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Background: Up to 35% of individuals diagnosed with epilepsy proceed to develop
pharmacoresistant epilepsy, leading to persistent uncontrolled seizure activity that can
directly, or indirectly, significantly degrade an individual’s quality of life. The factors
underlying pharmacoresistance are unclear, but it has been hypothesised that repested
ictogenic activity is conducive to the development of a more robust epileptogenic network.
To ensure that the most effective treatment choices are made and ictogenic activity is
minimised, accurate outcome modelling at the point of diagnosis is key. Objectives: This
review therefore aims to identify demographic, clinical, physiologica (e.g. EEG), and
imaging (e.g. MRI) factors that may be predictive of treatment outcomes in patients with
newly diagnosed epilepsy (NDE). Data sources, study eligibility criteria, participants, and
interventions: MEDLINE and EMBASE were searched for prediction models of treatment
outcomes in patients with newly diagnosed epilepsy and any non-surgical treatment plan.
Study appraisal and synthesis methods: Study characteristics were extracted and subjected to
assessment of risk of bias (and applicability concerns) using the PROBAST tool. Prognostic
factors associated with treatment outcomes are reported. Results: After screening, 48 models
were identified in 32 studies, which generally scored low for concerns of applicability, but
universally high for susceptibility to bias. Outcomes reported were heterogenous, but fit
broadly into four categories: pharmacoresistance, short-term treatment response, seizure
remission, and mortality. Prognostic factors were also heterogenous, but the predictors that
were commonly significantly associated with outcomes were those related to seizure
characteristics (semiology), epilepsy history, and age at onset. ASM response was often
included as a prognostic factor, potentially obscuring factor relationships at baseline.
Conclusions: Currently, outcome prediction models for NDE demonstrate a high risk of bias.
Model development could be improved with a stronger adherence to recommended TRIPOD
practices, and by avoiding including response to treatment as a prognostic factor.
Implications of key findings: This review identified semiology, epilepsy history, and age at
onset as factors associated with treatment outcome prognosis, suggesting that future
prediction model studies should focus on these factors in their models. Furthermore, we
outline actionable changes to common practices that are intended to improve the overall

quality of prediction model development in NDE.
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Key Points

This paper presents a systematic literature search for treatment outcome
prediction modelsin newly diagnosed epilepsy.

The risk of bias in the included models were evaluated using the PROBAST
framework, finding a universally high risk level.

The relationship between semiology, epilepsy history, and age at onset with
seizureremission should be examined in future prediction model studies.

To improve the overall quality of prediction model development in NDE,
prospective authors are advised to adhere to TRIPOD guidelines, and to avoid

including responseto treatment asa prognostic variable.

Abbreviations

NDE: Newly Diagnosed Epilepsy
PWE: People With Epilepsy
ASM: Anti-seizure Medication(s)
RCT: Randomised Control Trial
RoB: Risk of Bias

AC: Applicability Concerns

TRIPOD(-Al): Transparent Reporting of a multivariable prediction model for
Individual Prognosis Or Diagnosis (Artificial I ntelligence)

PROBAST (-Al): Prediction model Risk Of Bias ASsessment Tool (Artificial

I ntelligence)

PRISMA: Preferred Reporting Itemsfor Systematic reviews and M eta-Analyses



I ntroduction

Rationale

Clinical overview of epilepsy

As one of the most common neurological diseases, epilepsy is estimated to affect over 70
million people globally.* Epilepsy incidence tends to be higher in the youngest and oldest
age groups, in females, and in low-middle income countries.® Epilepsy is characterised by a
predisposition to spontaneous seizure activity, which is thought to arise due to abnormalities
within cortical networks.” Epilepsy may refer to any subtype of amultitude of disorders that
can differ in seizure type, clinical course, or prognosis; aetiology and comorbidities will also
inform the specific diagnoses people with epilepsy (PWE) will receive®® An accurate
diagnosis is crucial for determining the appropriate first-line treatment, which will most
commonly be anti-seizure medication (ASM) monotherapy. Alongside seizure activity, PWE
are vulnerable to cognitive, behavioural, and neurological comorbidities, the combination of

which often result in PWE experiencing alower quality of life.

Newly-diagnosed epilepsy

To better characterise the course of epilepsy and its underlying pathomechanisms, it has been
suggested that (people with) newly diagnosed epilepsy (NDE) be studied as a distinct
group.®** Studying epilepsy at its earliest time point avoids the confounds inherent in long-
standing epilepsy, including the chronic effects of seizure activity and ASM use: seizure
activity in chronic epilepsy can cause injuries that encourage the development of
pharmacoresistance in PWE, and successive ASM regimens are associated with a reduction
in the chance of attaining seizure freedom.”>™ Predictive models for chronic epilepsy
consequently include the confounding variability of seizure and ASM profiles, whereas
models developed specifically for use in NDE (which can reliably prognosticate disease
trajectories) do not. Models based on NDE cohorts can therefore inform treatment approaches
that ameliorate the consequences of epilepsy chronicity.

