, 45% were im-
plemented at follow-up. This was the case for 35% of the deprescribing recommendations.
Thus, the implementation rate was low compared to similar MR projects performed in
collaboration with GPs, in which 77-93% of the recommendations were found to be im-
plemented [26,31]. Hence, one can question why the implementation rate was so low
considering that the GPs accepted the medication changes at the MR meeting. Thus, it
could be interesting to clarify reasons for the lack of implementation.

In order to evaluate the potential of the use of symptom assessments as a future
outcome of deprescribing interventions, we analyzed the change in symptoms between
baseline and follow-up, i.e., before and after MRs, in three different ways: the mean
change in symptom score; the number of patients with a deterioration or improvement
of symptoms; and the identification of the total number of patients suffering from each
symptom before and after the intervention. The changes in symptom scores were correlated
with the changes in QoL.
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Although not statistically significant, there was a clear trend towards an improvement
of most symptom scores for the patients in the Deprescribing Subgroup between baseline
and follow-up (Figure 2). This also applied to the overall Follow-Up Group, which, however,
showed a weaker tendency for improvement than the Deprescribing Subgroup.

We deprescribed pain relievers for 12 patients, and 11 of these patients showed no
deterioration in pain scores, indicating that they did not benefit from the pain relievers.
This observation is in line with a recent Danish guideline, which does not recommend
pain relievers (NSAID, paracetamol, opioids, and muscle relaxing drugs) for chronic use in
non-cancer patients due to the lack of evidence of effects and the risk of increased adverse
reactions for these patients [32,33]. Furthermore, seven of these twelve patients reported
less pain after deprescribing pain relievers, which may indicate that the pain relievers
might even have contributed to maintaining the pain, i.e., medication-induced pain [34-36].

The observed trends for symptom score assessments were supported by the QoL
results of the Deprescribing Subgroup. Thus, in this group a tendency towards an improve-
ment of QoL was found, which was not seen in the overall Follow-Up Group. For the
Follow-Up Group, the EQ-5D index decreased after MR, but the VAS-score was improved
(Table 2). Thus, the results for the change in QoL of the Follow-Up Group pointed in
opposite directions, suggesting no overall change in QoL. Hence, the results of our study
indicated a trend towards an overall improvement in both symptoms and QoL outcomes in
the Deprescribing Subgroup (Figures 2—4). However, apparently due to the lack of a critical
mass in the study, the results did not show significant differences between baseline and
follow-up values.

In summary, based on these results, symptom assessment may in the future be consid-
ered as a potential sensitive and specific method to assess an effect of deprescribing, i.e.,
either benefit or harm.

Strengths and Limitations

This study secured a broad representation of nursing home residents and GPs, i.e.,
3 different nursing homes and 18 GPs were included. In this study we had the advantage
of direct access to the nursing home record. This made it possible to obtain an accurate
picture of the patients’ current medication and the conditions regarding the individual
medication administrations (both at baseline and follow-up), as well as limiting the loss-to-
follow-up. Only the patients who died did not have a follow-up on the implementation of
recommendations. The medication team consisted of two different professions to ensure
high-quality recommendations, which was confirmed by the GPs” high degree of acceptance
of the suggested recommendations. For the symptom assessment and QoL, we ensured high
quality and international applicability by using the validated, internationally recognized
and ESAS-r and EQ-5D questionnaires, translated into Danish.

This study had some limitations worth noting, including the small number of patients,
the low implementation rate and the failure to complete all questionnaires. A small number
of patients and no control group is a consequence of being a descriptive study, and underline
that the results of this study cannot be generalized but rather should be an inspiration for
future work. The 3-month follow-up period was chosen to ensure that the patients’ state
of health could be considered comparable in relation to their baseline score, to ensure a
low loss-to-follow-up and at the same time to be long enough to enable us to assess the
possible effect of deprescribing. However, a three-month follow-up period might have
reduced the impact seen by deprescribing and multiple later follow-ups might be useful. In
this study we saw a loss-to-follow-up of 7% due to death, but a further 7% of the initially
included patients died before the intervention. A low implementation rate and the lack of
completion of questionnaires might lead to selection bias, e.g., if the GPs only implemented
recommendations in some intentionally selected patients or if only the patients with few
symptoms were able to complete the questionnaires. In addition, the incomplete degree of
implementation and completion of questionnaires suggested division into three post-hoc
groups instead of prospective definition of groups. This is a further limitation of the study,
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which unfortunately reflects real world difficulties in conducting studies that include the
present study population, i.e., frail elderly nursing home residents with high morbidity,
and which involves interdisciplinary collaboration between physicians and nursing homes.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Design

This study was performed as a feasibility study based on an experimental design
aiming at building initial understandings about symptom assessment as outcomes of medi-
cation reviews. The project was performed in a collaboration between the Department of
Clinical Pharmacology at Copenhagen University Hospital Bispebjerg, Hvidovre Munic-
ipality, and the GPs of the included patients. Nursing homes in Hvidovre Municipality,
Capital Region, Denmark, were offered MRs for elderly patients with polypharmacy. Pa-
tients were recruited in 2019, the MRs were conducted between March 2019 and February
2020 and the last follow-up was in May 2020. All patients were screened.

The MRs were prepared by an interdisciplinary medication team from the Department
of Clinical Pharmacology at Copenhagen University Hospital Bispebjerg, consisting of
a pharmacist and a medical doctor. The medication team visited each patient’s GP and
together they conducted the MR with a duration per patient of 10 min. During the MR, the
medication team recommended changes to the patient’s medication, e.g., deprescribing.
Symptoms and QoL were measured before the MR and at follow-up (3 months after MR).
A follow-up was performed by lookup in the individual care giver records after 3 months
to allow time for the GPs to implement recommendations and for recommendations to
impact symptoms and QoL, while preventing an excessive decline in the health state of
these frail patients. The implementation of recommendations that were agreed upon by the
GPs was evaluated at follow-up. The study design adheres to the Pharmacist Patient Care
Intervention Reporting checklist:PaCIR [37] and the CONSORT extension for randomized
pilot and feasibility trials used for non-randomized trials as proposed by Lancaster and
Thabane [38].

4.2. Settings and Patients

The patients were recruited from the three public nursing homes in Hvidovre Munici-
pality. Written informed consent was requested from the patients or their legal guardians
to participate. Because we wanted to examine MRs in elderly polypharmacy patients,
we included patients aged 65 years and older, who were prescribed five or more regular
medications, including calcium tablets and strong vitamins (strong vitamins as defined by
the Danish Medicines Agency [39]).

4.3. Medication Review

Based on the caregiver record, the medication list and input from the caregiving
staff, the medication team prepared the MR for each patient. During the MR preparation,
the medication team assessed the drug substance, dose, dosage form, dosage time and
potential interactions for each medication in relation to the stated medications, indications
and diagnoses. To assess the appropriateness of each drug, we used several decision
tools in addition to national and regional guidelines, e.g., List of first choice medications,
Capital Region, Denmark [40], Danish Deprescribing List [41], List of anticholinergic
medicines [42] and National Database on Drug Interactions [43]. Each drug was assessed
for the individual patient, and the same drug could be considered appropriate for some
patients and inappropriate for others.

The medication team met with the patient’s GP and discussed the medication. On the
basis of the medication team’s MR preparation and the newly acquired information from
the GP, the medication team on site recommended changes to the patient’s medication with
a specific focus on deprescribing. The GP could either accept or reject each recommendation.
However, the final decision and implementation was a shared decision between the patient
and their GP, which took place after the meeting with the GPs.
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The recommendations were categorized into six types: Discontinuation; reduction
of dose; increase of dose; change to another drug; change of dosage time; and reduce pill
burden. Discontinuation included both abrupt discontinuation and tempering, depending
on national/regional recommendations. In this article we focus especially on deprescribing,
which covers both discontinuation and reduction of dose.

4.4. Outcomes
4.4.1. Symptoms and QoL

Symptoms were measured using the Edmonton Symptom Assessment System (revised
version) (ESAS-r) Scale [20]. The ESAS-t is a patient-reported instrument for patients near
the end of life and is mostly used for monitoring symptoms in palliative care and hospices,
but has also been used for monitoring symptoms in long-term care facilities [44—47] and
to guide changes in the treatment of frail elderly patients [48]. The ESAS-r is based on
a short numerical symptom scoring framework to enable quantitative measurements of
symptoms with minimal patient burden [45,49]. The ESAS-r measures the intensity of
each of eight symptoms (pain, tiredness, loss of appetite, nausea, depression, drowsiness,
anxiety, and shortness of breath) using a numerical scale from 0 (no symptoms) to 10 (worst
intensity of symptoms). ESAS-r also measures wellbeing using a numerical scale from
0 (best wellbeing) to 10 (worst wellbeing). ESAS-r measures multiple different symptoms
that are typical for patients in the end of life, and symptoms which might be improved or
deteriorated by medication. Deprescribing via an MR is an intervention without a specific
medication or symptom target, and it may impact several symptoms. Therefore, ESAS-r
may be suitable to evaluate the impact of deprescribing different medications. For each
of the symptoms, the numerical value of 1 was used as the minimally clinically relevant
difference for both improvement and deterioration [50]. In addition, we considered using
the Neuropsychiatric Inventory (NPI) to assess the neuropsychiatric symptoms of patients
with dementia [51]. However, this measurement would only assess behavioral disturbances
of dementia and not physical symptoms. In addition, it would increase the patient burden.
Thus, we decided not to use it in this study.

QoL was measured using EQ-5D. EQ-5D is a validated [21] extensively used, generic,
non-disease-specific health-related QoL instrument, which is often used in the elderly
population [9,13,52-54]. We used the five-level version of the EQ-5D instrument (EQ-
5D-5L) which consisted of two sections. The first section—the EQ-5D index—consisted
of five questions about health, which each had five ratings: mobility; self-care; usual
activities, pain/discomfort; and anxiety /depression. The answers were converted (using
the crosswalk index value calculator [55]) to a single score with values ranging from
1 (perfect health) to —0.59 (the worst imaginable health state), with the value of 0 indicating
death. Furthermore, the EQ-5D has a visual analogue scale (VAS) which captures the
responders’ self-ratings of their health from 100 (perfect health) to 0 (worst possible health).
In this study, the minimum clinically important difference of 0.03 was used for the EQ-5D
index and 8 for the VAS score [19,56].

We examined the following outcomes regarding symptoms and QoL: the mean change
for each symptom between baseline and follow-up; the number of patients with a deterio-
ration of each symptom; the number of patients with an improvement of each symptom;
the number of patients with any representation (1-10) of each symptom; and the mean
change in QoL. QoL was compared with the results of the symptom assessment to examine
if the symptom assessment supported QoL measurements and/or contributed further
relevant information.

4.4.2. Medications and Recommendations

We examined the percentage of recommendations accepted by the GPs and the per-
centage of medications the GPs agreed to deprescribe to evaluate the relevance of the recom-
mendations according to the GP and the perceived overmedication at baseline, respectively.
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In addition, the number and percentage of implemented deprescribing recommendations
at follow-up were measured, to evaluate the MR’s effect on the medications.

4.5. Ethics

This project was approved by the Danish Data Protection Agency (I-Suite no 05564).
According to Danish law, approval by the Danish Council on Ethics was not required and
could not be obtained for this study, as we only recommended changes to the medication.
The GPs decided which changes to accept and implement as part of their normal care for the
patients. Each included patient or their legal guardian provided written informed consent.

4.6. Analysis and Statistics

Data were analyzed using SAS Enterprise Guide software (version 7.15. Copyright ©
2022 SAS Institute Inc.). The data were collected in REDCap (Research Electronic Data Cap-
ture), which is a secure database approved for that purpose by the Danish Data Protection
Agency [57].

Not all patients had completed the symptom assessment and QoL questionaries both
at baseline and follow-up. Thus, we formed an investigational group including those who
did (the Follow-Up Group).

To elucidate the symptom assessment for patients who had medication deprescribed,
we created a subgroup (the Deprescribing Subgroup) consisting of only the patients from
the Follow-Up Group who had a deprescribing intervention implemented at the follow-up.

Due to the descriptive nature of the study, we only included the most basic statistics
to describe the results. The characteristics of the patients, divided into the different in-
vestigational groups (Table 1), were summarized and standard deviations were included
for symptoms and QoL. For the outcomes, we analyzed the change with a paired t-test.
For outcomes presented in tables, we included 95% confidence intervals, as they are more
descriptive than a p-value, and we did not intend to show a significant change. For other
outcomes, any significant change was mentioned in the text.

5. Conclusions

In this study we used the ESAS-r for symptom assessment as an outcome of medi-
cation reviews, with a focus on deprescribing. To our knowledge, this is a new approach.
We observed a non-significant tendency towards improvement in most symptoms after
deprescribing medication. This correlated with the tendency observed in QoL for these
patients. The ESAS-r can be analyzed in different ways. However, we did not observe
any clinically relevant effect on symptoms in patients who received deprescribing. Based
on our results, we can conclude that symptom assessment is feasible and has potential as
a valid outcome measure of deprescribing when performing MRs of elderly patients in
nursing homes. However, an effort must be made to optimize the completion of question-
naires, either by improving the inclusion of healthier patients (e.g., home-dwelling elderly
patients), or by ensuring caregivers are committed to helping the patients. A special focus
should be directed towards an increased degree of implementation of recommendations.

In conclusion, our results indicate that symptom assessment may be a valuable, clinical
and patient-relevant outcome of deprescribing studies, that is considered suitable for study
upscaling and for use in other settings, e.g., home-dwelling elderly patients. This should
be further elucidated in a randomized clinical setting with sufficient statistical power.
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Abstract: Medication reconciliation is crucial to prevent medication errors. In Denmark, primary and
secondary care physicians can prescribe medication in the same electronic prescribing system known
as the Shared Medication Record (SMR). However, the SMR is not always updated by physicians,
which can lead to discrepancies between the SMR and patients” actual use of medication. These
discrepancies may compromise patient safety upon admission to the emergency department (ED).
Here, we investigated (a) the occurrence of discrepancies, (b) factors associated with discrepancies,
and (c) the percentage of patients accessible to a clinical pharmacist during pharmacy working hours.
The study included all patients age > 18 years who were admitted to the Hvidovre Hospital ED on
three consecutive days in June 2020. The clinical pharmacists performed medicines reconciliation
to identify prescribing discrepancies. In total, 100 patients (52% male; median age 66.5 years) were
included. The patients had a median of 10 [IQR 7-13] medications listed in the SMR and a median of
two [IQR 1-3.25] discrepancies. Factors associated with increased rate of prescribing discrepancies
were age < 65 years, time since last update of the SMR > 115 days, and patients’ self-dispensing
their medications. Eighty-four percent of patients were available for medicines reconciliations during
the normal working hours of the clinical pharmacist. In conclusion, we found that discrepancies
between the SMR and patients” actual medication use upon admission to the ED are frequent, and we
identified several risk factors associated with the increased rate of discrepancies.

Keywords: shared medication record; medication reconciliation; drug information service; hospital
pharmacy service; electronic prescribing; electronic medical record; clinical pharmacist; emergency
department

1. Introduction

Medicines reconciliation is an essential task for preventing medication errors in both
primary and secondary care [1-4]. It ensures correct and updated information about
patients” medication, which is especially important when patients transfer between sectors.
Medicines reconciliation requires a detailed medication history, which includes examination
of all recently dispensed prescriptions combined with patient interviews [5].
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In Denmark, hospitals and primary care physicians (e.g., general practitioners, oph-
thalmologists, private dermatologists, etc.) have access to the Shared Medication Record
(SMR), which is a central electronic database containing information about all medications
prescribed and dispensed at a community pharmacy within the past two years for residents
and citizens of Denmark [6,7]. The SMR provides an overview of the current medica-
tion status for all patients and gives the patient’s healthcare team access to up-to-date
prescribing information [6,7]. For example, the SMR indicates whether a patient has a
dosette box from the community pharmacist or receives help with dispensing medication
via home care, district nurses, or care assistants. Furthermore, sales records in the SMR for
purchased medications can also indicate patient non-compliance. If a physician involved in
the patient’s treatment notices any obvious medication errors, they are required to fix the
errors and update the SMR [8]. Altogether, the SMR aims to prevent medication errors by
increasing accessibility to patients’ current medication status [6,9].

Discrepancies between the SMR and patients” actual use of medicines can result
in improper prescribing or medication errors, either during hospitalization or after dis-
charge [10,11]. This is particularly relevant in acute settings where patients often cannot
speak for themselves about their medication history [12]. In such cases, the SMR is a
valuable resource for clinicians and pharmacists—but only if it is accurate. Therefore, it is
always important to discuss and confirm a patient’s current medication status directly with
the patient or their caregiver [10,13]. Ideally, medicines reconciliation should be performed
within the primary sector to keep the SMR up to date and improve its reliability during
acute admissions.

It is important to note that the SMR categorizes the patient’s medications into orders
and prescriptions. When a patient is admitted to the hospital, any active orders in the SMR
are automatically transferred to the hospital’s local electronic prescribing system. This does
not include active prescriptions that are no longer connected to an order. The admitting
physician must review all active orders in the SMR and consider whether the patient should
continue to receive these medications during hospitalization [14]. This becomes problematic
if the general practitioner (GP) has not reviewed the patient’s orders. For example, the
SMR could contain an old order for a medication without a stop date or without an active
prescription, which might indicate that the medication is no longer in use. If these orders
are not corrected, they can be transferred to the hospital’s prescribing system and ultimately
lead to improper prescribing of a medication the patient does not need. Prior to discharge,
the physician must again consider which orders should be continued after discharge. Each
time a change is made in the SMR at discharge (e.g., new order/prescription, deprescription,
or change in dose/frequency), the physician is required to indicate that the SMR has been
updated [14].

Previous studies have shown that the SMR is not used as intended by physicians
during medicines reconciliation [15-17], but it is unknown how often discrepancies occur
in the emergency department (ED). Therefore, the purpose of this study is to investigate
(a) the number and types of discrepancies, (b) the factors associated with discrepancies,
and (c) the number of medicines reconciliations that could realistically be completed by a
clinical pharmacist.

2. Results
2.1. Patient Characteristics

A total of 117 patients were admitted to the ED during the study period. Of these,
17 were excluded due to no active orders/prescriptions in the SMR (n = 11), patient
isolation (n = 3), discharge against medical advice (n = 2), or death during admission
(n =1). Medicines reconciliation and a complete medication review was completed for
100 patients: 51 primary, 40 secondary, and nine retrospective. Patient characteristics for
the final study population (1 = 100) are shown in Table 1. Median age was 66.5 years, and
52% of patients were men. Patients used a median of six (IQR: 3-9) regular medications and
two (IQR: 1-3) PRN medications. Fifty-five patients were referred by emergency services
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or an out-of-hours healthcare professional, 37 were referred by a GP or outpatient clinic,
and eight were self-referrals.

Table 1. Patient characteristics of the included patients (1 = 100).

Demographic Data Median (IQR) or 1 (%)
Sex (men) 52 (52)
Age (years) 66.5 (53-80)
Admitted during normal working hours 8:00 a.m.-3:00 p.m. 48 (48)
Admitted outside normal working hours 3:01 p.m.-07:59 a.m. 52 (52)
Referred to the ED by a GP or Outpatient clinic 37 (37)
Referred to the ED by an emergency or out-of-hours service 55
. (55)
healthcare professional
Self-referral to the ED 8 (8)
Triage level > 3 78 (78)
Length of hospital stay 2(1-4)
Patients with a hospital interaction within 90 days before 66
. .y (66)
index admission
eGFR mL/min/1.73 m?2 83 (56-90)
<60 mL/min/1.73 m? 29 (29)
Medication listed in the SMR 10 (7-13)
Medication used (regularly scheduled and PRN) 8 (5-11)
Medication used (regularly scheduled) 6 (3-9)
Patients using >1 regular medications 93 (93)
Patients using >5 regular medications 63 (63)
Days since the last SMR update * 59 (14-154)
<30 days since the last SMR update 35 (35)
<31-89 days since the last SMR update 16 (16)
>90 days since the last SMR update 39 (39)
GP completed last update of the SMR * 24 (26)
Help with medication dispensing 29 (29)

*n =92; ED, emergency department; eGFR, estimated glomerular filtration rate; GP, general practitioner; SMR,
Shared Medication Record; PRN, Pro re nata.

2.2. Number of Prescribing Discrepancies

From a total of 852 prescriptions (648 regular medications and 204 PRN medica-
tions), the clinical pharmacists identified 240 discrepancies between the SMR and patients’
actual use of medication during medicines reconciliation. Figure 1 shows the distribu-
tion of discrepancies per patient: 81% of patients had >1 discrepancy, while 14% had
>5 discrepancies. The median number of discrepancies found per patients was two [IQR
1-3.25].

2.3. Types of Prescribing Discrepancies

Table 2 shows the most frequent types of discrepancies. The most common discrepan-
cies were order no longer in use (65%), dosing frequency incorrect (15%), and order missing
(12%). All discrepancies classified by anatomical therapeutic index (ATC) are shown in
(Table Al). Discrepancies were most frequently observed for medications classified as A02
(antacids and certain laxatives) or N02 (analgesics such as opioids). Among the discrep-
ancies involving opioids, four were orders no longer in use, and two were due to missing
orders. Discrepancies involving medications classified as J01 (systemic antibiotics) included
14 cases where the indication for antibiotic treatment was no longer relevant.
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Figure 1. The percentage of patients with a specific number of discrepancies found between actual
use of medication compared to the shared medication record (SMR).

Table 2. Types and number of discrepancies.

Types of Discrepancies Discrepancies, 1 (%) Patients, %
Order not in use 157 (65) 61
Incorrect dose frequency 37 (16) 24
Omission of order 29 (12) 15
Duplicate order 9 4) 9
Incorrect dosage 8(3) 6

2.4. Factors Associated with the Rate of Prescribing Discrepancies

Table 3 shows factors associated with the rate of discrepancies. Patients aged 65-80
and >80 both had reduced rates of discrepancies per medication listed in the SMR, 42%
(CI: 29-52) and 51% (CI: 38-62), respectively, compared with patients aged <65 years.
Adjusting for age and sex, patients with >115 days since the previous SMR update had a
53% (CI: 29-82) higher discrepancy rate per medication listed in the SMR compared with
patients with <27 days since the previous SMR update. Patients who required assistance
with medication dispensing also had a 72% (CI: 65-78) reduced rate of discrepancies
per medication listed in the SMR compared with patients who dispensed medication
themselves. Patients who required assistance dispensing their medications also had a 72%
(CI: 65-78) reduced discrepancy rate per medication listed in the SMR compared with
patients who dispensed medication themselves. The prescribing discrepancy rate was not
associated with the type of physician who last updated the SMR, the time of admission to
the ED, or triage level. Sensitivity analysis excluding discrepancies due to order not in use
only showed additional association for patients admitted outside of normal working hours,
with a 159% (CI: 84-263) increased rate of discrepancies per medication listed in the SMR
compared to patients admitted during normal working hours (Table A2).

2.5. Medicines Reconciliations Completed during Normal Working Hours

Time of admission and discharge from the ED are shown in Table 4. Forty-nine patients
(49%) were admitted during normal working hours (8.00 a.m.-3.00 p.m.), and 51 patients
(51%) were admitted outside of normal working hours. Among patients admitted outside
normal working hours, 35 patients were still in the ED the following morning.
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Table 3. Factors associated with prescribing discrepancies between the Shared Medication Record
(SMR) and patients actual use of medications.

Covariate (Number of Patients) Incidence Rate Ratio Confidence Interval p-Value
Age, years
<65 (44) Ref Ref Ref
65-79 (30) 0.58 0.48-0.71 <0.001
>80 (26) 0.49 0.38-0.92 <0.001
Female Ref Ref Ref
Male 65-79 (52) 0.96 0.80-1.15 1.00

All models are adjusted for age and sex

Days since the last SMR update *

First tertile: 0-27 (33) Ref Ref Ref
Second tertile: 28-114 (28) 1.16 0.96-1.40 1.00
Third tertile: >115 (29) 1.53 1.29-1.82 <0.001
Who updated the SMR last *
Hospital (37) Ref Ref Ref
Outpatients clinic (29) 1.02 0.84-1.23 1.00
GP (24) 1.19 0.98-1.43 0.836
Time of admission to the ED
During normal working hours (48) Ref Ref Ref
Outside normal working hours (52) 1.04 0.87-1.24 1.00
Help with medication dispensing
No (71) Ref Ref Ref
Yes (29) 0.31 0.24-0.39 <0.001
Triage level
1or2(23) Ref Ref Ref
3(51) 0.95 0.75-1.19 1.00
4 (26) 1.16 0.90-1.49 1.005

*n =90, ED, emergency department; GP, general practitioner; SMR, Shared Medication Record. Note: The p-values
are adjusted for multiple comparisons.

Table 4. Time intervals for admission and/or discharge in relation to the clinical pharmacists’ normal
working hours.

Patients with >1 Prescribing

Time Number of Patients Discrepancy, 1 (%)
Admitted during normal working hours (8.00 a.m.-3.00 p.m.) 49 37 (76)
Admitted outside normal working hours (3.01 p.m.—7.59 a.m.), but 35 27 (77)
still admitted the following morning (until at least 9.30 a.m.)
Admitted and discharged outside normal working hours 16 15 (94)

(3.01 p.m.~7.59 a.m.)

Therefore, it was possible for the clinical pharmacists to complete medicines reconcili-
ation for 84 patients (84%) during normal working hours. Of these, 64 patients (76%) had
>1 discrepancy found during medicines reconciliation.

3. Discussion
3.1. Main Findings

This study investigated the number and types of discrepancies found between the
SMR and patients actual medication use upon acute admission to the ED. Clinical pharma-
cists identified a total of 240 prescribing discrepancies among 100 patients. The median

65



Pharmaceuticals 2022, 15, 142

number of discrepancies per patient was two, and 81% of patients had >1 discrepancy. The
most common types of discrepancy found were order no longer in use, dosing frequency
incorrect, and order missing. Factors associated that increased discrepancy rates included
age <65, and extended time since prior SMR update. The study also evaluated the percent-
age of medicines reconciliations that could be completed by a clinical pharmacist within
working hours. Medicines reconciliation was possible for 84% of patients.

3.2. Results in Context of Other Studies

The frequency of discrepancies upon ED admission were lower than what has been
observed in other Danish studies [15,16,18]. This may be explained by differences in clinical
setting and inclusion criteria. For example, Buck et al. and Biilow et al. studied patients in
the ED, geriatric ward, and the orthopedic surgery ward. Their inclusion criteria were age
>50 years with >5 medications [15,18]. It has previously been demonstrated that increased
medication use is associated with an increased risk of discrepancies [19-22], so the findings
by Biilow et al. 2019 [16], Biillow et al. 2021 [15] and Buck et al. [18] may be related to the
higher prevalence of polypharmacy. These studies did not find an association between
age and the frequency of discrepancies found, which is likely due to the difference in
clinical settings compared to our study. The study by Pippins et al. found that age <85
was associated with a higher risk of unintended medication discrepancies with potential
for causing harm [23]. We found in our study that age <65 was associated with a higher
frequency of discrepancies. However, in contrast to Pippins et al., we found that patients
who required assistance with medication dispensing had a reduced rate of discrepancy
compared to patients that dispensed medication themselves. This difference in findings
between Pippins et al. and our study could be because of the Danish SMR system, where
a similar tool was lacking in the Pippins et al. study. In Denmark, patients who receive
help with dispensing their medication via home care, district nurses, or care assistants,
get their medicines dispensed directly from orders in the SMR. The association between
discrepancies and time since prior SMR update observed in our study is similar to findings
from Biilow et al. 2021 [15]. Cornich et al. did not find a significantly higher discrepancy
rate for admissions that took place outside of normal working hours [24]. Our study
possibly indicates an increased discrepancy rate for patients admitted outside of normal
working hours.

The types of discrepancies found in our study are comparable to other Danish stud-
ies [15,16,18,25]. We found that 65% of discrepancies were due to medication being no
longer in use, which is similar to results from Biilow et al. 2019 [16] and Biilow et al.
2021 [15] but higher than results from Buck et al. [18]. We found that 15% of discrepancies
were due to errors in dosing frequency. The two studies by Biilow [15,16] divide this
category into two subcategories: PRN administration of regularly scheduled prescriptions,
and regular scheduled administration of a PRN prescription. If these categories are merged,
then the combined frequency of discrepancies found due to errors in dosing frequency from
Biilow et al. 2019 [16] is similar to our study, but the frequency in Biilow et al. 2021 [15] is
more than double what we observed. We found that 12% of discrepancies were due to an
omission of order, which is similar to Biillow et al. 2019 [16] and Biilow et al. 2021 [15], but
lower than what has been reported by Buck et al. [18] and Houlind et al. [25]. However,
these studies use different terminology to describe the types of discrepancies, which makes
direct comparison difficult. Finally, we found that antacids and analgesics were medication
groups most frequently associated with prescribing discrepancies, which corresponds with
the findings from Biilow et al. 2021 [15].

