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Abstract 16 

Background: Real-world data are receiving attention from regulators, biopharmaceuticals and payors as 17 

a potential source of clinical evidence. However, the suitability of these data to produce evidence 18 

commensurate with randomized controlled trials (RCTs) and the best practices in their use remain 19 

unclear. We sought to compare the real-world effectiveness of Tofacitinib in the treatment of IBD 20 

against efficacy rates published by corresponding RCTs.  21 

 22 

Methods: Electronic health records at the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) were queried 23 

and reviewed to identify 86 Tofacitinib-treated IBD patients through 4/2019. The primary endpoint was 24 

treatment effectiveness. This was measured by time-to-treatment-discontinuation and by the primary 25 

endpoints of RCTs in Ulcerative Colitis (UC) and Crohn’s Disease (CD). Endpoints were measured and 26 

analyzed following a previously published protocol and analysis plan. 27 

 28 

Findings: 86 patients (68 with UC, 18 with CD) initiated Tofacitinib for IBD treatment. Most of the data 29 

needed to calculate baseline and follow-up disease activity indices were documented within the EHR 30 

(77% for UC, 91% for CD). Baseline characteristics of the UCSF and RCT cohorts were similar, except for a 31 

longer disease duration and 100% treatment failure of Tumor Necrosis Factor inhibitors in the former. 32 

None of the UCSF cohort would have met the RCT eligibility criteria due to multiple reasons.  33 

 34 

The rate of achieving the RCT primary endpoints were highly similar to the published rates for both UC 35 

(16%, P=0·5) and CD (38%, P=0·8). However, treatment persistence was substantially higher: 69% for UC 36 

(week 52) and 75% for CD (week 26).  37 

 38 

Interpretation: An analysis of routinely collected clinical data can reproduce published Tofacitinib 39 

efficacy rates, but also indicates far greater treatment durability than suggested by RCTs including 40 

possible benefit in CD. These results underscore the value of real-world studies to complement RCTs. 41 

 42 

Funding: The National Institutes of Health and UCSF Bakar Institute 43 

Research in Context 44 

 45 

Evidence before this study 46 
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Tofacitinib is the most recently approved treatment for Ulcerative Colitis. Data related to treatment 47 

efficacy for either IBD subtype is generally limited, whether from controlled trials or real-world studies. 48 

A search of clinicaltrials.gov was performed in January 2019 for completed phase 2 or 3, interventional, 49 

placebo-controlled clinical trials matching the terms “Crohn’s Disease” OR “Ulcerative Colitis” in the 50 

conditions field, and matching “Placebo” AND “Tofacitinib” OR “CP-690,550”) in the Interventions field. 51 

We identified three Phase 3 trials for UC (OCTAVE trials, all initially reported in a single article in 2016) 52 

and three Phase 2 trials of CD (two published in the same article in 2017, one reported in 2014). The 53 

Phase 3 UC trials reported 57·6% pooled clinical response rate in the Tofacitinib-assigned groups after 8 54 

weeks (induction), and a 37·5% pooled remission rate among eligible induction trial responders in the 55 

Tofacitinib-assigned groups at 52 weeks. The 2017 CD trial reported a 70·8% pooled rate of response or 56 

remission in the Tofacitinib-assigned groups after 8 weeks, and a 47·6% pooled rate of response or 57 

remission among enrolled induction-trial responders at 26 weeks. A bias assessment of both UC and CD 58 

trials indicated a high risk of attrition bias and unclear risk of bias related to conflicts of interest. We also 59 

performed a search of pubmed.gov in January 2019 using search terms (“Colitis” OR “Crohn’s”) AND 60 

(“Tofacitinib” OR “CP-690,550”) OR “real-world” to identify cohort studies of Tofacitinib efficacy in 61 

routine clinical practice. No studies meeting these criteria were identified. 62 

 63 

Added value of this study 64 

This is one of the early studies to closely compare the results of clinical trials with the continuously-65 

updated data captured in the electronic health records, and the very the first to assess the efficacy-66 

effectiveness gap for Tofacitinib. We found that none of the patients treated at our center thus far 67 

would have qualified for the clinical trial based on published eligibility criteria. We found that the drug 68 

appeared to perform similarly to its efficacy when using the endpoints reported in clinical trials, but 69 

treatment persistence was significantly greater than would have been expected from the reported trial 70 

outcomes: 69% for UC at week 52 and 75% for CD at week 26.  71 

 72 

Implications of all the available evidence 73 

Tofacitinib is an effective treatment for the Ulcerative colitis and may be efficacious for Crohn’s disease. 74 