Seizure freedom and phar macoresistance in First-line Therapies

In arecent large-cohort NDE study, the rate of 1-year remission (cessation of seizure activity)



following ASM mono/polytherapy was 63.7%, and the rate of pharmacoresistance (failure of
two or more appropriate ASM trials to control seizure activity) was 36.3%, in line with
similar studies.'®*® ASM considered efficacious for focal seizure management include
oxcarbazepine, carbamazepine, and lamotrigine; for generalised seizures, sodium valproate,
levetiracetam, lamotrigine, and ethosuximide are common first-line ASM.**? First-line
monotherapy represents the best likelihood of preventing seizure recurrence and
pharmacoresistance in PWE who have had two seizures or been classified as ‘high-risk’, and
an optimal treatment response is most likely when the appropriate ASM is chosen for
monotherapy.”*?® If a change of ASM is indicated, it is recommended that alternative
monotherapy be prescribed.?” Should this prove unsuccessful, polytherapy, adjunctive
therapy, or surgical therapies (i.e. two or more ASM, dietary management, and resection
respectively) may be considered.?

Second-line Therapies

The success of polytherapy is largely dependent on the choice of ASM combination.
Combination ASM are often determined based on complementary mechanisms of action, but
no specific selection criteria exist, due in part to difficulty in collecting randomised control
trial (RCT) data for combination approaches.”® Should ASM therapy fail, the ketogenic diet is
recommended as an adjunctive therapy, and has been found to be effective in encouraging
seizure control in people with pharmacoresistant epilepsy, as have invasive techniques of
seizure control in focal epilepsies, such as resective surgery, vagus nerve stimulation, deep
brain stimulation, and responsive neuromodulation.?° It has been suggested that 12 months
after diagnosis is the ideal time at which to evaluate the long-term efficacy of treatment,
especially considering the implications for driving restrictions in Europe.*** Furthermore, 12
months is the earliest possible timepoint at which a PWE can be said to have experienced 12

months of continuous seizure freedom, and areferral for surgical therapy is also unlikely.®**

Treatment Outcomes

Early seizure control has been indicated to be crucial for ensuring optimal treatment
outcomes in NDE, putatively due to the prevention of further disruptions to seizure-related
networks.>***" Epilepsy treatment is individualised to ensure that: a) The risk-benefit ratio of
a proposed therapy is suitable and b) The PWE is receiving the most efficacious treatment.”’



The decision to begin a particular regimen is made after the consideration of severa potential
contraindications, such as pregnancy, medical interactions, and the risk of adverse effects.®
Importantly, the treatment choice will aso be informed by the likelihood of achieving seizure
freedom on a particular ASM (the efficacy) and the proportion of PWE who persist with the
drug trial (the effectiveness). Predicting trestment outcomes—such as seizure remission,
refractoriness, and pharmacoresistance—is non-trivial, also requiring the consideration of
factors like age at onset (and the related epilepsy duration), the number of pretreatment
seizures, EEG/imaging abnormalities, intellectual impairments, aetiology, and semiology to

inform trajectories. >

Prediction models

Prediction models are combinations of prognostic factors used to estimate the risk of a
specific endpoint. Built with and validated on large cohorts, prediction models alow for
individual patient outcomes to be estimated according to a formal statistical framework.*®
Prognostic and diagnostic models are commonplace in epilepsy care, and the principal benefit
of multivariable models (over the use of univariable factors for prediction) is accuracy,
especially considering the complexity of epileptic processes.*** Single biomarkers
(quantifiable properties indicative of normal biological processes) in epilepsy are thought to
lack the granularity and robustness necessary to allow for clinical application.*® For example,
several studies have investigated the relationship between EEG abnormalities and outcomes,
often providing conflicting or incongruous evidence; whilst it is probable that some
association exists, it is likely that EEG patterns and features influence/are mediated by
external factors, and further multivariable research is required to determine how.*’ To
facilitate application and future evaluation (as in with systematic reviews) it is recommended
that prediction models be designed and reported in a systematic manner, such as is outlined
by Transparent Reporting of a multivariable prediction model for Individual Prognosis Or
Diagnosis (TRIPOD) guidelines.”® Adherence to a predefined set of guidelines, such as
TRIPOD, helps to ensure that the risk of bias (RoB; systematic error) and applicability
concerns (AC) in the resultant study are kept to a minimum.*® Several models for the
prediction of treatment outcomes in NDE have already been proposed, the latest systematic

