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ABSTRACT

INTRODUCTION

Questions remain regarding safety and clinical relevance of anti-amyloid antibodies in
Alzheimer’s disease (AD), with no scientific basis for choosing between different

therapies.

METHODS

Systematic review, frequentist and Bayesian network meta-analyses of phase 11|
randomized placebo-controlled trials were performed to comparatively evaluate
cognitive, functional and biomarker efficacy and safety of anti-amyloid antibodies in
sporadic AD. Treatments were ranked with P- and SUCRA scores, with rank robustness
measured by Cohen’s kappa, and uncertainty in ranking probabilities estimated with

Shannon’s normalized entropy.

RESULTS

Based on data from 16,971 patients (16 studies), we found Donanemab the best-ranked
antibody on cognitive measures. Lecanemab was the most effective at reducing amyloid
burden. Caution is needed concerning brain edema and microbleeding, with clinically

important risks for Donanemab, Aducanumab and Lecanemab.

DISCUSSION

Risk/benefit profile of anti-amyloid antibodies remains unfavorable. Patients in
Donanemab study were stratified by tau load, with greater effects observed in

low/medium tau population.
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Highlights

¢ No single therapy ranked the best among all outcomes.

e Donanemab was the most effective antibody at reducing cognitive decline across
all primary outcomes, while Lecanemab ranked the highest on amyloid PET
removal.

e Consistently greater cognitive, functional and biomarker effects of Donanemab
were observed in patients with low/medium tau load, suggesting more promising
effects in earlier AD stages.

e All antibodies, except Solanezumab, were significantly less tolerable than
Placebo.

e The risk of cerebral edema and microbleeding may outweigh the benefits,

independently of APOE status.
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1. BACKGROUND

Although known for a little more than a century, Alzheimer’s disease (AD) became a
real-world problem in the last few decades as the most common form of dementia and
significant burden for our societies [1]. Until recently, symptomatic treatments were the
only therapies available for AD patients, and that situation remains in the majority of
countries in the world. The recent approvals of Aducanumab (Aduhelm®, U.S) and
Lecanemab (Leqembi®, U.S and Japan) have initiated the new era in AD therapeutics,
as these monoclonal antibodies have shown some potential to modify disease
progression by binding to amyloid-B (A) peptide, toxic peptides thought to be essential
in the AD pathophysiology [2]. Both Aducanumab (epitope: 3—7) and Lecanemab
(epitope: 1-16) have high selectivity for N-terminus of full-length Ap found in soluble
oligomers and fibrils, however, Lecanemab showed tenfold stronger binding to small

and large protofibrils than to fibrils [3, 4].

The regulatory approvals of Aduhelm® and Leqembi® were both promising and
controversial, and they came after more than a decade of investigating anti-Af} vaccines
and antibodies in AD patients [5, 6]. Many other antibodies, such as Solanezumab
(specific to AP monomers) and Bapineuzumab (non-specific) were discontinued since
they failed to show beneficial effects in clinical trials. Another anti-Af} antibody,
Donanemab, have gained significant attention recently and it is currently under review
for standard approval in the EU and the U.S. Instead of binding the N-terminus of full-
length AP, Donanemab targets the N-truncated pyroglutamate AP (at position 3), present
only in AP plaques. It is reported to rapidly induce plaque removal and reduce cognitive

decline in patients with early symptomatic AD [7, 8].

Despite clear advantages of disease-modifying therapies, substantial doubt remains

about both the clinical relevance and safety of anti-amyloid antibodies, and they still
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have to demonstrate clinically meaningful effect in real life [9, 10]. We have previously
conducted the systematic review and web application meta-analysis of anti-A3
antibodies in phase I1I randomized placebo-controlled clinical trials (RCTs), showing
that Aducanumab and Lecanemab produced the most promising biomarker results
(reducing both AP and tau load) and improved cognitive outcomes by small effect size
when compared to control group. However, these cognitive effects were achieved at the
great expense of increasing adverse events, most importantly amyloid-related imaging
abnormalities (ARIA) in the form of cerebral edema (ARIA-E), hemorrhages and
localized superficial siderosis (ARIA-H) [11]. Our study had some limitations, as we
performed only the conventional (frequentist) meta-analysis method with DerSimonian
and Laird random-effect model. This did not allow us to estimate the relative effects and
compare the performance of these treatments. Also, we did not analyze amyloid PET
data from original studies, and we failed to include the effects of Donanemab, as phase
IIT trial results on this drug were not available at the time. Therefore, our aim in this
study was to update and expand our previous study by conducting random-effect
frequentist and Bayesian network meta-analyses (NMAs) of phase III RCTs in order to
compare the effects of anti-A antibodies and rank their performance across cognitive,

functional, biomarker and safety outcomes.



107 2. METHODS

108  2.1. Search strategy

109  We followed the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analyses
110 (PRISMA) — NMA guideline of health care interventions [12]. The comprehensive
111 search for published phase III trials was done on March 11, 2024, using the following

’S” (13 29 <¢ 99 <¢

112 keywords: “Alzheimer’s”, “sporadic”, “mild cognitive impairment”, “phase 3”,

113 “monoclonal antibody”, “passive immunotherapy”, “Aducanumab”, “BIIB037”,

114  “Lecanemab”, “BAN-2401", “Solanezumab”, “LY2062430”, “Bapineuzumab” and
115  “AAB-001”, “Donanemab” and “LY3002813”. The search was performed on Google
116  Scholar, PubMed, and clinical trial databases, including International Clinical Trials
117  Registry Platform (ICTRP) of the World Health Organization, the U.S. Clinical trial

118  Registry ClinicalTrials.gov, The EU Clinical Trial Registry and Australian New Zealand

119  Clinical Trials Registry (ANZCTR).

120  2.2. Quality assessment

121  Modified Jadad scale was used to assess the methodological quality of clinical trial

122 reports. The Jadad scale, also known as the Oxford quality scoring system has been
123 tested for reliability in different settings [13, 14] and includes the evaluation of study
124  randomization, blindness of patients and investigators, blindness in outcome

125  assessment, report of withdrawals, and dropouts [15]. In addition, we evaluated

126  reporting of the methodology used to assess adverse events (most notably ARIA),

127  whether ARIA is reported depending on the APOE genotype, and whether the methods
128  of the statistical analysis were described in the study. The studies were excluded if they

129 (1) had modified Jadad score < 3; (2) were not phase III RCTs; (3) did not include
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patients with mild cognitive impairment (MCI) or sporadic AD; (4) tested less than 50

participants for cognitive and safety measures.