Controlled trials may not be representative of real-world cohorts, may not be optimally designed to 75 

identify efficacious drugs, and may not accurately predict patterns of use in clinical practice. Further 76 

studies using real-world data as well as methods to enable their proper use are needed to confirm and 77 

continuously monitor the efficacy and safety of drugs, both for on- and off-label use. 78 
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Introduction:  79 

 80 

Inflammatory Bowel Disease (IBD) has increasingly been recognized as a global disease with accelerating 81 

incidence and prevalence in newly industrialized nations.
1
 Although IBD has historically been quite 82 

morbid – associated with progressive bowel damage, malnutrition, chronic pain and neoplasia – recent 83 

decades have seen a revolution in disease treatment and natural history with the advent of molecularly 84 

targeted therapies.  85 

 86 

Most of these new treatments have been monoclonal antibody biologics: agents that are expensive to 87 

prepare and deliver, and associated with a loss of response over time. The first oral small-molecule for 88 

the treatment of moderate to severe Ulcerative Colitis (UC) was approved by the EMA and the US FDA in 89 

2018. Tofacitinib was approved on the basis of positive Phase 3 studies where it showed a statistically 90 

significant reduction in the Mayo score over placebo by week 52.
2
 Tofacitinib was also studied in two 91 

Phase IIb randomized controlled trials (RCTs) of Crohn’s Disease (CD), the other major subtype of IBD. In 92 

CD however, no statistical difference from placebo was seen in Crohn’s Disease Activity Index (CDAI) 93 

reduction at week 26.
3
 Consequently, further investigation of Tofacitinib in Crohn’s Disease was 94 

abandoned. 95 

 96 

RCTs have long been considered the gold standard for clinical evidence.
4
 However, these studies have 97 

come under greater scrutiny due to questions of their generalizability to the average clinical setting. In 98 

particular, they have been associated with restrictive eligibility criteria that would exclude many real-99 

world patients being considered for care.
5
 Moreover, RCTs often do not measure the very same 100 

endpoints as those used in routine clinical care. In practice the decision to continue, modify, or 101 

discontinue treatment typically requires a patient-centric and setting-specific discussion of risks, 102 

benefits, and alternatives. As such, RCT endpoints which are commonly binary, uniformly applied, and 103 

analyzed according to the intention-to-treat principle are often less apt at answering common patient 104 

questions such as: “What are the chances that this treatment is going to work?” 105 

 106 

Recent years have seen significant interest in real-world data (RWD) in part due to their potential to 107 

answer these sorts of pragmatic questions.
6–8

 However, their use has been fraught with many challenges 108 

including missing data and misclassification. Widely-adopted standards for the handling of this data 109 
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have not been clearly established, nor is careful benchmarking against other gold-standard sources of 110 

evidence presently a common practice.  111 

 112 

In this cohort study we attempt to answer the following questions: Is routinely collected clinical data 113 

complete enough to measure the endpoints assessed in IBD RCTs of Tofacitinib? Using both these 114 

regulatory endpoints as well as the more pragmatic measure of time to treatment discontinuation, what 115 

is the real-world effectiveness of Tofacitinib? How does it compare to trial efficacy rates? Are there any 116 

systematic differences between the populations under study in both controlled and real-world settings? 117 

  118 
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Methods:  119 

 120 

This study was performed in accordance with the STROBE statement
9
 (See Supplemental Content). 121 

 122 

Patient identification and covariate extraction 123 

 124 

We queried a structured database of deidentified Electronic Health Records (EHR) at the University of 125 

California, San Francisco (UCSF) to identify patients meeting the following criteria: 1) age 18 or older, 2) 126 

presence of a medication order for Tofacitinib, and 3) presence of an IBD diagnosis code (ICD-10-CM 127 

K50*/K51*) assigned during a Gastroenterology clinic visit (Table 1). The scope of the search extended 128 

from the instantiation of the EHR software (6/2012) through the time of the query (4/2019). We 129 

obtained Institutional Review Board approval (#18-24588) to obtain identifiable patient record data, to 130 

confirm that these patients had initiated treatment on Tofacitinib for the treatment of IBD, and to 131 

assess treatment compliance. Compliance was defined as adherence to the treatment plan (e.g. dose, 132 

frequency, duration) determined by the ordering provider. 133 

 134 

Following a openly published protocol and statistical analysis plan,
10

 we reviewed all patient records to 135 

measure the time to treatment discontinuation or last known use. We selected a subset of these records 136 

to perform more detailed covariate extraction from the EHR following the aforementioned protocol. 137 