review of which was published in 2014.2°*

Objectives



RCTs are the gold-standard source for evidence of efficacy and effectiveness for therapies,
but it has previously been remarked that there is a lack of suitable high-quality evidence in
the literature, with many of the existing studies suffering from methodological flaws.>
Alternatively, systematic reviews (of prediction models, for example) provide a reliable
collation of evidence from which health-based interventions can be informed, without
contributing to research waste.>*>* As new prediction models are developed and validated, it
is crucial that they be presented in a format that allows for optimal dissemination of their
actionable conclusions. Furthermore, information from previous reviews may be outdated and
misleading in the context of more recent findings. The most recent comparable review,
carried out by Abimbola et al.in 2014, presents several opportunities for improvement
(besides being updated), namely that only studies with samples of over 100 were included
and no evaluation of RoB was carried out.® A systematic examination of multivariable
prediction models for treatment outcomes in NDE was undertaken here to provide an updated
and expanded review of the state of the literature, and to facilitate understanding of their
conclusions. All included models were evaluated for RoB and AC using the PROBAST
(Prediction model Risk Of Bias ASsessment Tool) framework.” Between the models,
common prognostic factors were identified and are presented herein, with the intention of

informing future prediction model studiesin NDE.

Methods

Protocol and registration

This review is reported in adherence with the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses) guidelines, and a non-peer reviewed, publicly
available, protocol was registered with PROSPERO (ID: CRD42022329936).>

Eligibility Criteria, Information Sources, Search, Sudy Selection, and Data Collection

Process

MEDLINE and Embase were searched for relevant publications, usng PubMed/MeSH
(medical subject headings) and Scopus/Boolean terms respectively. Full queries can be seen
in Appendix 1. Data were screened by CR and LJB independently, with mediation of any
conflicting exclusions following consensus meetings provided by SSK. Studies were included
if they contained a multivariable model of treatment outcomes in a discrete sample of NDE,



meeting the following criteria:

e Study design - Any primary design including (but not limited to): cohort studies,
randomised control trials, quasi-randomised control trials, observational studies,
and case-control studies.

* Participants - Any person with NDE defined using the operational ILAE
definition of two clinically unprovoked seizures, or one unprovoked seizure with
a > 60% probability of recurrence (other definitions were evaluated for
agreement with the ILAE definition ad hoc).>® Provoked seizures include those

deemed situational or due to acute neurological insult/pr ecipitant.”

e Multivariable model - Prediction models developed with at least two
demographic, and/or clinical, and/or neuroimaging, and/or electrophysiological
factors collected and assessed as part of standard clinical practice at baseline
upon a new diagnosis of epilepsy, that are associated with 12 months continuous
seizure freedom (remission). Demographic factors are socioeconomic attributes
that can be statistically expressed—for example age, sex, and education level.
Clinical factors are signs and symptoms of disease classification or severity
including aetiology, type and frequency of seizure, age of onset of epilepsy and
duration of illness prior to diagnosis. The neuroimaging and neurophysiological
factors include assessments of standard MRI and EEG examinations
respectively, often taken upon a new diagnosis of epilepsy.

— Our search terms were not designed to capture machine
learning/artificial intelligence-based studies, due to the complexities
introduced by the structure of these models, which is very different to
those of regression-based modes.*®

e Primary outcomes - 12 months (or longer) continuous seizure freedom
(remission). The timeframe of 12 months was chosen in accor dance with previous
literature suggesting that as one seizure per year is sufficient to preclude PWE
from driving, seizure freedom should be measured over the same timeframe."’
Furthermore, after 12 months of treatment, if seizures are not controlled it has
been recommended that the PWE bereferred to a specialist clinic.”

»  Secondary outcomes - Reported seizure remission of any duration at any time

point; treatment failure (adverse effects, intractability, etc.) reported in any form



and at any time.

Risk of Biasin Individual Sudies

RoB was determined on a per-study basis, using 20 signalling questions over four domains
(Participants, Predictors, Outcomes, Analysis); the answers to the questions indicate potential
for bias, which then informs the (semi-subjective) potential for bias in that domain. If any
domain is flagged as having a high potential for bias, the study is judged to have a high
overall RoB.>* Similarly, three of the four domains contain an AC judgement, whereby the
rater evaluates to what extent the study content matches the research question. High concern
for applicability in any domain results in the study also receiving a high AC rating.*
Alongside outcome-related data extraction, data required for RoB and AC assessment were
extracted by CR and VP, who independently evaluated all 32 studies in the sample.