2.3. Risk of bias

The potential bias was classified as “low risk”, “with some concerns”, or “high risk, by
using Revised Cochrane risk-of-bias tool (RoB 2). The domains encompassed in RoB 2
analysis cover all types of bias that are currently understood to affect the results of
RCTs: (1) bias arising from the randomization process; (2) bias due to deviations from
intended interventions; (3) bias due to missing outcome data; (4) bias in measurement of
the outcome; and (5) bias in selection of the reported result [16]. Risk-of-bias
assessments were visualized using RoB 2 web app [17]. Finally, publication bias was
statistically evaluated for efficacy outcomes with more than ten studies [18] by using
Egger’s regression test [19], funnel plots, and the Duval & Tweedie’s Trim-and-Fill

procedure [20].

2.4. Grading the evidence and the impact of COVID-19 pandemic

To evaluate the quality of underlying evidence and the strength of recommendations in
this study, we followed Grades of Recommendation, Assessment, Development, and
Evaluation (GRADE) approach that focuses on six items: within-study bias, reporting
bias, indirectness, imprecision, heterogeneity, and incoherence. In addition, the impact
of COVID-19 pandemic on each study was evaluated by summarizing the number (%)
of patients affected by COVID-19 disease (Drug vs. Placebo) and how the pandemic
affected each stage of the trial, including adverse events and dropouts, missing doses,
delays and staffing difficulties, and whether the impact of COVID-19 was analyzed in

the main and sensitivity analyses.



153 2.5. Outcomes

154  Primary outcomes included efficacy measures reported by all or the majority of the
155  original studies. These were mean changes from baseline in cognitive function

156  evaluated by AD Assessment Scale-Cognitive Subscale (ADAS-Cog), Clinical

157  Dementia Rating scale-Sum of Boxes (CDR-SB), and Mini Mental State Examination

158  (MMSE).

159  Secondary outcomes were biomarker and safety measures reported by all or the majority
160  of studies. Biomarker outcomes included changes from baseline in amyloid burden on
161  PET (centiloid scale), cerebrospinal fluid (CSF) levels of ABi-42 and p-tau (Thrigi), and
162  plasma p-tau. Safety measures were Serious adverse events, tolerability (treatment

163  discontinuations due to adverse events), total events of ARIA-E (cerebral edema),

164  cerebral microhemorrhages, total events of ARIA-H (including cerebral

165 microhemorrhages, macrohemorrhages and superficial siderosis), headaches, fatigue,
166  dizziness, syncope, nausea, falls, cardiac disorders, back pain, arthralgia,

167  nasopharyngitis, upper respiratory and urinary infections.

168  Tertiary outcomes included efficacy and safety measures reported by few studies only:
169  functional scale AD Cooperative Study-Activities of Daily Living in MCI (ADCS-

170  ADL-MCI), superficial siderosis (ARIA-H), infusion-related reactions and total events
171 of ARIA-E and ARIA-H in APOE-&4 non-carriers and carriers (total and depending on

172 the &4 allele dose).

173 The results of NMAs were summarized by League Tables with Standardized Mean
174  Differences (SMDs) calculated for efficacy (continuous) outcomes, and Relative Risks

175  (natural logarithm) for safety outcomes.
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2.6. Data analysis and reporting

The aims of this study were to: (1) update our previous study by performing
conventional (frequentist) random-effect meta-analysis with DerSimonian and Laird
method and (2) conduct frequentist and Bayesian NMA to assess comparative efficacy
and safety of anti-amyloid antibodies. The results obtained from different methods were
then compared for each outcome. In order to properly manage the differences among
multiple subgroups within the primary studies with respect to differences in drug doses,
biomarker findings and other patient characteristics, we followed the recommendation

to treat each subgroup as a separate study [21].

2.6.1. Frequentist NMA

Frequentist random-effects NMA was conducted using the netmeta package [22] in R
(version 4.2.2). The values of I? statistic and their statistical significance were evaluated
for overall heterogeneity or inconsistency in the network, which was then split into
within-design (i.e., heterogeneity) and between-design (i.e., inconsistency) and the
statistical significance of Q-values was assessed. For each outcome, the results are
presented in the form of league tables and treatment rankings calculated as P-scores by
using netrank function from netmeta package [22-24]. P-score of 1 is the best possible
score and 0 is the worst. Further information on this ranking can be found in the Method

section of the Supplement.

2.6.2. Bayesian NMA

Bayesian random-effect NMA was performed by using rjags and gemtc packages in R
[25] and JAGS 4.3.0 software [26] that allow automating NMA in the Bayesian
hierarchical model framework with uninformative priors and Markov chain Monte

Carlo (MCMC) estimation. The number of tuning iterations was set at 10 and the



200

201

202

203

204

205

206

207

208

209

210

211

212

213

214

215

216

217

218

219

220

221

222

223

number of simulation iterations at 100,000. Convergence of the MCMC model was
assessed through Gelman-Rubin plots and the potential scale reduction factor. Trace and
density plots were then applied to determine the best parameters of the number of burn-
in iterations, the number actual simulation iterations, and thinning parameter. For each
outcome, the results are presented in the form of league tables and rankings are
calculated in the form of SUCRA score (surface under the cumulative ranking curve).
This score can be interpreted as the estimated proportion of treatments worse than the
treatment of interest (0% < SUCRA < 100%). Values of SUCRA close to 1 (100%)
indicate the higher likelihood that specific treatment is the best. To calculate the
SUCRA scores in R, we used the sucra function from dmetar package in R [23]. Further

information on SUCRA score can be found in the Supplement.