3.3. Updating the SMR: Possible Solutions and Reflections

The SMR can help healthcare professionals obtain an overview of a patient’s medica-
tion use, detect noncompliance, and help prevent medication errors. However, our results
indicate that dosing discrepancies are common regardless of how a patient is referred to
the ED. This suggests that relying solely on the SMR for a patient’s medication history is
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unsafe, which is supported by several other studies [26-29]. A valid medication history
should include at least two information sources with different perspectives (i.e., prescribing
and dispensing) [5,13]. Clinical pharmacists are essential for this purpose, as they have an
opportunity to actively discuss medication use with the patient [2]. In addition, allowing
clinical pharmacists to perform medicines reconciliation would enable physicians to focus
on other aspects of patient care.

We found that 84% of patients were physically available for medicines reconciliation
during normal working hours, meaning that medicines reconciliation combined with a med-
ication review could in theory be performed for as many as 28 patients per day. However,
previous studies have shown that medicines reconciliation takes approximately 30 min per
patient (Buck et al.: 29 min, Urban et al.: 35.4 min, Cornich et al.: 24 min) [18,22,24], and
a complete medication review would require even more time [30]. This suggests that a
single person could perform no more than 14 medicines reconciliations per day. If the goal
is to identify all discrepancies for all patients, then more staff resources must be dedicated.
Alternatively, factors associated with prescribing discrepancies can be used to identify
patients at highest risk for serious medication errors.

Accurate medicines reconciliation during admission increases the chances that the
medication list will be updated at discharge. All physicians are expected to update the SMR
any time they change a patient’s medication [8], but this does not always occur. Despite
best practice guidelines, primary care physicians are not legally required to update the
SMR [8]. In secondary care, updating the SMR is required by regional standard operating
procedures [14]. In practice, maintaining an accurate electronic medication list is time
consuming [31,32], and correct use of the SMR is limited by factors such as motivation,
technical problems, time constraints, and familiarity with the electronic system [17].

Since patients potentially interact with many physicians across healthcare sectors, it
must be made clear who has this responsibility for ensuring that the patient’s medication
list is kept up to date [33]. Rose et al. suggest that a patient’s GP should be responsible for
ensuring the SMR is kept up to date [31]. Unfortunately, no national agreement has been
made within the primary sector in Denmark. Another solution could be to utilize clinical
pharmacists, either in the hospital or in outpatient clinics. Hospital-based pharmacists
could update the SMR at discharge, thereby preventing inappropriate prescriptions from
continuing until the patient sees their primary care physician. Dedicated pharmacists in
primary care could assist with medicines reconciliation for patients who are in a stable
phase of their treatment, thereby preventing medication errors during future hospitalization.
This pharmacist-based concept is utilized in other countries but remains uncommon in
Denmark, in part because pharmacists in Denmark are not considered authorized healthcare
professionals and, therefore, have limited access to the SMR. A third solution could be
to promote patient involvement. For example, patients could be prompted on a yearly
basis to review their own medication list to identify any prescriptions no longer in use.
Increased patient involvement in general may also encourage dialogue between the patient
and their GP that could help resolve any issues regarding medication compliance or
inappropriate use.

3.4. Strengths and Limitations

The main strength of this study is that it identifies a daily clinical challenge in the
ED regarding discrepancies found between the SMR and patients” actual medication use.
Furthermore, the study included patients on three consecutive days. This study also has
some important limitations. First, the study was not designed to investigate the clinical
significance or long-term consequences of prescribing discrepancies. Second, this was
a single-center study and results are not necessarily generalizable to other healthcare
settings. Third, we did not investigate how many discrepancies continued from admission
to discharge, so we could not evaluate the effectiveness of a pharmacist-based intervention.
The timing and duration of the study could also be considered a limitation, as there may be
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variation in the frequency of discrepancies found on different days of the week. Finally,
our results rely on the accuracy of patients’ reported use of medication.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Ethics Approval

Data collection was performed during standard patient care as part of a quality
improvement project by MNG, TSO and HRCS. Quality improvement projects in Denmark
do not require prior ethical approval. The study was approved by a local committee at
Copenhagen University Hospital, Amager and Hvidovre (WZ20017637-2020-77). All data
were stored in anonymized form.

4.2. Setting

The tax-funded Danish healthcare system provides free and equal healthcare to cit-
izens and residents of Denmark. Copenhagen University Hospital Amager & Hvidovre,
Hvidovre, Denmark (hereafter Hvidovre Hospital) covers 10 municipalities with a popula-
tion of approximately 550,000. Each year, the hospital has approximately 16,500 medical
admissions, of which 85% are acute admissions to the ED. The Hvidovre Hospital ED
is always open and has an acute medical ward with a capacity of 29 beds. Patients are
typically referred to the acute medical ward by their GP, outpatient clinic, medical helplines,
on-call/out-of-hours services, or by calling the emergency services. Patients can also be
referred to the acute medical unit internally from other ED units. Patients can stay in the
ED for up to three days before they are discharged or transferred to a specialized medical
ward in the hospital.

The ED has permanent affiliations with pharmacy technicians, clinical pharmacists,
physiotherapists, and doctors from a variety of medical specialties. During weekdays,
pharmacy technicians dispense and administer medications and prepare discharge prescrip-
tions between 7 a.m. and 2 p.m. Pharmacy technicians are often the first to notice specific
medication issues, which are then referred to a clinical pharmacist. There is typically only
one clinical pharmacist available between 8 a.m. and 3 p.m. The clinical pharmacist reviews
and resolves any medication issues noted by the pharmacy technician. They also complete
medicines reconciliation for as many patients as possible, prioritizing newly admitted
geriatric patients and patients from particular medical specialties.

4.3. Design and Patients

The study included all patients age >18 years who were admitted to the Hvidovre
Hospital ED on three consecutive days in June 2020. Exclusion criteria were: (i) no active
orders/prescriptions in the SMR or no dispensed medication within the previous two years
in the SMR, (ii) patient isolation, (iii) discharge against medical advice prior to interview
with the clinical pharmacist, and (iv) death during admission.

4.4. Data Collection and the Best Possible Medication History

Three senior clinical pharmacists (>5 years of experience) performed medicines recon-
ciliation in the ED during the three-day period. For each patient, the clinical pharmacist
recorded the patient’s sex, age, number of regular medications, and number of PRN medica-
tions. The SMR and electronic patient record were used to determine the time of admission,
type of referral, triage level, time of discharge, and details about the most recent update of
the SMR prior to admission. The clinical pharmacist then obtained a medication history for
all prescribed and over-the-counter (OTC) medications as well as any vitamins and dietary
supplements, noting whether the patient dispensed their own medication or received
assistance. The medication history was collected from at least one prescribing source and
one dispensing source. Prescribing sources included the SMR, dose dispensing card, or
the patient’s GP. Dispensing sources included purchasing records from the SMR, patient
interview, examination of medicine labels, or telephone contact with the patient’s relative,
nursing facility, or district nurse. The purpose of locating the dispensing source was to
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identify any discrepancies between how a medication was prescribed and how it was used
by the patient.

The medication history was categorized as primary, secondary, or retrospective: pri-
mary if the pharmacist completed medicines reconciliation before a physician transferred
information from the SMR into the electronic prescribing system, secondary if the phar-
macist completed medicines reconciliation after this transfer occurred, and retrospective if
the pharmacist completed medicines reconciliation after patient discharge. Retrospective
medication histories were obtained by contacting the patient by telephone.

4.5. Outcomes

The primary outcome was the number and types of discrepancies between the SMR
and patients’” actual use of medication. A discrepancy was defined as any inconsistency
between the SMR and the medication history obtained by the clinical pharmacist. Discrep-
ancies were classified as: (a) order not in use, (b) incorrect dose frequency, (c) omission
of order, (d) duplicate order, or (e) dosage incorrect. Discrepancies for vitamins and di-
etary supplements were only recorded if the SMR indicated they had been prescribed by a
physician. Secondary outcomes were: (i) factors associated with discrepancies, and (ii) the
percentage of patients available for medicines reconciliation by a clinical pharmacist during
normal working hours.

4.6. Statistics

All patient characteristics are presented as medians with interquartile range (IQR)
or frequency with percentages. The discrepancy rate was calculated as the number of
discrepancies, divided by the number of medications listed in the SMR. To investigate
the association of different factors for the rate of discrepancies, Quasi-Poisson regression
models were fitted. Quasi-Poisson was used to account for underdispersion in the models
(all dispersion estimates were between 0.16 and 0.30). Factors included in the models were
sex, age (<65 years, 65-79 years, or >80 years), time since last update of the SMR (tertiles),
source of last SMR update (hospital, outpatient clinic, or GP), time of admission (during or
outside normal working hours), assistance with medication dispensing (yes or no), and
triage level (level 1-2, level 3, or level 4). Models were fitted for each factor including the
specific factor with age and sex to adjust for confounding. However, age and sex models
were not adjusted if they only included their specific factor. Results from the models are
presented as incidence rate ratios (IRR) with confidence intervals (CI). Additionally, models
were repeated with excluding discrepancies due to order not in use in the rate calculation.
Bonferroni correction was used to account for multiple testing by upscaling p-values with
number of tests, all upscaled p-values larger than 1 are set to 1. Data were processed using
Microsoft Excel XLSTAT. All calculations and statistical analyses were performed in R
3.6.1 [34]. For all statistical tests, p < 0.05 was considered statistically significant.

5. Conclusions

In a cohort of 100 patients consecutively admitted to the ED, we found that 81% of
patients had >1 discrepancy between the SMR and patients” actual use of medication.
Age < 65, longer time since prior SMR update, and patient self-dispensing were associated
with a higher frequency of discrepancies. During the study, 84% of the patients were
available for medication reconciliation by a clinical pharmacist within normal working
hours. The high frequency of discrepancies serves as a caution to clinicians who rely on the
SMR when obtaining a medication history in daily practice. Future studies should utilize
risk stratification models to identify patients with the highest risk of serious discrepancies
leading to adverse clinical outcomes.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Distribution of discrepancies categorized by Anatomic Therapeutic Index (ATC).

ATC-Drug Group D s Number qf
(Level 2) escription Discrepancies,
n (%)
AQ2 Drugs for acid related disorders 25(22.7)
NO02 Analgesics 13 (11.8)
C09 Agents acting on the renin-angiotensin system 11 (10.0)
A06 Drugs for constipation 5(4.5)
BO1 Antithrombotic agents 5 (4.5)
Al12 Mineral supplements 5 (4.5)
C10 Lipid modifying agents 5(4.5)
co1 Cardiac therapy 5(4.5)
RO3 Drugs for obstructive airway diseases 4 (3.6)
B03 Antianemic preparations 4 (3.6)
Jo1 Antibacterials for systemic use 4(3.6)
NO3 Antiepileptics 4 (3.6)
NO05 Psycholeptics 3(2.7)
All Vitamins 3(2.7)
NO6 Psychoanaleptics 2(1.8)
Al10 Drugs used in diabetes 2(1.8)
MO1 Anti-inflammatory and antirheumatic products 2 (1.8)
HO02 Corticosteroids for systemic use 2(1.8)
RO1 Nasal preparations 1(0.9)
C03 Diuretics 1(0.9)
MO03 Muscle relaxants 1(0.9)
S01 Ophthalmologicals 1(0.9)
LO1 Antineoplastic agents 1(0.9)
D01 Antifungals for dermatological use 1(0.9)
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Table A2. Factors associated with prescribing discrepancies between actual use of medication
compared to dispensed medication in the shared medication record (SMR).

Covariate (Number of Patients) Incidence Rate Ratio Confidence Interval p-Value
Age, years
<65 (44) Ref Ref Ref
65-79 (years) (30) 0.67 0.45-0.99 0.514
>80 (years) (26) 0.53 0.33-0.86 0.119
Female Ref Ref Ref
Male 65-79 (52) 0.98 0.68-1.43 1.00

All models are adjusted for age and sex

Days since the last SMR update *

First tertile: 0-27 (33) Ref Ref Ref
Second tertile: 28-114 (28) 1.27 0.85-1.89 1.00
Third tertile: >115 (29) 1.14 0.76-1.73 1.00
Who updated the SMR last *
Hospital (37) Ref Ref Ref
Outpatients clinic (29) 1.03 0.69-1.54 1.00
GP (24) 1.22 0.82-1.81 1.00
Time of admission to the ED
During normal working hours (48) Ref Ref Ref
Outside normal working hours (52) 2.59 1.84-3.63 <0.001
Help with medication dispensing
No (71) Ref Ref Ref
Yes (29) 0.18 0.10-0.33 <0.001
Triage level
1or2(23) Ref Ref Ref
3(51) 0.97 0.62-1.53 1.00
4 (26) 0.79 0.45-1.37 1.00

*n =90, ED, emergency department; GP, general practitioner; SMR, Shared Medication Record. Note: The p-values
are adjusted for multiple comparisons.
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Abstract: The aim of this study was to compare effects of an individualized with a standardized risk
assessment for adverse drug reactions to improve drug treatment with antithrombotic drugs in older
adults. A randomized controlled trial was conducted in general practitioner (GP) offices. Patients
aged 60 years and older, multi-morbid, taking antithrombotic drugs and at least one additional
drug continuously were randomized to individualized and standardized risk assessment groups.
Patients were followed up for nine months. A composite endpoint defined as at least one bleeding,
thromboembolic event or death reported via a trigger list was used. Odds ratios (OR) and 95%
confidence intervals (CI) were calculated. In total, N = 340 patients were enrolled from 43 GP offices.
Patients in the individualized risk assessment group met the composite endpoint more often than
in the standardized group (OR 1.63 [95%CI 1.02-2.63]) with multiple adjustments. The OR was
higher in patients on phenprocoumon treatment (OR 1.99 [95%CI 1.05-3.76]), and not significant on
DOAC treatment (OR 1.52 [95%CI 0.63-3.69]). Pharmacogenenetic variants of CYP2C9, 2C19 and
VKORCI were not observed to be associated with the composite endpoint. The results of this study
may indicate that the time point for implementing individualized risk assessments is of importance.

Keywords: adverse drug reactions; pharmacogenetics; pharmacogenomics; personalized medicine;
phenprocoumon; DOACsS; older adults; bleeding; thromboembolism

1. Introduction

Personalized medicine is meant to improve efficacy and safety of drug treatment.
However, strategies to modify drug treatment based on individual treatment risks are
sparse. Older adults are often affected by adverse drug reactions (ADR) potentially leading
to health emergencies [1,2]. It is estimated that around 6.5% of all admissions to the
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emergency department are caused by ADRs, mostly concerning older, multi-medicated
adults [3]. Focusing only on older adults, even 8.7% of hospital admissions could be
attributed to ADRs [4]. The prevalence might be even higher with rising age and drug
intake [5]. While the role of potentially inappropriate medication for those admissions
is not fully clear, ADRs are in general considered to be preventable [4]. Thereby, older
adults often present bleeding ADR events due to antithrombotic drug treatment, with
increasing risk at higher age [6]. Balancing the individual bleeding risk might be a fragile,
challenging process in older adults. Therefore, older adults would probably benefit mostly
from respecting the individual risk for ADRs.

While different antithrombotic drug treatments are available, the benefit-risk ratio
in general needs to be balanced between preventing thromboembolic events without
substantially increasing the risk for major bleedings. In the case of vitamin-K-antagonists
(VKA), precise treatment goals are defined using international normalized ratios (INR), as
the risk of bleeding increases not only with age, but also with the achieved intensity of
coagulation [7]. However, also directly acting oral anticoagulants (DOAC), acetylsalicylic
acid (ASA) and P2Y12-inhibitors such as clopidogrel, alone or in combination expose
patients to a risk of bleeding [8,9].

Pharmacogenetics (PGx) is considered to smoothen the way to personalized medicine
by improving drug efficacy as well as drug safety [10]. While around 80% of ADRs are
considered to be dose-related, the individual drug metabolism affecting effective dose
exposures might be in particular of importance for drug safety [11]. Heritable genetic
variants can individually modify VKA drug effects through its target vitamin K epoxide
reductase (VKORC1) and the metabolizing enzyme cytochrome P450 (CYP) 2C9. While
PGx variability clearly impacts on drug effects of the VKA warfarin and dosing-guidelines
exist [12], phenprocoumon is the VKA most commonly prescribed in Germany and other
European countries [13]. However, using INR measurements the phenprocoumon treat-
ment often gets empirically adjusted to the pharmacogenetic profile [14]. Beside the PGx
variability, also other individual factors such as age, co-morbidities or co-medication via
CYP3A4 interaction need to be considered to improve drug treatment and prevent ADRs
due to anticoagulation [15,16].

The aim of the IDrug study was to compare effects of an individualized risk assessment
for ADRs with a standardized risk assessment to improve safety of drug treatment in
patients that are at high risk for bleeding and thromboembolic ADRs, thereby focusing on
older, multi-morbid and multi-medicated patients with the intake of antithrombotic drugs.

2. Results

In total, N = 365 patients were enrolled in the IDrug study and randomized into the
individualized or the standardized risk assessment group. Of those, N = 340 patients
received the respective individualized or standardized risk assessment during visit one,
which formed the intention to treat (ITT) cohort. Of those patients, n = 273 were followed-
up according to the study plan (per protocol (PP) cohort). Within the individualized risk
assessment group 80.2% (n = 134) and in the standardized risk assessment group 80.3%
(n =139) completed the whole follow-up according to the study plan. Supplement 1 lists
reasons for dropping out of the ITT cohort (Table S1). Table 1 shows characteristics of the
total ITT cohort and stratified to standardized and individualized risk assessment groups.
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Table 1. Characteristics of the total population and stratified according to individualized and standardized risk assessment

groups (N = 340).

Missing, n Total Population Individualized Standardized
Parameter (%) ’ N = 340 ” Risk Assessment Risk Assessment p-Value
Group, n =167 Group, n =173
Age (years), median (IQR) - 75 (71; 80) 75 (70; 78) 77 (72; 81) 0.002
Sex (female), n (%) - 138 (40.6) 65 (38.9) 73 (42.2) 0.539
Number of drugs, median (IQR) - 13 (8; 18) 13 (8; 18) 13 (8; 19) 0.955
HAS BLED (score), median (IQR) - 2(1;3) 2(1;3) 2(1;3) 0.653
CHA2DS2 VASc (score), median } 4(3;5) 4(3;5) 4(3;5) 0432
(IQR)
SF-36 score, median (IQR)
Vitality 4(1.2) 65 (50; 75) 65 (50; 80) 63 (45; 75) 0.212
Physical functioning 4(1.2) 75 (55; 90) 80 (60; 91) 70 (50; 90) 0.017
Bodily pain 4(1.2) 80 (52; 100) 84 (52; 100) 74 (52; 100) 0.672
General health perception 5(1.5) 65 (50; 67) 65 (52;77) 62 (49;77) 0.531
Physical role functioning 5(1.5) 100 (50; 100) 100 (50; 100) 100 (50; 100) 0.320
Emotional role functioning 5(1.5) 100 (100; 100) 100 (100; 100) 100 (100; 100) 0.679
Social role functioning 4(1.2) 100 (88; 100) 100 (97; 100) 100 (88; 100) 0.670
Mental health 4(1.2) 84 (68; 92) 84 (71;92) 84 (68;92) 0.532
Time in St“%’ég;‘ys)’ median - 277 (259; 300) 279 (261; 302) 273 (254; 294) 0.062
GFR (mL/min/1.73m?) 4(1.2) 66.2 (51.7; 81.3) 67.4 (52.6; 81.5) 66.2 (51.3; 82.3) 0.424
Renal function, n (%) - 0.240
GFR > 90 32(9.5) 14 (8.5) 18 (10.5)
GFR 60-<90 178 (53.0) 91 (55.2) 87 (50.9)
GEFR 30-<60 119 (35.4) 59 (35.8) 60 (35.1)
GFR 15-<30 5(1.5) 0(0) 5(2.9)
GFR < 15 2(0.6) 1(0.6) 1(0.6)
Highest educational degree, 11 (%) 19 (5.6) 0.925
Major school diploma 180 (56.1) 89 (56.3) 91 (55.8)
Secondary school diploma 60 (18.7) 30 (19.0) 30 (18.4)
Technical college diploma 16 (5.0) 8(5.1) 8 (4.9)
High school diploma 21 (6.5) 9(5.7) 12 (7.4)
College degree 43 (13.4) 22 (13.9) 21 (12.9)
No diploma 1(0.3) 0(0) 1(0.6)
Number of antithrombotic drugs ) ) .
used, median (IQR) - 1(1;1) 1(1;1) 1(1,1) 0.883
Antithrombotic drug use, 1 (%)
VKA - 209 (61.5) 103 (61.7) 106 (61.3) 0.997
DOAC 101 (29.7) 49 (29.3) 52 (30.1) 0.976
ASA 22 (6.5) 11 (6.6) 11 (6.5) 0.995
P2Y1,-inhibitor 53 (15.6) 28 (16.8) 25 (14.5) 0.831
PPI use, 1 (%) - 168 (49.4) 78 (46.7) 90 (52.0) 0.327
Statin use, 1 (%) - 187 (55.0) 92 (55.1) 95 (54.9) 0.974
CYP2C19 phenotype, 1 (%) - 0.911
NM 241 (70.9) 120 (71.9) 121 (69.9)
™M 87 (25.6) 41 (24.6) 46 (26.6)
PM 12 (3.5) 6 (3.6) 6(3.5)
CYP2C9 phenotype, 1 (%) - 0.488
NM 223 (65.6) 108 (64.7) 115 (66.5)
™M 110 (32.4) 54 (32.3) 56 (32.4)
PM 7(2.1) 5(3.0) 2(1.2)
VKORCT1 phenotype, 1 (%) - 0.724
Normal 295 (86.8) 146 (87.4) 149 (86.1)
Poor 45 (13.2) 21 (12.6) 24 (13.9)

IQR: interquartile range, GFR: glomerular filtration rate, VKA: vitamin-K-antagonist, DOAC: directly acting oral anticoagulants, ASA:

acetylsalicylic acid, CKD: chronic kidney disease. Significant findings in bold text.
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Patients in the standardized risk assessment group were of a median age of 77 years
(IQR 72; 81) and, therefore, were older than those in the individualized risk assessment
group (median 75 years (70; 78)) and accordingly scored with a median of 70 (50; 90) less
concerning physical function based on the results of the SF-36 questionnaire (compared
to 80 (60; 91)). All other parameters were equally distributed over both study groups. A
high use of drugs was seen in both study groups with a median intake of 13 drugs (8; 18
in the individualized and 8; 19 in the standardized risk assessment group, respectively).
Most patients in both groups received only one antithrombotic drug over the whole study
time (median 1 (1; 1)), but in some patients a drug was switched or a treatment modified
during follow-up. Therefore, results of antithrombotic drug use sums up to more than
100%. Characteristics of the PP cohort were comparable to the ITT cohort and can be found
in Table S2.

Unadjusted results of the composite endpoint (at least one bleeding, thromboembolic
event or death) and its single parameters are pictured in Table 2. The table gives the
unadjusted ORs and 95% CI calculated using the Mantel-Haenszel common odds ratio
estimate. For categorical parameters, in which the calculation of ORs was not possible due
to rare occurrence, a p-value calculated using Chi-squared test is given.

Table 2. Frequencies and unadjusted odds of study endpoints (N = 340).

Total Individualized Standardized
Endpoints Population, Risk Assessment Risk Assessment OR [95% CI] p-Value

N =340 Group, n =167 Group, n =173
Composite endpoint, 1 (%) 195 (57.4) 102 (61.1) 93 (53.8) 1.35[0.88-2.08]
Death, n (%) 10 (2.9) 4(24) 6 (3.5) 0.68 [0.19-2.47]
Patients with }f)}e)edmg event, 182 (53.5) 91 (54.5) 91 (52.6) 1.08 [0.70-1.65]

Number of ble‘(?g]‘;;g events, mean 0.68 (0.74) 0.67 (0.72) 0.68 (0.75) 0.887

Skin or mucosal bleeding, 1 (%) 160 (47.1) 76 (45.5) 84 (48.6) 0.89 [0.58-1.36]
Hematochezia 15 (4.4) 10 (6.0) 5(2.9) 2.14 [0.72-6.40]
Hematuria 28 (8.2) 12 (7.2) 16 (9.2) 0.76 [0.35-1.66]

Muscle or mtri:?g/t 1)cular bleeding, 6 (1.8) 2(1.2) 4(2.3) 0.51 [0.09-2.83]
Intra-cranial bleeding, 1 (%) 1(0.3) 1(0.6) 0(0) - 0.308
Intra-ocular bleeding, n (%) 8 (2.4) 4(24) 4(2.3) 1.04 [0.26-4.22]

Other bleeding, 1 (%) 12 (3.5) 7 (4.2) 5(2.9) 1.47 [0.46-4.73]
Patients with thromboembolic
event, 11 (%) 25 (7.4) 16 (9.6) 9(5.2) 1.93 [0.83-4.50]
Number of thromboembolic
events, mean (SD) 0.08 (0.30) 0.11 (0.37) 0.05 (0.22) 0.088
Superficial venous thrombosis, 2.09
1 (%) 3(0.9) 2(1.2) 1(06) [0.19-23.21]
Deep venous thrombosis, 1 (%) 2 (0.6) 2(1.2) 0 (0) - 0.149
Pulmonary embolism, 1 (%) 1(0.3) 0(0) 1 (0.6) - 0.325
Stroke/ TIA, n (%) 4(1.2) 4(24) 0 (0) - 0.041
Lo . o 1.04
Myocardial infarction, n (%) 2 (0.6) 1(0.6) 1 (0.6) [0.06-16.70]
Other thromboembolic event, 13 3.8) 7 (4.2) 6 (3.5)

n (%)

Composite endpoint: any of the following death, bleeding event, or thromboembolic event. SD: standard deviation, TIA: transient ischemic

attack. Significant findings in bold text.

In the unadjusted analysis, there was no significant difference between study groups
concerning the composite endpoint, death, bleeding and thromboembolic events in general
and most specific events. However, differences in frequencies can be seen. A stroke/
transient ischemic attack was more common in the individualized risk assessment group
(p = 0.041), but only in the ITT, not in the PP cohort (Table S3) and with a very small sample
size (number of events: n = 4).
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Table 3 shows the adjusted odds for the composite endpoint and separately for a
bleeding event, a thromboembolic event, and death for the ITT cohort. Results for the PP
cohort can be found in Table S4.

Table 3. Adjusted odds ratios for the individualized risk assessment group compared with the
standardized risk assessment group for study endpoints (N = 340).

Endpoints OR [95% CI] OR [95% CI] OR [95% CI]
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Composite endpoint 1.63 [1.03-2.60] 1.61 [1.00-2.58] 1.63 [1.02-2.63]
Death 1.16 [0.22-6.08] 1.12[0.20-6.27] * 1.06 [0.19-6.09] *
Bleeding event 1.33[0.84-2.10] 1.30 [0.81-2.07] 1.31[0.82-2.11]
Thromboembolic event 2.08 [0.84-5.11] 2.20[0.87-5.57] 2.13[0.83-5.44]

Composite endpoint: any of the following death, bleeding event, or thromboembolic event. Model 1: adjusted for
age and sex. Model 2: adjusted for age, sex, educational degree, GFR, number of antithrombotic drugs taken,
HAS BLED Score, CHA2DS2 VASc Score, number of patients enrolled per study center, and time in study. Model
3: adjusted for age, sex, educational degree, GFR, number of antithrombotic drugs taken, HAS BLED Score,
CHA2DS2 VASc Score, number of patients enrolled per study center, time in study, CYP2C9, CYP2C19, and
VKORCT reduced activity phenotypes. * Time in study was not used as a parameter for the outcome death.
Significant findings in bold text.

Patients that received an individualized risk assessment had higher odds for the
composite endpoint (any of the following: bleeding, thromboembolic event, or death)
than patients that received a standardized risk assessment (OR 1.63 [95% CI 1.02-2.63])
with multiple adjusting (Model 3). Being female was significantly associated with higher
odds (2.17 [1.27-3.71]). None of the reduced activity phenotypes were associated with
the composite endpoint (CYP2C9 OR 0.92 [0.56-1.51], CYP2C19 OR 1.11 [0.65-1.87], and
VKORCI1 OR 1.33 [0.67-2.65]). The single outcome parameters of the composite endpoint
(bleeding event, thromboembolic event, or death) were not significantly more common in
the individualized risk assessment group, but all ORs point towards an association with
this group ranging from OR 1.06 [95% CI 0.19-6.09] for death to OR 2.13 [95% CI 0.83-5.44]
for thromboembolic events.

There was no significant effect in the PP cohort, but ORs for the composite endpoint,
bleeding, and thromboembolic event were all > 1 and ClIs were large.

Secondary Analyses

Table 4 shows the adjusted models for the composite endpoint comparing patients in
the individualized versus the standardized treatment group including only those pa-
tients taking VKA medication in the ITT cohort. Table S5 shows models for the PP
cohort respectively.