Summary Measures, Synthesis of Results, Risk of Bias Across Studies, and Additional

Analyses

Data pertinent to describing the setting, methodology, demographics, predictors, and
outcomes for individual studies was synthesised into narrative form and evidence tables.
Metadata for quality assessments purposes was also extracted. Sankey plots were constructed
to visually present the distribution of outcomes across studies, and predictors across

outcomes. Definitions for the categories proposed in this study can be found in Appendix 2.

Results

Sudy Sdlection

After the removal of 285 duplicate entries, 878 records were excluded first based on their
titles, then abstracts. The remaining 128 reports were sought for retrieval, of which 126 were
obtained. The retrieved reports were then assessed for eligibility, during which 77 were
excluded due to univariable modelling (44), unsuitable cohorts (20), unsuitable outcomes
(12), or absence of primary analysis (1). The remaining reports underwent data extraction,
during which 17 were deemed ineligible® Data extraction was carried out on the whole
sample by CR and VP independently, using a predefined form to ensure that all relevant
information was extracted systematically.

Sudy Characteristics



After screening, 32 studies were deemed suitable for inclusion (for a PRISMA diagram, see
Figure 1), including 48 models. 12 studies used prospectively recruited PWE (37.5%), 17
used retrospective data (53.1%), and three used a combination (9.4%). Designs included one
case-control study, two RCTs, and 29 cohort studies. Sample sizes ranged from 53 to 99990
PWE, with a median value of 261. Estimates of ‘events per variable’ ranged from 0.63 to
3927.38, with amedian value of 9.86 (for study characteristics, see table 1). In our sample, 12
studies utilised Cox proportional hazards models (37.5%), whereas the remaining 20
employed logistic regressions (62.5%) to build their prediction models. Outcomes were
evaluated at timepoints that ranged from 16 - 20 weeks, up to 32 - 36 years, with several

studies assessing outcomes at the arbitrary date of the last follow-up.
Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram of study selection.

Across al models, 41 unique outcomes were operationalised, which were subsequently
stratified into four categories (see figure 2): Mortality; Pharmacoresistance; Seizure
remission; and Short-term treatment response (a complete list of outcomes is provided in
Appendix 3). In accordance with the review objectives, the seizure remission category was
used for seizure outcomes of 12 months or longer, with all seizure outcomes of less than 12
months being categorised as short-term treatment response. 69 unique predictors were
operationalised, which were subsequently stratified into 11 categories: Age; ASM;
Comorbidity; Demographics; Diagnosis, EEG; History; Neuroimaging; Neuropsychology;
Response; and Semiology (a complete list of predictors is also provided in Appendix 3).
Although unavailable at baseline, response (to treatment) variables were recorded in a
number of studies, and contributed significant predictors to several multivariable prediction

models.

Table 1. Summary of included studies. Where available, ages are presented in years as mean
(SD), *Median (range), or **Median (IQR). Epilepsy diagnoses are reported asin the original

studies 16,39,42,61-89

Figure 2. Sankey diagram showing mode! outcomes across all studies,'®%42%1-9
Risk of Bias Within Sudies

After PROBAST assessment had reached consensus, nine (28.1%) studies presented with



high AC, whilst all 32 studies demonstrated a high RoB (Table 2). AC for the participant
domain were al low, but high for eight studies in the predictor domain, which was related to
the inclusion of response to treatment as a prognostic factor. AC was also high for two
studies in the outcome domain.* RoB was generally low in the participant domain, but

universally high in the predictor, outcome, and analysis domains.

Table 2. Summary of the PROBAST risk of bias and applicability concern assessment of the
included studies. Responses, in order of low to high risk of bias: Y = yes; PY = probably yes,
NI = no information; PN = probably no; N = no. x.a. = Domain applicability; x.b. = Domain

risk of biag, 16394261-89
Results of Individual Studies

In the included studies outcomes were most commonly categorised as short-term treatment
response, followed by seizure remission, pharmacoresistance, and then mortality. Across the
multivariable models, 112 relationships between predictors and outcomes were found to be
statistically significant, with variables from the semiology category being reported as
significant most frequently. Response variables were the next most frequent, followed by
history and comorbidity. As shown in table 3, there were 40 cases of variables being
statistically significant as predictors of seizure remission, of which 13 were categorised as

response variables.

Table 3. Summary count of predictor instances, sorted by outcome.