These covariates included baseline demographics as well as the primary endpoints of the Phase 2b/3 138 

RCTs of Tofacitinib for CD
3
 and UC

2
 respectively. The time windows used for covariate extraction were 139 

months -6 through 0 for the baseline data, and months 2 through 8 for the follow-up data. We selected 140 

these windows in order to balance data availability and typical practice patterns with comparability to 141 

protocol-driven endpoint measurements in RCTs.  142 

 143 

Data quality and missing data assessments 144 

 145 

We assessed the quality of the data in detail prior to proceeding with further analysis. We confirmed the 146 

basic epidemiological properties of the dataset, such as the bimodal age of IBD onset which has been 147 

previously reported
11,12

 (Supplemental Content eFigure 1). We annotated missing data and characterized 148 

its distribution. Given that missing data was present across several variables following different non-149 

normal distributions, we performed multiple imputation by chained equations using random forest 150 
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classification/regression models (20 Markov chains, 10 iterations). We augmented our imputation model 151 

with endpoints of interest in order to facilitate ‘congeniality’.
13

 We used all available variables as 152 

auxiliary variables to satisfy the missing at random (MAR) assumption and increase imputation power. 153 

We examined trace plots and strip plots to confirm Markov chain convergence and the plausibility of 154 

imputed values respectively (Supplement). 155 

 156 

Comparison to RCT endpoints 157 

 158 

We abstracted RCT endpoint definitions and rates from Sandborn et al., 2017
2
 and Panés et al., 2017

3
 159 

(Supplemental Methods). Because both trials reported endpoint rates among those with a favorable 160 

response to treatment induction, we recalculated the overall maintenance endpoint rate as the product 161 

of the induction and maintenance response rates. All endpoints were calculated from the active 162 

treatment arm without attenuation by the placebo rate. 163 

 164 

Statistics and computing 165 

 166 

We performed point estimation and hypothesis testing by calculating Wald test statistics with pooled 167 

standard errors following “Rubin’s rules”.
14

 We estimated the time to treatment discontinuation survival 168 

distributions using the product-limit estimator. No competing events (e.g. mortality) were observed. 169 

Treatment discontinuation due to loss of insurance coverage, as well as relocation or other lost-to-170 

follow-up events were rare and were treated as non-informatively censored events. 171 

 172 

We performed statistical computing in the R statistical computing environment (3·6·0) using the 173 

following packages: pacman, data.table, survival, survminer, readxl, tidyr, scales, binom, ggplot2, 174 

lubridate, randomForest, RMarkdown, mice, Hmisc, and magrittr (Supplemental References). The 175 

statistical code was independently reviewed by a co-author (BSG). Synthetic data and analysis files were 176 

version-controlled using Docker. 177 

 178 

Role of the funding source 179 

The funding source had no role in any aspect of this study, including design, collection, analysis, data 180 

interpretation, writing, nor the decision to submit this manuscript for publication. 181 

  182 
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 183 

Results:  184 

 185 

Cohort Identification 186 

 187 

We queried an EHR structured database system comprising ~1·2 million patient records to identify adult 188 

patients with an IBD diagnosis assigned by a gastroenterologist and a medication order for Tofacitinib. 189 

115 potential patient records were identified. We performed manual review to confirm that 86 patients 190 

– 68 with Ulcerative Colitis (UC) and 18 with Crohn’s Disease (CD) – had initiated Tofacitinib specifically 191 

to treat IBD (Figure 1). The other 29 patients were excluded during this process for multiple reasons, 192 

including failure to start treatment due to payor denial, the decision to forgo the ordered medical 193 

treatment in favor of surgery, and treatment initiated by a non-gastroenterologist for another 194 

autoimmune condition. Non-compliance with Tofacitinib was rare (4%) in this cohort.  195 

 196 

Data completeness assessment 197 

 198 

We first sampled a subset of these 86 records to quantify the completeness of routinely collected 199 

clinical data in the capture of IBD-relevant clinical indices. We identified 87% and 91% of all the UC and 200 