The OR for the composite endpoint was even more pronounced in the models when
including only patients on VKA treatment with an increase in the individualized treatment
group (OR 1.99 [1.05-3.76]). Again, neither reduced CYP2C9, CYP2C19 nor VKORC1
activity were associated with the composite endpoint. Effect sizes of parameters were
overall comparable in the PP cohort, even though not significant due to the small sample
size. Including only patients with DOAC use revealed an OR of 1.52 [0.63-3.69] pointing
to the same direction, but not reaching significance neither in the ITT nor the PP cohort
(Table S6).

Figure 1 summarizes the adjusted ORs and 95% ClI for patients in the individualized
risk assessment group presenting with a certain outcome in the ITT cohort and in secondary
analyses including only VKA and only DOAC users (Model 3).
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Table 4. Secondary analyses for the composite endpoint comparing the individualized with the
standardized risk assessment group including only patients with the intake of vitamin-K-antagonists

(n = 209).

Parameters Included in Models

OR [95% CI]
Model 1

OR [95% CI]
Model 2

OR [95% CI]
Model 3

Individualized risk assessment
Age (years)
Sex (female)
Educational degree
GFR (mL/min/1.73m?)
Antithrombotic drugs taken
(number)

HAS BLED (score)
CHA2DS2 VASc (score)
Amount of patients enrolled in
study center
Time in study (days)
CYP2C9 phenotype (IM/ PM)
CYP2C19 phenotype (IM/ PM)
VKORCI phenotype (reduced)

1.88 [1.02-3.44]
1.07 [1.02-1.12]
1.90 [1.03-3.53]

1.99 [1.06-3.74]
1.05[0.99-1.11
2.02[0.99-4.13
1.07 [0.87-1.32
0.99 [0.97-1.01

1.20 [0.71-2.04

0.97 [0.68-1.38
1.15[0.87-1.52

0.90 [0.75-1.07
1.01 [1.00-1.01]

]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]

1.99 [1.05-3.76]
1.05 [0.99-1.11]
2.04 [0.98-4.26]
1.07 [0.86-1.32]
0.99 [0.97-1.01]
1.25[0.73-2.14]
0.94 [0.65-1.35]
1.15 [0.86-1.52]

0.89 [0.75-1.07]

1.01 [1.00-1.01]
0.77 [0.39-1.52]
0.80 [0.39-1.66]
1.32[0.51-3.41]

Composite endpoint: any of the following death, bleeding event, or thromboembolic event. Model 1: adjusted
for age, and sex. Model 2: adjusted for age, sex, educational degree, GFR (glomerular filtration rate), number of
antithrombotic drugs taken (excluding vitamin-K-antagonists), HAS BLED score, CHA2DS2 VASc score, number
of patients enrolled per study center, and time in study. Model 3: adjusted for age, sex, educational degree, GFR
(glomerular filtration rate), number of antithrombotic drugs taken (excluding vitamin-K-antagonists), HAS BLED
score, CHA2DS2 VASc score, number of patients enrolled per study center, time in study, CYP2C9, CYP2C19, and
VKORCT1 phenotypes. Significant findings in bold text.

Only DOAC users, composite endpoint

*

*

Only VKA users, composite endpoint

All, thromboembolic events

*

All, bleeding events —_————
All, death *
All, composite endpoint —  ———
0.1 1 10

Figure 1. Adjusted ORs and corresponding 95% CI for the composite endpoint and the single items death, bleeding
and thromboembolic events in the ITT cohort and for the composite endpoint including only VKA and DOAC users (all
Model 3).

For around 40-45% of all patients, events were reported via the trigger list, but
information was missing in the patient record. Using only the information documented
in the patient record, no significant differences between the study groups were detected.
A total of 35.3% (n = 61) of patients in the standardized risk assessment group and 34.1%
(n =57) of the patients in the individualized risk assessment group met the composite
endpoint. This resulted in an unadjusted OR of 0.96 [0.61-1.50].

80



Pharmaceuticals 2021, 14, 1056

3. Discussion

In this analysis of the IDrug study, a pragmatic prospective multicenter randomized
controlled trial, we compared effects of an individualized with a standardized risk assess-
ment for preventing ADRs. As a main result of this analysis, patients in the individualized
risk assessment group had poorer outcome and higher risk for the composite endpoint
meaning experiencing a bleeding and/ or thromboembolic event or death than those in
the standardized risk assessment group in adjusted analysis. This effect was even more
pronounced in a subgroup analysis of patients on phenprocoumon treatment. However,
this effect could not be seen when including only events documented in the patient record
or in the unadjusted analysis. The PGx profile seemed to have no impact on the occurrence
of ADRs.

An unadjusted increase in the event frequency of 7.3% and an adjusted OR of 1.63 for
the composite endpoint in the group with individualized risk assessment are contrary to
the study hypothesis that individualized risk information may help to adjust therapy and
improve safety in situations with high risk for ADRs. Notably, we saw an association with
the composite endpoint, while none of the single items reached statistical significance due
to small sample sizes as pictured by large 95% CIs. The unadjusted analysis did not reveal
significant differences between the two groups. The participating general practitioners
(GP) and their staff reported different experiences with the trigger lists. It might be that
women may have a tendency to be more communicative which may have led to a higher
reporting rate of (possibly less severe) events [17].

Both the individualized and the standardized risk assessment leaflets contained gen-
eral information on HAS-BLED and CHA2DS2-VASc scores, drug—drug interactions (DDIs),
ageing, renal function, and pharmacogenetic factors, but the individualized risk assessment
added extra individualized information per item [18]. In general, patients and GPs were
blinded for the study group. However, most GP offices enrolled more than five patients
in the study and therefore were confronted with both risk assessments. Therefore, we
assume, that blinding became less effective for study group association when enrolling
a higher number of patients, which could potentially have been prevented by cluster
randomization. Ineffective blinding could have influenced alertness for outcome events in
both study groups which may explain why the unadjusted analysis and the analysis using
only the patient record data did not detect significant differences between the two groups.
In addition, the individualized risk assessment may have led to an increase in doubts about
the safety of the current pharmacological treatment both in GPs and patients, which may
have resulted in changes in dosing, pharmacologic agent or medication compliance even
though the current medication plan was maybe already well balanced.

In clinical practice, alerts integrated into electronic health records are frequently
ignored [19,20]. In contrast, our study was a successful collaboration between GPs and
clinical pharmacologist and most likely led to a high acceptance rate of recommendations.
However, patients were not newly initiated with the drug and therefore, the timing of the
risk assessment may have been inappropriate. Retrospectively, using an individualized risk
assessment may have been more effective when used upon initiation of an antithrombotic
therapy, when serious ADRs might even occur more often [21]. GPs have a high degree
of experience with the indication and handling of antithrombotic agents and the benefit
of an individualized risk assessment might be highest in patients initiating a new drug
treatment such as that performed in the PREPARE trial within the U-PGx project and other
PGx implementation projects [22,23].

With more than 50% of all patients meeting the composite endpoint the rate is quite
high in our population. Based on other studies one might expect a rate of around 10-
15% [21,24]. In general, with a median CHA2DS2-VASc score of four and a median
HAS-BLED score of two, one would expect the benefit of the antithrombotic treatment
outweighing its risk [25]. The high event rate in our population might be connected to
a quite sensitive detection method. Over an observation period of nine months, patients
were followed-up three times and a trigger list was used. However, in routine care patients
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would not have been visited that often, which might explain partly the high observed event
rate. Furthermore, using a trigger list we were assessing all kinds of events including, i.e.,
minor nose bleeding. Bleeding ADRs were most commonly reported in our cohort, but
most of the bleeding events were superficial skin or mucosal bleedings. Notably, including
only events documented in the patient record, resulted in lower event rates. Meanwhile,
the general rate of thromboembolic events seems in line with other studies [26], but was
4.4% higher in the individualized risk assessment group as compared to the standardized
risk assessment group.

Associations were even more pronounced in patients taking phenprocoumon. This
might be seen in line with a study showing adults aged 75 years and older spending more
time out of the therapeutic range (time in therapeutic range, TTR) when genotype-based
dosing was used [27]. TTR usually correlates negatively with hemorrhages and throm-
boembolic rates [26]. This might explain the higher risk for meeting the composite endpoint
of bleeding and/ or thromboembolic events or death in our cohort. In another analysis
performed with this cohort, we concluded that the genotype had already been empirically
respected with INR measurements [14]. Therefore, an added risk assessment might have
irritated GPs’ routine care and led to an increase in the composite endpoint. Nevertheless,
the risk for adverse events might be even higher in patients without any anticoagulation
where an anticoagulation is indicated [28]. Thus, an improved risk assessment might have
the potential to initiate a better anticoagulation in older adults.

We did not find an association of a genotype-predicted phenotype with the composite
endpoint. This might be seen in contrast to a recent analysis of emergency department
admissions that showed a trend towards a combined PGx risk profile of low activity
CYP2C9 and VKORC1 genotypes being associated with phenprocoumon-induced bleeding
ADRs [29]. However, we included any type of bleeding and thromboembolic events, and a
different result might be expected with only including serious ADRs. In addition, compared
to the VKA warfarin, CYP3A4 next to CYP2C9 plays a major role in phenprocoumon
metabolism. While frequencies of low activity metabolizer phenotypes were in general in
line with reported frequencies in European populations [30,31], due to the small sample
size absolute numbers of those phenotypes were low. Drug-drug interactions (DDI)
might be even more relevant than the PGx profile per se [32]. This cohort was highly
multi-medicated with a median intake of 13 drugs per person, although all medications
including over the counter and dermatological products were counted. As this population
was a cohort of multi-morbid, older adults, the prevalence of potential DDIs with more
than 80% of patients was quite high and mostly involving antithrombotic drugs and
non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs increasing the risk for bleeding [33]. Likewise,
pharmacodynamic DD], e.g., taking several antithrombotic drugs would obviously increase
the risk for bleedings [34]. However, the median intake of antithrombotic drugs over the
full study period was one and we adjusted the regression analyses for the number of
antithrombotic drugs taken.

A strength of this study is the pragmatic design delivering real world data on drug
safety in multi-morbid older adults on antithrombotic treatment and good characterization
of individual risk factors such as PGx. However, the importance of PGx in age, in par-
ticular in the context of DDIs potentially leading to phenoconversion needs to be further
studied [35,36]. While most studies enroll patients as older adults basing on the calendrical
age (e.g., aged 65 years and older), we used a clinical estimate using multi-morbidity as
inclusion criterion that correlated with multi-medication. Therefore, this cohort is formed
by a group of clinically relevant older adults [37]. Even though the targeted sample size
was not met, this is one of the bigger cohort studies in GP offices implemented in routine
care, where the study setting is challenging [38,39] and therefore, delivers precious insight
in clinical reality.

Still, the major limitations of this analysis accompany the use of trigger lists and that
the calculated sample size of the study was not met [18]. The results need to be interpreted
in this light. While the study design was oriented at clinical trial designs, the effort for
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enrollment and follow-up of the single patients and the single GP offices was high, in
particular considering the multi-morbidity of the patients. Another limitation derives
from the study design providing risk assessments in patients already on drug treatment.
Thereby, the risk assessment especially in the individualized risk assessment group might
have led to medication changes that would not have occurred without the risk assessment.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Study Design

Data of the individualized versus standardized risk assessment in patients at high
risk for adverse drug reactions (IDrug; trial registration: German Clinical Trials Register:
DRKS00006256) was analyzed. The IDrug study is a pragmatic prospective multicenter
randomized controlled trial comparing the effect of an individualized versus a standardized
risk assessment for reducing ADRs. Study design and information on enrollment is
published elsewhere [18]. In brief, patients that were taking an antithrombotic drug
together with at least one other regular medication were enrolled in general practitioner
(GP) offices and randomized to receive either an individualized or a standardized risk
assessment concerning their individual risk for an ADR respecting age, renal function,
pharmacogenetics, drug—drug interactions, and bleeding- and thromboembolic risk factors.
All patients were followed-up for nine months. The IDrug-study initially attempted to
enroll N = 960 patients [18] with an assumed event rate of 10% and a potential reduction
by 5%.

4.2. Study Population

Inclusion criteria of the IDrug study were patients aged 60 years and older, that
had more than two concomitant diseases concerning at least two organ systems (multi-
morbidity), took at least one antithrombotic drug and at least one additional drug continu-
ously. While usually adults starting by the age of 65 years are considered as older, frailty of
patients might differ largely in this age group. We chose a more clinically-relevant cohort
with adding multi-morbidity as inclusion criterion. For study inclusion, the intake of a
VKA (phenprocoumon or warfarin), of a DOAC (rivaroxaban, apixaban, or dabigatran),
and of a P2Y12 inhibitor (clopidogrel or ticagrelor), was counted as antithrombotic drug.
Patients were followed-up for nine months summing up to four visits in total.

All patients agreed to participate in the study and provided written informed consent.
Patients were enrolled between September 2014 and March 2017 in GP offices in the area of
Bonn, Cologne, and Rhine-Sieg-district, in Germany.

The IDrug study was approved by the Ethics Committees of the University of Bonn,
of the Medical Association of North Rhine and of the Medical Association of Rhineland-
Palatinate.

4.3. Study Centers

In total, n = 43 GP practices (here termed study centers) enrolled patients into the
IDrug study. The number of patients enrolled per study center ranged between 1 and 50.
Study centers were grouped according to the number of patients enrolled in the following
way: overall, 17.4% of patients (n = 59) were enrolled in a study center enrolling between 1
and 5 patients, 20.0% of patients (n = 68) were enrolled in a study center enrolling between
6 and 10 patients, 17.6% of patients (n = 60) were enrolled in a study center enrolling
between 11 and 15 patients, 14.7% of patients (n = 50) were enrolled in a study center
enrolling between 16 and 20 patients, 6.5% of patients (1 = 22) were enrolled in a study
center enrolling between 21 and 25 patients, and 23.8% of patients (n = 81) were enrolled in
a study center enrolling 26 patients and more.

4.4. Intervention

After enrollment patients were randomized to either receive an individualized or a
standardized risk assessment. Age, renal function (creatinine-based glomerular filtration
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rate (GFR)), genotyping results for CYP2C9, CYP2C19, and VKORC1, potential drug-drug
interactions (DDI), and results of the HAS-BLED and the CHA2DS-VASc-scores were used
to create an individualized risk assessment by a medical doctor in clinical pharmacology
training and supervised by a specialist in clinical pharmacology [18,33], therefore, offering
a quality controlled and standardized assessment.

Leaflets were printed and sent to the GP offices. At the initial visit, patients gave
their informed consent and all data (lab results, INR value, etc.) were documented. On
the next visit, the GP handed out the leaflet with the risk assessment and gave a thorough
explanation to the patient. The group with the standardized risk assessment received a look-
a-like leaflet, in which single points were mentioned, but in a general and non-personalized
way. This leaflet was also explained by the GP [18]. Therefore, the standardized risk
assessment group received treatment with standard of care. This might also include DDI
assessment or clinical scorings but may depend on clinical routine of the single GPs who
tend to use their thorough knowledge of the patients history and habit as a basis of clinical
decision making as much as scoring tools.

4.5. Data Collection

On study enrollment, age, renal function (GFR), genotyping results for CYP2C9,
CYP2C19, and VKORCI, potential drug-drug interactions (DDI), and results of the HAS-
BLED and the CHA2DS-VASc-scores were collected for all patients. The patient’s medical
history and current drug intake, including over-the-counter medication was documented.
Further—sex, weight, height, blood test results, alcohol consumption, smoking status,
highest educational degree, and antithrombotic treatment regimen were collected. All
patients answered the SF-36 and a questionnaire about drug adherence. In addition, GPs
usually had an overview over prescription frequency of single drugs in clinical routine.

4.6. Laboratory Methods

An EDTA-blood sample was drawn on enrollment visit from each patient and trans-
ferred to the central study laboratory for genotyping. DNA was extracted manually by the
High Pure PCR Template Preparation Kit and amplified and detected using real-time-PCR
with a LightCycler® 480 instrument (both Roche Diagnostics GmbH, Mannheim, Ger-
many). Genotyping was performed for rs1799853 (CYP2C9*2), rs1057910 (CYP2C9*3) [31],
rs4244285 (CYP2C19*2), 1512248560 (CYP2C19*3) [30], rs9934438 (VKORC1 1173C > T) [40]
and rs9923231 (VKORC1 1639G > A) [41] using LightMix Kit human reagents (Cat-No
40-0298-32, 40-0304-32, 40-0302-64) from TIB Molbiol GmbH (Berlin, Germany). Melting
curve analyses of fluorescent real-time-PCR amplification products were used for allelic
identification. If no mutation for CYP2C9 and CYP2C19 was detected, wild type carrier
status and extensive metabolism phenotype was assumed. Mutation in one allele was
associated with intermediate, mutations in both alleles with slow (poor) metabolism pheno-
types. Similarly, double mutations in VKORC1 were considered as slow (poor) metabolism
phenotypes. DNA extraction and genotyping was performed by the Institute of Clinical
Chemistry and Clinical Pharmacology of the University Bonn.

4.7. Phenotype Assessments

For all patients, phenotypes were extrapolated from genotypes. For CYP2C9 and
CYP2C19 all patients carrying at least one reduced function allele (*2 or *3) were sum-
marized as having a reduced activity phenotype (*2/*2, *3/%*3, *2/*3, *1/*2, *1/*3) in
this analysis. The absence of any *2 and the *3 allele was considered a wild-type leading
to normal enzyme function. In case of VKORCI, patients carrying at least one C allele
(VKORC1 1173C > T) were respected as having reduced clotting activity. The absence of a
C allele was interpreted as wild-type carrier status and normal clotting activity.
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4.8. Antithrombotic Treatment

Data on antithrombotic and drug treatment, and diagnoses were updated on each
study visit. A patient was considered to take a specific drug in these analyses, if its
use was reported in at least one study visit. To control the analyses for the summative
risk of antithrombotic drug intake, a median number of antithrombotic drugs taken over
the whole time of the study was calculated per patient. Therefore, the intake of a VKA
(phenprocoumon or warfarin), of a DOAC (rivaroxaban, apixaban, or dabigatran), of ASA,
of a P2Y12 inhibitor (clopidogrel or ticagrelor), and the administration of a heparin (heparin
or low-molecular-weight heparin) was counted.

4.9. Study Outcome

On each study visit, patients were asked together with their GP about specific bleeding
and thromboembolic events (yes, no) using a trigger list. Within this list, there was an
option to report any other bleeding or thromboembolic event not specified in the list. If
at least one point of the list was answered with yes, this was considered an event during
follow-up. In a next analysis, only reported events documented in the patient record were
included in the analysis in order to improve documentation quality. A composite endpoint
was used, defined as the occurrence of at least one bleeding, or at least one thromboembolic
event, or death during follow-up.

4.10. Randomization, Allocation to Study Arm, and Blinding

Randomization was conducted by the Biostatistics Unit of the Federal Institute for
Drugs and Medical Devices in Germany. Participating GP offices sent lists of eligible
patients. From these lists, patients were randomly selected for participation. Patients were
enrolled by GP offices. Then, patients were randomized to receive an individualized or
a standardized risk assessment. Randomization was stratified by GP office and sex [18].
According to the allocated study arm, the risk assessment was conducted in the Research
Department of the Federal Institute for Drugs and Medical Devices in Germany. Risk
assessments were sent out to the GP offices. GPs did not become informed about the
study arm allocation of the patients. After finishing data plausibility checks and query
management and closing the database, the allocation to study groups was implemented in
the study database.

4.11. Statistical Analysis

The intention to treat (ITT) cohort was used for all analyses and, where applicable
sensitivity analyses were conducted in the per protocol (PP) cohort (Supplement 1).

Descriptive analyses were conducted for the whole study sample and compared
between the intervention and the control group. Continuous parameters were checked
for normality using Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. Non-normally distributed continuous pa-
rameters are presented as median and interquartile ranges (IQR; Q1, Q3), while normally
distributed variables are presented as means with standard deviation (SD). Categorical pa-
rameters are presented in absolute numbers and percentages. Continuous parameters were
compared using a Mann-Whitney test and categorical parameters using a Chi-squared test.

According to the study plan, a composite endpoint was used. Subgroup analyses
were performed for the single items of the composite endpoint (at least one bleeding event
and specific bleeding events (yes, no), at least one thromboembolic event and specific
thromboembolic events (yes, no), and death (yes, no)). The results of the individualized
and the standardized risk assessment group for the composite endpoint were compared
using Chi-squared test. The Mantel-Haenszel common odds ratio estimate was used to
describe unadjusted odds ratios (OR) and 95% confidence intervals (CI). The distribution of
number of events between groups was checked for normality using Kolmogorov-Smirnov.
As these were normally distributed, groups were compared using a ¢-Test.

Logistic regression analyses were used for adjusting effects of the type of risk assess-
ment (individualized vs. standardized) using different models. Model 1 included age
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(continuous) and sex (female: yes, no). Model 2 included age, sex, educational degree
(categorical), GFR (continuous), number of antithrombotic drugs taken (continuous), HAS
BLED score (continuous), CHA2DS2 VASc score (continuous), number of patients enrolled
per study center (categorical), and time in study (continuous). Finally, Model 3 included
age, sex, educational degree (categorical), GFR (continuous), number of antithrombotic
drugs taken (continuous), HAS BLED score (continuous), CHA2DS2 VASc score (continu-
ous), number of patients enrolled per study center (categorical), time in study (continuous),
CYP2C9 phenotype (categorical reduced activity), CYP2C19 phenotype (categorical re-
duced activity), and VKORC1 phenotype (categorical reduced activity). The composite
endpoint was used and sensitivity analyses were conducted on bleeding and thromboem-
bolic events and deaths, separately. The time in study was not used as a parameter for
analyzing the outcome death in Models 2 and 3 as death reduced the time in study.

Secondary analyses were conducted for the composite endpoint including first, only
patients with reported VKA use and second reported DOAC use over study time. For
adjustment, the number of antithrombotic drug intake in Models 2 and 3 was calculated
without the respective drug class (e.g., number of antithrombotic drugs used excluding
VKAs).

Another additional analysis compared the individualized vs. the standardized group
using the Mantel-Haenszel common odds ratio estimate including only events from the
patient record.

A p-value < 0.05 was considered significant. Statistical analyses were conducted with
IBM® SPSS® Statistics (Version 25, IBM Inc., Armonk, NY, USA).

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, this study underlines the importance of risk assessments for altering
safety of drug treatment. While GPs are open to risk assessments and modifying drug
treatment in older adults in collaboration with clinical pharmacologists the effectiveness
of this intervention and the appropriate time point for its implementation needs further
investigations.
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(N =273). Table S4: adjusted odds ratios for the individualized risk assessment group compared
with the standardized risk assessment group for study endpoints in the per protocol cohort (N = 273).
Table S5: sensitivity analyses for the composite endpoint comparing individualized risk assessment
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Abstract: Diagnosis of acute kidney injury (AKI) based on plasma creatinine often lags behind
actual changes in renal function. Here, we investigated early detection of AKI using the plasma
soluble urokinase plasminogen activator receptor (suPAR) and neutrophil gelatinase-sssociated
lipocalin (NGAL) and observed the impact of early detection on prescribing recommendations for
renally-eliminated medications. This study is a secondary analysis of data from the DISABLMENT
cohort on acutely admitted older (>65 years) medical patients (1 = 339). Presence of AKI according
to kidney disease: improving global outcomes (KDIGO) criteria was identified from inclusion to
48 h after inclusion. Discriminatory power of suPAR and NGAL was determined by receiver-
operating characteristic (ROC). Selected medications that are contraindicated in AKI were identified
in Renbase®. A total of 33 (9.7%) patients developed AKI. Discriminatory power for suPAR and
NGAL was 0.69 and 0.78, respectively, at a cutoff of 4.26 ng/mL and 139.5 ng/mL, respectively. The
interaction of suPAR and NGAL yielded a discriminatory power of 0.80, which was significantly
higher than for suPAR alone (p = 0.0059). Among patients with AKI, 22 (60.6%) used at least one
medication that should be avoided in AKI. Overall, suPAR and NGAL levels were independently
associated with incident AKI and their combination yielded excellent discriminatory power for risk
determination of AKI.

Keywords: acute kidney injury; early biomarker; plasma neutrophil gelatinase-associated lipocalin;
soluble urokinase plasminogen activator receptor; medication optimization; older patients; emer-
gency department

1. Introduction

Older people (>65 years) represent a large and growing demographic worldwide [1,2].
In 2018 alone, approximately 465,000 older people in Denmark were admitted to an emer-
gency department (ED) [3,4]. Acute kidney injury (AKI) occurs in 3-12% of hospitalized
patients and is associated with an increased risk of medication-related toxicity, prolonged
hospitalization and mortality [5-8]. The incidence of AKI is particularly high among older
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patients [9], who are characterized by multiple comorbid conditions that contribute to AKI
development [10,11]. Increasing age is also associated with lower baseline glomerular filtra-
tion rate (GFR), which predisposes older patients to develop clinically relevant AKI [9,12].
Polypharmacy is common among older patients [13,14] and creates an additional risk in
patients at risk for AKI because approximately 40% of all medications are nephrotoxic
or require dose adjustment according to estimates of renal function [15]. Epidemiologic
studies have identified medication toxicity as a contributing factor in 15-25% of patients
with AKI [16,17]. Examples of common nephrotoxic medications that may contribute
to AKI include non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs (NSAIDs) and renin-angiotensin—
aldosterone system (RAAS) inhibitors [18,19]. The combination of age-related changes in
kidney function, multiple comorbidities and exposure to polypharmacy with potential
nephrotoxic medications is likely responsible for the high rate of AKI among older patients.

AKI involves complex pathophysiology and treatment is largely supportive [20]. AKI
may develop prior to hospitalization and go undetected until routine blood samples in-
cluding creatinine have been performed as a part of standard care [21]. However, increases
in plasma creatinine due to AKI often lag 48-72 h behind the onset of injury, resulting
in a delayed diagnosis [22,23]. Early detection of AKI at hospital admission may lead to
earlier interventions to minimize risk factors or restrict medications that are contributing
to AKI [24].

Previous studies have suggested the systemic inflammatory biomarker soluble uroki-
nase plasminogen activator receptor (suPAR) as an early biomarker for detection of
AKI [25-29]. suPAR is a signaling glycoprotein thought to be involved in kidney dis-
ease pathogenesis [27]. Hayek et al. recently showed that elevated suPAR is associated
with increased risk of developing AKI in patients undergoing coronary angiography or
cardiac surgery and in patients admitted to the intensive care unit [27]. Some have pro-
posed that suPAR itself may cause kidney disease by damaging renal podocytes [30,31].
However, the applicability of suPAR in predicting AKI among older patients in the ED re-
mains unclear. Another novel biomarker suggested for early detection of AKI is neutrophil
gelatinase-associated lipocalin (NGAL) [32-34]. NGAL is a member of the lipocalin family
of proteins, which is expressed and secreted from renal tubular cells at low concentrations.
NGAL is produced in the kidney after ischemic or nephrotoxic injury [35-37], and various
studies have demonstrated a rise in NGAL 24-36 h before an increase of creatinine is
observed [24,38]. Although AKI is common among older patients, there is still a lack of
knowledge of the predictive value of using suPAR, NGAL or the combination of suPAR
and NGAL for early identification of AKI in older acutely hospitalized patients. The aims
of this study are to assess the clinical utility of suPAR and NGAL as early markers of
AKI and to quantify the number of renal risk medications that should be dose adjusted or
paused in patients presenting with AKI.

2. Results
2.1. Patient Characteristics and Incidence of AKI

The original study included 369 patients. Due to the absence of pPNGAL value at
inclusion, 29 patients were excluded. Further, one patient was excluded due to chronic
liver injury, resulting in a total of 339 patients for this study. Patient characteristics for
the final study population (n = 339) are shown in Table 1. Among included patients, 63%
were females, and the median age was 78 years. In median, patients used three renal
risk medications. According to KDIGO criteria, 33 (9.7%) patients developing AKI were
identified with AKI between inclusion and 48 h after, including 23 with creatinine increased
to >1.5 times baseline and 10 patients with creatinine increased by >26.5 pmol/L. Of the
33 patients who developed AKI, 21 patients developed AKI stage 1, while 12 patients
developed AKI stage > 2. Compared to patients without AKI, patients who developed
AKI had significantly higher Fi-OutRef, creatinine, cystatin C, CRP, IL6 and length of stay,
as well as higher change in creatinine and eGFR from admission to discharge (all p < 0.01)
(Table 1).
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Table 1. Patient characteristics for all included patients, patients with and without AKI.