Figure 3. Sankey diagram showing studies and predictors, grouped by outcomes, 629426189

Discussion
Summary of Evidence

Review summary

The authors systematically identified 32 studies that used multivariable prediction models to
assess the multifactorial prognosis of treatment outcomesin NDE. NDE is an area of research
importance in the exploration of the pathomechanisms underlying the development of an

epileptogenic environment, and aside from integrating recent research, this review expands



on previous NDE prediction model reviews in two ways. First, the most recent review by
Abimbola et a. in 2014 did not include studies with sample sizes below 100, which this
review does.” Broadening the inclusion criteria for studies facilitates iteration of the review
question over time, and encourages the exploration of specific research questions within the
same area. Second, quality (in the form of RoB and AC) assessment of the included studies
was carried out by two independent reviewers (CR and VP) in accordance with PROBAST,
the first review of epilepsy prediction models to do s0.* To best meet our primary
objective—to inform the prognostic factor choices of future prediction model studies—this
report has been prepared in accordance with PRISMA (where appropriate), ensuring

maximum transparency, reproducibility, and clarity.*

Model descriptives

The predictors and the outcomes of the included studies were heterogenous, so were stratified
into categories to aid interpretation. The most common outcome was short-term treatment
response followed by seizure remission, which aligned with our secondary and primary
outcomes of interest, respectively. Models of pharmacoresistance and mortality were also
reviewed, which address two of the potential treatment failure outcomes. One fifth (20%) of
the studies included in this review included treatment response variables as predictors, which
limits the applicability of the resultant models. Although statistical significance does not
aways confer clinical importance, prediction models are at their most informative when
being used to inform treatment initiation, i.e. at baseline/diagnosis. Unsurprisingly, treatment
response was often a statistically significant prognostic factor of treatment outcome, and
potentially obscured predictive relationships that are interrogatable at baseline - such as
treatment decision. In the included studies, seizure characteristics and epilepsy history were
frequent statistically significant prognostic factors for seizure remission. For research and
prediction model purposes, detailed seizure descriptions and family/personal history factors
should be collected at baseline. Furthermore, the consistency of prediction modelsin epilepsy
research would be improved by avoiding convenience-based decisons when designing
studies, i.e. using a homogenous, predetermined timepoint, instead of the last follow-up. This

could be achieved with the development of a Core Outcome Set for NDE. %%



Bias

The models were found to contain a moderate amount of AC, but universally high RoB.
Whilst it seems unlikely that models created in aclinical context can be free of RoB, there are
steps that can be taken to minimise it - thus increasing the applicability of any resultant
models. For example, adherence to the modelling guidelines of TRIPOD by journa editors
(similar to CONSORT) and researchers, and nominal acknowledgement of best practices,
such as clearly reporting study and model characteristics, would facilitate research
communication and uptake.” Whilst AC were much less common in the included studies,
simple steps such as ensuring consistency between study objectives and methods can be taken

to help alleviate them in future studies.
Limitations

Whilst al individuals with new-onset epilepsy have (by definition) NDE, the inverse is not
true—some PWE may have an undisclosed or unreported history of seizures, extending
beyond the recommended 12 month cut-off.° In consideration of its distinction from NDE,
this review has purposefully avoided misattributing any samples as ‘new-onset epilepsy’,
instead opting for the more verifiable NDE label. With this omission comes a potential |oss of
specificity that may hamper the accuracy of the presented model to certain PWE; guidelines
for reporting seizure histories have been suggested, which should help to prevent this

necessity in future reports.®

By including only studies involving a discrete sample of ILAE compliant NDE, this review
addresses a sample who are not vulnerable to the common confounds of epilepsy research
(such as ASM use and chronicity), or the heterogeneity of broader seizure research.*
However, this specificity comes at the cost of generalisability to provoked seizure research.
The exploration of febrile, traumatic, and other acute seizure activity also has the potential to
elucidate the pathomechanisms of ictogenesis, with ostensible benefit to unprovoked seizure
research. Indeed, the two categories of predictors that were the strongest prognostic factors of
epileptic seizure remission in this review, history and semiology, alude to pathomechanistic
vulnerabilities (respectively, a predisposition to ictogenesis and the seizure insult) that could
potentially describe provocation once fully understood. The conclusions of this review should

be weighed against those of reviews into early and first seizures of mixed aetiology, to fully



understand the influence of precipitation on ictogenesis.>”*

Machine learning is a rapidly expanding field in the heath data sciences, which has
demonstrated widespread potential utility.®® Machine learning prediction models were
omitted from this review to ensure the comparability of the included regression model
studies, and should not be taken as a dismissal of their increasing value to prognosis and
diagnosis. Traditional multivariable models have the potential to inform the design of
machine learning models, however, further exploration is necessary to evaluate the current
state of machine learning prediction modelling in epilepsy. To facilitate the systematic
comparison of artificia intelligence prediction model studies, reporting guidelines (TRIPOD-
Al and PROBAST-AI) arein development.®

Conclusions

The studies included in this review are heterogenous in both predictor and outcome selection,
which is a hindrance to systematic comparison. To evaluate their effectiveness, prediction
modelling of treatment decisions should be encouraged, whilst the inclusion of response to
treatment as a prognostic factor should be avoided. Authors should also attempt to ensure that
their studies adhere to reporting guidelines, to reduce RoB and AC.
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Model Predictors