2.6.3. Influence and Sensitivity Analyses

Influence analyses were done to detect outliers and influential studies in the network.
These included heterogeneity assessments using Baujat plots, Influence diagnostics, and
Leave-One-Out meta-analysis. Then, graphic display of study heterogeneity (GOSH)
plot analysis was used to examine the results of an equal-effects model in the
combinatorial meta-analyses with all possible subsets of studies [23, 27]. GOSH plot
diagnostics employs three unsupervised machine learning algorithms: (1) k-means
clustering based on vector quantization [28], (2) density-based spatial clustering of
applications with noise (DBSCAN) [29], and (3) probabilistic Gaussian mixture model
(GMM) [30]. Sensitivity analyses were then performed by rerunning frequentist and

Bayesian NMAs upon excluding influential observations.

2.6.4. Rank Robustness

To quantify the influence a study had on the SUCRA based treatment ranks, the
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robustness of ranks was evaluated within the sensitivity analyses, upon excluding all
influential studies and during Leave-One-Out meta-analysis. The influence of study
elimination on the ranks in the Bayesian NMA was estimated by using quadratic
weighted Cohen’s kappa [31], as recently proposed by Daly and colleagues [32]. This
allowed us to measure the agreement between the ranks produced with the complete
dataset and the ranks produced from sub-datasets generated upon removing influential
studies and each study at a time. The magnitude of Cohen’s kappa is usually categorised
into levels of agreement for interpretation (eg, poor (<0%), slight (0%—20%), fair
(21%40%), moderate (41%—60%), substantial (61%—-80%) and almost perfect (81%—
100%) agreement). However, it should be added that a kappa is not an index of accuracy
but of agreement beyond chance [33], and that the uncertainty of rankings and other
study characteristics that are context-dependent should be incorporated into the
interpretation of the results, as a kappa value of 90%, for example, is not always
indicative of almost perfect rank agreement [32]. The calculations were performed by
using cohen.kappa function available in psych package in R [34]. In addition, the
robustness of each rank was examined by determining how many (%) studies did not
change any treatment rank (%), as well as how many (%) studies displaced treatment

ranks.

2.6.5. Rank Uncertainty

The uncertainty of the SUCRA ranks in Bayesian NMA is visualized by rankograms and
tables that show the distribution of the ranking probabilities [35-37], as suggested by the
PRISMA-NMA guideline and GRADE working group. Furthermore, we measured
Shannon’s information entropy, as recommended recently by Wu et al (2021) [38]. The
authors suggested very intuitive way to estimate uncertainty associated with ranking

probabilities in NMA by applying Shannon’s information entropy formula to obtain a
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normalised entropy score. Their work showed that the normalised entropy score gives a
more accurate assessment of ranking uncertainty and does not depend on the number of
analysed treatments. This approach can be used to compare the uncertainty of treatment
rankings within a NMA and also between different NMAs, which is crucial for

interpretation of results [38].

For a NMA, the most precise scenario would be that we are absolutely certain in the
ranking of treatments in our network. Therefore, each treatment would have 100%
probability of being in one ranking position and 0% probability for the other positions
(peaked distribution). Under this scenario, the entropy is zero bit, and Shannon’s
normalized entropy equals zero. On the other hand, the normalized entropy reaches 1 in
the least precise scenario when the ranking probabilities are the same for each rank (flat
distribution). In this work, we regarded as “low” those values of normalized entropy
that were equal or lower than 0.25 and “moderate” those between 0.25 and 0.5. Larger
values were considered as conveying “high” or “substantial” uncertainty or normalized
entropy associated with ranking probabilities. Further information on normalized

entropy score, and the code for calculation are located in the Supplement.

2.6.6. Clinical relevance

Finally, the clinical relevance of the statistically significant results (compared to
Placebo) from the frequentist main NMA and sensitivity analyses was assessed by
calculating the “Number Needed to Treat” (NNT) or “Number Needed to Harm” (NNH)
from the treatment’s pooled effect size (Hedges g’) by Area Under the Curve (AUC)
method [39]. Here, AUC is defined as the probability that a patient receiving the
treatment has an outcome preferable to one receiving Placebo. Lower NNT and higher
NNH values are associated with a more favorable benefit/risk profile. The best NNT is

1, indicating that for every patient treated one got better, while NNT > 1, means that the



274

275

276

277

278

279

280

281

282

283

284

285

286

287

288

289

290

2901

292

293

294

295

296

297

fewer people will benefit the treatment [23]. Similarly, NNH of 1 means that for every
patient treated one got harmed, while NNH > 1 suggests that fewer people will be

harmed.

2. RESULTS

The results obtained from the conventional (frequentist) meta-analysis with
DerSimonian-Laird estimator were very similar to the Frequentist and Bayesian NMA
results. Due to word limitation and large consistency in the findings, this manuscript
will only refer to the results obtained from the NMAs. Conventional meta-analysis will

be reproducible online in AlzMeta.app (https://alzmetaapp.shinyapps.io/alzmeta/), upon

publication of this work.

The meta-analysis included 16 studies (11 ClinicalTrials.gov registries), considering
different subgroups within certain RCTs as separate studies, according to our
methodology [21]. Bapineuzumab was tested in six studies [40, 41], Solanezumab in
three studies [42, 43] Aducanumab in four studies ([44]), Donanemab in two studies
(low/medium-tau and high-tau populations from TRAILBLAZER-ALZ 2 [8], and
Lecanemab in one study [45]. The details concerning the quality of reports from
primary studies (modified Jadad scale) can be found in the Supplement (Supplementary
Tables A1 and A2), as well as the number of records identified, included and excluded,
and the overall reasons for exclusions (PRISMA Flow Diagram, Supplement), along
with PRISMA Checklist (Supplement). Specific reasons for excluding each primary

study are listed in Supplementary Tables A3 and A4 (Supplement).

In total, 16,971 patients were analyzed in the primary studies, 8,447 (mean age 71,43
years) received Placebo, while 8,524 (mean age 71,87) were passively immunized

against AP. All treatments lasted either 76 or 78 weeks across multiple centers, with the
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average number of trial sites 212.27 (median 198). Acetylcholinesterase inhibitors and
memantine were allowed during the trials, alone or in combination. Additional baseline
participant characteristics and the inclusion criteria for primary studies are documented

in the Supplement (Table A5 and A6).

