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ABSTRACT 

Regression discontinuity design (RDD) is a quasi-experimental method intended for causal 

inference in observational settings. While RDD is gaining popularity in clinical studies, there are 

limited real-world studies examining the performance of this approach on estimating known 

trial-established casual effects. The goal of this paper is to estimate the effects of statins on 

myocardial infarction (MI) using RDD and propensity score matching. For the regression 

discontinuity analysis, we leveraged a 2008 guideline in the UK that recommends statins if a 

patient’s 10-year cardiovascular disease (CVD) risk score >20%. We used UK electronic health 

record data from the Health Improvement Network on 49,242 patients aged 65+ in 2008-2011 

(our study baseline) without a history of CVD and no statin use in the year prior to the CVD risk 

score assessment. Both the regression discontinuity (n=19,432) and the propensity score 

matched populations (n=24,814) demonstrated good balance of confounders. Using RDD, the 

adjusted point estimate for statins on MI was in the protective direction and similar to the 

statin effect observed in clinical trials, although the confidence interval included the null (HR= 

0.8, 95%CI: 0.4, 1.4). Conversely, the adjusted estimates using propensity score matching 

remained in the harmful direction: HR =2.4 (95%CI:2.0, 3.0). Regression discontinuity appeared 

superior to propensity score matching in replicating the known protective association of statins 

with MI, although precision was poor. Our findings suggest that, when used appropriately, 

regression discontinuity can expand the scope of clinical investigations aimed at causal 

inference by leveraging treatment rules from everyday clinical practice.  

 

Keywords: Regression discontinuity, treatment effects.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Statins (HMG-CoA reductase inhibitors) are a widely used class of lipid-lowering medications 

with well-established cardiovascular benefits. A large meta-analysis of randomized, placebo 

controlled statin treatment trials found a relative risk of 0.76 (95% CI: 0.73, 0.79) for fatal or 

non-fatal coronary heart disease events.1 Statin benefits may be slightly attenuated among 

older users, as the PROSPER trial among adults 72-80 years found a hazard ratio for myocardial 

infarction (MI) of 0.81 (95% CI: 0.69, 0.94).2 In addition, a recent subgroup analysis of the 

ALLHAT-LTT trial among adults aged 65 and older reported a hazard ratio of 0.80 (95% CI: 0.62, 

1.04) for coronary heart disease events.3  

 

In 2008, the National Institute for Health and Care Excellence in the United Kingdom (UK) 

recommended that statins are indicated for the primary prevention of cardiovascular disease 

(CVD) if a patient’s 10-year risk for fatal or nonfatal CVD, calculated based on a combination of 

demographic and clinical factors, is greater than or equal to 20%.4 This national-level guideline 

provides an ideal setting for a regression discontinuity design (RDD) because the treatment is 

given or withheld only according to the CVD risk score.  RDD, an increasingly popular quasi-

experimental method, 5-9 is aimed at deriving causal estimates from observational data.10-13 

RDD leverages clinical or policy decision rules in which people fall on either side of a threshold 

or cutoff for recommending treatment. The assumption is that persons falling just above or 

below the threshold, as in the 20% CVD risk score cutoff of the UK guideline, are exchangeable, 

and thus causal estimates can be made near this threshold. This is a distinct approach from 

propensity score matching, which aims to model the probability of treatment and then match 
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observations based on this probability, thus enhancing exchangeability.14 These methods are 

both of interest in clinical studies where the goal is to estimate treatment benefits and harms, 

based on observational data. Regression discontinuity and propensity score matching both have 

the potential to address confounding (e.g. confounding by indication, healthy user bias), yet 

applied examples directly comparing performance of these two approaches are limited, and 

thus researchers lack practical guidance for their appropriate implementation. 

 

In the present study, we estimate the effects of statins on myocardial infarction (MI) by a 

regression discontinuity design and propensity score matching in British adults 65 years and 

older using a large database of UK electronic health records. By leveraging a national guideline4 

and a well-established econometric method,15 the main goal of this investigation is to evaluate 

the performance of RDD on replicating known casual effects. Since we know the “truth” 

regarding the effect of statin on MI from established RCTs,1 we use MI as a positive control 

outcome to calibrate and validate the use of RDD for the study of statin treatment effects more 

generally. Furthermore, MI is a clearly and objectively defined outcome even in administrative 

datasets. For contrast, we use motor vehicle accidents (MVA) as a negative control outcome; 

statin use is not causally associated with this outcome. Finally, we compare the findings from 

RDD to those from a propensity-score matched analysis and a conventional confounder-

adjusted analysis.  