Age at diagnosis (Younger = greater ikeihood of poor 2-year outcome)
Aetiology (Remote symptomatic = greater ikelihood of poor 2-year outcome)
Seizure type (Partial complex or mixed = greater like ihood of poor 2-year outcome)
Spike focus (Presence = greater likelihood of poor 2year outcome)

Immediate list recall (Impairment = greater likelihood of poor 2-year outcome)
Delayed list recognition (Impairment = greater likelihood of poor 2-year outcome)

ASM (LTG = reduced chance of freedom from failure)
ASM (LTG = reduced chance of seizure freedom)
BMI (ns)

Nocturnal seizures (Yes = reduced chance of sustained 2 year remission)
First ASM response (Bad = reduced chance of 2 year remission)

First ASM response (Bad = reduced chance of 2 year sustained remission)
Family history - epilepsy (ns)

Neuroimaging (ns)

Neurological evaluation (ns)

Pretreatment seizure number (ns)

Seizure types (ns)

Aetiology (ns)

Epileptogenic lesion on neuroimaging (Yes = less likely to experience 6-month terminal remission at month 12)
Baseline seizure type (Simple partial = less ikely to experience 6-month terminal remission at month 12)

Age (ns)

Sex (ns)

Sex (Female = decreased risk of mortaiity)
Race (Asian = decreased risk of mortality)

Ethnicity (Hispanic = decreased risk of mortality)

Comorbidity (Yes = increased risk of mortality)

Medicaid coinsurance (Yes = increased risk of mortality)

Rurak-urban continuum code (Intermediate = increased risk of mortality)

Seizure remission within the first year of ASM treatment (No = less likely to attain 2-year remission)
Sex (ns)

Age at diagnosis (ns)

Aetiology (ns)

Pretreatment EEG (ns)

Seizure type (ns)

Number of seizure types (1s)

Pretreatment seizure number (ns)

Pretreatment time (ns)

Absence seizures (Present = lower remission probabilty)
Age at onset (Earlier = remission delay)

Catamenial seizures (Present = remission delay)
Photosensitivity (ns)

Myoclonic status epilepticus (1s)

Focal EEG asymmetries (ns)

Age atonset (Below 5 = lower likelihood of treatment response)
Attack frequency (Higher = lower likelihood of treatment response)

Seizures in the year prior to treatment (More = poorer chance of seizure freedom)
Recreational drug use (Yes = poorer chance of seizure freedom)
Family history of epilepsy (More = poorer chance of seizure freedom)

Early risk factor for epilepsy (Yes = higher chance of tial failure)
Temporal neuroimaging abnormality (Yes = higher chance of tral failure)

ASM (ETX over LTG = greater chance of freedom from failure)
Shortest seizure duration (Longer = greater chance of freedom from failure)
ASM (ETX over LTG = greater chance of seizure freedom)

Shortest seizure duration (Longer = greater chance of seizure freedom)
Age (ns)

Valproate vs Ethosuxamide (ns)

Occipital intermittent rhythmic delta activity (ns)

Focal sharp waves (ns)

Diagnosis (CAE = increased chance of remission at 2 years)

Response (Early = increased chance of remission at 2 years)

Age at onset (Older = decreased chance of seizure occurrence in the first 12 months)

Academic performance (High = decreased chance of seizure occurrence in the preceding 2 years at 4 years)
Age atonset (Older = decreased chance pattern ‘')

Response (Early = decreased chance pattem 'C’)

Response (Immediate = decreased chance pattem 'C’)

Status epilepticus (Yes = increased chance of seizure occurrence in the first 12 months)

Multiple seizure types (More = increased chance of seizure occurrence in the first 12 months)

History - febrile seizures (Yes = increased chance of seizure occurrence in the preceding 2 years at 4 years)
History - migraine (Yes = increased chance of seizure occurrence in the preceding 2 years at 4 years)
Muliple seizure types (More = increased chance of seizure occurrence in the preceding 2 years atstudy end)
Early response (No = increased chance of seizure occurrence in the preceding 2 years at study end)

History - migraine (Yes = Increased chance of seizure occurrence in the preceding 2 years at study end)
Inital response to treatment (No = increased chance of seizure occurrence in the preceding 2 years at study end)
Mutiple seizure types (More = increased chance of pattern'C’)

History - migraine (Yes = increased chance of pattern 'C’)



Citation PWE n=
Gasparini etal, 2013 186
Gidey etal., 2020 404
Hersi etal, 2021 459
Hitiis et al., 2007 780
Huang et al, 2016 298
Jiang etal, 2017 336
336
Kessler etal, 2017 310
Kimetal., 2017 53
Kwong etal., 2007 121
Lietal, 2021 472
Mangunatmadia et al., 2021 71
Oliivier et al., 2009 180
156
Oskoui etal, 2005 19
19
196
19
Park etal, 2014 100