Variable All Patients Patients with AKI Patients without AKI
N Value N Value N Value
Demographics
Age years, median (IQR) 339 77.6 (70.6; 84.4) 33 75.9 (72.3; 83.0) 306 77.9 (70.5; 84.5)
Female, 11 (%) - 212 (62.5) - 25 (75.8) - 187 (61.1)
Body-mass index, median (IQR) 304 25.1 (22.3; 28.8) 26 24.8 (20.7; 28.9) 278 25.1 (22.5; 28.8)
Hospitalization-days, median (IQR) 339 2(1;6) 33 7 (4;13) 306 2(1;5)
30-day morality, 1 (%) 339 12 (3.5) 33 3(9.1) 306 9(2.9)
Comorbidities
Cardiovascular disease (%) - 113 (33.3) - 12 (36.4) - 101 (33.0)
Diabetes (%) - 57 (16.8) - 5(15.2) - 52 (17.0)
Medication
Total number of medications, median (IQR) 339 6(3;9) 33 8 (4;12) 306 6(3;9)
Biomarkers *
Creatinine pmol /L, median (IQR) 339 84.3 (66.2; 105.4) 33 120.8 (91.1; 169.5) 306 83.0 (65.4; 100.2)
Cystatin C mg/L, median (IQR) 339 1.21 (0.95; 1.60) 1.69 (1.26-2.56) 306 1.17 (0.94; 1.56)
eGFR mL/min/1.73 m?, median (IQR) 339 65.6 (48.2; 81.9) 33 39.1(26.7;59.2) 306 67.4 (50.7; 82.3)
CRP-pg/mL, median (IQR) 314 15.5 (3.0; 63.7) 33 67.0 (22.3; 120.3) 281 14.0 (3.0; 53.4)
IL6-pg/mL, median (IQR) 336 46 (1.9;13.3) 33 9.8 (3.6; 30.4) 303 43 (1.8;11.1)
TNF-a—pg/mL, median (IQR) 336 7.4 (5.1;107) 33 10.1 (6.7; 14.9) 303 7.3 (4.9:10.5)
FI-OutRef, median (IQR) 314 5(3;7) 33 7(6;9) 282 5(3;7)
Change in creatinine and eGFR **
Acreatinine inclusion to discharge 339 ~1.0(=9.0:7.0) 33 57 330, 0 306 0.0 (—7.0:7.0)
Aecrr inclusion to discharge 339 1.0 (—4.1:7.1) 33 20.4 (4.4:32.2) 306 0.0 (—4.7:4.9)

AKI, acute kidney injury; eGFR, estimated glomerular filtration rate calculated with chronic kidney disease epidemiology collaboration
(CKD-EPI) equation based on creatinine; CRP, C-reactive protein; IL-6, interleukin 6; TNF«, tumor necrosis factor alpha. * p-values
multiplied by seven. ** p-values multiplied by two.

2.2. Correlations of suPAR, NGAL and eGFR

There was significant correlation between eGFR and levels of suPAR and NGAL
(r=—0.35 and —0.53, respectively, both p < 0.001) (Appendix A Figure Ala,b). There was
also significant correlation between suPAR and NGAL (r = 0.36, p < 0.001) (Appendix A
Figure Alc).

2.3. SuPAR and NGAL Levels in Patients Developing AKI

Compared to patients without AKI, those patients who developed AKI had a signifi-
cantly higher median suPAR (5.8 ng/mL vs. 4.8 ng/mL, p < 0.001 (Figure 1a)) and higher
median NGAL (229 ng/mL vs. 105 ng/mL, p < 0.001 (Figure 1b). Median suPAR was 5.8
(IQR 4.8-9.0) for patients with AKI stage 1 and 5.9 (IQR 4.5-8.7) for patients with AKI stage
2 (p = 0.68). Median NGAL was 157 (IQR 123-267) ng/mL for patients with AKI stage 1
and 389 (IQR 280-493) ng/mL for patients with AKI stage 2 (p = 0.007).
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Figure 1. Plasma concentration of suPAR and NGAL at inclusion. (A) suPAR values in patients: without AKI (brown),
developed AKI (red) within 48 h after inclusion, developed AKI stage 1 (orange), developed AKI stage >2 (yellow). (B)
NGAL values in patients: without AKI (dark green), developed AKI (light green) within 48 h after inclusion, developed
AKI stage 1 (dark blue), developed AKI stage >2 (light blue). The horizontal lines show minimum and maximum values of
calculated non-outlier values; open circles indicate outlier values (* p < 0.05).

2.4. Risk Prediction for AKI by suPAR and NGAL

The discriminatory power of suPAR, NGAL or their combination for determining
AKI are shown in Table 2 and Figure 2. As individual biomarkers for the detection of AKI,
suPAR yielded an AUC of 0.69 with an optimal cut-off of 4.26 ng/mL, and NGAL yielded
an AUC of 0.78 with an optimal cut-off of 139.5 ng/mL. No significant difference was
found between AUC for suPAR and AUC for NGAL (p = 0.117). The interaction of suPAR
and NGAL yielded an AUC of 0.80, which was significantly higher than AUC for suPAR
alone (p = 0.0059) but not for NGAL alone (p = 0.689) (Figure 2). The addition of CRP or
CRP + IL6 did not significantly improve AUC for any models (p > 0.108) (Appendix A
Figure A2). However, the addition of CRP to suPAR improved the AUC to 0.76, which is
considered to be acceptable discriminatory power.

Table 2. Diagnostic accuracy of suPAR, NGAL and the combination of both biomarkers, using optimal cut-off values, for

predicting AKL
Cutoff Sensitivity Specificity PPV NPV AUC (CI 95%)
suPAR (ng/mL) 4.26 0.94 0.40 0.15 0.98 0.69 (0.60-0.77)
NGAL (ng/mL) 139.5 0.76 0.67 0.20 0.96 0.78 (0.70-0.87)
Two-variable interaction - 0.82 0.73 0.25 0.97 0.82 (0.73-0.90)

Two-variable interaction, includes interaction between suPAR and NGAL.

Cut-off values for combinations of suPAR and NGAL from the 2-variable interaction
model show a dependency between the variables with lower values of NGAL requiring
larger suPAR values (9.6 ng/mL suPAR at NGAL 2.6 ng/mL) and larger values of NGAL
requiring smaller suPAR values (0.5 ng/mL suPAR at 205 ng/mL NGAL) (Figure 3).
Further, the 3-variable interaction model show the dependency between suPAR and NGAL
values at the cut-off was notably larger with eGFR < 60 mL/min/1.73 m? (Appendix A
Figure A3).
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Figure 2. Receiver operating characteristic curve for predicting AKI. Model 1 includes suPAR; model 2
includes NGAL; and model 3 includes interaction between suPAR and NGAL (2-variable interaction).
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Figure 3. Two-biomarker cut-off approach with suPAR and NGAL (two-variable interaction). The dotted lines represent the
cut-off values for NGAL and suPAR set to 139.5 ng/L and 4.26 ng/L, respectively. The red curve illustrates cut-off values
for the combinations of suPAR and NGAL.
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2.5. Renal Risk Medications in Patients Developing AKI

Among those with AKI, 20 (60.6%) patients used at least one medication that should
be avoided in AKI, and 7 (21.2%) patients used two or more of these medications (Table 3).

Table 3. The table shows the frequency of patients with AKI using selected renal risk drugs that
should be avoided.

AKI (1 = 33) (%)

Opioids 13 (39.4)
NSAIDs 4 (12.1)
Metformin 4(12.1)
ACEIs/ARBs 10 (30.3)

AKI, acute kidney injury; NSAIDs, nonsteroidal anti-inflammatory drugs. ACEIs, angiotensin-converting enzyme
inhibitors. ARBs, angiotensin II receptor blockers.

3. Discussion
3.1. Main Findings

In this study, we assess the applicability of suPAR and NGAL as early biomarkers of
AKIl in older acutely hospitalized patients. In total, 9.7% of the study group developed AKI
within 48 h after study inclusion. Concentrations of suPAR and NGAL were correlated with
AKI severity and reduced eGFR. ROC analysis for suPAR and NGAL yielded AUCs of 0.69
and 0.78 and cutoff values at 4.26 ng/mL and 139.5 ng/mL, respectively. The combination
of suPAR and NGAL yielded an AUC of 0.80, which was significantly higher than for
suPAR alone (p = 0.032). Among patients with AKI, 22 (60.6%) used at least one medication
that should be avoided in patients with AKL

3.2. AKl in Older Acutely Hospitalized Patients

Older patients are more susceptible to developing AKI due to multimorbidity [10,11],
physiological reduction in GFR [9,12] and polypharmacy [13,14]. The prevalence of AKI
in our study is 9.7%, which is slightly higher than what has been reported in similar
studies [5,7,12]. This difference likely reflects the demographic composition of older med-
ical patients predisposed to developing AKI [12]. Patients with AKI were hospitalized
longer than those without AKI, which is in accordance with previous studies [7,8]. We
also observed that the inflammatory biomarkers CRP, IL6 and TNF-a were higher among
patients who developed AKI compared to those who did not, which highlights the role of
severe infection in the pathogenesis of AKI [8,39]. Patients with AKI exhibited significantly
higher median plasma levels of suPAR and NGAL compared to patients without AKI
(Figure 1). Plasma suPAR and NGAL levels were also inversely correlated with baseline
eGFR (Figure A1), which supports previous literature demonstrating the connection be-
tween these biomarkers and kidney function [25,27,29]. The associations with suPAR may
indicate the role of suPAR in systemic inflammation, which is expected to be elevated in our
study group. They may also indicate a value for suPAR in predicting AKI, which has previ-
ously been demonstrated in a variety of patient populations including those undergoing
cardiac surgery, admitted to an intensive care unit or infected with COVID-19 [25-29 40].
However, suPAR appears to be unrelated to AKI severity, while plasma NGAL increased
significantly with AKI severity, similar to findings by Soto et al. [32]. In future studies,
more sophisticated prediction models may be developed using NGAL cutoff values for
different degrees of AKI severity.

3.3. Plasma suPAR and NGAL

Several studies have suggested plasma suPAR as a biomarker for early detection
of AKI. Our findings demonstrate that suPAR has a sensitivity of 94%, specificity of
40% and discriminative ability (AUC) of 0.69 for the development of AKI at a cutoff of
4.26 ng/mL. These findings are compatible with a similar study in patients undergoing
cardiac surgery, which reported an AUC of 0.65 for the development of AKI at a suPAR
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cutoff value of 2.45 ng/mL [29]. Rasmussen et al. also investigated the discriminatory
power of suPAR for AKI in patients undergoing cardiac surgery and reported an AUC of
0.60 [40]. The difference in cutoff values between these studies and our own may indicate
a higher overall inflammatory state among patients in our study. In contrast, a study
conducted in hospitalized patients with COVID-19 found an AUC of 0.75 at a cutoff value
of 4.60 ng/mL [28], likely reflecting the high inflammatory burden of COVID-19.

Several previous studies also support the use of plasma NGAL for early AKI detec-
tion [34]. We found that NGAL has a sensitivity of 76%, specificity of 67% and discrimina-
tive ability of 0.78 for the development of AKI at a cutoff of 139.5 ng/mL. A multicenter
study in the USA by Shapiro et al. assessed the predictive value of pNGAL in 1015 pa-
tients (average age 59) in the ED with suspected sepsis and found that pPNGAL was 96%
sensitive and 51% specific with an AUC of 0.78 for the development of AKI at a cutoff
of 150 ng/mL [23]. Using the same pNGAL cutoff value, a study in Portugal by Soto
et al. among 616 patients (average age 59) admitted to the ED reported an AUC between
0.77 and 0.82 for the development of AKI depending on when NGAL was measured [32].
Finally, a multicenter study in Italy by Di Somma et al. among 665 patients (average age
74) admitted to the ED reported an optimal pNGAL cutoff of 137 ng/mL, resulting in an
AUC between 0.79 and 0.84, depending on AKI definition [41]. Overall, our reported AUC
of 0.78 at a cutoff of 139.5 ng/mL is highly comparable to these other studies in similar
patient populations. A recent meta-analysis reviewing NGAL as predictor for AKI reported
an overall AUC of 0.74 at a cutoff of 165 ng/mL for all available studies [34], which is
largely compatible with our findings. Results from the same meta-analysis highlighted
that urinary NGAL measured in urine is also a robust biomarker for detecting AKI [34].
Measurement of urinary NGAL is non-invasive and should be considered in settings where
measurement of plasma NGAL requires additional blood draws.

Since November 2013, suPAR but not NGAL has been routinely measured in all
patients admitted to the ED at our hospital. We have previously shown that suPAR can
be used for overall risk stratification and safe early discharge [25]. During weekdays,
suPAR is measured once or twice per day, and results are available on average 16 h
(range 2-74 h) after admission. Therefore, suPAR values are often not reported before
clinical decisions are made for acute admissions. Quicker turnaround times are required if
suPAR or NGAL should be used for early AKI risk stratification in the ED. One solution
is to analyze both biomarkers using point-of-care or turbidimetric assays. It may also
be useful for patients with elevated suPAR or NGAL during a previous admission to be
flagged in the electronic patient record for future clinical encounters. A recent study by
Mossanen et al. suggested that the combination of suPAR and NGAL may strengthen the
prediction of AKI [29]. We found that plasma NGAL alone yielded an AUC of 0.78 for
the development of AKI, while the addition of suPAR improved the AUC to 0.82. Such a
change in discriminatory ability may not be clinically relevant, but results from Iversen et al.
suggest that elevated suPAR at hospital admission reflects increased long-term risk of AKI
after hospital discharge [25], maybe because suPAR in itself is involved in the pathogenesis
of AKI [27]. Therefore, perhaps NGAL is more useful for predicting impending AKI in an
acute setting whereas suPAR is more useful for predicting future AKI after discharge. In
clinical settings where suPAR is already implemented as a standard biomarker, we suggest
that suPAR in combination with CRP should be utilized for AKI risk stratification.

3.4. Optimization of Medication Prescribing

In total, 33 patients in our study developed AKI within 48 h of ED admission. These
patients used a median of eight medications, approximately 40% of which are considered
renal risk medications [15]. Among patients who developed AKI, 20 (60.6%) used >1 renal
risk medication that should be avoided in patients with AKI, with opioids being the most
common example. Given the known interactions between AKI and renal risk medications,
early detection of AKI is essential for limiting the effects of nephrotoxic medications as
well as reducing the dose of medications excreted by the kidneys. Results from this study
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indicate that plasma suPAR and NGAL can be used to screen patients for risk of developing
AKI. A positive screen for high risk of AKI can prompt healthcare practitioners to perform
a comprehensive medication review to identify renal risk medications that should be
discontinued, dose-adjusted or monitored during hospitalization. We believe the use of
routine biomarkers in combination with automated screening precautions would result in
faster interventions to optimize medication prescribing among acutely hospitalized older
patients at high risk for developing AKIL

3.5. Strengths and Limitations

The primary strength of this study is its applicability to a daily clinical challenge in
the ED. Acutely hospitalized patients, and particularly those who are older with multimor-
bidity, are at elevated risk for developing AKI, yet there are currently no reliable tools for
quickly identifying which patients are at the highest risk. Our study identifies screening
tools that are both efficient and easily implemented given the time constraints of the ED.
This study also has some limitations. First, we did not have access to creatinine values prior
to admission. Second, our definition of AKI is limited to plasma creatinine and does not
account for urine output. Third, both suPAR and NGAL can be affected by other clinical
factors which may confound their association with thendevelopment of AKI. We attempted
to account for these factors by excluding patients with chronic liver disease, but we could
not account for subclinical conditions such as low-grade inflammation or asymptomatic
infection. Fourth, we used Renbase® to determine prescribing recommendations for renal
risk medications, but there may be discrepancies between Renbase® and other medication
databases. Finally, the study is a single center study, and results should be confirmed in
larger multicenter studies.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Setting

This study is a secondary analysis of data from the Disability in Older Medical Patients
(DISABLMENT) cohort, which aimed to investigate the ability of physical performance
measures and biomarkers to predict adverse health events in older patients after acute
medical hospitalization and one year after discharge [42,43]. The study was performed
in the Emergency Department (ED) at Hvidovre Hospital, University of Copenhagen,
Denmark between July 2012 and September 2013.

4.2. Design and Participants

The original DISABLMENT [42,43] study included 369 older medical patients acutely
admitted to the ED. The inclusion criteria were age >65 years and acutely admitted for a
medical illness to the ED. The exclusion criteria were inability to cooperate, an inability to
communicate in Danish, a cancer diagnosis or terminal disease, patient isolation, admission
to an intensive care unit or imminent discharge hindering interview and physical testing.
Using a computer-generated list, eligible patients were included using random sampling
based on their social security number, as it was not possible to include all eligible patients
due to assessment resources [42,43]. For the current study, patients were also excluded if
the NGAL value was not measured or if they had a chronic liver injury (if prescribed in
electronic patient record).

4.3. Ethical Statement

The original DISABLMENT cohort was conducted in accordance with the Declaration
of Helsinki. Signed informed consent was obtained from all participants, and the study was
approved by the Danish Data Protection Agency (0159 HVH-2012-005) and the Research
Ethics Committees for the Capital Region (H-1-2011-167).

96



Pharmaceuticals 2021, 14, 843

4.4. Patient Demographic, Length of Stay and Mortality

Patients” age and gender were recorded at admission. Patients were included in the
study within 24 h after admission. Patient demographic information as physical parameters
including weight and height were measured during this time. Data of cardiovascular
disease and diabetes were identified by ICD-10 diagnosis codes or ATC medication codes
in each patient’s medical record within 10 years before inclusion in the study as described
in Juul-Larsen et al. 2019 [44] Data regarding length of stay and 30-days mortality were
obtained from the patient’s electronic health records. Patients’ frailty index (FI-OutRef)
representing cumulative organ dysfunction, calculated as number of laboratory results
outside of reference interval for 17 standard biomarkers, collected at admission: C-reactive
protein (CRP), leucocytes, neutrophils, haemoglobin, mean corpuscular haemoglobin
concentration (MCHC), mean corpuscular volume (MCV), thrombocytes, creatinine, blood
urea nitrogen (BUN), sodium, potassium, albumin, alanine aminotransferase (ALAT),
alkaline phosphatase, lactate dehydrogenase, (LDH), bilirubin and factors II, VII and
X [45,46].

4.5. Timepoints for Measuring Biomarkers and Calculation of Baseline Plasma Creatinine

Patients’ plasma creatinine, NGAL and suPAR value at inclusion (day 0) was obtained
from the samples stored in a biobank. Creatinine values were measured repeatedly during
hospitalization. Creatinine values at 24 h (day 1) and 48 h (day 2) after inclusion were
obtained from the electronic patient record. The lowest measured creatinine value from
admission to discharge, obtained from the electronic patient record or biobank, was de-
fined as baseline (Appendix A Figure A4). Discharge creatinine was defined as the last
measurement during admission.

4.6. Determination of Biomarkers

Blood samples were obtained at inclusion and stored at —80 °C in a Biobank at
Copenhagen University Hospital in Hvidovre. Creatinine was measured by absorption
photometry on a Roche Cobas® ¢ 8000 701/702 with a module instrument using the Roche
Creatinine Plus version 2 IDMS-traceable assay (coefficient of variation 1.5%). NGAL
was measured on a Roche Cobas® ¢ 8000 501/502 with the NGAL Test™ using particle-
enhanced turbidimetric immunoassay (PETIA) (Bioporto®, Hellerup, Denmark) (coefficient
of variation 3.7%). suPAR was measured using an enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay
(suPARnostic® Auto Flex ELISA) (ViroGates A /S, Birkerod, Denmark) (coefficient of varia-
tion 3%) [43]. C-reactive protein (CRP) was measured by turbidimetric immunoassay on a
Roche Cobas® 6000 platform in (Roche Diagnostic, Mannheim, Germany) [45]. Cystatin C
was also measured on a Roche Cobas® ¢ 8000 701/702 with a module instrument using
the Roche Cystatin C Tina-quant generation 2 particle-enhanced immunonephelometric
assay [45]. TL-6 and TNF« concentrations were measured on a Luminex® 200 platform
(Luminex, Austin, TX, USA) using the Milliplex Human Cytokine/Chemokine Magnetic
Bead Panel (Millipore, Billerica, MA, USA) as described in Klausen et al. 2017 [43].

4.7. Estimated Glomerular Filtration Rate

The chronic kidney disease epidemiology collaboration (CKD-EPI) equation based
on creatinine (CKD-EPI¢,) was used to estimate eGFR without adjustment for race [47].
Estimated GFR was calculated using the creatinine level at which suPAR and NGAL was
measured at inclusion.

4.8. Medication

Patients’ medication data were obtained from the Shared Medication Card Online,
which records all prescriptions obtained by patients at a primary pharmacy [45]. This
study only included medications for systemic use. Medication retrieved from a pharmacy
within 4 months of hospital admission were included [45]. Prescriptions with end dates
prior to admission or start dates after admission were excluded. Prescribed daily dose was
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calculated from dosing strength and frequency. The maximum daily dose was used if the
medication was prescribed “as needed” [45].

According to Renbase®, renal risk drugs are defined as drugs that should either be
avoided or dose-adjusted according to GFR [48]. Apart from the median value of renal
risk drugs being used, this study is limited to a list of selected renal risk medications;
metformin (A10BA02), NSAIDs (M01A (except of M01AX)), opioids which are further
limited to tramadol (N02AX02), codeine (ROSDA04) and morphine (N0O2AAQ1), whereas
angiotensin-converting enzyme inhibitors (ACEls) (C09AA) and angiotensin II receptor
blockers (ARBs) (C09CA) were included for all drugs within the groups. These drugs
should be avoided in the presence of AKI [49].

4.9. Outcomes

In this study, we have three outcomes to address the applicability of suPAR and NGAL
as a prognostic kidney biomarker for AKI: (1) the accuracy of suPAR in predicting AKI
between inclusion and 48 h after, (2) the accuracy of NGAL in predicting AKI between
inclusion and 48 h after and (3) the accuracy of suPAR in combination with NGAL in
predicting AKI between inclusion and 48 h after.

AKl is defined by the Kidney Disease: Improving Global Outcomes (KDIGO) Work
Group criteria as an increase in creatinine to >1.5 times baseline or increase in creatinine
by >0.3 mg/dL (>26.5 umol/L) within 48 h. The lowest measured creatinine value during
hospitalization was defined as baseline creatinine. We identified patients with AKI from
inclusion and within 48 h. Severity of AKI is classified according to the KDIGO criteria.
Stage 1 is defined by an increase of 1.5-1.9 times baseline or an increase in creatinine by
>26.5 umol/L. An increase of 2.0-2.9 times baseline is defined as stage 2, and stage 3
is defined by an increase of 3.0 times baseline or more, or an increase in creatinine by
(>353.6 umol/L) [50].

4.10. Statistical Analysis

Data were processed using Microsoft Excel XLSTAT. Continuous variables are given
as median with interquartile range (IQR), and discrete variables are given as number with
percent of patients. Continuous variables were compared by Mann-Whitney U test; tests
for biomarkers, creatinine change and eGFR change were adjusted for multiple testing by
Bonferroni correction by upscaling p-values with number of tests. Correlation between
continues variables were estimated by Pearson correlation coefficient, and tested against
a correlation of 0. The discriminatory value of NGAL and suPAR in relation to AKI was
analyzed by receiver operating characteristic (ROC) analysis. Single-term models for
suPAR (model 1) and NGAL (model 2), an interaction model with NGAL and suPAR
included (2-variable interaction) (model 3) and an interaction model with NGAL, suPAR
and eGFR (>60/<60 mL/min/1.73 m? at inclusion) included (3-variable interaction) were
analyzed. Additionally, versions of model 1-3 with the addition of CRP and IL6 were also
analyzed. Cut-off values from the ROC analysis were based on maximizing the Youden
index. Models were fitted as logistic regression models and the linear predictor used as
the continues predictor in the ROC analysis, cut-off values were calculated for the linear
predictor and afterwards transformed back to specific suPAR and NGAL values. For
interaction models, multiple cut-off values for suPAR are given dependent on the NGAL
value and vice versa; because of this, the cut-off values are presented graphically. Area
under the curve (AUC) is presented with 95% confidence interval (CI) and compared
between the models. All analyses were performed using R 3.6.0 [30] with ROC analysis
using the pROC r-package [51]. An AUC value of 0.7-0.8 is considered acceptable; 0.8-0.9
is considered excellent and a value more than 0.9 is considered outstanding [52]. A p-value
of less than 0.05 was considered statistically significant.
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5. Conclusions

AKI and use of renal risk medications are common among older patients in the ED.
We found that suPAR and NGAL levels were independently associated with incident AKI,
and the combination of suPAR and NGAL yielded excellent discriminatory power for risk
of developing AKI. However, discriminatory power of suPAR and NGAL in combination
was not statistically different from NGAL alone. The discriminatory power of suPAR and
NGAL in older medical patients was similar to findings in the existing literature with other
groups of patients.
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Figure A1. Correlation SuPAR vs. eGFR (a), correlation of NGAL vs. eGFR (b), correlation of NGAL vs. suPAR (c).
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Figure A2. Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve for AKI prediction. Model 1.1 includes
suPAR+CRP; model 1.2 includes model 1.1+IL6; model 2.1 includes NGAL+CRP; model 2.2 includes
model 2.1+IL6; model 3.1 includes interaction between suPAR and NGAL (2-variable interaction) +
CRP; and model 3.2 includes model 3.1+IL6.
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Figure A3. Three-biomarker cut-off approach with suPAR, NGAL and eGFR (3-variable interaction). The solid line
represents cut-off values for the combinations of suPAR and NGAL when eGFR < 60 and the dotted line represent cut-off
values for the combinations of suPAR and NGAL when eGFR > 60.
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Figure A4. Flow diagram illustrating biomarker measurements during hospitalization. Creatinine
was measured repeatedly during hospitalization, including admission, inclusion day (day 0), 24 h
(day 1) and 48 h (day 2) after inclusion. Plasma neutrophil gelatinase-associated lipocalin (NGAL) and
soluble urokinase plasminogen activator receptor (suPAR) were measured at inclusion, in addition
to creatinine measured at inclusion, these markers were obtained from the samples stored in the
Biobank. Patients were included within 24 h after admission. ED, emergency department.
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Abstract: Few studies have been conducted on multimorbidity (two or more chronic diseases) and
rational geriatric prescribing in Africa. This study examined the prevalence and determinants of
multimorbidity, polypharmacy (five or more long-term medications), and potentially inappropriate
medication (PIM) use according to the 2019 Beers criteria among the older adults attending chronic
care clinics from a single institution in Ethiopia. A hospital-based cross-sectional study was conducted
among 320 randomly selected older adults from 12 March 2020 to 30 August 2020. A multivariable
logistic regression analysis was performed to identify the predictor variables. The prevalence
of multimorbidity, polypharmacy, and PIM exposure was 59.1%, 24.1%, and 47.2%, respectively.
Diuretics (10%), insulin sliding scale (8.8%), amitriptyline (7.8%), and aspirin (6.9%) were among the
most frequently prescribed PIMs. Older patients experiencing pain flare-ups were more likely to have
multimorbidity (adjusted odds ratio (AOR): 1.64, 95% confidence intervals: 1.13-2.39). Persistent
anger (AOR: 3.33; 1.71-6.47) and use of mobility aids (AOR: 2.41, 1.35-4.28) were associated with
polypharmacy. Moreover, cognitive impairment (AOR: 1.65, 1.15-2.34) and health deterioration
(AOR: 1.61, 1.11-2.32) increased the likelihood of PIM exposure. High prevalence of multimorbidity
and PIM use was observed in Ethiopia. Several important determinants that can be modified by
applying PIM criteria in routine practice were also identified.

Keywords: multimorbidity; polypharmacy; potentially inappropriate medication use; older adults;
prevalence; determinants; chronic; outpatient; 2019 Beers criteria; Ethiopia

1. Introduction

The World Health Organization (WHO) defined multimorbidity as the coexistence
of two or more chronic conditions in the same individual [1]. With a growing propor-
tion of the older population, the health burden of multimorbidity is expected to increase
more rapidly [2]. In general, multimorbidity among older people often leads to the use
of multiple medications (also known as polypharmacy) and increases the risk of poten-
tially inappropriate medication (PIM) use. Although there is no universal definition for
polypharmacy, the most commonly used WHO definition is the concurrent use of five
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or more different medications [3]. In contrast, PIM use is defined as the use of “medica-
tion/medication class that should generally be avoided in people aged 65 years or older
because they are either ineffective or pose unnecessary high-risk for such age group where
a safer alternative is available” [4]. Moreover, multimorbidity simultaneously increases
the use of multiple medications, and inappropriate use of multiple medications can lead
to adverse drug events and increase morbidity and mortality in older patients [2,4]. Thus,
optimizing pharmacotherapy and assessing the appropriateness of prescriptions in the
older population have become global public health concerns.

Several studies have shown the effectiveness of comprehensive medication reviews in
older people in reducing the number of medication-related problems and PIM use [5-9].
Over the past two decades, several evidence-based screening tools have been developed
to avoid PIM use in older patients and prevent medication-related harms [10-12]. Mark
Beers and associates developed the Beers Criteria in 1991, with several revisions made in
1997, 2003, 2012, 2015, and 2019 [13]. The American Geriatrics Society (AGS) approved and
updated the Beers criteria in 2019 with several new modifications, clarifications of criteria,
definitions, and explanations to ensure appropriate medication use among older adults
and avoid adverse events associated with polypharmacy and PIM use [14]. However, the
clinical use of AGS Beers criteria 2019 in improving medication appropriateness in older
patients in African countries has not yet been determined.