CD data elements (demographics, indices) as available within the EHR. Within the set of data elements 201 

needed to calculate the baseline and follow-up Mayo Score and CDAI (for UC and CD respectively), we 202 

observed 77% and 91% data completeness. We performed multiple imputation on these missing 203 

elements to enable further downstream analysis. For instance, patients deemed treatment failures on 204 

the basis of endoscopic worsening, physician global assessment, and stool frequency but missing a rectal 205 

bleeding subscore required imputation in order to calculate the full Mayo score. 206 

 207 

Baseline cohort comparison 208 

 209 

The baseline demographics of the subjects under study in the RCTs and the UCSF cohort were largely 210 

similar (Table 1). Notable differences include the universal failure of TNF inhibitors in the UCSF cohort, 211 

as well as a longer duration of disease in the UC patients. Patient groups had similar baseline Mayo 212 

scores, c-reactive protein levels, and rates of corticosteroid use. 213 

 214 
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We assessed the proportion of UC patients who would have satisfied the eligibility criteria of the 215 

corresponding Phase III RCT
2
. We found that 0% of the UC patients initiated on Tofacitinib met these 216 

criteria. The reasons for this were multifactorial (Table 2) but include prior use of Vedolizumab within 217 

the previous year, use of high-dose prednisone or intravenous methylprednisolone at the time of 218 

treatment initiation, possibility of requiring surgery during the treatment period, and the lack of 219 

protocolized screening or scheduled steroid tapering in the routine clinical setting.  220 

 221 

We separately explored what proportion of patients met the specific RCT entry criteria defined by the 222 

Mayo score and CDAI for UC and CD respectively. 93% (73-98) of the UC patients had an eligible baseline 223 

Mayo score, whereas 50% (19-82) of the CD patients had a baseline CDAI within the eligible range of the 224 

corresponding RCT.  225 

 226 

Efficacy vs Effectiveness 227 

 228 

Time to treatment discontinuation analysis on the full cohort revealed nearly identical survival 229 

distributions irrespective of IBD disease subtype (Figure 2). The overall probability of incident users 230 

maintaining long-term treatment on Tofacitinib was 68% (58-80%). All failure events occurred within the 231 

first seven months; among continued responders by month six, the probability of sustained long-term 232 

response was 94%. Of note, the first use of the Tofacitinib occurred in 2013, and the longest duration of 233 

effectiveness data relevant to treatment maintenance was 3·7 years. 234 

 235 

22% of all subjects participating in the induction phase of the UC RCT
2
 met the primary maintenance 236 

endpoint of week 52 clinical remission. We observed a similar rate (16%) in the corresponding UCSF 237 

cohort (6-37%, p-value 0·5). Similarly, the rate of achieving the primary endpoint in the CD RCT
3
 (34%) 238 

was essentially the same as the point estimate of the real-world cohort (38%, p-value 0·8). 239 

 240 

However, the rates of meeting these regulatory endpoints were substantially different from the week 52 241 

and week 26 survival probabilities for UC and CD respectively (p-values 3e-14 and 9e-5). This difference 242 

from the empiric response rate remained even when compared to the least stringent secondary 243 

endpoint for the UC RCT (week 52 clinical response), met by 33% of all induction participants (p-value 244 

0·05).  245 

 246 
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Discussion:  247 

 248 

RWD has been receiving growing interest from a variety of parties in recent years. The European 249 

Medicines Agency
15

 and the US Food and Drug Administration
7
 have been formalizing regulatory 250 

pathways to evaluate RWD in support of new drug indications and post-marketing surveillance. RWD is 251 

also being used at earlier stages of clinical development by biopharmaceuticals in order to improve drug 252 

development and clinical trial design. Healthcare payors are beginning to use RWD to support 253 

outcomes-based pricing contracts. Providers and patients are increasingly interested in understanding 254 

how RWD can enable personalized medicine in clinical practice. 255 

 256 

Although these developments have been promising, multiple barriers have precluded the otherwise 257 

widespread adoption of RWD to improve healthcare. Missingness is ubiquitous in clinical data and 258 

especially so in the EHR, but is typically either deemphasized or handled using ad hoc and biased 259 

methods.
16

 Studies of large real-world clinical datasets typically depend on administratively coded 260 