Epilepsy Diagnosis

Cryptogenic focal epilepsy

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

Childhood absence epilepsy

Focal epilepsy

NS

NS

Focal epilepsy

Childhood absence epilepsy

NS

NS

Patient age in years (SD)

39.00 (22.00)

27.40 (11.20)

45.00 (31.00)*

31.00 (9.00 - 93.00)

70,50 (10.10)

11.00 (10.00)"

NS (2.58 - 12.92)*

35,60 (15.80)

5.71 (4.58)

18.90 (14.00)

7.00 (2.94)

7.60 (3.70)

16.00 (1.00 - 77.00)*

Outcomes

5-year seizure remission

Seizure recurrence

12-month seizure freedom

Seizure free for the last 12 months

50% seizure reduction

2-year remission atshort-term follow-up
5-year remission at long-term follow-up

Seizure freedom at 16 - 20 weeks

< 6 months of continuous seizure freedom

Seizure freedom

3-year seizure freedom

Intractable epilepsy

Complete disappearance of absence seizures during VPA treatment
Long term seizure freedom

Lower probabilty of seizure remission at 12 months
Lower probabilty of seizure remission at 3 months
Poor outcome at 12 months

Poor outcome at 3 months

Seizure free for the last 6 months

Outcome Timepoints.

5-21years

2-7years

1-11years

2550 21 years

2 years

5 years
5-8years

16 - 20 weeks.

>1year

1.08- 3 years

>3years

1.08-2.83 years

1-9years
1.08- 9 years

1 year
3 months
1 year

3 months

6 months

Modelling Method

Cox proportional hazards

Cox proportional hazards

Binary logistic regression

Binary logistic regression

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Forward logistic regression

Logistic regression

Forward logistic regression

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Model Predictors

Family history (Epilepsy o febrile seizures = increased chance of remission)
Lobe localisation (Front = increased chance of remission)

Pretreatment seizure number (Greater = decreased chance of achieving seizure remission)
Treatment adherence (Poor = decreased chance of achieving seizure remission)

Sex (Male = more likely to achieve remission)
Aetiology (Unknown = more fikely to achieve remission)

EEG (Epileptiform acivity = less likely to achieve seizure freedom)
Age at diagnosis (ns)

First ASM choice (ns)

First seizure type (s)

Family history - epilepsy (Yes = greater risk of pharmacoresistance)
History - febrile seizures (Yes = greater risk of pharmacoresistance)

Traumatic brain injury (Yes = greater risk of pharmacoresistance)

Psychiatric comorbidity (Yes = greater isk of pharmacoresistance)

Recreational drug use (Yes = greater risk of pharmacoresistance)

More than 10 seizures before treatment (Yes = greater risk of phammacoresistance)
Sex (ns)

Neurological deficit (ns)

Mental retardation (ns)

Seizures for more than one year pretreatment (ns)

Age at onset (Older = more likely to achieve satisfactory seizure control at 2 years)
ASM treatment (Yes = more likely to achieve satisfactory seizure control at 2 years)

Time to treatment (> 12 months = more likely to experience unfavourable short term outcomes)
Seizure frequency in the first year of treatment (> 2 = more ikely to experience unfavourable short term outcomes)
Seizure frequency in the first year of treatment (> 2 = more ikely to experience unfavourable long term outcomes)
Sex (ns)

Age at onset (ns)

Pretreatment seizure density (ns)

Muliple seizure types (ns)

Status epilepticus (ns)

Aetiology (ns)

EEG (ns)

Neuroimaging (ns)

Shortest burst duration on baseline EEG (Short = higher chance of seizure freedom)
Lamotrigine vs Ethosuximide (Lamotrigine = lower chance of seizure freedom)
Cluster pattern 2 (Yes = lower chance of seizure freedom)

Cluster pattern 2/4 (Yes = lower chance of seizure freedom)

Corpus callosum volume (Lower = good ASM response)
Age of onset (ns)

Prediagnostic duration (ns)

Pretreatment seizure frequency (ns)

Acute seizure-related hospitalisations (Yes = more likely not to acheive seizure-freedom)
Age at onset (ns)

Seizure frequency atonset (ns)

No initial ASM (ns)

Initial seizure type (ns)

Syndrome (ns)

Aetiology (ns)

Neurodevelopmental status (ns)

Status epilepticus (ns)

History - neonatal seizure (ns)

History - febrile seizure (ns)

Not on ASM at time of seizure-related hospitaisation/within 3 months of diagnosis (ns)