Statistical power was 100% assuming moderate between-studies heterogeneity and any
possible effect size (small, medium, large) (Fig. S1, Supplement). Regarding risk of
bias, all studies were considered as either “low risk™ or raising “some concerns” (Fig.
S2a,b and Table A7; Supplement). For each outcome, certainty of evidence is rated low
or very low within each comparison, according to GRADE approach (Table A8;
Supplement), with low number of studies being the most important reason for

downgrading the certainty.

2.1. Primary outcomes

Frequentist NMA results showed that Donanemab, Lecanemab and Aducanumab were
significantly more effective than Placebo on ADAS-Cog (cognitive scale, Table 1A).
Bapineuzumab and Solanezumab had no favorable effects, with frequentist (but not
Bayesian) NMA results suggesting that Placebo was superior to Solanezumab on this
scale. In frequentist framework, Donanemab was significantly more effective than
Bapineuzumab and Solanezumab and had a double effect size compared to that
achieved with Aducanumab and Lecanemab. Bayesian NMA results revealed strong
evidence that Aducanumab and Donanemab improved ADAS-Cog and the lack of
convincing support for the effects of Lecanemab. Furthermore, in Bayesian framework,
we found strong indication that Donanemab outperformed Bapineuzumab, but not

Solanezumab, which was clear from the credible intervals including zero (Table 1B).
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Even better results were obtained on cognitive and functional (global) scale CDR-SB
(Table 1C), where Donanemab, Lecanemab and Aducanumab were significantly more
effective than Placebo. Donanemab was more effective than other interventions with
nearly three times greater effect size than that of the approved antibodies. Aducanumab
and Lecanemab were significantly more effective than Bapineuzumab, however, with
the confidence intervals very close to zero. Bayesian NMA produced very similar
results as frequentist NMA on CDR-SB, with the exception of three indirect
comparisons (Donanemab vs. Lecanemab; Lecanemab vs Bapineuzumab and
Aducanumab vs Bapineuzumab), where credible intervals included zero, suggesting the

lack of strong evidence for the non-zero effect in these comparisons (Table 1D).

Frequentist NMA results for MMSE (cognitive) score revealed weaker effects of all
drugs in the network, with Donanemab and Solanezumab significantly more effective
than Placebo (MMSE results for Lecanemab were not reported). These results were

fully validated by Bayesian NMA (Table S1; Supplement).

Heterogeneity was not significant for any primary outcome, and inconsistency was not
assessed because the network did not have a closed loop. We found no evidence of
publication bias, with the Egger’s test p-values 0.661, 0.8462, and 0.8929 for ADAS-
Cog, CDR-SB, and MMSE, respectively. Funnel plots were symmetric for all three
outcomes (Fig. S3a-c in the Supplement), and the imputation of potentially “missing

studies” did not change results.

Across all primary outcomes, Donanemab was the best-ranked antibody according to
both frequentist P-scores [24] and SUCRA scores [35] in Bayesian framework. On
CDR-SB, Donanemab obtained the maximum scores (near 1) and very low Shannon’s
normalized (information) entropy score [38]. This suggests high certainty in the ranking

probabilities for Donanemab on CDR-SB. In contrast, on ADAS-Cog and MMSE,
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SUCRA scores for Donanemab were 0.93 and 0.89 respectively, with moderate

uncertainty in the ranking probabilities (Fig. 1C and Table P1 in the Supplement).

Donanemab produced clinically the most relevant effects on all primary outcomes in
combined low/medium population and high-tau population, with NNT = 9 on ADAS-
Cog, 6 on CDR-SB and 13 on MMSE. When Donanemab was compared to
Aducanumab and Lecanemab, the most striking difference was observed on CDR-SB,
with NNT values almost two times higher for Lecanemab (13) and almost three times
higher for Aducanumab (18). On ADAS-Cog, Lecanemab and Aducanumab also had
high NNT (15). Finally, Solanezumab had high NNT (20) on MMSE, suggesting low

clinical relevance of cognitive effects of this drug.

2.2. Secondary outcomes

2.2.1. Biomarkers of AP and fau

Both Frequentist and Bayesian NMA results showed that Lecanemab, Donanemab, and
Aducanumab significantly improved clearance of AP deposits from brain when
compared to Placebo (Table S2.1; Supplement). Lecanemab demonstrated the greatest
amyloid-clearance activity on PET and obtained P- and SUCRA scores very close to 1,
with high certainty (low information entropy) associated with the ranking probabilities
(Table P1 in the Supplement). However, despite large effect-sizes, these data should be
interpreted with caution, as substantial heterogeneity was found between the studies and
the number of analyzed trials/patients was small. While frequentist NMA results
indicated significant differences between Lecanemab and other antibodies, Bayesian
NMA results revealed a lack of strong evidence that Lecanemab outperformed

Aducanumab and Donanemab on this outcome.
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Frequentist NMA results revealed that Aducanumab and Lecanemab were significantly
superior to Placebo on CSF biomarkers of APB1-42 and p-181-tau (data for Donanemab
were not reported). Aducanumab significantly outperformed Solanezumab on CSF A3
(Table S2.1) and Bapineuzumab on CSF p-tau (Table S2.2.). Bayesian NMA validated
the relative effect of Aducanumab on both CSF AP and p-fau, providing strong evidence
in favor of positive effects of Aducanumab on these outcomes when compared to
Placebo, but not when compared to other drugs. Furthermore, Bayesian NMA results
revealed an absence of strong evidence that Lecanemab was superior to Placebo on CSF
AP and p-tau. Aducanumab was ranked the best treatment on both CSF biomarkers of
AP and p-tau, with SUCRA scores 0.86 and 0.89, respectively, and moderate

uncertainty in the ranking probabilities (Table P1; Supplement).

As in case with amyloid PET data, these findings should be interpreted carefully, since
CSF biomarker analyses were available only for limited number of patients in few
studies, and considerable heterogeneity was found for CSF AP (I? = 68.9% [20.0%;
87.9%]; p-value of Q statistics = 0.012), indicating that the true effect size may vary
across studies. Heterogeneity was not significant for CSF p-tau (Table S2.2;
Supplement), while the analysis of plasma tau biomarkers had to be dropped because of
extreme heterogeneity (I> = 99% [98.5%; 99.3%], p < 0.0001) and differences in

measured biomarker outcome.