Ethiopia is a sub-Saharan African (SSA) developing country located at the horn of
Africa. The United Nations (UN) estimated that individuals aged 65 years and older
accounted for 3.6% of the Ethiopian population in 2020 and is expected to reach 5.2% by
2050 [15]. Previous studies have investigated the extent of polypharmacy and PIM use
using START/STOPP criteria and Beers criteria [16-21] and found poor medication-related
quality of life among Ethiopian older patients [22]. Moreover, a recent meta-analysis from
Ethiopia reported a high prevalence of PIM use (37%) among the older population [23].
However, the prevalence and determinants of multimorbidity, polypharmacy, and PIM
use in the older population have not been previously evaluated. Thus, the objective of this
study was to evaluate the prevalence and determinants of multimorbidity, polypharmacy,
and PIM use, using the updated AGS Beers criteria 2019, in older patients attending chronic
care outpatient clinics in Ethiopia.

2. Results
2.1. Demographic Characteristics of Study Participants

In this study, 320 older patients (aged 65 and above) participated with a response rate
of 100%. The mean age of the study population was 71.9 (SD: 6.07) years. The majority of
the subjects were men (59%), illiterate (65%), and married (70.3%). Table 1 shows the main
sociodemographic and clinical characteristics of patients and the comprehensive geriatric
assessment (CGA) variables. Among chronic conditions, the majority of patients had
hypertension (66.6%), diabetes mellitus (36.8%), and other diseases (22.5%). The average
CClI score was 2.53 (SD: 1.38), and the mean (SD) number of medications per patient was
3.4 (SD: 1.69). Around 40% of the participants had a history of hospitalization. Serum
creatinine data were available for 188 patients (58.7%), and 13.1% of them had creatinine
clearance (CrCl) levels of <30 mL/min.

The CGA results revealed that most participants were able to perform independently
activities of daily living (85%) and understood verbal and non-verbal communications
(72.8%). However, some had repeated health complaints (21.9%), experienced a fall in the
past year (13.8%) and had cognitive deficiencies (17.5%) (Table 1).
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Table 1. Characteristics of ambulatory older patients with multimorbidity, polypharmacy, and PIM use according to 2019
AGS Beers criteria (N = 320).

. Multimorbidit Polypharmac PIM t Use
Variables Overall (n =189, 59.1%3, (n =y$7, 24.1%}), (n =151, 47.2%)
Age (years) 71.9 (SD: 6.07) 71.6 (SD: 5.98) 71.5 (SD: 6.24) 72.8 (SD: 6.14)
65-74 209 (65.3) 124 (38.8) 49 (15.3) 93 (29.1)
>75 111 (34.7) 65 (20.3) 28 (8.8) 58 (18.1)
Men 189 (59) 106 (33.1) 48 (15) 93 (29)
Women 131 (41) 83 (25.9) 29 (9) 58 (18.1)
Married 225 (70.3) 128 (40) 58 (18.1) 104 (32.5)
Tliterate 208 (65) 112 (35) 25 (7.8) 51 (15.9)
Overweight/Obese 14 (4.4) 9 (2.8) 5(1.6) 6(1.9)
Hospitalization 126 (39.4) 80 (25) 35 (10.9) 64 (20)
prev1ous year

Serum creatinine
(micromol/L) (n =188,
58.7%)
Creatine clearance

69.6 (SD: 27.6)

68.1 (SD: 28.2)

66.0 (SD: 27.4)

70.8 (SD: 28.8)

<30 mL/min 42 (13.1) 30 (9.4) 13 (4.1) 21 (6.6)
Charlson’s
comorbidity index 2.53 (SD: 1.38) 3.1 (SD: 1.36) 2.54 (SD: 1.61) 2.25 (SD: 1.40)
(score)
Mild (1-2 points) 170 (53.1) 57 (17.8) 41 (12.8) 85 (26.6)
Moderate (3—4 points) 136 (42.5) 120 (37.5) 31(9.7) 59 (18.4)
Severe (> 5 points) 14 (4.4) 12 (0.6) 5(1.6) 7(2.2)
Comorbidities
Hypertension 213 (66.6) 157 (49.1) 54 (16.9) 100 (31.3)
Diabetes 118 (36.9) 103 (32.2) 27 (8.4) 52 (16.3)
Dyslipidemia 40 (12.5) 38 (11.9) 16 (5.0) 23(7.2)
Coronary heart disease 319.7) 28 (8.8) 5(1.6) 16 (5.0)
Peptic ulcer disease 30 (9.4) 28 (8.8) 4(1.3) 10 (3.1)
Congestive heart
failure 11 (3.4) 9(2.8) 2 (0.6) 5(1.6)
Pneumonia 10 (3.1) 9(2.8) 3(0.9) 6 (1.9)
HIV 6(1.9) 5 (1.6) 3(0.9) 3(0.9)
Other diseases 72 (22.5) 58 (18.1) 18 (5.6) 319.7)
Number of medications 3.4 (SD: 1.69) 3.5 (SD: 1.66) 5.8 (SD: 1.24) 3.4 (SD: 1.72)
Comprehensive geriatric assessment *
Understand verbal and
non-verbal 233 (72.8) 145 (45.3) 63 (19.7) 92 (28.8)
communication
Physical fitness 272 (85) 159 (49.7) 64 (20) 120 (37.5)
Using walking
assistance devices 118 (36.9) 72 (22.5) 41 (12.8) 72 (22.5)
Lack of interest in
activitios 42 (13.1) 22 (6.9) 14 (4.4) 25 (7.8)
Persistent anger with
self/others 51 (15.9) 30 (9.4) 22 (6.9) 24 (7.5)
Cognitive impairment 56 (17.5) 31(9.7) 14 (4.4) 35 (10.9)
Had repeated health 70 (21.9) 43 (13.4) 21 (6.6) 34 (10.6)
complaints
Experienced fall in the 44 (13.8) 21 (6.6) 11 (3.4) 21 (6.6)
past year
Flare-ups of pain 56 (17.5) 36 (11.3) 20 (6.3) 26 (8.1)
Health fluctua-
tion/deterioration 50 (15.6) 26 (8.1) 6 (1.9) 30 (9.4)

SD: standard deviation, ¥ AGS Beers criteria 2019; HIV: human immunodeficiency virus. * selected area.
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2.2. Prevalence of Multimorbidity, Polypharmacy, and PIM Use

The overall prevalence of multimorbidity was 59.1% (95% CI: 53.5-64.5), polyphar-
macy was 24.1% (95% CI: 19.4-29.3), and PIM exposure based on the AGS Beers criteria
2019 list was 47.2% (95% CI: 41.6-52.8). The majority of the patients, aged 65-70 years, had
higher prevalence of multimorbidity (33.1%, 95% CI: 28-38.6), polypharmacy (10.3%, 95%
CI: 7.2-14.2), and PIM use (22.8%, 95% CI: 18.3-27.8). The prevalence of multimorbidity,
polypharmacy, and PIM use across different age groups is shown in Figure 1.

65-70
71-75
76-80
80+

33.1
228
11.6
10.0 10.3 94 103
44 82 58 47
mo= QEHE
. =

I I I
Multimorbidity Polypharmacy PIM use
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Figure 1. Distribution of multimorbidity, polypharmacy, and PIM use in older population.

A total of 203 PIMs were identified in 151 participants according to the AGS Beers
Criteria 2019, and 34.1% of participants were prescribed at least one PIM, while 10.4%
were prescribed two PIMs. However, prescribing three (2.6%) or four (0.3%) PIMs was
uncommon. Figure 2 illustrates the proportion of individuals per age group who were
prescribed a PIM.
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Figure 2. Proportion of older adults receiving potentially inappropriate medications according to
2019 AGS Beers criteria in an outpatient setting in Ethiopia.

The most commonly prescribed PIMs in the older patients were antidiabetic medi-
cations (13.5%), cardiovascular medications (9.7%), and antidepressants (7.8%). Potential
drug—drug interactions were found in 2.8% of the cases. Moreover, most of the PIMs
prescribed (24%) were medication classes to be used with caution among older adults
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aged >70 years (19.7%), particularly diuretics and aspirin for the primary prevention
of cardiovascular events. Furthermore, 11.4% of the participants with reduced CrCl of

<30 mL/min were exposed to PIMs (Table 2).

Table 2. Potentially inappropriate medication use among older outpatients according to 2019 AGS Beers criteria (total

PIMs = 200).
Therapeutic Number of . Quality of Strength of Rec-
Category Drugs Patients (%) Recommendation Evidence ommendation
Antiparkinsonian Trihexyphenidyl 1(0.3) Avoid Moderate Strong
agents
Central Methyldopa 5(1.6) Avoid Low Stron
alpha-agonists yiaop ’ &
Antidepressants Amitriptyline 25 (7.8) Avoid High Strong
Diuretics 32 (10) Use with caution Moderate Strong
. .. B
Aspirin 22 (6.9) Use with caution in adults > Moderate Strong
70 years
RAS inhibitors
Cardiovascular or potassium- Avoid use in those with CrCl <
agents sparing 17 (5.3) 30 mL/min Moderate Strong
diuretics
Nifedipine 9(2.8) Avoid High Strong
Chlorthalidone 9(2.8) Use with caution Moderate Strong
Digoxin 5(1.6) Avoid dosages > 0.125 mg/day Moderate Strong
Insulin, sliding 28 (8.8) Avoid Moderate Strong
Endocrine agents scale
Glimepiride 15 (4.7) Avoid Moderate Strong
Anti-infective Ciprofloxacin 3(0.9) Avoid using whe.n CrCl <30 Moderate Strong
agents mL/min
Gastrointestinal Omeprazole 6(1.9) Avoid scheduled use for >8 weeks Hioh Stron
agents Pantoprazole 3(0.9) unless for high-risk patients & &
Trimethoprim-
sulfamethoxazole 11 (34) Use with caution in patients on Low Stron
Drug-drug + ACE ’ ACEI or ARB and decreasedCrCl &
interactions inhibitors
Prazosu} - 9(2.8) Avoid in older women Moderate Strong
Furosemide

RAS: renin-angiotensin system; ACE: angiotensin-convertase enzyme; ARB: angiotensin-receptor blockers; CrCl: creatinine-clearance.

2.3. Determinants of Multimorbidity, Polypharmacy, and PIM Use

Bivariate and multivariate logistic regression analyses were performed to assess the
factors that exhibit significant association with multimorbidity, polypharmacy, and PIM
prescription. Although we found several significant factors associated with outcome
variables in the crude analysis, these results slightly changed after adjusting for baseline
variables (age, gender, education, marital status, and CCI score) (Table 3).
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Table 3. Univariate and multivariable logistic regression analysis of determinants of multimorbidity, polypharmacy, and

PIM exposure in older adults in Ethiopia.

Multimorbidity Polypharmacy PIM Use
Ageing . . .
2. Crude OR Adjusted OR Crude OR Adjusted OR Crude OR Adjusted OR
Characteristics
Understand
verbal and 1.32 1.37 2.04 2.06 0.47 0.46
non-verbal (1.02-1.71) * (0.97-1.94) (1.04-4.02) * (1.02-4.17) * (0.34-0.65) ** (0.33-0.65) **
communication
Physical fitness + 0.87 0.95 0.85 0.82 0.68 0.69
(0.65-1.17) (0.65-1.39) (0.42-1.72) (0.39-1.70) (0.47-0.97) * (0.47-1.00)
Using walking 1.01 1.15 2.52 241 1.85 1.83
assistance devices (0.80-1.27) (0.84-1.58) (1.47-4.32) ** (1.35-4.28) ** (1.36-2.51) ** (1.32-2.53) **
Lack of interest in 0.93 0.90 1.71 1.68 1.48 1.46
activities (0.67-1.28) (0.60-1.34) (0.84-3.47) (0.81-3.47) (1.02-2.15) * (1.00-2.14) *
Persistent anger 1.08 1.03 291 3.33 1.18 1.21
with self/others (0.81-1.45) (0.70-1.50) (1.55-5.47) ** (1.71-6.47) ** (0.81-1.70) (0.83-1.78)
Cognitive 0.83 0.98 1.05 1.00 1.69 1.65
impairment (0.46-1.48) (0.67-1.43) (0.53-2.09) (0.49-2.05) (1.21-2.37) ** (1.15-2.34) **
Had repeated 1.11 1.07 1.45 1.45 1.31 1.32
health complaints (0.86-1.44) (0.76-1.50) (0.80-2.63) (0.78-2.69) (0.95-1.80) (0.95-1.84)
Experienced fall 0.71 0.71 1.10 1.10 1.01 0.98
in the past year (0.51-0.99) * (0.46-1.08) (0.52-2.31) (0.51-2.35) (0.67-1.51) (0.65-1.48)
Flare-ups of pain 1.54 1.64 1.94 2.00 0.97 0.96
(1.16-2.04) ** (1.13-2.39) ** (1.03-3.67) * (1.03-3.89) * (0.66-1.42) (0.65-1.43)
Health fluctua- 0.89 0.79 0.37 0.40 1.58 1.61
tion/deterioration (0.66-1.21) (0.53-1.17) (0.15-0.92) * (0.16-1.01) (1.11-2.24) * (1.11-2.32) **

*p <0.05; ** p < 0.01; OR: odds ratio, adjusted for: age, male gender, marital status—married, illiterate, and Charlson comorbidity index;
t ability to perform daily activities normally; blue color: protective factor.

2.3.1. Multimorbidity

Older patients suffering from pain flare-ups were associated with multimorbidity
(AOR: 1.64, 95% CI: 1.13-2.39).

2.3.2. Polypharmacy

Older patients who could understand verbal and non-verbal cues (AOR: 2.06, 95%
CI: 1.02—4.17), used walking assistance devices (AOR: 2.41, 95% CI: 1.35—4.28), presented
higher levels of anger (AOR: 3.33, 95% CI: 1.71-6.47), and experienced flare-up in pain
(AOR: 2.00, 95% CI: 1.03-3.89) were more likely to have polypharmacy prescriptions.

2.3.3. PIM Use

PIM use was significantly associated with several factors, such as the use of walking
assistance devices (AOR: 1.83, 95% CI: 1.32-2.53), cognitive impairments (AOR: 1.65, 95%
CI: 1.15-2.34), poor health (AOR: 1.61, 95% CI: 1.11-2.32), and lack of interest in activities
(AOR: 1.46, 95% CI: 1.00-2.14). Interestingly, older patients” abilities to understand verbal
and non-verbal communications were associated with lower odds for PIM exposure (AOR:
0.17, 95% CI: 0.03-0.80). More details are given in Table 3.

3. Discussion

This study sought to assess the prevalence and determinants of multimorbidity,
polypharmacy, and PIM use among older patients attending chronic care clinics in Ethiopia.
Overall, the prevalence of multimorbidity and PIM use is becoming increasingly common
in Ethiopia, and our findings are in concordance with other studies [18-20,23,24]. It was
found that around 60% of the older adults had multimorbidity, a quarter of them experi-
enced polypharmacy, and nearly half (47.1%) of them were being treated with at least one
PIM during the study period. This highlights the need for multidisciplinary care in older
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patients and rational geriatric prescribing practices to minimize drug-related problems
(DRPs).

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study that applied the complete version
of the 2019 Beers criteria to an SSA older population. None of the recent studies that have
reported PIM use in the older population in West Africa [25], Nigeria [26,27], and South
Africa [28] have used the 2019 AGS Beers criteria [10]. Furthermore, recently published
studies from Ethiopia have used 2015 and 2019 criteria but have not reported the medi-
cations that are needed to avoid or to be used cautiously in the older population [29,30].
However, the current estimates of the prevalence of PIM use using the 2019 AGS Beers
criteria were generally higher than those reported by previously published studies in
Ethiopia using 2015 STOPP/START criteria and 2012 Beers criteria, reporting inappropriate
medication use in 23% to 45% of the participants [20,31]. In addition, international studies
using the 2019 AGS Beers criteria reported a high prevalence of PIM use in patients with
heart failure in Lebanon (80%) [32], outpatients in Qatar (76%) [33], and patients with
diabetes in India (74%) [34].

The most common classes of PIMs in our study were cardiovascular medications
(27.8%), followed by endocrine agents (13.5%). In contrast, 84.2% of the PIMs were gastroin-
testinal medications in a Qatar study [33], and 44.6% were endocrine agents in India [34].
Other studies have reported different classes of PIMs, such as benzodiazepines [35], an-
tidepressants and antipsychotics [36], and non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs [37]. The
differences in PIM medication classes may be related to different study populations, study
settings, availability of medications, and the criteria applied to identify PIMs. Based on
our findings and in line with findings of other studies [33-37], it is crucial to reduce the
overuse of unnecessary medications in older patients with multiple morbidities. Further-
more, our study revealed a considerable difference in the prevalence of multimorbidity
and PIM use in different age groups and lower prevalence of polypharmacy across all age
groups. This paradox in our study reflects the important differences between developed
and developing countries, as most physicians in developing countries do not apply the
principles of geriatric prescribing due to low awareness of explicit criteria.

Consistent with other studies, the multivariate logistic regression identified several
age-specific factors associated with multimorbidity, polypharmacy, and PIM use [38—43].
As a rule of thumb, many body functions decline in old age, which is a frequent cause of
multimorbidity [1,10,14,44,45]. The flare-up of nonspecific pain in older adults appears
to be a principal component of multimorbidity and has higher odds of co-occurring with
polypharmacy [37], this suggesting that pain flare-up predisposes one to polypharmacy. For
example, 17.5% of participants in our study reportedly experienced pain most of the days,
associated with higher odds of multimorbidity and polypharmacy. In addition, the study
finds that an increase in the number of medications used in older patients was associated
with persistent anger. A study documented that the increase in the number of depressive
symptoms over time in older patients resulted from polypharmacy, social impairment, and
behavioral agitation [46]. The study also found that medication review at baseline showed
a moderated positive impact on social functioning and polypharmacy on depression was
subsided over time [46]. However, the mechanism showing that polypharmacy causes
anger was not clearly explored in the literature. The possible explanation could be that
older people on polypharmacy may develop a sense of helplessness about their health
status and stimulate more negative feelings, leading to behavioral agitation.

Furthermore, several factors related to geriatric syndrome, such as the use of mobility
aids, functional limitations, distress, deterioration of health, and lack of interest in activi-
ties of daily living, are significant predictors of polypharmacy and PIM exposure in our
study. Understanding oral and written communication was associated with > 50% lower
odds of being prescribed PIMs. The reason for this may be that older patients can elicit
and understand medication-related information and communicate information to their
physicians. Thus, it has an advantage of perceived self-efficacy in obtaining information
and attention to their medical concerns from physicians.
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Polypharmacy is considered to be an important marker of multimorbidity and PIMs;
it is like a double-edged sword. In our study, older patients experiencing flare-ups in
pain in older population was associated with multimorbidity and polypharmacy. While it
may be difficult to establish a causal relationship, our study’s findings clearly show that
polypharmacy is linked with chronic pain and inflammation that can result in morbidity
and subsequently reduce the quality of life in older adults. However, developing a vali-
dated instrument or checklist to understand the cascade of multimorbidity, polypharmacy,
and PIM use can subsequently help optimize medication use and improve rational drug
prescribing in the older population.

Although RAS inhibitors and diuretics are deemed safe in the older population, the
2019 AGS Beers criteria recommended to avoid using them in older patients with reduced
renal function [14]. In our study, around 16% of the PIMs are due to these medications. A
Spanish study found an association of RAS inhibitors—with or without other drugs—with
increased nephrotoxicity risk (17%) [47].

The present study also showed that 28 patients (8.8%) reported the insulin sliding
scale as a PIM according to 2019 AGS explicit criteria. The insulin sliding scale is an agent
approved for use in diabetic patients; however, in older patients, it may have a higher
risk of hypoglycemia without an improvement in hyperglycemia management, and it is
now recommended to avoid using it in older adults as per the 2019 AGS Beers criteria. In
addition, a study from Oman using the 2015 Beers criteria identified amitriptyline (11%)
among the top PIMs in the older patients [48], and a systematic review of Guaraldo et al.
found that six out of seven studies (85.7%) mentioned amitriptyline among the most used
PIMs in the older population [49]. The inappropriate medication use in Ethiopia could be
due to low awareness of physicians about the risk of PIMs in older patients (disregarding
the level of multimorbidity and polypharmacy) and lack of applicability of explicit criteria
in their prescribing practice.

Limitations

This study has some limitations. First, this is a hospital-based cross-sectional study
conducted in a single institution that did not show cause—effect relationships and cannot
be generalized to other populations in Ethiopia. Second, some independent variables,
such as patient characteristics, were self-reported and collected using a standardized tool.
However, the accuracy of the information depends on subjects’ abilities to recall events,
and bias related to patients’ forgetfulness or possible unwillingness to share information
could not be ruled out. Low income and education levels limit the ability of self-report
on certain health conditions and effort in clinical investigations, such as serum creatinine
tests. Due to some missing data of some of the variables such as serum creatinine (1 =188)
and history of hospitalization, we could include them in the logistic regression. Since
the study was cross-sectional, a causal relationship could not be established. Moreover,
inpatient facilities may have higher rates of multimorbidity, polypharmacy, and PIM use
than outpatient settings [50]. Last, the appropriateness of the medication use was evaluated
using the 2019 AGS Beers criteria, and the prevalence of certain PIMs, which were not
included in the criteria list previously, might have been overestimated.

4. Materials and Methods

A cross-sectional study was conducted among older patients (>65 years) attending the
ambulatory care clinics from 12 March 2020, to 30 August 2020, in the University of Gondar
(UOG) Teaching Hospital, Gondar, Northwest Ethiopia. The UOG Teaching Hospital,
founded in 1954, is providing services to five million people living in and around Gondar.
It is one of the biggest comprehensive specialized hospitals in the Amhara region and a
major referral hospital for eight government healthcare centers. The UOG chronic care
clinics provide services to patients with diabetes, cardiovascular diseases, hypertension,
psychiatric issues, and other chronic diseases. It is estimated that around 10,000 patients
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with cardiovascular diseases and 8000 patients with diabetes have chronic illnesses follow-
up every month.

This research was conducted as part of the EuroAgeism H2020 ESR7 project entitled
“Inappropriate prescribing and availability of medication safety and medication manage-
ment services in older patients in Europe and developing countries”. The EuroAgeism
ESR7 project, a multinational cross-sectional study, aimed to evaluate the rationality of
drug prescribing in older patients in eight countries: the Czech Republic, Serbia, Estonia,
Bulgaria, Croatia, Spain, Turkey, and Ethiopia.

4.1. Sample Size and Sampling Technique

The required sample size was calculated via Open Epi software using a single pop-
ulation proportion formula with the following assumptions of 27.7% prevalence of PIM
use in older people in Gondar, Ethiopia [16], 95% confidence level, and 5% margin of error.
Therefore, the total calculated sample size was 308. Older patients attending chronic care
clinics who agreed to participate in a CGA during the study period and provided written
informed consent were included in the study:.

4.2. Data Collection

Research assistants conducted data collection and received intensive training on study
tools, data collection methods, and ethical concerns. The data collection tools were pilot
tested on 15 randomly selected patients before starting the actual data collection process.
The data collection tools were translated to the local language (Amharic) with modifications
and back-translated to English to conform to its original meanings. The research process
was checked weekly, and data collection was performed under the supervision of the
principal investigator and co-investigators. Eligible patients were approached for informed
consent by research assistants during patients’ visits to chronic care clinics. All patients who
consented to participate completed a ESR7 study protocol (including CGA) administered
by the research assistants, unaware of the study’s aim and hypothesis. The data collection
included (1) sociodemographic variables (age, gender, education, marital status, and living
arrangements); (2) body mass index (BMI), history of medical problems, medications used,
and information on recent hospitalizations were recorded and cross-checked with the
patient medical records; (3) geriatric health assessment including diseases, symptoms, and
other relevant information about health status, medication use, recent results of laboratory
tests, adherence to medications, and questions related to the quality of life and satisfaction
with provided care were also part of the study protocol. All assessments were completed
in a separate room, and the collected data were de-identified by giving a unique code in
database and paper forms.

Although a large number of data variables were collected following the EuroAgeism
ESR7 study protocol, a set of other CGA variables related to i.e., the understanding of verbal
and non-verbal communication, physical fitness, health and functional status, cognitive
performance, barriers to physical and social activities, and dealing with pain flare-ups were
considered also for this study. Several operational definitions were followed during the
data collection and interpretation of the study findings.

e  Multimorbidity is defined as the presence of two or more long-term conditions that
cannot be cured but can be controlled through medications or other treatments [1].

e Polypharmacy is considered if the patient is taking at least five medications regu-
larly [3].

e  PIM use is defined as drug therapy whose potential risks outweigh potential benefits,
and identified PIMs were classified according to the 2019 AGS Beers criteria [14].

e  Charlson comorbidity index (CCI) score is used to measure the severity of the comor-
bidity for each patient quantitatively [43]. Patients were divided into three groups:
mild, with a CCI score of 1-2; moderate, with a CCI score of 3—4; and severe, with a
CCI score of >5.
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4.3. Statistical Analysis

The collected data were visually checked for completeness and were coded and
entered into MS Excel for Windows and exported to SPSS for analysis. Descriptive statistics,
such as frequency, percentages, means, and standard deviations (SD), were conducted
to describe the study population in relation to different variables. The prevalence rates
of multimorbidity, polypharmacy, and PIM use in the older population were calculated
for each age group. The number of PIMs identified in each age group was documented
using the 2019 AGS Beers criteria. Univariate and multivariate regression analyses were
conducted separately to identify the determinants (CGA variables) of multimorbidity,
polypharmacy, and PIM exposure. Independent variables, such as age, gender, marital
status, education, and CCI scores, were included in the adjusted multivariable regression
model. An adjusted odds ratio (AOR) with a 95% confidence interval (CI) was used
to measure the associations. A two-sided p-value of < 0.05 was considered statistically
significant.

5. Conclusions

The study found that the prevalence of multimorbidity and PIM use among Ethiopian
older adults was substantially high in an outpatient setting. The research identified sev-
eral important determinants that could increase the risk of DRPs in the Ethiopian older
population. These findings stress the need for multifaceted, interdisciplinary interventions
to multiple chronic disease conditions; awareness of PIMs; and improvement of rational
geriatric prescribing in Ethiopia.
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Abstract: Background: The clinical impact of the functional CYP2C19 and CYP2D6 gene variants
on antidepressant treatment in people with depression is not well studied. Here, we evaluate the
utility of pharmacogenetic (PGx) testing in psychiatry by investigating the association between
the phenotype status of the cytochrome P450 (CYP) 2C19/2D6 enzymes and the one-year risks of
clinical outcomes in patients with depression with incident new-use of (es)citalopram, sertraline,
or fluoxetine. Methods: This study is a population-based cohort study of 17,297 individuals who
were born between 1981 and 2005 with a depression diagnosis between 1996 and 2012. Using array-
based single-nucleotide-polymorphism genotype data, the individuals were categorized according to
their metabolizing status of CYP2C19/CYP2D6 as normal (NM, reference group), ultra-rapid- (UM),
rapid- (RM), intermediate- (IM), or poor-metabolizer (PM). The outcomes were treatment switching
or discontinuation, psychiatric emergency department contacts, and suicide attempt/self-harm.
By using Poisson regression analyses, we have estimated the incidence rate ratios (IRR) with 95%
confidence intervals (95% CI) that were adjusted for covariates and potential confounders, by age
groups (<18 (children and adolescents), 19-25 (young adults), and 26+ years (adults)), comparing
the outcomes in individuals with NM status (reference) versus the mutant metabolizer status. For
statistically significant outcomes, we have calculated the number needed to treat (NNT) and the
number needed to genotype (NNG) in order to prevent one outcome. Results: The children and
adolescents who were using (es)citalopram with CYP2C19 PM status had increased risks of switching
(IRR = 1.64 [95% CI: 1.10-2.43]) and suicide attempt/self-harm (IRR = 2.67 [95% CI; 1.57-4.52]).
The young adults with CYP2C19 PM status who were using sertraline had an increased risk of
switching (IRR = 2.06 [95% CI; 1.03—4.11]). The young adults with CYP2D6 PM status who were
using fluoxetine had an increased risk of emergency department contacts (IRR = 3.28 [95% CI;
1.11-9.63]). No significant associations were detected in the adults. The NNG for preventing one
suicide attempt/suicide in the children who were using (es)citalopram was 463, and the NNT was 11.
Conclusion: The CYP2C19 and CYP2D6 PM phenotype statuses were associated with outcomes in
children, adolescents, and young adults with depression with incident new-use of (es)citalopram,
sertraline, or fluoxetine, therefore indicating the utility of PGx testing, particularly in younger people,
for PGx-guided antidepressant treatment.
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1. Introduction

Antidepressants are essential of the pharmacological treatment of depression in youths
and adults [1]. However, treatment with antidepressants is often not optimal, with about
30% of patients not recovering, even after several attempts of treatment with different
antidepressants [2]. The insufficient treatment response and the adverse events may partly
be attributed to the individual’s capacity to metabolize the antidepressant (pharmacoki-
netics), which is affected by genetic variations of drug-metabolizing enzymes, e.g., the
hepatic cytochrome P450 (CYP) system [3]. In particular, the highly polymorphic enzymes
CYP2C19 and CYP2D6 play a central role in the metabolism of many antidepressants,
including the selective serotonin-reuptake inhibitors (SSRIs) (es)citalopram, sertraline, and
fluoxetine [3]. There is an increasing body of clinical evidence linking pharmacogenetic
(PGx) variability of CYP2D6 and CYP2C19 to drug blood concentrations [4,5], the treatment
response [4,6], and the remission rates [6] in patients with depression. Thus, by PGx testing
of the genotypes of CYP2C19 and CYP2D6 metabolizer phenotypes according to the vari-
able genotypes’ activity can be classified into poor (PM), intermediate (IM), normal (NM),
rapid (RM), or ultra-rapid metabolizer (UM) for the given enzyme. These phenotypes can
guide the choice of drug and the dose adjustment in order to maximize the likelihood for
treatment effectiveness and minimize the adverse events [7].