  

  

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.05.22273474doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.05.22273474


METHODS 

Study Population and Data Source 

The IQVIA Medical Research Data, incorporating The Health Improvement Network (THIN), a 

Cegedim database, contains de-identified electronic health record data from general 

practitioner practices in the United Kingdom. This research database includes approximately 11 

million patients and covers more than 5% of the total population and is representative of the 

UK general practice population.16 A detailed description has been presented elsewhere.17,18 

THIN data collection began in 2003 and includes a rich collection of variables and diagnoses 

including demographic information, medical diagnoses (including referrals to specialists), 

prescriptions, laboratory results, lifestyle factors, measurements taken during medical practice, 

and free text comments. Data recorded in THIN is very accurate and subject to several 

assurance procedures.19-21 Consultation and prescription rates recorded in the THIN database 

have been shown to be comparable with published national data estimates.22 Furthermore, the 

validity of the prescription data for epidemiological research has been demonstrated.19 In 

particular, associations between various drugs and outcomes in THIN have shown to be similar, 

in direction and magnitude, to the associations observed in other UK medical records 

databases.19  

 

Analytical Sample 

Given that the statins guideline was enacted in 20084, we set the baseline period for our study 

as 2008-2011 to give enough time for the guideline to be implemented.  Our initial sample 

included 76,856 patients aged 65 years and older with an assessment of their CVD risk score 
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recorded anytime during the years 2008-2011. (Figure 1) We then excluded patients who were 

registered in the THIN database for <6 months prior to their CVD risk score assessment 

(n=5,133), in order to ensure adequate data on their health history. We also excluded those 

who had a statin prescription in 2 years prior to their CVD risk score assessment, to mimic the 

washout period of a randomized controlled trial a new user design. Finally, we excluded 

persons with a history of CVD prior to their CVD risk score assessment (n=381) as the CVD risk 

score is intended for persons without a history of events. Our final analytical sample included a 

total of 49,242 patients.  

 

Assessment of 10-year CVD Risk Score 

We used the first CVD risk-score recorded in our study baseline (2008-2011). We included 

Framingham 10-year CVD risk, QRISK, and QRISK2 scores, which are all prediction algorithms for 

CVD disease.23-25 Of 49,242 participants, 40,259 (81.8%) had CVD risk recorded using the 

Framingham score. A total of 257 patients had two scores recorded on the same day so we 

averaged the two. (eTable 1)  

 

Assessment of Statin Initiation: Treatment 

Statin prescription is recorded in the database using codes from the UK pricing authority,26 and 

its validity has been previously demonstrated.19 Statin initiation was defined as a new 

prescription in a patient with no statin prescription in the prior two years.  

 

Assessment of MI and Motor Vehicle Accident: Outcomes  
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Symptoms and diagnoses are entered using a system of Read codes, a coding system that can 

be mapped onto ICD-10 codes.27,28 The primary outcome of interest was fatal and non-fatal 

acute myocardial infarction (MI). Events were identified from the list of Read codes provided by 

IQVIA and cross-checked with members of our study team (MCO, AEM): 323..00, 323Z.00, 

G30..00, G300.00, G301.00, G301000, G301100, G30..12, G30..13, G30..15, G30..16, G30..17, 

G301z00, G302.00, G303.00, G304.00, G305.00, G306.00, G307.00, G307000, G307100, 

G308.00, G309.00, G30B.00, G30X.00, G30X000, G30y.00,  30y100, G30y200, G30yz00, G30z.00, 

G311000, G311011, G35..00, G350.00, G351.00, G353.00, G35X.00, G360.00, G362.00, G363.00, 

G364.00, G365.00, G38..00, G380.00, G381.00, G384.00, G38z.00, Gyu3400, Gyu3600. The 

secondary outcome was injury resulting from motor vehicle accidents, identified from the 

Medical file using Read codes beginning with T1. 

 

Other Measures 

Demographic data including age, sex, and marital status. The Townsend score (presented in 

quintiles) is an area-level measure of deprivation derived from Census data. Additional variables 

included physical activity (low, moderate, high), smoking status, BMI, diabetes, and 

hypertension status. For each covariate, we included a category for ‘missing data’. For all 

covariates, we used baseline values recorded prior to the patient’s CVD risk score.   

 

Statistical Analysis 

The goal of this analysis was to estimate the effect of statin prescription at baseline (2008-

2011) on outcome (MI and MVA) incidence over the next 5 years. To do so, we compared three 
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different modeling approaches: a regression discontinuity model, a traditional multivariable 

adjusted Cox proportional hazards model, and a propensity score matched Cox proportional 

hazards model. All models were censored at 5 years of follow-up. 