All biomarker effects were clinically relevant for Aducanumab, Lecanemab and
Donanemab, with NNT values of 1 for the effects on amyloid burden (PET data),
indicating that the favorable effect on amyloid removal was accomplished for each
treated patient, with each of these antibodies. NNTs for CSF outcomes were also very
small (clinically relevant) for Aducanumab and Lecanemab, with NNT =2 on CSF Af:-

42 for both antibodies. As for CSF-p-tau, the NNT of Aducanumab (3) was somewhat
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lower than that of Lecanemab (4), reflecting slightly greater effect of Aducanumab on p-

tau.

2.2.2. Safety outcomes

Anti-amyloid antibodies did not increase the risk of serious adverse events (Table S3.1;
Supplement). Nevertheless, both the frequentist and Bayesian NMA results provide
substantial evidence that high-clearance antibodies (Donanemab, Lecanemab and
Aducanumab) were less tolerable than Placebo and Solanezumab since these drugs
greatly increased the risk of treatment discontinuation due to adverse events (Table 2).
Donanemab was the least tolerable antibody in the network, significantly worse than
Bapineuzumab and Aducanumab. Frequentist NMA results revealed considerable risks
of discontinuation for Bapineuzumab when compared to Placebo, however, this was not

corroborated in Bayesian analysis.

Frequentist and Bayesian NMA results provide compelling evidence that Solanezumab
was the most tolerable and the safest antibody in terms of ARIAs (Fig. 1C, Table 2).
Other antibodies substantially increased the total risk of ARIA-E and the risk of cerebral
microhemorrhages (ARIA-H), when compared to Placebo and Solanezumab.
Furthermore, Aducanumab, Donanemab and Lecanemab significantly increased the total
risk of ARIA-H (including all the events of cerebral superficial siderosis, micro- and
macrohemorrhages), when compared to Solanezumab and Placebo (Tables S3.2 and

S3.3 in the Supplement)

Frequentist NMA on additional safety outcomes showed that Aducanumab significantly
increased the risk of headaches (Table S3.4) and falls (Table S3.5; Supplement) when
compared to Placebo, however, with confidence intervals very close to zero and

substantial heterogeneity between the studies (see 3.6). Further Bayesian NMA revealed
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lack of conclusive support for these comparisons. Similarly, in Bayesian framework,
there was an absence of strong evidence that Donanemab increased the risk of nausea in
high-tau population, when compared to Placebo, whereas frequentist NMA would

suggest significant difference in risk (Table S3.6; Supplement).

Further analyses showed that anti-AP did not raise the risks of fatigue, dizziness,
arthralgia, back pain, cardiac disorders, diarrhea, nor urinary infections more than
Placebo (Table S3.7-S3.16; Supplement). In addition, we found no improved risk of
syncope, nasopharyngitis and upper respiratory infections, however, these events were
not reported for Donanemab and Lecanemab, antibodies tested in clinical trials affected
by COVID-19 pandemic (see 2.4 section). Heterogeneity was not significant for
secondary safety outcomes with the exception of risks of headaches and cardiac

disorders.

The risks of treatment discontinuation due to adverse events, total ARIA-E, cerebral
microhemorrhages, and total ARIA-H were all clinically relevant, with NNH values of
1, which correspond to the situation in which for each patient treated, one exhibited

treatment-emergent adverse reaction.

2.3. Tertiary outcomes

Frequentist NMA of ADCS-MCI-ADL showed that Aducanumab (NNT = 12) and
Lecanemab (NNT = 10) significantly slowed functional decline by small effect size,
when compared to Placebo. Bayesian NMA results validated these results for
Aducanumab, but not for Lecanemab (Table S4.1). The heterogeneity was not
significant; however, these results should be interpreted with care since they are based

on four studies with Aducanumab and one study testing Lecanemab. Furthermore,



441  credible intervals for the relative effects of Aducanumab (vs. Placebo) were very close

442  to zero, indicating uncertainty in the evidence (also, see 2.4).

443 Both frequentist and Bayesian NMA results gave strong support for increased risk of
444  superficial siderosis (ARIA-H) in patients treated with Donanemab and Aducanumab,
445  when compared to those in control group, while the results for Lecanemab were not
446  conclusive. Whereas frequentist NMA results suggested significantly greater risk (p =
447  0.001) of superficial siderosis in patients treated with Lecanemab (compared to

448  Placebo), Bayesian NMA gave an estimate with overlapping credible intervals,

449  suggesting the lack of strong evidence for this comparison (Table S4.2). Even so, the
450  risk of superficial siderosis was clinically relevant for Donanemab, Aducanumab and

451  Lecanemab, with NNH values of 1 (the least favorable).

452  The risk of infusion-related reactions was clinically meaningful (NNH = 1) for

453  Donanemab and Lecanemab (not reported for other drugs), significantly higher (p <
454  0.0001) when compared to Placebo. Both the Frequentist and Bayesian NMA results
455  provided strong evidence that Donanemab increased the risks of infusion-related
456  reactions, with almost two times greater risk than that observed in Lecanemab study

457  (Table S4.3 in the Supplement).

458  Having in mind the limited information regarding ARIA-E and ARIA-H depending on
459  the APOE status, frequentist and Bayesian NMAs strongly indicate that all antibodies,
460  except Solanezumab, significantly increased the risk of ARIA-E in both APOE-¢4

461  carriers and non-carriers. The results were not that convincing for ARTA-H, where

462  smaller risks were observed and frequentist NMA results suggested significant increase
463  1in risk for Donanemab and Lecanemab in both carriers and non-carriers, which was not
464  validated in Bayesian framework. Due to inconclusive findings on ARIAs depending on

465 APOE status, we were unable to determine whether the risk of ARIASs increases
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substantially with €4 allele dose (homozygotes vs. heterozygotes). Overall, the risk of
ARIAs was clinically relevant (NNH = 1) independently of APOE status, and the risk
generally increased with each €4 allele (Tables S4.4-S4.7 in the Supplement).
Heterogeneity between the studies could not be assessed due to small numbers of

studies.