As a first-line treatment for depression, SSRIs are commonly used in the population
worldwide, with more than 4% of the total Danish population using SSRIs in 2021 [8], 8% in
UK in 2011 [9], and approximately 11% in the USA in 2021 [10]. The recommendations for
PGx-guided dosing for PM and IM CYP2C19 phenotypes of the SSRIs (es)citalopram and
sertraline have been published by the Dutch Pharmacogenetics Working Group (DPWG)
and the Clinical Pharmacogenetics Implementation Consortium (CPIC) [11,12]. In addition,
the drug labels of (es)citalopram and sertraline, by the national drug authorities in the USA,
Switzerland, Canada, and Japan, consider PGx testing actionable, while the labelling for
these drugs in the EU does not include any annotations for PGx testing [11]. Fluoxetine
is the only approved SSRI for the treatment of depression in children in Denmark [13].
Fluoxetine is mainly metabolized by CYP2D6, but neither drug labels nor the DPWG or the
CPIC offer dosing guidelines, due to insufficient relevant clinical evidence in children [11].

Despite the existing clinical evidence, drug labelling, actionable PGx recommendations
for (es)citalopram and sertraline, and the frequent use of these first-line drugs in the
population, the clinical utility of PGx testing is still broadly discussed nationally and
internationally, particularly in youths [14], and the implementation of PGx testing remains
low in psychiatry in Denmark [7,15], though it is increasing internationally [3]. The clinical
utility of PGx can be defined as the ability of PGx-guided treatment and dosing to prevent
the adverse effects expressed by the number needed to genotype (NNG) and number
needed to treat (NNT) in order to avoid one adverse event [16]. Published PGx studies
rarely report the clinical utility measures [17], which could support the communication of
the evidence of PGx drugs with strong associations and/or frequent use in the population
for the clinical implementation of PGx testing [16].

Here, we have examined the association of CYP2C19 and CYP2D6 gene variants
translated into PGx phenotypes with treatment outcomes of switching or discontinuation,
psychiatric emergency department contacts, and suicide attempt/self-harm in patients with
depression with incident new-use of (es)citalopram, sertraline, or fluoxetine in children
and adolescents (<18 years), young adults (19-25), and adults (>26 years).
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2. Results
2.1. Characteristics of the Study Population

Of the 24,110 individuals with a hospital depression diagnosis given at any time
between 1 January 1996 and 31 December 2012, 20,343 (84%) had redeemed at least one
prescription for (es)citalopram, sertraline, or fluoxetine. Of the latter, 17,297 (85%) had
valid genetic data and, therefore, formed the study population, of which 70% were females,
90% were younger than 26 years, and 90% were of Danish/European origin. Compared to
the excluded individuals, the individuals of the study population were slightly younger,
had filled their first prescription for the respective antidepressants in the more recent
years in the study period, had their first prescription issued from the hospital, and had a
diagnosis of autism more often, and a diagnosis of schizophrenia or bipolar disorder less
often (Table S4).

Of the study population, the majority (62%) had redeemed at least one prescription
for (es)citalopram during the study period (Table 1). According to the indicated use of
fluoxetine in children, the mean age of the fluoxetine users was lower than in individuals
initiating the other antidepressants. The differences in the baseline characteristics stratified
by children and adolescents, young adults, and adults existed, but not regarding the
frequency of CYP2C19 and CYP2D6 phenotypes (Tables S5 and 2).

Table 1. Baseline characteristics at the index date of the first-time prescription of sertraline, escitalo-
pram, citalopram, and fluoxetine of the total study population (n = 17,297) of all individuals born
between 1981 and 2005 with a depression diagnosis any time between 1996 and 2012.

Antidepressants
Citalopram, Escitalopram, Sertraline, Fluoxetine,
n = 8281 n =2632 n = 4583 n =1801
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
Sex

Female 5896 (71.2) 1783 (67.7) 3164 (69.0) 1377 (76.5)
Male 2385 (28.8) 849 (32.3) 1419 (31.0) 424 (23.5)

Age in groups
Children/adolescents (<18 years) 3111 (37.6) 928 (35.3) 2513 (54.8) 1338 (74.3)
Young adults (19-25 years) 4263 (51.5) 1428 (54.3) 1567 (34.2) 403 (22.4)
Adults (26+ years) 907 (11.0) 276 (10.5) 503 (11.0) 60 (3.3)

Mean age in years, (SD) (23063) (23045) (14932) (13735)
Region at index prescription
Capital Region 2296 (27.7) 787 (29.9) 1068 (23.3) 514 (28.5)
Middle Jutland 2029 (24.5) 676 (25.7) 1161 (25.3) 323 (17.9)
North Jutland 887 (10.7) 227 (8.6) 574 (12.5) 148 (8.2)
Southern Denmark 1592 (19.2) 595 (22.6) 1073 (23.4) 374 (20.8)
Zealand 1477 (17.8) 347 (13.2) 707 (15.4) 442 (24.5)
Parents/adults SES *

Missing 152 (1.8) 23 (0.9) 126 2.7) 25 (1.4)
Employed 3670 (44.3) 1256 (47.7) 2292 (50.0) 1094 (60.7)
On social benefits 1839 (22.2) 465 17.7) 1064 (23.2) 309 (17.2)
On study 1947 (23.5) 673 (25.6) 782 (17.1) 273 (15.2)
Others 673 8.1) 215 (8.2) 319 (7.0) 100 (5.6)
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Table 1. Cont.

Antidepressants
Citalopram, Escitalopram, Sertraline, Fluoxetine,
n = 8281 n=2632 n = 4583 n =1801
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
Within last year: No. of
psychiatric hospital contacts
0 4965 (60.0) 1450 (55.1) 2078 (45.3) 590 (32.8)
1 1220 (14.7) 408 (15.5) 844 (18.4) 371 (20.6)
2 445 (5.4) 143 (5.4) 311 (6.8) 193 (10.7)
3 213 (2.6) 80 (3.0) 143 (3.1) 68 (3.8)
4 107 (1.3) 36 (1.4) 100 (2.2) 42 (2.3)
>4 1331 (16.1) 515 (19.6) 1107 (24.2) 537 (29.8)
Past: No. of past mental
diagnoses
0 2757 (33.3) 798 (30.3) 952 (20.8) 241 (13.4)
1 2511 (30.3) 880 (33.4) 1217 (26.6) 566 (31.4)
2 1648 (19.9) 550 (20.9) 1169 (25.5) 603 (33.5)
3 845 (10.2) 268 (10.2) 779 (17.0) 253 (14.0)
4 361 (4.4) 105 (4.0 296 (6.5) 96 (5.3)
>4 159 (1.9) 31 (1.2) 170 3.7) 42 (2.3)
Past ever: history of
self-harm/suicide attempt
Yes 1312 (15.8) 431 (16.4) 651 (14.2) 321 (17.8)
Within last year: history of
self-harm/suicide attempt
Yes 586 (7.1) 206 (7.8) 346 (7.5) 197 (10.9)
Within last 90ds: strong
CYP2D6 inhibitor use
Yes 67 0.8) 32 (1.2) 66 (1.4) 10 (0.6)
Within last 90ds: moderate
CYP2D6 inhibitor use
Yes 142 1.7) 42 (1.6) 77 (1.7) 14 (0.8)
Within last 90ds: weak CYP2D6
inhibitor use
Yes One of the categories had <5 observations
Within last 90ds: strong
CYP2C19 inhibitor use
Yes 216 (2.6) 73 (2.8) 109 (2.4) 39 (2.2)
Within last 90ds: moderate
CYP2C19 inhibitor use
No 8281 (100.0) 2632 (100.0) 4583 (100.0) 1801 (100.0)
Within last 90ds: weak
CYP2C19 inhibitor use
Yes 189 (2.3) 59 (2.2) 122 (2.7) 41 (2.3)
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Table 1. Cont.

Antidepressants
Citalopram, Escitalopram, Sertraline, Fluoxetine,
n = 8281 n=2632 n = 4583 n =1801
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
Within last 90ds: CYP2C19
inducer use
Yes All categories had <5
Within last 90ds: Antiepileptic
drug use
Yes 80 (1.0 35 (1.3) 69 (1.5) 13 (0.7)
Year as category of first
prescription
1995-2001 237 (2.9) 0 0 185 (4.0 44 (24)
2001-2005 2201 (26.6) 524 (19.9) 988 (21.6) 264 (14.7)
2006-2010 4447 (53.7) 1890 (71.8) 1931 (42.1) 828 (46.0)
2011-2016 1396 (16.9) 218 (8.3) 1479 (32.3) 665 (36.9)
* For those who had missing information on their own socioeconomic status (SES) we extracted SES from their
parents. For a detailed description of all the variables see Supplement Table S3. Ds = days.
Table 2. Prevalence of CYP2C19 and CYP2D6 phenotypes of individuals born between 1981 and
2005, with a depression diagnosis any time between 1996 and 2012, with at least one prescription for
escitalopram, citalopram, sertraline, or fluoxetine.
Antidepressants
Total, Escitalopram, Citalopram, Sertraline, Fluoxetine,
n=17,297 n=2632 n = 8281 n = 4583 n =1801
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
CYP2D6 phenotype
CYP2D6_NM 10,770 (62.3) 1629 (61.9) 5159 (62.3) 2855 (62.3) 1127 (62.6)
CYP2D6_IM 5781 (33.4) 873 (33.2) 2778 (33.5) 1533 (33.4) 597 (33.1)
CYP2D6_PM 746 (4.3) 130 (4.9) 344 (4.2) 195 (4.3) 77 (4.3)
CYP2C19 phenotype
CYP2C19_UM 678 3.9) 118 (4.5) 304 (3.7) 194 (4.2) 62 (3.4)
CYP2C19_RM 4483 (25.9) 687 (26.1) 2168 (26.2) 1143 (24.9) 485 (26.9)
CYP2C19_NM 7553 (43.7) 1122 (42.6) 3600 (43.5) 2042 (44.6) 789 (43.8)
CYP2C19_IM 4215 (24.4) 652 (24.8) 2024 (24.4) 1111 (24.2) 428 (23.8)
CYP2C19_PM 368 (2.1) 53 2 185 (2.2) 93 2) 37 (2.1)

Abbreviations: NM: normal metabolizer, IM: intermediate metabolizer, PM: poor metabolizer, RM: rapid metabo-
lizer, UM: ultrarapid metabolizer.

2.2. Associations between the CYP2C19 and CYP2D6 Phenotypes and Clinical Outcomes

Overall, irrespective of the outcomes, the study population of 17,297 individuals
contributed to a total follow-up time of 17,237 person-years (PYs) since the treatment
initiation with the respective drugs, with a mean follow-up period of 364 days. During the
study period, 793 individuals emigrated and 124 died.

The incidence rates (IR) per 100 person-years with 95% CI of outcomes, according to
the index drug use, are reported in Table S6. Figure 1 and Table S7 describe the association
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between the CYP2C19 and CYP2D6 phenotypes and the clinical outcomes in the individuals
with depression who were using (es)citalopram, sertraline, or fluoxetine by the age groups.

(a) Children and adolescents
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(b) Young adults
Incidence rate ratios (95% Confidence interval)
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(c) Adults
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Figure 1. Adjusted incidence rate ratios (IRR) and 95% confidence intervals of the associations
between the CYP2C19 and CYP2D6 phenotypes and clinical outcomes in people with a hospital
depression diagnosis between 1 January 1996 and 31 December 2012 and a first-time prescription
for (es)citalopram, sertraline, or fluoxetine between 1 January 1996 and 31 December 2016, stratified
by age groups (<18, 19-25, 26+ years). Abbreviations: UM: ultra-rapid metabolizer, RM: rapid
metabolizer, NM: normal metabolizer, IM: intermediate metabolizer, PM: poor metabolizer. NM
was the reference group. IRR were adjusted for: age, gender, region of index prescription, socio-
economic status (SES), number of previous psychiatric diagnosis, CYP2C19/CYP2D6 inhibitor and
inducer use within the last three months of index date, and calendar year of index prescription. For
emergency department contact, we further adjusted for any hospital contacts within the previous
year of index date. For the outcome of suicide attempt/self-harm, we also adjusted for previous
suicide attempt/self-harm and for antiepileptic drug use within the last three months of index date.
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The children and adolescents who were using (es)citalopram with a CYP2C19 PM
status had an incident rate of switching of 41 per 100 PYs and a statistically significant
increased risk of switching (IRRpy = 1.64 [95% CI: 1.10-2.43]) compared to those with
CYP2C19 NM status. The children and adolescents who were using (es)citalopram with a
CYP2C19 PM status had an incident rate of 23 per 100 PYs of attempted suicide/self-harm
and had a statistically significant increased risk of suicide attempt/self-harm (IRRpys = 2.67
[95% CI; 1.57-4.52]), compared to those with CYP2C19 NM status (Figure 1a).

Among the young adults who were using sertraline with CYP2C19 PM status, 51 per
100 PYs switched to another drug, with a statistically significant increased risk of switching
(IRRpp = 2.06 [95% CI; 1.03-4.11]) (Figure 1b) compared with CYP2C19 NMs. The young
adults who were using fluoxetine with a CYP2D6 PM status had an IR of 55 psychiatric
emergency department contacts per 100 PYs, with a more than three-fold increased risk of
psychiatric emergency department contacts compared with CYP2D6 NMs (IRRpy; = 3.28
[95% CI; 1.11-9.63]) (Figure 1b).

Among the adults, no statistically significant findings were detected, but associations
indicating a U-shaped relationship across the phenotypes with higher risks in users of
(es)citalopram with CYP2C19 PM and UM status were found (Figure 1c).

2.3. Potential Clinical Validity and Population Impact of PGx Testing

Overall, the clinical utility and population impact of PGx testing for all of the statisti-
cally significant associations of switching, suicide attempt, and self-harm among children
and adolescents, and young adults were 1-2.5% for PAF, the NNG was between 460 and
503, according to their metabolizer phenotypes, and the NNT was between 10 and 11 in
order to prevent one outcome, (Table 3).

Table 3. Measures of population impact of pharmacogenetic testing.

Age Group ?;::g:?e;ltl:l ilg(l;liz:?e;r:: Young Adults Young Adults
Drug (Es)citalopram (Es)citalopram Sertraline Fluoxetine
Phenotype CYP2C19 PM CYP2C19 PM CYP2C19 PM CYP2D6 PM
Risk geno-/phenotype 2.18% 2.18% 2.00% 4.30%
freq.
Outcome Switching Suicide Switching ER Contact
Attempt/Self-Harm
IRR * 1.64 2.67 2.06 3.28
RR 1.46 2.15 1.57 **
RD 0.09 0.1 0.11 **
PAF 1.00% 2.4% 1.12% *
Jopuaon I I 0 -
NNG 503 464 460 **

Abbreviations: PM: poor metabolizer, IRR: incidence rate ratio, RR: relative risk, RD: risk difference, PAF:
population attributable fraction, NNT: number needed to treat, NNG: number needed to genotype. * Adjusted for:
age, gender, region of index prescription, socio-economic status (SES), number of previous psychiatric diagnosis,
CYP2C19/CYP2D6 inhibitor and inducer use within the last three months of index date, and calendar year
of index prescription. For emergency room contact, we further adjusted for any hospital contacts within the
previous year of index date. For the outcome of suicide attempt/self-harm, we also adjusted for previous suicide
attempt/self-harm and for antiepileptic drug use within the last three months of index date. ** Numbers cannot
be calculated because there were <5 cases for at least one of the needed numbers. See Supplementary Table S8 for
the underlying numbers for the calculation.

3. Discussion

We have studied the association between CYP2C19 and CYP2D6 gene variants and
the treatment outcomes in children and adolescents, young adults, and adults with de-
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pression who were using (es)citalopram, sertraline, or fluoxetine. The associations were
most pronounced in the children and adolescents with statistically significant results in
PM of CYP2C19 who were using (es)citalopram, with regard to switching and suicide
attempts/self-harm. We found U-shaped associations from UM to PM of CYP2C19 in both
the children and adolescents, and the adults who were using (es)citalopram, related to
suicide attempt/self-harm. The association measures that were translated into measures of
clinical utility were nominally modest, which may be partly because CYP2C19 and CYP2D6
PM are rare phenotypes in a multifactorial setting of drug response.

Compared with the previous findings of CYP2C19 genetic variability and switching, a
study among adults [4] found a more than 3-fold increased frequency of switching within
one year in CYP2C19 PM and RM/UM status who were using escitalopram compared with
the none finding among PM in adults who were using (es)citalopram and the borderline
non-significant association in the RM and UM adults in our study. In addition, we found a
64% significantly increased risk in the children and adolescents with CYP2C19 PM status
who were using (es)citalopram. According to the authors, the increased risk of switching
in CYP2C19 PMs and UM was explained by the increased (PM) and decreased (UM)
drug-plasma concentrations [4], potentially leading to adverse events and an insufficient
treatment response. Though pointing towards similar conclusions, our study differed
from Jukic et al. in identifying the proxies for switching. The study by Jukic et al. was
limited to data that was based on the therapeutic drug measurements, while our study was
limited to prescription data. However, we were able to adjust for potential confounders
and pheno-conversion, which may partly explain the differences in the sizes of the detected
associations.

Regarding sertraline, we found that the young adults with PM status who were using
sertraline were also more likely to switch. A systematic review and meta-analysis [5]
showed that CYP2C19 PMs had higher sertraline plasma concentrations, while Poweleit
et al. [18] showed that CYP2C19 status from PM to UM was inversely associated with
sertraline doses at the beginning of treatment but not with doses in association with
response. Overall, Jessel et al. [19] found that 10% of individuals tended to switch if they
were using antidepressants that were not in line with their CYP2C19 and/or CYP2D6 status,
compared with 6% of patients who were using antidepressants that were aligned with their
metabolizer phenotype.

Regarding discontinuation, Aldrich et al. [20] found a significant association be-
tween the discontinuation of (es)citalopram in youth with anxiety and/or depression
and CYP2C19 PM and IM status, which is partly in line with our study, where the chil-
dren and adolescents who were using (es)citalopram with a CYP2C19 IM phenotype had
a slightly increased, but statistically insignificant, risk for discontinuation. By contrast,
meta-analyses of clinical trials have reported that those with CYP2C19 PM status who were
using escitalopram had an improved treatment response, higher rates of side effects, but
had less drop out from the clinical trials [6,21].

Suicidal behavior is a feared and severe outcome in young patients using SSRIs [22].
We have detected a more than a 2-fold increased risk of suicide attempt/self-harm in
the children and adolescents who were using (es)citalopram with poor metabolizing ca-
pacity. In the young adults and the adults of our study, CYP2C19 PMs who were using
(es)citalopram also showed a nominal increased risk of suicide attempt/self-harm, as well
as CYP2C19 UMs, but this was not statistically significant. It should be noted that our
definition included self-harm of both known and unknown suicidal intent [23]. By contrast,
an international study of 243 patients found no differences between the phenotypes and
suicidal behavior, as measured by clinical rating scales [24], while a post-mortem study
showed an enrichment of CYP2C19 PMs and UMs among adult suicide victims who had
tested positively for citalopram, compared with the population controls [25]. It should
be noted that the use of (es)citalopram dropped to nearly 0 by 2021 [26] in children and
adolescents since the warnings of the increased risk of suicidal behavior were issued in
2010 [22]. In 2021, fluoxetine and sertraline were the most frequently used antidepressants
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among children in Denmark [26]. The numbers were too small to assess the suicidality in
the users of fluoxetine, while a nominally increased risk was seen among the children and
adolescents with PM status who were using sertraline.

Regarding fluoxetine, according to previous reports, CYP2D6 metabolizer status
showed no influence on 8- or 12-week fluoxetine treatment response, which was assessed
with multiple disease severity scales in children and adolescents [27]. Here, we have found
nominally decreased risks for all of the outcomes in the children and adolescents with
CYP2D6 PM status, which may indicate a superior response to fluoxetine in CYP2D6 PMs,
possibly due to higher drug-plasma concentrations in these patients [4], without the off-set
of higher risks of adverse events leading to discontinuation or switching. In contrast to the
children and adolescents, the young adults and the adults who were using fluoxetine with
PM status in our study had an increased risk of switching and emergency room contacts,
which is in line with a smaller study reporting that 33% of people with a CYP2D6 PM status
discontinued the fluoxetine treatments compared with 14% of adults with a CYP2D6 NM
status [28].

The metabolism of fluoxetine is complicated by the self-inhibition/pheno-conversion
of CYP2D6 by fluoxetine enantiomers during chronic treatment, which increases the im-
portance of alternative metabolic pathways, including CYP2C19 [13]. Thus, the CYP2C19
metabolism, and other alternative pathways, may compensate the limited CYP2D6
metabolism [29]. Due to the described complexity of the metabolic pathway, and the
power issues regarding treatment outcomes, it would have been beyond the scope of
the current study to evaluate the combinatorial effect of both the CYP2D6 and CYP2C19
variants, which should be addressed in future studies.

3.1. Potential Clinical Validity and Population Impact of PGx Testing

Despite the significant associations, translated to the clinical utility measures, these
appear to be quite modest. This is partly because CYP2C19 and CYP2D6 PM are rare pheno-
types in a multifactorial setting of drug response. Yet, regarding the suicide attempts/self-
harm in association with (es)citalopram, the NNG was 464 and the NNT was 10, indicating
the utility of pre-emptive PGx testing in those patients for whom fluoxetine is not an option.
Overall, the limitation of the application of a simplified and mono-factorial approach of
estimating the clinical utility highlights that the assessment/testing of PGx variability
should be regarded as a clinical factor contributing to the full clinical assessment.

3.2. Strengths and Limitations

The population-based approach using the national health registries of a tax-financed
health care system providing a free and equal health care service for everyone in Denmark,
the relatively large sample size, the consistent and unambiguous data linkage of multiple
registers, and the limited risk of selection bias are strengths of this study. The genotyping
data with uniform quality control for the complete sample provides a solid foundation
for unbiased phenotyping. Due to the data linkage, we were able to account for other
independent factors and confounders that are related to drug response, including age,
sex, co-medication, some somatic diseases, and pheno-conversion. We have accounted
for the age differences in depression treatment and have included only the first-time use
of the antidepressants of interest, which was possible due to the longitudinal design and
prescription data availability going back to 1995.

Our study also has some limitations. First, we only had information on prescriptions
that were redeemed at community pharmacies in order to identify antidepressant drug
users, thus, any individuals who were solely treated with antidepressants at psychiatric
hospitals were not included. Moreover, we do not know if the patients actually adhered
to the treatment regimen as prescribed or if they discontinued the treatment during the
prescription supply. Second, we focused on people with a life-time hospital diagnosis of
depression from a psychiatric hospital based on the iPSYCH study design, therefore, people
using antidepressants who were solely seen by their general practitioners or by private
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psychiatrists were not included. However, because antidepressants can also be used for
other indications than depression, e.g., anxiety or other mental or neurological disorders,
the focus on people with a depression diagnosis from a psychiatric hospital makes it more
likely that antidepressants were actually used for the indication of depression of similar
severity. Due to the case design of the iPSYCH sample, the index drug could have been
prescribed before, during, or after the registered hospital-based depression diagnosis, with
50% of the study population having had a hospital contact due to depression at the time
of their first antidepressant prescription redemption. Third, the data on dosage and drug-
plasma-concentrations was not available in order to evaluate the clinical significance of the
genetic variations in the drug-metabolizing enzymes on the drug metabolism and the drug-
plasma-concentrations as intermediates for the investigated outcomes [4]. Fourth, only four
out of the eight PGx relevant SNPs for the CYP2D6 gene were available in the genotyped
iPSYCH sample, with the missing variants only accounting for a summed MAFs of 0.04 [23].
Fifth, due to the missing information on the functional duplications (CYP2D6*1xN and
CYP2D6*2xN), the CYP2D6 UM phenotypes could not be determined, but the prevalence of
these duplications is only 0.8% in the Danish population [30]. Sixth, we did not account for
combinatorial pharmacogenetics between the CYP2D6 and CYP2C19 genetic variants [31].
Lastly, we analyzed escitalopram and citalopram in one group, although pharmacokinetic
and pharmacodynamics differences exist [32].

4. Methods
4.1. Study Design and Setting

In this population- and register-based cohort study in Denmark, we investigated
the one-year risks of developing clinical outcomes according to CYP2C19 or CYP2D6
genotypes/phenotypes in individuals with depression who had redeemed prescriptions
for (es)citalopram, sertraline, or fluoxetine for the first time between 1 January 1996 and 31
December 2016.

4.2. Data Sources

We used data of the Integrative Psychiatric Research (iPSYCH) consortium, which
has established a large Danish population-based case-cohort sample (iPSYCH2012) [33].
Details of iPSYCH2012 have been previously described [18]. In brief, the iPSYCH sample
was selected from all individuals born as singletons between 1 May 1981 and 31 December
2005 who were alive and living in Denmark at their first birthday. iPSYCH2012 included
(1) a randomly selected population-based cohort of 30,000 individuals, representative of
the entire Danish population born between 1981 and 2005, and (2) all individuals (cases,
n =57,377) who had one or more hospital-based diagnoses of five selected severe mental
disorders by 31 December 2012, including schizophrenia, affective disorders, bipolar disor-
der, attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), and autism spectrum disorder [18].

iPSYCH?2012 is linked via the anonymized personal identification number assigned
to the residents of Denmark at birth or immigration to longitudinal data of the following:
(i) The Danish Civil Registration System [34]; (ii) The Danish Psychiatric Central Research
Register (PCRR) [35]; (iii) The Danish National Prescription Registry [36] holding infor-
mation on prescriptions redeemed at community pharmacies since 1995; (iv) the Danish
National Patient Register [37]; (v) the Danish Register of Causes of Death [38]; (vi) the
socio-demographic and labor market-related data hosted at Statistics Denmark (DST) [39];
and (vii) the Danish Neonatal Screening Biobank [40], which stores dried blood spots from
practically all neonates in Denmark.

4.3. Genotyping and Phenotyping

Genetic information of the individuals in iPSYCH2012 was collected from the dried
blood spots retrieved from the Danish Neonatal Screening Biobank [40]. A total of
80,422 samples were genotyped using the Infinium PsychChip v1.0 array (Illumina, San
Diego, CA, USA). The array-based genotyped SNPs were imputed using 1000 Genomes
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Project phase 3, with GRCh37 as a reference. [41]. After sample and genotype QC using
the Ricopilli bioinformatics pipeline [42], 6,361,597 high-quality best guess-genotypes were
available. See Schorck et al. 2019 for a detailed description of the imputation and QC
procedures [43].

4.4. Study Population and Study Period

From iPSYCH2012, we identified all individuals with a hospital-based depression
diagnosis of F32-33 according to the International Classification of Diseases, 10th edition
(ICD-10) as psychiatric inpatient, outpatient, or emergency department admissions at
any time between 1 January 1996 and 31 December 2012 [44]. Of those. we included
all individuals redeeming a first-time (i.e., incident new-use since 1995) prescription for
(es)citalopram, sertraline, or fluoxetine between 1 January 1996 and 31 December 2016
(study period, Figure 2) [45]. Thus, we did not include individuals diagnosed with a mental
disorder before the start of the study period (1 January 1996) or a prescription redemption
for an SSRI of interest in 1995. We defined the date of the first prescription redemption of
the respective drug as the index date.

December 315t 2012
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Figure 2. The selection of the study population, study design, and follow-up.

4.5. CYP2C19 and CYP2D6 Genotyping and Phenotyping

The exposure was defined as expression of any mutant CYP2C19 (UM, RM, IM, or
PM) or CYP2D6 genotype/phenotype (IM or PM) based on the array-based SNP informa-
tion [46,47]. Non-exposed individuals who did not carry a mutant CYP2C19 or CYP2D6
genetic variant and were classified as NM. The PGx phenotype translation procedure has
been described in detail [46]. In short, the translation based on the 2019 Ubiquitous-PGx
(U-PGx) panel [23] included 9 variants for CYP2C19 and 8 variants for CYP2D6, including
CYP2D6 duplication and deletion. The SNPs were linked to star (*) allele nomenclature,
which standardizes genetic polymorphism annotations for cytochrome P450 genes to sim-
plify the translations of a patient’s genotype into a predicted clinical phenotype [48-50].
For CYPC19, the star-alleles *2, *8, and *17 variants and the CYPCD®6 the star-alleles *4,
*10, *17, and *41 were available. Based on the individuals’ genotypes, the diplotypes were
translated into the PGx phenotypes (Tables S1 and S2).