structured data which are prone to mis-annotation.
17

 The use of registered protocols, published analysis 261 

plans, independent code review, and the public release of reproducible analysis documents are 262 

uncommon in observational studies, and have generally contributed to their decreased credibility in 263 

comparison to their better-funded, controlled study counterparts. Lastly, real-world studies have 264 

prioritized pragmatic endpoints but without sufficient attention to careful benchmarking against 265 

controlled trials using clinical instruments, further contributing to the credibility gap. Overall, there is a 266 

lack of widely-adopted standards for the proper handling of RWD to robustly support the generation of 267 

new clinical knowledge. 268 

 269 

This study attempts to address these shortcomings and critically assess the potential of RWD to inform 270 

both research and practice via the use-case of IBD. To curtail the potential bias from unblinded record 271 

review, we published a detailed protocol and statistical analysis plan on an open platform in advance of 272 

this work. In addition to capturing the pragmatic endpoint of time to treatment discontinuation, we 273 

explicitly prioritized the benchmarking of our data to the corresponding RCTs and took special efforts to 274 

capture the very same clinical instruments and endpoints assessed by regulatory bodies. We critically 275 

assessed the missingness of our data and addressed it using principled methods. We performed an 276 

independent code review and have prepared a synthetic data set and dynamic analysis documents to 277 

maximize both the reproducibility of our results and the reusability of our code in other health systems. 278 
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 279 

The results of our study have important implications for both the future of real-world evidence studies 280 

and specifically the treatment of IBD. We show that routinely collected clinical data from the EHR is 281 

sufficiently rich to enable the measurement of the primary clinical instruments used in IBD RCTs with 282 

limited missingness. We also demonstrate that point-estimates of clinical effectiveness derived from 283 

RWD align well with those suggested by RCTs when using the same clinical instruments. These results 284 

support the potential for robust inference from RWD.  285 

 286 

However, our data also speak to the presence of a significant efficacy-effectiveness gap between 287 

treatment durability in practice and regulatory endpoints measured in clinical trials. More than the 288 

regulatory endpoint, these pragmatic endpoints may provide the best answer to patients who ask: “How 289 

likely is this drug to work for me?” (Answer: “Over half of patients like you will respond to treatment 290 

long-term. It can take six months on treatment to know if you fall in this category”). Similarly, this 291 

pragmatic endpoint may be most relevant to payors increasingly keen on paying for value and 292 

anticipating the long-term costs of care.  293 

 294 

Additionally, our study speaks to a number of implications on current trial design in IBD and their 295 

application to practice. We found that only half of the CD patients at our center mounted a CDAI score 296 

within range of the corresponding RCT. The CDAI score is known to correlate poorly with objective 297 

markers of mucosal inflammation,
18,19

 and these results overall suggest the need for improved clinical 298 

instruments for CD.
20

 We also found that 100% of UC patients at our center were “functionally 299 

disqualified” from the corresponding RCTs, consistent with prior work.
5
 On our review most of the 300 

reasons for this were related to the careful control of alternative explanations to any differences in trial 301 

endpoints seen between treatment arms. These observations reflect the fundamental trade-off 302 

between internal and external validity, and specifically the importance of integrating controlled- and 303 

real-world studies to obtain the highest quality clinical evidence. 304 

 305 

Perhaps the most intriguing result of this study is the finding of identical survival distributions for the 306 

real-world use of Tofacitinib in CD and UC. Given the positive trial results of Tofacitinib for UC and two 307 

negative trial results in CD, we expected to see a divergence of survival distributions and a clear signal 308 

that the drug does not work in CD. This finding to the contrary suggests two important corollaries: 1) the 309 

CDAI may not be the optimal instrument to measure Crohn’s Disease activity, and 2) that the current 310 
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taxonomy of IBD (UC vs CD) may not be well rooted in molecular pathogenesis. Indeed, nearly all 311 

pharmacological treatments between CD and UC are shared. Our results are consistent with recent post-312 

hoc analyses of the CD clinical trials suggesting a signal for efficacy if analyzed using more objective 313 

endpoints,
21

 as well as the continued investigation of other JAK inhibitors for CD. These data underscore 314 

the potential of real-world studies to harness “the wisdom of the masses,” to identify robust efficacy 315 

signals that may support label expansion, and to expand options for the truly refractory patient facing 316 

limited alternatives. 317 

 318 

We acknowledge several limitations to this study. First, our sample size is still small. This is due to the 319 

relatively recent approval of the drug for UC and its lack of EMA or FDA approval for CD. Although small 320 

samples decrease the power to detect differences, the signals seen here were strong enough to reveal 321 

many important effects, including survival distributions that are highly consistent with prior reports.
22