2.4. Sensitivity analyses

Donanemab consistently showed greater cognitive effects in patients with low/medium
tau load than in high-tau population (assessed by PET imaging), and removing this
study had a big impact on the results, similarly to the greater effect observed for high-
dose Aducanumab in controversial EMERGE study, as found in our previous meta-
analysis [46] (Tables S5 and S7 in the Supplement). For this reason, removing these two
studies from the NMAs yielded much lower relative effects of these drugs on cognitive
measures (when compared to Placebo), with p-values of 0.0502 and 0.5334 on ADAS-
Cog and 0.1419 and 0.0249 on CDR-SB for Aducanumab and Donanemab, respectively.
Likewise, excluding study in low/medium-tau population greatly reduced relative
effects of Donanemab on MMSE (p = 0.3430), further emphasizing favorable effects of
this drug in patients with low/medium tau, but not high fau burden. Bayesian NMA
validated these findings, strongly indicating that CDR-SB score was improved by
Donanemab (even in high tau population), but not by Aducanumab, after excluding
controversial EMERGE study. There was lack of strong evidence for improving both
ADAS-Cog and MMSE scores neither by Aducanumab nor by Donanemab after
removing their influential studies. Furthermore, frequentist NMA results of amyloid
PET data revealed that both Donanemab and Aducanumab significantly removed
amyloid brain burden (Table S7.4), when compared to Placebo. Conversely, the results

from Bayesian NMA provided strong evidence supporting the efficacy of Aducanumab,
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but not Donanemab. In other words, comparatively higher effect of Donanemab was
obtained in low/medium-zau population, and removing this measurement increased the
uncertainty of the evidence, shifting the credible intervals for the relative efficacy of
Donanemab from (-6.4251; -2.0495) towards (-9.3948; 1.7020). Finally, frequentist
NMA results of ADCS-ADL-MCI showed that removing high-dose Aducanumab
EMERGE trial did not impact the relative effect of this drug when compared to Placebo
(Table S7.7). Bayesian NMA weakly favored Aducanumab over Placebo, however, with
credible intervals (-0.014; 0.245) including zero. In summary, significant dose-
dependent efficacy of Aducanumab was evident only in EMERGE study, and the
relative effects of Donanemab in the main study were largely due to its beneficial effects

on AD patients with low/medium fau load.

Removing the influential studies of Donanemab and Aducanumab reduced ranking
scores of these drugs in the network (Figure 1F). On MMSE score, for example,
Solanezumab was the best-ranked drug with SUCRA score 0.81, followed by
Donanemab in high-tau population (0.71). Lecanemab obtained the best score (0.79) on
ADAS-Cog, followed by Aducanumab (0.69), and Solanezumab (0.58). Donanemab in
high-tau population was the best-ranked treatment only on CDR-SB score (0.91) and
fourth-ranked on ADAS-Cog (0.3). Additionally, Lecanemab was better ranked
treatment than Aducanumab on CSF-Ai1.42 and ADCS-ADL-MCI, upon excluding the
influential effects from high-dose Aducanumab in EMERGE study. For efficacy
outcomes, the most robust SUCRA scores were obtained for CDR-SB, with 92% of
agreement with the main analysis (median of observed weighted Cohen’s kappa values)
and 8 (50%) studies that did not change any treatment rank. The robustness of SUCRA
scores further improved upon excluding influential Aducanumab and Donanemab

studies, however, the uncertainty in ranking probabilities also increased. The least
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robust SUCRA scores were found for amyloid burden on PET, which was a direct
consequence of small number of studies. Across all efficacy outcomes, the treatments
moved only one or very rarely two ranks up or down upon excluding each study at a
time. Further details on ranking probabilities and their sensitivity analysis can be found

in the Supplement (Tables P1-P4; Supplement).

Clinical relevance of the cognitive and functional effects of Donanemab and
Aducanumab decreased remarkably upon removing their influential studies. while the
biomarker effects on AP and p-tau remained clinically relevant with small NNTs. For
Donanemab, the NNT was 28 for ADAS-Cog and 18 for MMSE, while NNT for CDR-
SB did not change drastically (NNT = 8), when compared to the main analysis (NNT =
6). In other words, the beneficial effects of Donanemab on cognitive and functional
CDR-SB score in patients with high-tau load were still clinically relevant, even if the
effects were greater in those with low/medium tau. Aducanumab had higher (less

favorable) NNTs in sensitivity analysis for ADAS-Cog (21) and CDR-SB (19).

The results of sensitivity analyses on safety outcomes were largely consistent with the
main analysis. SUCRA scores for treatment discontinuation, risks of ARIA-E and
ARIA-H were robust to study exclusions, with median weighted Cohen’s kappa values
above 89%, indicating almost perfect agreement in study ranks between main and
sensitivity analysis (Tables P1-P4 in the Supplement). Additionally, there was small
statistically significant increase in the risk of headaches for all high-clearance
antibodies: Aducanumab (p = 0.0001), Donanemab (p = 0.0085), and Lecanemab (p =
0.0323), when compared to Placebo (Table S2.9), after excluding two low-dose
Bapineuzumab studies [41]. These two studies were the source of high heterogeneity in
the main analysis, which was detected by Q statistics (p < 0.0001) and Gaussian

Mixture Model in GOSH plot analysis (Table S8.1 and Figure S11 in the Supplement).
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Bayesian NMA validated frequentist NMA results for Aducanumab and Donanemab,
suggesting that these antibodies slightly increased the risk of headaches when compared
to Placebo and Solanezumab. On the other hand, there was no conclusive evidence that
Lecanemab elevated risk of headaches, when compared to Placebo. Additionally, the
statistical significance for the risk of falls in Aducanumab studies dropped (p = 0.8785)
once we removed ENGAGE studies (Table S8.2 in the Supplement), suggesting that

these studies contributed to the observed high risk of falls in the main analysis.