127



Pharmaceuticals 2022, 15, 870

4.6. Outcomes

Outcomes were assessed within one year of the index date (Figure 1) as follows:
(1) Switching from the index prescription to any other antidepressant (ATC: N06A); (2) Dis-
continuation, defined as less than three prescriptions of the index antidepressant; (3) Emer-
gency department contact at a psychiatric hospital; (4) Suicide attempt/self-harm, which
was identified according to the algorithm as described by Gasse et al. [51].

4.7. Covariates

Detailed definitions of all the covariates and confounders are shown in Table S3. Co-
variates included the following: age, gender, region of index prescription, socio-economic
status (SES, assessed for the adults of the study population and for the parents of the
children of the study population), number of previous psychiatric diagnoses, prescription
drug use acting as CYP2C19/CYP2D6 inhibitor/inducer within the last three months of the
index date, calendar year of index prescription, any hospital contacts within the previous
year of index date, previous suicide attempt/self-harm, and antiepileptic drug use within
the last three months prior to the index date.

4.8. Statistical Analyses

The analysis was performed separately for the three age groups (children and adoles-
cents, young adults, adults) because of the differences in disease states, enzyme activity,
experience of adverse events, and choice of antidepressant treatment in children and adults.
Children and adolescents with depression must be referred to a pediatric psychiatrist
before treatment initiation, irrespective of the severity of depression, according to Danish
guidelines [13]. Young adults with depression should be referred to a psychiatrist within
one week after the start of antidepressant treatment. Adults are often treated solely by
general practitioners and are only recommended to be referred to a psychiatric department
if treatment with two different antidepressants has failed or suicidality is suspected, in
diagnostic doubts, and/or the presence of psychotic symptoms or somatic disorders that
complicate treatment with antidepressants [52].

We described the characteristics of the study population at the index date as propor-
tions (%). We followed all individuals from the index date for one year. Individuals were
censored at end of follow-up, outcome events, emigration, or death, whichever came first.
We calculated incidence rates (IR) using SAS %Lexis macro [53]. The IRs were modeled
in a Poisson regression analysis (using follow-up as offset) to investigate the association
between CYP2C19/CYP2D6 phenotype status and clinical outcomes, which was presented
as incidence rate ratios (IRR) with 95% confidence intervals (CI). We considered a 95% CI
that did not overlap 1.00 to be statistically significant.

All analyses were adjusted for the following potential covariates and confounders:
age, gender, region of index prescription, socio-economic status (SES, assessed for the
adults of the study population and for the parents of the children of the study population
(Table S3), number of previous psychiatric diagnoses, CYP2C19/CYP2D6 inhibitor/inducer
use within the last three months of the index date, and calendar year of index prescription.
For emergency department contact, we further adjusted for any hospital contacts within
the previous year of the index date. For the outcome of suicide attempt/self-harm, we
additionally adjusted for previous suicide attempt/self-harm and for antiepileptic drug
use within the last three months of index date.

We have reported the potential clinical utility of PGx testing for CYP2C19 and CYP2D6
genetic variability by calculating the population attributable fraction (PAF), number needed
to treat (NNT), and number needed to genotype (NNG) for all significant associations,
based on Tonk et al. [16].

All data processing and analyses were carried out using SAS statistical software
version 9.4 (SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA).
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4.9. Data Protection

Data permissions have been granted to iPSYCH?2012 by The Danish Scientific Ethics
Committee (EC: 1-10-72-287-12), the Danish Health Data Authority, the Danish data pro-
tection agency, and the Danish Neonatal Screening Biobank Steering Committee. Danish
Data Protection Agency: Journal number 2015-57-0002 /Journal number: 62908 (Um-
brella permission Aarhus University) and National Board of Health: FSEID 00000098.
Researchers can access anonymous individual-level data only through secure servers where
the download of individual-level information is prohibited, which protects the privacy of
the individuals included in the study. Due to data protection, we do not report numbers
below five, but state ‘<5’, or combine categories to achieve larger counts than five.

5. Conclusions

Our study adds new knowledge of the associations between CYP2C19 and CYP2D6
phenotypes and antidepressant switching, discontinuation, emergency department contacts,
and suicide attempt/self-harm in children, adolescents, and adults with depression with
incident new-use of (es)citalopram, sertraline, or fluoxetine, which indicates the clinical
utility of PGx in patients with depression. Even though the associations were strong and
pronounced from a population perspective, the nominal clinical utility remains low, due to
the multifactorial contribution of many factors to the outcomes. Children and adolescents
seem to be a relevant target group benefitting from PGx testing where clinical data is still
rare and urgently needed, because a large part of the existing evidence is deduced from
adult data.
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Abstract: Background: This study measures the use of drugs within the therapeutic areas of an-
tithrombotic agents (B01), the cardiovascular system (C), analgesics (N02), psycholeptics (N05), and
psychoanaleptics (N06) among the general population (GP) in comparison to persons with diabetes in
Denmark. The study focuses on drugs having pharmacogenomics (PGx) based dosing guidelines for
CYP2D6, CYP2C19, and SLCO1BL to explore the potential of applying PGx-based decision-making
into clinical practice taking drug-drug interactions (DDI) and drug-gene interactions (DGI) into
account. Methods: This study is cross-sectional, using The Danish Register of Medicinal Product
Statistics as the source to retrieve drug consumption data. Results: The prevalence of use in particular
for antithrombotic agents (B01) and cardiovascular drugs (C) increases significantly by 4 to 6 times
for diabetic users compared to the GP, whereas the increase for analgesics (N02), psycoleptics, and
psychoanaleptics (N06) was somewhat less (2-3 times). The five most used PGx drugs, both in the
GP and among persons with diabetes, were pantoprazole, simvastatin, atorvastatin, metoprolol, and
tramadol. The prevalence of use for persons with diabetes compared to the GP (prevalence ratio)
increased by an average factor of 2.9 for all PGx drugs measured. In addition, the prevalence of use
of combinations of PGx drugs was 4.6 times higher for persons with diabetes compared to GP. In
conclusion, the findings of this study clearly show that a large fraction of persons with diabetes are
exposed to drugs or drug combinations for which there exist PGx-based dosing guidelines related to
CYP2D6, CYP2C19, and SLCO1BL1. This further supports the notion of accessing and accounting for
not only DDI but also DGI and phenoconversion in clinical decision-making, with a particular focus
on persons with diabetes.

Keywords: pharmacogenomics; polypharmacy; persons with diabetes; drug—drug interactions;
drug-gene interactions; cytochrome P450; SLCO1B1; drug interaction checkers

1. Introduction

Personalized medicine denotes a paradigm shift within medicine that addresses the
patient’s individual situation and, most notably, the genetic predispositions of patients in
terms of metabolic differences in, e.g., the cytochrome P450 (CYP450) drug-metabolizing
enzymes [1,2], leading to variability in drug response [1-3]. Diabetes is a complex, chronic
illness requiring continuous medical care with multifactorial risk-reduction strategies
beyond glycemic control [4]. The prevalence of diabetes continues to increase in virtually
all regions of the world, with more than 415 million people worldwide now living with
diabetes [5,6]. In Denmark, it is estimated to be 280.000 people [7]. Elderly people, in
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particular, are more prone to develop diabetes concomitantly leading to associated multiple
chronic conditions such as hypertension, dyslipidaemia, coronary heart disease, depression
and chronic kidney disease [6,8,9]. In order to prevent, treat and relieve these conditions
the introduction of polypharmacy, including prescription cascades and inappropriate
medication [8-10], is inevitable and so is the occurrence of adverse drug reactions (ADR)
and drug—drug interactions (DDI) [8,9,11,12].

Not surprisingly, polypharmacy has been shown to be a significant precipitating factor
in frequent hospital admissions [13] and increased risk of mortality [14]. Initiatives both
internationally and in Denmark have been taken to incite the best clinical management of
patients with multimorbidity and polypharmacy [15-17]. These initiatives are, however,
often complicated by requiring multiple specialists to be involved in care planning and
execution [18]. Therefore, any action that can improve the medical treatment of polypharmacy
patients should be carefully considered as a valuable tool to obtain appropriate drug treatment.

CYP450 drug metabolising enzymes are responsible for catalysing the oxidative bio-
transformation of a large fraction of drugs in daily clinical use to either inactive metabolites
or active substances from pro-drugs [19]. In particular, CYP2D6 and CYP2C19 have at-
tracted considerable attention as the major targets for pharmacogenomics (PGx)-based
testing because they are highly polymorphic and have been shown to affect both drug
response and ADR [2,3,20]. The pharmacogenetic impact on the interaction between drug
and CYP450 isozymes, referred to as drug—gene interaction (DGI), has been incorporated
into clinical actionable dosing guidelines (AG) and non-actionable dosing guidelines (N-
AGQG) for specific DGIs (see PharmGKB) [21]. Accordingly, a person can be scored as “poor
metaboliser” (PM), “intermediate metaboliser” (IM), “extensive metaboliser” (EM; normal
activity) and “rapid or ultra-rapid metaboliser” (RM and UM) with UM having faster
metabolic activity than RM [22-24]. In addition, single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNP)
in the solute carrier organic anion transporter 1B1 (SLCO1B1) correlate with an increase in
the plasma exposure to statins which can lead to muscle toxicity, a common statin-related
ADR occurring in 1-5% of exposed users [25] in a dose-dependent fashion. Since statins are
some of the most commonly prescribed drugs [25], many people are potentially affected
by muscle-related ADR. PGx-based AGs are available for the phenotypes having an inter-
mediate or low function of SLCO1B1 [25]. Daily exposure of patients to drugs having AG
is not at all negligible as shown previously [26-30] and additionally makes a significant
contribution to the occurrence of side effects [28,29]. In particular, the elderly part of the
population is exposed to drugs or drug combinations for which there exist AGs related
to PGx of CYP2D6 and CYP2C19 and SLCO1B1 [29,30]. Recently, we have demonstrated
that the use of clopidogrel and proton pump inhibitors (PPIs), both having PGx-based
AG and FDA annotations, either given alone or in combination is quite widespread, in
particular among persons with diabetes and the elderly in Denmark [31]. The aim of this
study is to further measure and scrutinize the use of drugs within the therapeutic areas of
antithrombotic agents (B01), the cardiovascular system (C), analgesics (N02), psycholeptics
(NO5) and psycoanaleptics (N06) among the general population in comparison to persons
with diabetes in Denmark and with a particular focus on of drugs having PGx-based dosing
guidelines to further explore the potential of applying PGx-based decision-making into
clinical practice.

2. Results

According to the ATC nomenclature, A10 denotes “drugs used in diabetes” which
can be subdivided into A10A “insulins and analogues” and A10B “blood glucose lower-
ing drugs excl. insulins”. In this study, persons with diabetes are identified by looking
at individuals who redeemed drug prescriptions of A10 during 2018 at a Danish phar-
macy. Altogether, 258,494 persons were identified out of a total Danish population of
5,781,190 inhabitants. This corresponds to 4.5% of the Danish population. Table 1 shows
the age distribution, as well as the total consumption of A10, A10A, A10B and A10A/B
(persons who have redeemed both A10A and A10B), expressed as the number of users
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and prevalence of use (diabetic users/1000 inhabitants). The number of users is additive
horizontally, so the total number of users of A10 is the sum of users of A10A, A10B, and
A10A/B. The table illustrates how the number of users and the prevalence of use increase
with age—in particular, for users of A10B. This group, as well as A10A /B, have a significant
onset in drug use in the age group of 45-64 years. Relative to A10, 16.2% of the users with
diabetes redeemed drug prescriptions of A10A, 67.5% of A10B and 16.3% the combination
of A10A/B.

Table 1. Consumption of drugs used in diabetes.

Age Group A10 A10A A10B A10A/B
017 3107 2987 105 15
(2.7) (2.6) (0.1) (<0.1)
3695 2646 952 97
18-24 (6.9) (5.0) (1.8) (0.2)
o5 44 23,685 8311 13,153 2221
(16.4) (5.8) (9.1) (1.5)
14564 94,880 13,194 65,928 15,758
(62.2) (87) (43.2) (10.3)
6579 103,926 10,327 74,102 19,497
(120.9) (12.0) (86.2) (22.7)
80+ 29,201 4447 20,262 4492
(113.8) (17.3) (78.9) (17.5)
All 258,494 41,912 174,502 42,080
(44.7) (7.3) (30.2) (7.3)

Note: Data are presented as the total number of users who redeemed prescriptions of the ATC codes A10 (level 2)
denoted as “drugs used in diabetes”, A10A (insulins and analogues), A10B (blood glucose-lowering drugs excl.
insulins) or the combination thereof 10A /B during 2018. The numbers in brackets show prevalence of use (number
of users/1000 inhabitants).

Tables 2 and 3 show the use and prevalence of use of different pharmacological drug
classes measured at different levels of ATC codes covering antithrombotic agent’s (B01),
the cardiovascular system (C), analgesics (N02), psycholeptics (N05) and psychoanaleptics
(NO6) both in the general population and among persons with diabetes. It is especially
within these ATC groups that PGx-based AGs and N-AGs occur for CYP2D6, CYP2C19 and
SLCO1B1. Examples of specific drugs (ATC level 5) having AGs representing each drug
class are also given. The prevalence of use shown in Tables 2 and 3 is expressed relative to
the total number of users of A10, A10A, A10B and A10A /B, respectively, as displayed at the
bottom of Table 1. The prevalence of use in particular for antithrombotic agents (B01) and
cardiovascular drugs (C) increases significantly by 4 to 6 times for users of A10 compared
to the general population (Table 2), whereas the increase for analgesics (N02), psycholeptics
and psychoanaleptics (N06) was somewhat less: 2-3 times, but still significant (Table 3).
Comparison of users of A10A with users of A10B showed that the prevalence of use of the
combinations of the different drug classes was mostly higher for users of A10B as shown
in Tables 2 and 3, except for clopidogrel (same) and lower for antihypertensives, opioids,
oxycodone, gabapentin, and amitriptyline. A similar comparison of users of A10B with
users of A10A/B showed that the prevalence of use was higher and more pronounced
for all drug combinations for users of A10A/B both when compared to users of A10A
and A10B.
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Table 2. Number of users and prevalence of platelet aggregation inhibitors and cardiovascular drugs.

Denmark A10 A10A A10B A10A/B
BO1 (antithrombotic 556,095 109,300 13,832 * 71,648 * 23,820
agents) (96.2) (422.8) (330.0) (410.6) (566.0)
BO1AC (platelet 395,373 84,862 10,994 * 54,813 19,105
aggregation inhibitors) (68.4) (328.3) (261.1) (314.1) (454.0)
BO1ACO4 127,480 21,746 3363 13,912 4471
Clopidogrel (22.05) (84.1) (80.2) (79.7) (106.3)
 (cardiovascular system) 1,413,160 221,472 26,665 * 154,999 * 39,808
y (244.4) (856.8) (636.1) (888.3) (946.0)
. 109,730 22,091 2760 * 14,220 5111
Sl (el Gnaeray) (19.0) (85.5) 65.9) (81.5) (121.5)
. . 17,305 5151 1031 * 2785 * 1385
02 (antihypertensives) (3.0) (20.0) (24.6) (16.0) (31.7)
E— 424,584 80,925 11,316 * 52,129 17,480
ureties (73.4) (313.1) (270.0) (298.7) (415.4)
. 385.920 71.406 7981 * 48,563 ° 14,862
€07 (beta blocking agents) (66.8) (276.3) (190.4) (278.3) (353.2)
C07AB02 279,767 52,559 5783 * 35,906 * 10,870
(Metoprolol) (48.4) (203.3) (138.0) (205.8) (258.3)
C08 (calcium channel 427,655 78,955 9551 * 53,536 ° 15,868
blockers) (74.0) (305.4) (227.8) (306.8) (377.1)
C09 (agents acting on the 747,141 157,696 17,751 * 108,958 * 30,987
renin-angiotensin system) (129.2) (610.1) (423.5) (624.4) (736.4)
C10 (lipid modifying 663,711 174,753 18,752 * 122,359 * 33,642
agents) (114.8) (676.0) (447.4) (701.2) (799.5)
. 649,020 171,188 18,039 * 120,341 * 32,808
Cltha, (Etime) (112.3) (662.3) (430.4) (689.7) (779.7)
C10AA01 309,936 86,531 9106 * 60,696 * 16,729
(Simvastatin) (53.6) (334.8) (217.3) (347.8) (397.6)
C10AA05 304,764 76,599 7791 * 54,606 ° 14,202
(Atorvastatin) (52.7) (296.39) (185.9) (312.9) (337.5)

Note: Data are presented as the total number of users who redeemed drug prescriptions of the ATC codes A10, A10A, A10B and A10A/B in
combination with antithrombotic agents (B01) and cardiovascular drugs (C). Numbers in brackets are prevalence (number of users/1000).
*p < 0.05; A10A different from A10B; " p < 0.05 A10B different from A10A /B when compared horizontally (chi-square test).

Table 3. Number of users and prevalence of analgesics, psycholeptics, and psychoanaleptics.

Denmark A10 A10A A10B A10A/B
NO2 (analgesics) 1,236,170 124,260 16,453 * 83,676 ~ 24,131
8 (213.8) (480.7) (392,6) (479.5) (573.5)
. 390,614 47,006 7666 * 29,130 " 10,210
N02A (opiods) (67.6) (181.9) (182.9) (166.9) (242.6)
NO02AA05 79,328 9536 1856 * 5469 © 2211
(Oxycodone) (13.7) (36.9) (44.3) (31.3) (52.5)
NO02AX02 211,591 26,302 3809 * 16,697 5796
(Tramadol) (36.6) (101.8) (90.9) (95.7) (137.7)
RO5DA05 84,210 8987 1156 * 6091 © 1740
(Codeine) (14.6) (34.8) (27.6) (34.9) (41.4)
NO2B (other analgesics 1,089,807 113,995 14,711 * 76,963 " 22,321
and antipyretics) (188.5) (441.0) (351.0) (441.0) (530.4)
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Table 3. Cont.

Denmark A10 A10A A10B A10A/B
NO3AX12 78.048 11.559 1.958 6.640 - 3.001
(Gabapentin) 13.5) (44.9) (46.7) (38.1) (71.3)
NO5 (psycoleptics) 407,387 37,461 5550 * 25,042 6869
(70.5) (144.9) (132.4) (143.5) (163.2)
) . 131,836 13,355 1877 * 8903 ~ 2575
IS (Ermlipeye a1 Es) (22.8) (51.7) (44.8) (51.0) 612)
o 124,731 11,906 1802 * 8079 2025
NO5B (anxiolytics) (21.6) (46.1) (42.9) (46.3) (48.2)
NO5C (hypnotics and 232,933 21,058 3407 * 13,618 4033
sedatives) (40.3) (81.5) (81.3) (78,0) (95.8)
NO6 (psychoanaleptics) 471,341 44,440 6699 * 28,961 " 8780
(81.5) (171.9) (159.8) (166.0) (208.7)
) 416,064 41,942 6188 * 27,388 8366
DB (umilelgpiepesinis) (72.0) (162.3) (147.6) (157.0) (198.8)
NO6AA09 34,598 4334 693 * 2555 ° 1086
(Amitriptyline) (6.0) (16.8) (16.5) (14.6) (25.8)
NO6AX21 34,277 3852 533 * 2514 805
(Duloxetin) (5.9) 14.9) (12.7) (14.4) 19.1)

Note: Data are presented as the total number of users who redeemed drug prescriptions of the ATC codes A10, A10A, A10B and A10A/B
in combination with analgesics (N02); gabapentin, psycholeptics (N05) and psychoanaleptics (N06). Numbers in brackets are prevalence
(number of users/1000). * p < 0.05; A10A different from A10B; " p < 0.05 A10B different from A10A /B when compared horizontally
(chi-square test).

Table 4 shows the use and prevalence of use of the most frequently prescribed PGx
drugs having AGs or N-AGs for CYP2D6, CYP2C19 and SLCO1B1 in the general population
and among persons with diabetes (A10) sorted by ATC codes. The five most used drugs
both in the general population and among persons with diabetes were pantoprazole,
simvastatin, atorvastatin, metoprolol, and tramadol, however, the order was different
between the two groups. The prevalence of use for persons with diabetes compared to the
general population (prevalence ratio) increased by an average factor of 2.9 for all drugs
ranging from 1.7 for sertraline to as high as 6.2 for simvastatin except for methylphenidate
and atomoxetine. Note that the number of users for the different drugs shown in the table is
not additive (vertically) since dispensing to the same users can occur for the different drugs.

Table 4. Consumption of PGx drugs in the general population (GP) and among persons with diabetes (A10).

Drug Name PGx-G ATC I{cs;i’r)s Pre(vca;i)e)nce Users (A10) Pre(x:llg)n ce Prel\{lgtlie;me
Pantoprazol AG A02BC02 329,222 56.95 39,287 151.98 2.7
Lansoprazol AG A02BC03 135,980 23.52 17,246 66.72 2.8
Omeprazol AG A02BC01 119,274 20.63 14,286 55.27 2.7
Esomeprazol N-AG A02BCO05 32,295 5.59 3054 11.81 2.1
Ondansetron AG A04AA01 13,979 242 1341 5.19 22
Clopidogrel AG BO1AC04 127,480 22.05 21,746 84.13 3.8
Amiodaron N-AG C01BDO01 8582 1.48 1420 5.49 3.7
Metoprolol AG C07AB02 279,767 48.39 52,559 203.33 42
Carvedilol N-AG C07AG02 33,506 5.80 8004 30.96 5.3
Bisoprolol N-AG C07ABO07 24,953 4.32 4860 18.80 44
Atenolol N-AG C07ABO03 15,517 2.68 2859 11.06 41
Simvastatin AG C10AA01 309,936 53.61 86,531 334.75 6.2
Atorvastatin AG C10AA05 304,764 52.72 76,599 296.33 5.6
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Table 4. Cont.
Drug Name PGx-G ATC I(Jéepr)s Pre(v(e;i)e)nce Users (A10) Pre(rll(e)? ce PreI‘{/:tlie;\ce
Tramadol AG NO02AX02 211,591 36.60 26,302 101.75 2.8
Codein AG RO5DA04 84,210 14.57 8987 34.77 2.4
Oxycodon N-AG NO02AA05 79,328 13.72 9536 36.89 2.7
Quetiapine N-AG NO5AH04 65,208 11.28 5540 21.43 1.9
Olanzapine N-AG NO05AHO03 17,584 3.04 1819 7.04 2.3
Risperidon N-AG NO05AX08 16,066 2.78 1881 7.28 2.6
Aripiprazol AG NO5AX12 12,381 2.14 1347 5.21 2.4
Sertraline AG NO06ABO6 110,671 19.14 8521 32.96 1.7
Citalopram AG NO06AB0O4 90,460 15.65 9824 38.00 24
Mirtazapin N-AG NO6AX11 83,603 14.46 9035 34.95 2.4
Venlafaxin AG NO06AX16 48,398 8.37 5307 20.53 2.5
Methylphenida N-AG NO06BA04 38,620 6.68 984 3.81 0.6
Amitriptyline AG NO06AA09 34,598 5.98 4334 16.77 2.8
Duloxetine N-AG NO6AX21 34,277 5.93 3852 14.90 2.5
Escitalopram AG NO6AB10 23,607 4.08 2153 8.33 2.0
Nortriptyline AG NO06AA10 14,339 2.48 1718 6.65 2.7
Paroxetine AG NO6ABO05 12,410 2.15 1332 5.15 2.4
Fluoxetine N-AG NO06ABO3 10,535 1.82 831 3.21 1.8
Atomoxetine AG NO06BA09 9778 1.69 212 0.82 0.5

Note: Only drugs redeemed by more than 8000 users in the general population are shown and compared to persons with diabetes. Drugs
are sorted by ATC categories. AG; actionable dosing guideline, N-AG; non-actionable dosing guideline, GP; general population.

DK population

5,781,190

Tramadol

211,591 users

(36.6)

Figure 1 shows the use of sertraline, having PGx-based AG for CYP2C19, and tramadol,
having AG for CYP2D6, respectively, redeemed either alone or in combination, expressed as
the total number of users and prevalence (numbers in brackets) in the general population
and among persons with diabetes (A10). As can be seen, the prevalence of use of the
combination of sertraline and tramadol was three times higher for persons with diabetes
compared to the general population. When the prevalence of use of the combination of
sertraline and tramadol was expressed relative to sertraline, 8.8% of the users of sertraline
also obtain tramadol, whereas, when expressed relative to tramadol, it was less (4.6%). The
same numbers for persons with diabetes were 15.4% and 5.0%, respectively. By calculating
the relative risk (RR), it can be seen that persons with diabetes using sertraline have
a 1.74 times higher risk of obtaining it in combination with tramadol compared to the
general population whereas the same number for diabetic tramadol users is lower but
still significant.

Sertraline Sertraline
110,671 users 8,521 users A10 population
(19.1) 8.8% 15.4 % (33.0) .
Combination RR 1.74 [1.65-1.84] Combination Tramadol
9,742 users 1,308 users 26,302
(1.7) (5.1) (101.8)

\

J | J

[4.6% ——— RR1.08[1.02-1.14] «—— 5.0%|

Figure 1. Prevalences of use and relative risks. Note: This figure illustrates the use of sertraline and tramadol either alone or

in combination in the general population and among persons with diabetes. Numbers in brackets are prevalence (number

of users/1000). Numbers in square brackets are relative risks (RR).
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Table 5 is based on principles outlined in Figure 1, showing the prevalence of use of
drug combinations of the most frequently redeemed drugs in each ATC category except
for ondansetron and amiodarone (see Table 4) among the general population and among
persons with diabetes. From the table, it can be calculated, based on the principles outlined
above, that the prevalence of use of all combinations shown are on average 4.6 times
higher for persons with diabetes compared to the general population, whereas the same
number, when drugs are given alone (left column), is on average 3.3 higher. The lowest
value was 1.6 for the combination of sertraline and quetiapine and the highest was 7.1
for the combination of simvastatin and quetiapine. Importantly, the RR of obtaining a
combination of drugs was significantly higher for the majority of the combinations shown
in the table for persons with diabetes compared to the general population. For, e.g., diabetic
users of sertraline, the RR of obtaining it in combination with clopidogrel, metoprolol,
or simvastatin was 2.35, 2.56, and 3.65, whereas for users of clopidogrel, metoprolol or
simvastatin the RRs of obtaining these drugs in combination with sertraline were 1.06, 1.05,
and 1.01. In addition, by using the drug interaction tracker by Medscape® [32], several of
the combinations shown (in bold) are scored as “monitor close”.
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3. Discussion

In previous studies, it has been shown that the Danish Register of Medicinal Product
Statistics constitutes a valuable tool to obtain detailed information, not only about the
use of prescription drugs but also about the use of combinations, including drugs having
PGx based AGs and N-AGs [28,31]. This offers a unique opportunity to measure drug use
in specific disease areas such as diabetes. Based on nationwide registers, the number of
persons with diabetes in Denmark in 2017 was estimated to be about 280.000, corresponding
to 5% of the population, where type 1 diabetes (T1D) constituted about 28.000 (0.5%) and
type 2 diabetes (T2D) about 252.000 (4.5%) [7]. In this study, we identified the total
number of individual users of A10 drugs during 2018, which is assumed due to the
length of the measured period, to represent a surrogate number for the total diabetes
population in Denmark who are in medical antidiabetic treatment. With this assumption,
and based on the pharmacological approaches and guidelines for the glycemic treatment
of diabetes [33,34], users of solely A10A are T1D and users of solely A10B and both
A10A/B are T2D. This assumption seems to be in good alignment with the numbers
found by Carstensen et al. [7] both in terms of users, prevalence of use and age-specific
prevalence [7]. However, our data on A10 users are slightly lower, somewhat higher
for T1D and lower for T2D, which is mainly explained by the different approaches and
epidemiological considerations used in this study and by Carstensen et al. [7]. Based on
the above, we find it suitable throughout the discussion of the findings of this study to
subdivide persons with diabetes into T1D (A10A users), T2D taking no insulin (A10B users)
and T2D taking insulin (A10A/B.).