Subtherapeutic ASM dose at time of seizure-related hospitalisation/within three months of diagnosis (ns)

Seizure types (Muliple = greater chance of poor drug response)
Polytherapy (Yes = greater chance of poor drug response)
History - perinatal injury (ns)

Seizure-type evolution (Generalisation at study end = greater chance of intractabilty)
Background rhythm evolution (Abnormal at study end = greater chance of intractability)

Age at diagnosis (Older = protective factor against non-responsiveness to VPA)
Pretreatment seizure frequency > 10/day (Yes = risk factor for non-responsiveness to VPA)
Presence of GTCS (Yes = risk factor for non-responsiveness to VPA)

Diagnosis (IGE = decreased chance of poor outcome at 3 months)
More than one seizure type (Yes = increased chance of intractabilty at 12 months)

Seizure recurrence in the 6-12 months post treatment (Yes = increased chance of intractability at 12 months)
Mental retardation (Yes = increased chance of intractability at 12 months)

More than one seizure type (Yes = increased chance of intractabilty at 3 months)

More than one seizure type (Yes = increased chance of poor outcome at 12 months)

Global developmental delay at onset (Yes = increased chance of poor outcome at 12 months)

Seizure recurrence in the 6-12 months post treatment (Yes = increased chance of poor outcome at 12 months)
More than one seizure type (Yes = increased chance of poor outcome)

Global developmental delay at onset (Yes = increased chance of poor outcome at 3 months)

Age at onset (16+ = increased chance of being a responder)
Pretreatment duration (ns)



Citation PWE n= Epilepsy Diagnosis Patient age in years (SD) Outcomes Outcome Timepoints  Modelling Method Model Predictors

Pretreatment seizure frequency (ns)
Pretreatment seizure density (ns)

Quintana etal., 2021 110 NS 52,60 (19.60) Mortality 3.25-5.75 years Cox proportional hazards Older age (Higher = increased risk of mortality)
Tumor-related etiology (Yes = increased risk of mortality)
Generalized seizures (Yes = increased risk of mortality)

Sharma etal., 2021 598 NS 39.00 (14.00 - 88.00)* 12-month seizure remission 1-8years Cox proportional hazards Epileptogenic neuroimaging findings (Yes = higher rate of seizure recurrence)
380 Seizure recurrence 1-8years Prediagnosis seizure number (5+ = higher rate of seizure recurrence; ns for rate of seizure recurrence)

Treatment approach (Deferred = higher rate of seizure recurrence: ns for remission)
Sleep status (ns for rate of seizure recurrence)
Sex (ns for 12-month remission)
Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander origin (ns for remission)
Epilepsy type (ns for remission)
Prediagnosis tonic-clonic seizures (ns for remission)
Initial use of second-gen ASM (ns for remission)

Sillanpa and Shinnar, 2002 115 NS <16.00 5-year terminal remission 32-36 years Cox proportional hazards Response (Early = increased probability of remission)
Seizure type (Partial or atonic = decreased probability of remission)
Status epilepticus (Occurrence = lower rate of remission)

Tartara etal, 2022 162 NS 73.20 (7.20) Seizure freedom 1-19years Cox proportional hazards Aetiology (Unknown = lower risk of recurrence)
Subjective perceptions at seizure onset (Presence = higher risk of recurrence)
Leukoaraiosis (Presence = higher risk of recurrence)
Age atonset (ns)
Gender (ns)

Yang etal., 2020 543 NS 24.86 (12.88) Seizure freedom at 12 months 1 year Cox proportional hazards Circadian thythm (Seizures in wake and sleep = poor probabiliy of seizure freedom)
543 Seizure freedom at 6 months 6 months Pre-ASM EEG (Epileptiform discharges = poor probability of seizure freedom)
Neuropsychiatric disorder (Presence of any = poor probabilty of seizure freedom)
Perinatal brain injury (Yes = poor probabiliy of seizure freedom)
History - CNS infection (Yes = poor probability of seizure freedom)

Zhang et al., 2013 180 NS 19.00 (6.00 - 21.00)* Poor outcome > 2 years Logistic regression Multiple seizure type (Yes = greater chance of poor outcome)
Changes in seizure type during treatment (Yes = greater chance of poor outcome)
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PY
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3.5.
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PN
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PN
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45.

NI

NI

NI

NI

4.6.

NI

NI

NI

NI
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PN
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NI
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NI
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NI
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Predictor Category
Age

ASM
Comorbidity
Demographics
Diagnosis

EEG

History
Neuroimaging
Neuropsychology
Response
Semiology

Total

Mortality Pharmacoresistance Seizure remission
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Short-term treatment response Total
5 9
6 7
5 10
0 6
2 6
2 5
4 10
5
0
2 16

17 35
48 112