2.5. The Impact of COVID-19 pandemic

Lecanemab and Donanemab RCTs included in this study were affected by global
outbreak of coronavirus — an infectious disease caused by the severe acute respiratory
syndrome. COVID-19 was the most commonly reported adverse event across treatment
groups in Donanemab studies, ocurring in ~17% of patients in all arms. The impact of
pandemic was less severe on Lecanemab study, with the incidence of COVID-19 around
7% in experimental and control groups. The pandemic also caused delays in study visits
and assessments in both trials and other difficulties summarized in the Supplement

(Table S6).
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3. DISCUSSION

This study reveals a complex pattern of evidence supporting the efficacy of
Aducanumab, Lecanemab and Donanemab across multiple cognitive, functional and
biomarker outcomes. At the same time, the risks of cerebral edema and microbleeding
were substantial, suggesting greater harm than benefit. The similarities and the
differences between frequentist and Bayesian NMA results presented here strongly
emphasize the need for further studies with larger sample sizes and the need to study
these antibodies in earlier stages of AD and MCI, and in younger patients with lower Af

and fau load.

The inconsistencies between ENGAGE and EMERGE trials revealed here and in our
previous study [46] have been discussed in literature ever since these studies were
published, as they caused a lot of controversy within the FDA and in the broader
community [47]. The Aducanumab provider, in partial collaboration with the FDA,
provided two possible explanations for these discrepancies: (1) fewer numbers of
patients in the ENGAGE trial receiving higher doses of drug, and (2) ENGAGE trials
had more outliers, and removing these outliers in sensitivity analysis gave more
compatible dose-dependent beneficial effects [48, 49]. Despite these inconsistencies,
Aducanumab received accelerated approval in the U.S. Afterwards, the FDA granted
breakthrough status to Lecanemab and Donanemab, in order to speed up their approval
[50], which finally resulted in full FDA approval of Lecanemab in the U.S. and more
recently in Japan. Furthermore, Lecanemab is currently undergoing regulatory review in
the European Union (EU), United Kingdom, South Korea, and Canada, while
Donanemab is reviewed in the EU and the U.S [7]. Recent exploratory post hoc
modeling based on phase III RCT of Donanemab suggested that AP levels in immunized

patients would remain below the positivity threshold for almost 4 years without the
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treatment. The authors also revealed that greater plaque removal by Donanemab was
associated with slower progression of tau PET and slower clinical decline, but only in
APOE-¢4 carriers [51]. In our study, all high-clearance antibodies (Aducanumab,
Donanemab and Lecanemab) produced substantial AP and fau biomarker effects.
Donanemab was the best-ranked treatment across all cognitive measures, while
Lecanemab was the most efficient at reducing amyloid burden on PET. Donanemab
consistently showed better cognitive, functional and biomarker effects in patients with
low/medium fau load, compared to those with high fau. Donanemab produced clinically
relevant cognitive effects in low/medium-zau population on all three primary outcomes,

suggesting greater benefit of Donanemab in earlier AD stages.

Low tolerance and high risk of ARIAs looms over high-clearance anti-Af antibodies.
Our results showed that Donanemab was significantly less safe and less tolerable than
Placebo and Solanezumab, with similar risks of treatment discontinuation and ARIAs as
in Aducanumab and Lecanemab studies. Both frequentist and Bayesian NMA results
from this study imply that the risk of ARIAs associated with the treatment may
outweigh the benefits, independently of APOE status. In summary, our results
demonstrate modest cognitive and substantial biomarker effects of Donanemab,
Lecanemab and Aducanumab, yet with significant trade-off in the form of dose-
dependent cerebral vasogenic edema (ARIA-E), bleeding and hemosiderin deposits
(ARIA-H), which may or may not be symptomatic or serious adverse event. These risks
require careful dose titration and close patient monitoring on Magnetic Resonance
Imaging (MRI), which increases the costs of already expensive treatments [52]. In our
view, additional and comparative studies of these drugs with vascular biomarkers are
needed to evaluate their risk/benefit profile, as well as more anticipatory policies from

regulatory bodies if we were to avoid new controversies as those seen with the FDA
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approval of Aducanumab. Moreover, personalized approach and safer multi-target
therapies in combination with novel biomarkers is expected to effectively mitigate the

AD progression [53].

Different mechanisms of actions of these drugs outlined in the Introduction certainly
contribute to the differences in their effects and heterogeneity in our networks.
However, there is no doubt that Aducanumab, Lecanemab and Donanemab achieved
great biomarker results and modest cognitive effects in 18 months. Therefore,
comparative and longitudinal studies are required to fully disclose the impact of anti-Af
immunotherapy over longer periods of time. Future trials would need to compare the
effects of anti-A antibodies in multiple stages of AD and in different populations, as
inter-individual differences and comorbidities may be crucial to prevent ARIAs and
select patients that could benefit from anti-Af immunotherapy. The inflammation and
vascular comorbidities are of special concern, as blood-brain barrier disruption and A3
deposition are central to the development of both AD (with AP deposited in brain
parenchyma) and cerebral amyloid angiopathy (with AP deposition on blood vessel
walls). These two pathologies often co-occur and APOE-¢4 status is known to worsen
both of them. Risk factors for ARIA are dose-dependent and include receiving anti-Af
immunotherapy, anticoagulant and thrombolytic medication, carrying APOE-e4 allele,

and history of brain microhemorrhages and stroke [54, 55].

The important limitations of this study are (1) COVID-19 impacted Donanemab and
Lecanemab trials, (2) the patients in Donanemab study were stratified by their level of
the brain protein fau; (3) the effects of antibodies on plasma tau biomarkers could not be
evaluated due to excessive between-study heterogeneity and different measures used in
primary studies; (4) potential bias might be introduced due to unmasking, since ARIAs

were the most frequent treatment-emergent adverse events of all drugs except
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Solanezumab, and (5) direct comparison between the antibodies has not been done yet,
and our NMA only included studies where treatments were compared with Placebo.
NMA is a statistical method to compare more than two interventions simultaneously by
combining direct and indirect evidence. When head-to-head trials are not available, as
often happens in many research fields, indirect comparisons can be made via a common
control arm (Placebo in our case) [56]. Therefore, this study should be viewed as a way
to summarize the results from previous phase III RCTs and provide comparative
assessment of these drugs based on existing data, until further evidence comes along.
The same should be emphasized for the efficacy and safety rankings and their
uncertainty measures, as clinical decision making should never be based solely on one

or two measures or studies.