Persons with diabetes have increased platelet reactivity [35,36] and are more prone
to cardiovascular disease (CVD) [37-39], although there are differences in the underlying
pathophysiology between T1D and T2D [38]. This is reflected by the finding of 46 times
higher prevalence of use of drugs within the drug classes of antithrombotic agents (B01)
and the cardiovascular system (C) in persons with diabetes as shown in Table 2 compared
to the general population. This clearly underscores the importance of these types of drugs
in the prevention and treatment of cardiovascular diseases in persons with diabetes [35-40].
Interestingly, when looking at the prevalence’s of use between T1D, T2D taking no insulin
and T2D taking insulin it seems to be evident that across most of the ATC categories/drug
classes shown, the prevalence of use of antithrombotic agents and CVD drugs was in the
order of T2D taking insulin > T2D taking no insulin > T1D. In addition, depression, anxiety
and neuropathy are common complications of both T1D and T2D. They affect a large frac-
tion of persons with diabetes and are often associated with poor outcomes [40-43]. As seen
for CVD the underlying pathophysiology for these comorbidities is not well understood,
however, the pharmacotherapy for these complications have common features such as
the use antidepressants (N06A), i.e., tricyclic antidepressants and serotonin-noradrenaline
reuptake inhibitors in addition to gabapentin (and pregabalin)—anticonvulsants normally
used to treat epilepsy, and opioids [41,43]. Note that in this study, we cannot discriminate
between antidepressants used for neuropathy and depression. Although efficacious in the
treatment of neuropathic pain, opioids are not considered to be the first choice because
of concerns about abuse and addiction. As was the case with the CVD drugs, persons
with diabetes have a 2-3 (for gabapentin 4 times) higher prevalence of use of analgesics
including opioids, psycholeptics and psychoanaleptics compared to the general population
and essentially follow the same order of prevalence of use as seen for CVD; T2D taking
insulin > T2D taking no insulin > T1D. Depression and anxiety seem to be unrecognized
and untreated in about two-thirds of persons with diabetes [40,41]. This may reflect the per-
ception among clinicians that psychological matters are less important than physiological
matters in persons with diabetes [44], which can explain the higher prevalence of use seen
in the CVD area compared to the use of analgesics, psycholeptics and psychoanaleptics.
Note that the number of users is not additive (vertical reading) for the different drugs
shown in the tables since dispensing to the same users can occur for the different drugs.

141



Pharmaceuticals 2021, 14, 899

However, the clinical relevance and justification of preventing and treating cardiovas-
cular diseases, depression, anxiety and neuropathy by the use of multiple drug regimens
also introduce the risk of inappropriate medication that may place persons with diabetes
at an increased risk of ADR and poor outcomes [5,11]. Diabetes is inevitably associated
with polypharmacy, in particular, among the elderly, and thereby increased risk of frequent
hospital admissions [13] and increased risk of mortality [14]. Implementing PGx testing
into daily clinical practice can provide a valuable tool to offer “appropriate polyphar-
macy” as previously suggested among others [3,20,45] and which is in alignment with
the recent consensus report on precision medicine in diabetes [46]. In spite of supporting
evidence and advances in PGx implementation in clinical practice, evidence on the cost-
effectiveness of applying PGx-guided antiplatelet in cardiovascular diseases [47] and in
polypharmacy have emerged [48] significant barriers still exist. Mainly concerning physi-
cians’ and pharmacists” awareness and education, but also evidence level, significance and
cost-effectiveness are questioned [49].

The use of drugs in Denmark having PGx-based AGs and N-AGs are quite widespread,
especially among the elderly, who often are exposed to several drug combinations hav-
ing AGs, including combinations having warnings, according to drug—drug interaction
checkers such as “monitor closely” or “serious use alternate” [28,29]. Stratifying the use
of PGx drugs to persons with diabetes (A10 level) further substantiates the common and
by on average 2.9 times more prevalent use of PGx drugs in persons with diabetes com-
pared to the general population. In this study, we do not have data on the prevalence of
use of PGx drugs as a function of age intervals. However, since we provide data on the
age distribution of users of A10, A10A, A10B and A10A /B (Table 1) we assume that it is
the elderly who are the most exposed to PGx drugs, further substantiating age as a key
driver of polypharmacy [20,50]. Only in two instances, in the case of methylphenidate and
atomoxetine, the prevalence of use was lower for persons with diabetes compared to the
general population.

We further scrutinized the consumption of the most used PGx drugs in each drug class
(see Figure 1 and Table 5) when drugs were redeemed either alone or in combination from
a Danish pharmacy. The prevalence’s of the use of PGx drugs in persons with diabetes
were on average 3.3 times higher for diabetic users when given alone. Interestingly, when
the PGx drugs were given in combinations, the prevalence ratios increased to an average
of 4.6 further suggesting that persons with diabetes are much more exposed to PGx drugs
than the general population and in particular, for PGx drug combinations, including drug
combinations, for which there exist DDI warnings. Similar findings were also seen for
the use of clopidogrel and proton pump inhibitors in persons with diabetes [31]. The
frequency of DGI as recently reported for CYP2D6, CYP2C19 and SLCO1B1 [45] further
implies that a significant proportion of persons with diabetes will have phenotypes for
which actions in principle should be taken regarding dose adjustment or avoidance of the
given drugs. Taking phenoconversion into consideration as well, i.e., the combination of
DDI and DGI could potentially lead to additional changes in pharmacological responses
as has been suggested elsewhere [3]. The differences in RR seen for diabetic users of,
e.g., to obtain sertraline in combination with clopidogrel is twice as high as compared to
users of obtaining clopidogrel in combination with sertraline, a pattern seen for several
of the combinations shown in Table 5 and Figure 1. This suggests that users of certain
drugs have a higher probability of obtaining it in combinations with certain other drugs
and not necessarily vice versa. The fact that persons with diabetes are more exposed to
PGx drugs, both when given alone and in combination, further substantiates that both
DGI and DD], so-called drug—drug-gene interactions (DDGI), are important measures to
consider as previously suggested [28,29,31]. This calls for the need for the alignment of
drug interaction trackers with regards to the incorporation of DGI and DDGI and thereby
considering potential phenoconversion.

A limitation of this register study is a lack of information about dose, compliance,
clinical effects as well as the duration of treatments and detailed demographics all of which
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should be taken into consideration in future research. For data on drug combinations, it
cannot be assumed that all users are taking the drugs concomitantly, however, we have
supporting data showing that around 50% of drug combinations were redeemed on the
same day (unpublished results and [28,31]).

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Register Data

This study is a cross-sectional study using The Danish Register of Medicinal Product
Statistics [51], which comprises records of all prescriptions redeemed since 1st of January
1996, as the source. Drug consumption data was retrieved with the support of Statistics
Denmark [52] for 2018. It is mandatory to report the sale of medicines, and therefore,
the data cover all sales in Denmark. The personal identification number [53] (the CPR
number) is a unique identifier to all Danish inhabitants which makes it possible to measure
a person’s drug consumption. Consumption is expressed as the number of users who
redeemed prescriptions of drugs investigated by applying their ATC codes [54]. The drug
use among persons with diabetes was identified by measuring inhabitants who redeemed
prescriptions of the ATC code A10 (level 2) which solely includes “drugs used in diabetes”
including users of A10A (level 3; insulins and analogues) and A10B (level 3; blood glucose-
lowering drugs excl. insulins). In addition, the number of users of A10A, A10B and users
of both A10A and A10B, referred to as A10A /B, were also measured. By combining the
use of A10, A10A, A10B and A10A/B to ATC codes for the drug/drug classes investigated
within the therapeutic areas of antithrombotic agents (B01), the cardiovascular system (C),
analgesics (N02), psycholeptics (N05) and psychoanaleptics (N06) the number of persons
using A10, A10A, A10B and A10A/B alone or in combination with the above-mentioned
drug classes were identified and compared to the use in the general population. To convert
the number of users to prevalence (users/1000 inhabitants), the total Danish population
in 2018 was 5.781.190 and the age group distribution was as follow: 0-17 years 1,165,000;
18-24 years 532,622; 25-44 years 1,441,697; 45-64 years 1,525,308; 65-79 years 859,369 and
80+ years 256,694. The total number of persons who redeemed prescriptions of ATC-code
A10 (persons with diabetes) was 258,494 (see Table 1).

Drug-drug interactions were scored in severity by using Medscape® drug interaction
checker [32]. Warnings are displayed as “monitor closely” or “serious use alternate”.

The dosing information, length of treatment and indication for prescribing were not
recorded, and ethics approval was not applicable according to Danish law since the use
of anonymized healthcare data for pharmacoepidemiological research does not require
subject consent or approval from Ethics Committee.

4.2. Statistics

The relative risk (RR) was calculated by using the MedCalc Software Ltd. relative risk
calculator. https://www.medcalc.org/calc/relative_risk.php (Version 20.0.5; accessed on
2 June 2021). The Chi-squared test was performed by using the CHI2. TEST function in
Microsoft Excel version 2016.

4.3. Clinical Dosing Guidelines

The Clinical Pharmacogenetics Implementation Consortium (CPIC) and the Dutch
Pharmacogenetics Working Group (DPWG) clinical dosing guidelines for specific gene-
drug pairs were used as the source. The guidelines are available through the publicly
available PharmGKB homepage (https:/ /www.pharmgkb.org/ accessed on 15 August
2021). Drugs with guidelines were divided into drugs having an actionable guideline (AG)
defined as at least one clinical recommendation (i.e., dose adjustment, dose monitoring or
avoidance of the given drug) different from “extensive metaboliser” EM (normal situation)
of any of the phenotypes PM, IM or RM. Drugs having a non-actionable guideline (N-AG)
were defined as drugs with no clinical recommendation different from EM of any of the
phenotypes based on current clinical knowledge.
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5. Conclusions

The findings of this exploratory cross-sectional register study clearly show that a large
fraction of the Danish population and in particular persons with diabetes, especially the
elderly, are exposed to drugs or drug combinations for which there exists dosing guidelines
as well as FDA annotation related to PGx of CYP2D6, CYP2C19 and SLCO1BI1. In addition,
it should be emphasized that T2D taking insulin seems to have a higher rate of use of
drugs including PGx drugs compared to T2D taking no insulin and T1D. This further
supports the notion of the emerging results of accessing and accounting for not only DDI
but also DGI, DDGI and phenoconversion as supportive tools in clinical decision-making
and appropriate polypharmacy. The focus should be on the elderly, nursing home residents
and persons with diabetes due to their high exposure to PGx drugs. In spite of supporting
evidence and advances in PGx implementation in clinical practice, including evidence on
cost-effectiveness, significant barriers in the Danish healthcare system in implementing
the use of PGx, mainly concerning awareness and education, but also at the evidence level
which suggests initiatives should be taken focusing on these key barriers.
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Abstract: Children and youth treated with antipsychotic drugs (APs) are particularly vulnerable to
adverse drug reactions (ADRs) and prone to poor treatment response. In particular, interindividual
variations in drug exposure can result from differential metabolism of APs by cytochromes, subject to
genetic polymorphism. CYP1A2 is pivotal in the metabolism of the APs olanzapine, clozapine, and
loxapine, whose safety profile warrants caution. We aimed to shed some light on the pharmacogenetic
profiles possibly associated with these drugs” ADRs and loss of efficacy in children and youth. We
conducted a systematic review relying on four databases, following the Preferred Reporting Items
for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 2020 recommendations and checklist, with a
quality assessment. Our research yielded 32 publications. The most frequent ADRs were weight gain
and metabolic syndrome (18; 56.3%), followed by lack of therapeutic effect (8; 25%) and neurological
ADREs (7; 21.8%). The overall mean quality score was 11.3/24 (42.7). In 11 studies (34.3%), genotyping
focused on the study of cytochromes. Findings regarding possible associations were sometimes
conflicting. Nonetheless, cases of major clinical improvement were fostered by genotyping. Yet,
CYP1A2 remains poorly investigated. Further studies are required to improve the assessment of
the risk-benefit balance of prescription for children and youth treated with olanzapine, clozapine,
and/or loxapine.

Keywords: cytochromes; CYP1A2; adverse drug reaction; antipsychotics; olanzapine; clozapine;
loxapine; pharmacogenetics; children; youth

1. Introduction

In child psychiatry, antipsychotic drugs (APs) are used to treat psychotic or mood
disorders, as well as behavioral symptoms, despite limited evidence. Although APs are
usually efficacious, the risk of adverse drug reactions (ADRs) associated with this class
should be considered when initiating APs in this vulnerable population [1,2]. Treatment
resistance is also a major concern [3]. Many intrinsic and extrinsic factors may influence the
pharmacokinetics and pharmacodynamics of APs, such as sex, ancestry, puberty, dietary,
and smoking habits [4-7], potentially leading to ADRs or lack of therapeutic effects.
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Furthermore, the cytochrome P450 (CYP) proteins, a superfamily of liver enzymes,
are instrumental to drug metabolism. At least 57 human CYPs have been described [8],
even if most reactions are undertaken by CYP2C9, CYP2C19, CYP2D6, and CYP3A4 [9].
Major interindividual differences in their expression arise from genetic polymorphisms,
leading to various metabolizing phenotypes [10] that determine the CYPs’ level of activity.
Furthermore, alterations in their activity by extrinsic inducers or inhibitors, can imbalance
a previously well-tolerated treatment; conversely, it can potentiate a given medication [11].
As CYP metabolize most APs [12], some studies addressed the potential consequences of
CYP2D6 polymorphisms in children and youth treated with antipsychotics [13]. While
CYP1A2 represents approximately 15% of hepatic CYP content [14], it is nonetheless pivotal
in the metabolism of the two atypical APs, olanzapine [15] and clozapine [16], as well as
loxapine [17] (whose properties are closely related to those of atypical APs [18,19]).

Olanzapine, clozapine, and loxapine share a common tricyclic structure and belong
to the thienobenzodiazepine, dibenzodiazepine, and dibenzoxazepine families, respec-
tively [20]. Olanzapine [21] and clozapine [22] are currently used as second- to third-line
therapy, while loxapine may allow symptomatic relief of acute agitation [23,24]. In child
psychiatry, the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has granted marketing authoriza-
tion for olanzapine in acute mixed or manic episodes of bipolar I disorder and treatment
of schizophrenia for adolescents aged from 13 to 17 years old [25]. Similarly, the FDA
authorized use of olanzapine in cases of depressed bipolar I disorder, in combination
with fluoxetine, in children and adolescents aged between 10 and 17 years old [25]. By
contrast, the European Medicines Agency (EMA) did not recommend olanzapine for use
in children and adolescents below 18 years of age, mainly because of a lack of data on
safety and efficacy. Furthermore, the EMA highlighted a greater magnitude of weight gain,
lipid, and prolactin alterations in short-term studies of adolescent patients, in comparison
with studies of adult patients [26]. Regarding clozapine, its therapeutic indications are
mainly represented by treatment-resistant schizophrenia and recurrent suicidal behaviors
in schizophrenic disorders [27], without prejudice to the age, reflecting the lack of guide-
lines for use of clozapine in pediatric population [28]. The EMA stated that safety and
efficacy of clozapine in children under the age of 16 have not been established yet, and
therefore that it should not be used in this group until further data become available [29].
Likewise, regarding loxapine, both FDA and EMA mentioned that safety and effectiveness
in pediatric patients have not been established [30,31]. However, in France, the National
Drug Agency (Agence Nationale de Sécurité du Médicament et des produits de santé
(ANSM)) granted authorization for loxapine in the treatment of acute and chronic psychotic
disorders as from the age of 15 years [32].

Atypical APs tend to induce less extrapyramidal effects (compared to typical antipsy-
chotics) [33] and may therefore be the preferred option when treating children and youth,
despite these grey areas. However, their profile comes at the price of other prominent
ADRs, such as metabolic changes (weight gain, hyperglycemia, and dyslipidemia) [34]. As
they begin in childhood, they are likely to persist over lifetime. Off-label use being frequent
in this population [35], children are also exposed to a plethora of ADRs, such as neuroleptic
malignant syndrome, seizures, agranulocytosis, or hyperprolactinemia. The safety profile
of olanzapine [36] and clozapine [1] shows major issues of concern, and the tolerability of
loxapine scarcely has been investigated [37], especially in children and youth.

Increased knowledge of the intrinsic determinants of each patient’s exposure to APs
could pave the way to tailored therapy. Pharmacogenetics has been defined as the study
of how genetic differences influence the variability in patient’s responses to drugs [38].
On a large scale, genome-wide association studies (GWAS) allow to genotype all known
single-nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs) in the human genome. When a smaller set of
SNPs are likely to affect treatment response, candidate gene studies can be conducted to
detect a potential association [39]. Further, whole-genome sequencing approaches (WGS)
may allow to identify rare gene variants, and therefore raises interesting prospects in
psychiatric disorders [40,41]. The in vivo assessment of a cytochrome’s phenotype relies on

148



Pharmaceuticals 2022, 15, 749

the administration of a selective enzyme substrate. These approaches brought us closer
to personalized medicine, whereby the understanding of each patient’s genetic profile
may predict the occurrence of ADRs or lack of effect. This may be especially useful
in specific populations [42], often excluded of clinical trials and of the classical field of
evidence-based medicine.

Therefore, we aimed to review the pharmacogenetic variants underlying olanzapine,
clozapine, and loxapine ADRs and/or efficacy in children and youth having undergone
genotyping. Then, we assessed the most frequently investigated ADRs and genetic poly-
morphisms in this population. Finally, we assessed the specific effect of CYP1A2 variants
in the occurrence of ADRs and/or lack of therapeutic effect.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Research

The PROSPERO International prospective register of systematic reviews was checked
for similar systematic reviews. Due to our issue of concern never having been addressed, we
have submitted the research protocol to the INPLASY International platform of registered
systematic review and meta-analysis protocols (INPLASY202250025).

We have, therefore, conducted this systematic review following the Preferred Report-
ing Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 2020 recommendations
and checklist [43]. We further followed special methodological considerations regarding
pediatric systematic reviews [44]. The following query was used: ((((adolescent* OR youth
OR child* OR pedia* OR paedia*) AND (clozapine OR olanzapine OR loxapine) AND
(pharmacogen* OR allele OR genotype* OR cytochrome* OR CYP1* OR CYP2* OR CYP3*
OR CYP4*) AND (adverse drug reaction* OR adverse event* OR adverse reaction* OR side
effect* OR secondary effect* OR after effect* OR tolerability OR safety)))). Two authors
(DM. and A.O.G.) separately conducted the research in PubMed, EMBASE, PsycINFO, and
PsycArticles. Our query retrieved publications registered in the four selected databases up
to 21 March 2022.

Relying on four electronic bibliographic databases, our extraction retrieved for each
publication the source database, publication year, language, full list of authors” names,
article title, DOI (Digital Object Information), journal title, abstract, and Medical Subject
Headings (MeSH) terms associated. Two authors independently performed the preliminary
two steps of proper article screening, with the results shown in the PRISMA flowchart
(Figure 1).

Before screening, duplicates were removed. First, the eligibility of the titles and
abstracts of the articles identified by the initial query were checked. Next, full-text copies
of the articles whose titles and abstracts met the inclusion criteria were retrieved. Then, to
ensure compliance with the inclusion criteria, the yielded full-text articles were assessed
for eligibility.

When the two reviewing authors could not obtain a consensus regarding an article,
the disagreement was resolved through discussion. Lastly, data extraction was performed
for all publications that met the inclusion criteria, including the study site(s), study type,
characteristics of the subjects (age, sample size, sex distribution, ancestry, diagnosis),
antipsychotic(s) of interest and its (their) dosing, other drugs administered, outcome(s)
measured, gene variants assessed, their potential association(s) with the ADR(s), the patho-
physiology involved, and the pharmacogenetic approach. For quality assessment needs, we
also extracted data addressing the reasons for choosing the genes/SNPs to genotype (sum-
maries of previous findings, reasons given for choosing the genes and SNPs genotyped, the
adjustment methods for multiple testing, and the p-values provided for the associations),
the sample size (details on calculation of sample size and on a priori power to detect effect
sizes of varying degrees), the reliability of genotypes (description of the genotyping pro-
cedure, of the primers and of any quality control methods, previously reported genotype
frequencies, blind of genotyping personnel to outcome status), missing genotype data (the
extent and reasons for missing data, any checks for missingness at random performed, any
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imputation of missing genotype data, number of patients contributing to each analysis
and consistence with sample size), population stratification (tests undertaken for cryptic
population stratification and adjustment for in the analyses), Hardy—Weinberg Equilibrium
testing (was it performed, and were deviating (or not) SNPs highlighted and excluded from
further analysis where appropriate), and choice and definition of outcomes (clear definition
of all outcomes investigated, justification, results shown).

[ Identification of studies via databases and registers }
()
g Records identified from:
§ Databases (n = 406) SR:;:;IEz;moved before
£ * Pubmed: 98 Duplicate records removed
5 e Embase: 218 (n =55)
3 e PsycINFO: 31
e PsycARTICLE: 59
—
v
S
Records screened »| Records excluded
(n=352) (n=279)
v
Reports sought for retrieval Reports not retrieved
) (n=73) > (h=1)
=
)
(2
3 v
Reports assessed for eligibility »| Reports excluded:
(n=72) Wrong / N/A age (n = 29)
No / N/A ADR (n =4)
No / N/A genotyping (n = 4)
Wrong antipsychotic (n = 3)
—/
v
e
2 o ——
= Studies included in review
S (n=32)
£
—

Figure 1. PRISMA 2020 flow diagram for identification of studies. N/A: Not applicable. From:
Page M]J, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, Boutron I, Hoffmann TC, Mulrow CD, et al. The PRISMA
2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. BM]J 2021; 372: n71.
doi:10.1136/bmj.n71.

2.2. Selection Criteria
Data extraction relied on the following inclusion criteria:

1. Studies including at least one child and/or adolescent and/or youth, therefore aged
under 25, following the United Nations definition [45].

2. Receiving at least one atypical antipsychotic that is metabolized by CYP1A2 (clozapine,
olanzapine, loxapine).

3.  Having experienced an adverse drug reaction/a lack of therapeutic effect linked to at
least one of these treatments.

4. Having undergone pharmacogenomic analysis/genotyping, the results of which
are mentioned.

5. Record issued from an English-language and peer-reviewed journal, for which full-
text was available

We therefore excluded books (and chapters), commentaries, but also any published
material that did not meet the original research criteria (e.g., systematic reviews, meta-
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analyses) [46]. However, considering the foreseeable paucity of evidence informing the
review, we decided to include conference abstracts and editorial pieces [47].

To serve the same purpose, we have chosen to include studies including ‘mixed’
(both adult and pediatric) populations [44], with due regard to the age criterion: ‘Studies
including at least one child and/or adolescent, therefore aged under 25'.

Then, identical or overlapping patient cohorts were detected by the analysis of study
site(s) and characteristics of the subjects, among others. The objectives and genetic variants
investigated tended to differ across the reports, based on overlapping or identical cohorts,
so we have chosen to include publications presenting redundant cohorts [39].

When the ancestry of patients (whose consideration is pivotal in genetics concerns)
was not provided in a study, we hypothesized that it could be consistent with the study
site, and reported it as such.

Studies were classified according to their methodology: case reports or case series,
cohort studies [48], and case—control (or cross-sectional) studies [49]. We distinguished
‘pediatric’ studies, exclusively relying on pediatric samples, and ‘mixed-population” stud-
ies, to present their respective characteristics (Tables 1 and 2) and quality assessments
(Tables S1 and S2). Then, the whole studies were grouped according to the main classes of
ADRs investigated (Tables 3-5).

2.3. Quality Assessment

The quality of the included pharmacogenetic studies was independently assessed by
D.M. and A.O.G, relying on a tool adapted from Maruf et al. [13] and the checklist developed
by Jorgensen and Williamson [50]. As stated above, we considered each article (irrespective
of the potential redundancy of its (their) cohort(s)) for quality assessment. Indeed, methods
may vary from an article to another, relying on identical or overlapping patient cohorts.
Any case of discrepancy between their assessments was resolved through discussion.

The used tool addressed different issues of methodological quality:

Choosing the genes/SNPs to genotype (4 binary questions).
Sample size (3 questions: 2 binary and 1 open).

Study design (1 open question).

Reliability of genotypes (5 binary questions).

Missing genotype data (6 binary questions).

Population stratification (2 binary questions).
Hardy-Weinberg Equilibrium (2 binary questions).

Choice and definition of outcomes (3 binary questions).

PN LN

The purpose of open questions (sample size; study design) was to allow a quality
visual check as a complement to the global score of each publication.
For each binary question, we answered:

‘“Yes’ if the study provided an adequate response.
‘No’ if the response was not mentioned in the manuscript nor a method publication
referenced by the authors.

e ‘N/A’ (notapplicable) if the response to the main (first) question of the issue of concern
addressed is ‘No’.

Consequently, each study received a quality score between 0 and 24, based on the

summation of the “Yes” answers. According to this approach, the higher the score, the
higher the quality of a given study.

3. Results
3.1. Study Selection

Selection and progressive elimination of the identified articles are summarized in the
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) flowchart
provided in Figure 1. Our database query retrieved 406 records. Before screening, we
removed 55 duplicates (see Methods). Then, 352 records were screened on the basis of
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their title and abstract. Among them, 72 publications were assessed for eligibility via
the analysis of their full-text version. Finally, 32 records met the inclusion criteria of this
systematic review.

3.2. Characteristics of Studies
3.2.1. General Characteristics

The most represented study type was cohort studies (20 reports; 62.5%). Sample
sizes ranged from single cases (case reports) to 1445 patients (case—control study). Among
articles for which the ancestry was provided, 90.9% involved Caucasian/European/White
populations. It was not reported in 10 records (31.3%). Diagnosis of the included patients
was provided in 32 records (96.9%), mainly represented by psychotic disorders (29 re-
ports; 93.5%). In 11 studies (34.3%), genetic assessment relied on studying cytochromes.
Olanzapine was the most commonly used AP (24 reports; 75.0%). The most frequent
ADR was weight gain and metabolic syndrome (MetS), investigated in more than half
of the studies (18 reports; 56.3%). Lack of therapeutic effect accounted for 8 reports
(25.0%) and neurological ADRs for 7 reports (21.8%). Comparing study sites and char-
acteristics of the populations, we noticed several overlaps between the included articles.
Indeed, Nussbaum et al. in both studies ([51,52]), as well as Le Hellard et al. [53] and
Jassim et al. [54] relied on identical cohorts, respectively. To a lesser extent, Le Hellard et al.
included the Theisen et al. [55] cohort; the Gagliano et al. [56] cohort overlapped with the
Tiwari et al. [57] cohort; and the Quteineh et al. [58] and Saigi et al. [59] cohorts were both
overlapping the Choong et al. [60] cohort.

The mean quality assessment score (see Methods) of the 32 included studies was
11.3/24 (£2.7). The scores ranged from 6 (a case series) to 18 (a cohort study). In all studies,
a literature review was undertaken, whose findings were summarized, as well as the reasons
for choosing the genes and SNPs genotyped. The method of adjustment for multiple testing
was described in 13 records (40.6%). Precise p-values were provided for all associations
in 25 records (78.1%). Regarding sample size, details on its calculation were given in one
(3.1%) study (a cohort study). Details were given regarding the a priori power to detect
effect sizes of varying degrees in 5 publications (15.6%). Almost all records described the
genotyping procedure (31; 96.9%). Primers and quality control methods were described in 8
(25.0%) and 6 (18.8%) studies, respectively. Previously reported genotype frequencies were
quoted in 9 publications (28.1%). Genotyping personnel was blinded to outcome status in
one study (a cohort study) (3.1%). The extent of missing data was summarized in 9 studies
(28.1%), among which 6 gave the reasons for missing data (66.7%). No study reported
checks for missingness at random, nor imputed missing genotype data. All studies quoted
the number of patients contributing to each analysis (32; 100%), which agreed to samples
sizes in 24 studies (75.0%). No study presented tests for cryptic population stratification.
Hardy—Weinberg Equilibrium (HWE) was tested in 18 reports (56.3%). Among them, the
presence (or the absence) of deviating SNPs was highlighted and excluded from further
analysis in 17 studies (94.4%). Finally, all studies provided definitions, justifications for
their choices, and results for all outcomes investigated (32; 100%).

3.2.2. Pediatric Studies

Cohort studies accounted for 41.6% of pediatric studies (n = 5), followed by case
reports and case series (4 studies; 33.3%). Sample sizes ranged from single cases (2 case
reports) to 279 patients (a cohort study). The population was aged 3 to 20 years old. Ances-
try was not reported in most publications (7 studies; 58.3%). All studies in which ethnicity
was reported included Caucasian/European/White populations and African/Black pop-
ulations (5; 100%). Patients” diagnosis was mentioned in 11 studies (91.6%); psychotic
disorders in 8 of them (72.7%) and mood disorders in 5 of them (45.5%). Cytochromes were
genotyped in a great majority of reports (9; 75.0%). Olanzapine was mentioned in nearly all
the publications (11; 91.6%). Among the studied ADRs, 5 studies were related to inadequate
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efficacy (41.7%), 4 (33.3%) to weight gain or MetS, and 3 (25.0%) to neurological symptoms.
Detailed characteristics of the included pediatric studies are provided in Table 1.

For pediatric studies, the average quality assessment score was 9.1/24 (+1.7), ranging
from 6 (a case series) to 13 (a cohort study). The adjustment for multiple testing was
described in one-fourth of the studies (3; 25.0%), and precise p-values were provided for
all associations in one-half of the studies (6; 50.0%). No pediatric study provided details
on the calculation of the sample size nor on the a priori power to detect effect sizes of
varying degrees. The genotyping procedure was described in nearly all the publications
(11