 Of 322 

course, patient cohorts will continue to expand as this drug continues to be used, and real-world data 323 

can keep growing.  324 

 325 

Second, although we attempted to comprehensively characterize possible biases and place our findings 326 

in context (Table 3), we cannot exclude the possibility of residual bias. Third, the validity of imputation 327 

depends on the missing at random (MAR) assumption. We would argue that this assumption is plausible: 328 

the most common reasons for missingness were clear indications of treatment failure (e.g. no rationale 329 

to pursue endoscopy), there was complete measurement of the survival outcome, and the list of 330 

auxiliary variables was extensive. Nevertheless, it remains fundamentally untestable. Lastly, our chart 331 

review process – albeit guided by a detailed pre-published protocol – may not be entirely objective nor 332 

scalable. 333 

 334 

In summary, our study suggests that RWD can be a robust source of valuable clinical knowledge that 335 

complements evidence from controlled trials. Tofacitinib appears to work as well as has been suggested 336 

by clinical trials when using the same clinical instruments, but has greater real-world durability. Despite 337 

negative trial results, Tofacitinib and JAK inhibitors more generally may be valuable for the treatment of 338 

CD. Lastly, because clinical trials functionally exclude many patients, real-world studies are indispensable 339 

to ensure the generalizability of RCT findings and add to the best evidence for clinical care. 340 

  341 
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 367 

Figure Captions:  368 

 369 

Figure 1: Cohort Selection Schematic 370 

Figure 2: Time to Tofacitinib Discontinuation. Shaded regions correspond to the 95% confidence 371 

interval. 372 

 373 

Table Captions: 374 

 375 

Table 1: Demographic comparison of subjects studied in RCTs of Ulcerative Colitis and Crohn’s Disease 376 

with subjects assigned to receive Tofacitinib and corresponding patients at UCSF. *: Includes patients 377 

who received intravenous corticosteroids at the time of Tofacitinib initiation. 378 

 379 

Table 2: Most common reasons disqualifying the real-world ulcerative colitis cohort from meeting the 380 

OCTAVE trial eligibility criteria 381 

 382 

Table 3: Qualitative Analysis of Bias 383 

  384 
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Description Effect on efficacy/effectiveness Potential Solutions

Confounding Bias (e.g. Bias by 
Indication)

• Influences on decision to 
treat based on likelihood of 
response

Many real-world patients initiated Tofacitinib following 
hospitalization, surgical consultation and intravenous 
steroids (all RCT exclusion criteria).

Possible decreased real-world 
effectiveness

Model-based approaches (e.g. propensity-score matching, 
inverse probability of treatment weighting)

Selection Bias

• Restrictive RCT eligibility 
criteria (See Table 2)

Multiple exclusion criteria may limit generalizability to 
ordinary populations

Unclear effect on treatment 
efficacy measured by RCTs

Further studies of real-world cohorts

• Tertiary care referral center 
population, off-label use in 
refractory patients

Greater prevalence of treatment-resistant patients Possible decreased real-world 
effectiveness 

Further studies of real-world cohorts

Measurement Bias

• ‘Laxity’ in real-world use 
patterns compared to 
protocol-driven endpoints 

Lack of steroid-de-escalation protocols and refractory 
patients with limited alternatives may tolerate a suboptimal 
treatment response for a longer period of time.

Increased real-world 
effectiveness measured by time 
to treatment discontinuation

Trend real-world response rates over time

• Intention to treat analysis 
with non-responder 
imputation

Subjects non-adherent to the active arm and/or follow-up 
protocols are analyzed as treatment non-responders

Decreased treatment effect 
measured by RCTs

Re-analysis of clinical trial data with use of alternative 
imputation methods

• Use of 6 month windows 
for covariate capture

Baseline and follow-up covariates were captured by protocol 
to accommodate real-world practice

Unclear effect on real-world 
effectiveness

Model-based approaches to more accurately estimate 
values at fixed time points

• Unblinded chart review Chart reviewer not blinded to outcome Unclear effects on real-world 
effectiveness

Use of multiple blinded reviewers (assessing unrelated 
components) with measurement of interrater reliability
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