4. RESEARCH IN CONTEXT

1. Systematic review and meta-analysis: Frequentist and Bayesian network meta-
analyses (NMAs) were performed to compare the efficacy and safety of anti-
amyloid antibodies in phase III randomized placebo-controlled trials in sporadic
AD.

2. Interpretation: Aducanumab, Lecanemab and Donanemab achieved substantial
biomarker results and small cognitive effects, and were less tolerable than
Placebo and Solanezumab, significantly increasing the risk of ARIAs.
Donanemab was the most efficient antibody on the cognitive measures, but it was
also the least tolerable, significantly less tolerable than Placebo, Solanezumab,
Bapineuzumab and Aducanumab.

3. Future directions: Studying these drugs in earlier stages and in younger patients

with lower AP and fau burden might yield better outcome than that observed in
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phase III trials. Since ARIAs are the major adverse events limiting the broad use
of anti-amyloid antibodies, prevention of vascular damage, better biomarkers and

safer, personalized treatment options are needed to improve AD treatment.
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830  Figure 1. The results of Bayesian NMA for efficacy and safety of anti-amyloid
831  antibodies in Alzheimer’s disease in phase I1I randomized placebo-controlled clinical
832 trials. A, B and C correspond to the main analysis with all studies included, and D, E
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and F refer to the sensitivity analysis with two influential studies left out: Donanemab
study in low/medium-tau population and high-dose EMERGE study of Aducanumab. A,
D. Network models with nodes (circles) representing antibodies, and the width of the
edges or links (k) indicating the number of studies included for each comparison. B, E.
Rankogram for global (cognitive and functional) outcome CDR-SB. The Y axis
represents the probability for each treatment being the best option, second best option,
third best option etc. (legend). C, F Scatterplots showing jointly the ranking results for
efficacy and safety of drugs in the network. SUCRA scores were calculated for the main
efficacy outcomes (X-axes: CDR-SB and ADAS-Cog) and safety measures (Y -axes:
tolerability and risk of any ARIA-E). Abbreviations: ARIA-E, Amyloid-Related
Imaging Abnormalities in form of cerebral Edema; CDR-SB, Clinical Dementia Rating
Sum of Boxes; SUCRA, Surface Under Cumulative RAnking curve.
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TABLES

Table 1. League tables representing the results of random-effect model Frequentist and
Bayesian network meta-analysis (NMA). The values in the tables represent
Standardized Mean Differences (SMDs) for cognitive outcome Alzheimer's Disease
Assessment Scale-Cognitive sub-scale (ADAS-Cog, A, B) and for global (cognitive and
functional) outcome Clinical Dementia Rating Sum of Boxes (CDR-SB, C, D). The
number below 0 suggests that the drug in the column is superior to the drug in the row.
Darker green colors correspond to relatively greater effects, and bolded numbers denote
statistical significance (A, C) or strong evidence (B, D). The numbers in parentheses
represent confidence intervals (Cls) in Frequentist NMA (A, C) or credible intervals
(Crls) in Bayesian framework (B, D). Dagger symbol (F) denotes that the interpretation
differs considerably between frequentist and Bayesian NMA results, indicating the
uncertainty and lack of strong evidence for a non-zero effect.

Table 1A. Frequentist Network Meta-Analysis: ADAS-Cog
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Statistical significance for Drug vs. Placebo: * p = 0.0038; ** p = 0.0002; *** p =
0.0163; **** p =0.0303

Heterogeneity I = 0% [0.0%; 58.3%]; p-value of Q statistics = 0.6985 in
heterogeneity (within designs).

Table 1B. Bayesian Network Meta-Analysis: ADAS-Cog
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Table 1C. Frequentist Network Meta-Analysis: CDR-SB
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Statistical significance: Drug vs. Placebo * p=0.017; ** p <0.0001; *** p =
0.0109
Heterogeneity I> = 9.8% [0.0%; 48.8%] p-value of Q statistics = 0.3493 in
heterogeneity (within designs).

Table 1D. Bayesian Network Meta-Analysis: CDR-SB
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Table 2. League tables representing the results of random-effect model Frequentist
NMA and Bayesian NMA. The values in the tables represent Relative Risks (natural
logarithm) for tolerability (treatment discontinuations due to adverse events, A, B) and
for amyloid-related imaging abnormalities in form of cerebral edema (ARIA-E, C, D).
For each comparison, the number below 0 suggests that the drug in the column is safer
than the drug in the row. Darker red colors correspond to relatively higher risk. Bolded
numbers indicate statistical significance for Frequentist NMA (A, C), or strong evidence
in Bayesian NMA (B, D). The numbers in parentheses represent confidence intervals
(ClIs) for Frequentist NMA (A, C), or credible intervals (Crls) in Bayesian framework
(B, D). Dagger symbol (}) denotes when the interpretation differs significantly between
frequentist and Bayesian NMA results, indicating the uncertainty and lack of strong
evidence for a non-zero risk.

Table 2A. Frequentist Network Meta-Analysis: Tolerability (Treatment
Discontinuations due to Adverse Events)
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b
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Statistical significance: Drug vs. Placebo: * p = 0.0041; ** p =0.0367; *** p <
0.0001; **** p = (0.0094

Heterogeneity I> = 0% [0.0%; 58.3%]; p-value of Q statistics = 0.9681 in
heterogeneity (within designs).

Table 2B. Bayesian Network Meta-Analysis: Tolerability (Treatment
Discontinuations due to Adverse Events)
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Table 2C. Frequentist Network Meta-Analysis: Total events of cerebral
edema (ARIA-E)
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Statistical significance for Drug vs. Placebo: * p < 0.0001.
Heterogeneity I? = 25.6% [0.0%; 63.1%]; p-value of Q statistics = 0.1997 in
heterogeneity (within designs).

Table 2D. Bayesian Network Meta-Analysis: Total events of cerebral
edema (ARTA-E)
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