 

For our regression discontinuity analysis, we estimated the treatment effect of statin use on 

incident MI using a sharp regression discontinuity for Cox models. RD models can be described 

by three main components: a score or running variable, a cutoff, and a recommended 

treatment. We illustrate these concepts in eFigure 1. CVD risk score is the running variable, 

used to indicate statin treatment. The cutoff value of 20% on the CVD risk score is the threshold 

for recommending treatment set by the clinical guideline. The recommended treatment (e.g., 

statin treatment vs. no statin treatment) is determined by whether the patient falls above or 

below the 20% cutoff.  In that sense, a sharp regression discontinuity resembles an intent to 

treat analysis as participants above the cutoff are assumed to have initiated statins, and those 

below the cutoff are assumed to have not initiated statins.29 Valid estimation of a causal effect 

with RD design depends on the exchangeability of units below and above the cutoff. The 

exchangeability concept arises from the intuitive expectation that individuals above and below 

but “close” to the cutoff should have a similar distribution of measured and unmeasured 

prognostic characteristics. The bandwidth, which indicates how far above and below the cutoff 

to go in order to define our regression discontinuity sample, was chosen based on standard 

methods balancing the bias and variance of the regression discontinuity estimation,30,31  or, 

equivalently, balancing exchangeability and sample size. We selected a bandwidth of 5.0 

percentage points (pp), which means that we included patients with CVD risk scores that are 
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within 5pp of the cutoff (i.e. ranging from 15% to 25%). Furthermore, we explored the 

sensitivity of the findings to the bandwidth choice. Among those who were eligible for our 

regression discontinuity experiment (N=49,242), only a total of 19,432 patients were then 

included in our local regression discontinuity sample determined by the selected bandwidth. 

Next, using the same bandwidth, we examined covariate balance (i.e. exchangeability) around 

the 20% cutoff in key confounders including age, sex, marital status, Townsend score, smoking 

status, physical activity, BMI, diabetes, and hypertension. We first ran unadjusted regression 

discontinuity Cox models, we then adjusted for potential confounders. Hazard ratios and 95% 

confidence intervals were calculated using robust standard errors.   

 

Next, we estimated a traditional sex and age-adjusted and multivariable adjusted Cox 

proportional hazards model. This was conducted in the full sample size of patients who met our 

eligibility criteria; N=49,242. As such, we examined the relationship of statins initiation in 2008-

2011 with incident MI outcomes in the next 5 years, adjusting for the same set of potential 

confounders as were used in the regression discontinuity model. 

 

Last, we performed a propensity score matching analysis, where we modeled the probability for 

initiating statins as a function of the same set of confounders. Propensity scores for treatment 

and control groups were matched one-to-one using the nearest neighbor method. The matched 

treatment groups were checked for variable balance in their propensity score distributions and 

absolute mean differences in the matched sample (n=24,814). We then ran a Cox model on the 
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new matched sample evaluating the relationship of statins initiation with MI outcomes, 

unadjusted and then adjusted for the same confounders.  

 

We explored injuries from motor vehicle accidents (MVA) as a negative control outcome, and 

used a 10-year follow-up (instead of 5 year as in MI outcome) to account for the lower event 

rate. We evaluated the relationship between statin use and injuries from MVA using unadjusted 

and adjusted regression discontinuity and traditional Cox models. The adjusted models did not 

converge with the inclusion of diabetes, so the set of adjustment variables for these models 

included age, sex, marital status, Townsend score, smoking status, physical activity, BMI, and 

hypertension. 

 

R version 4.0.3 with tidyverse, rdrobust version 0.99.5,32 survival version 3.2-7 and MatchIt 

packages were used for the analyses. 

 

Patient and public involvement 

No participants were involved in setting the research question or the outcome measures, nor 

were they involved in developing plans for recruitment, design, or implementation of the 

present study/analysis. No participants were asked for advice on interpretation or writing up of 

results. We recognize that public involvement has great value and contributes to improving the 

quality of research, but the scope of the present study does not involve patients. All results are 

disseminated to study participants and a larger audience via a website, which has a Resources 

Hub (https://www.the-health-improvement-network.com/resources-hub).  
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RESULTS 

The cohort of 49,242 patients who met our inclusion criteria had a mean age of 69.8 years (SD 

4.2) and a little over half were women (56.1%). (Table 1) The majority were nonsmokers, and 

about a third each had normal, obese, and very obese BMI. Nearly half had hypertension 

(43.2%) and only 2.4% were diabetic. Most patients had 10-year CVD risk assessed by the 1991 

Framingham risk score, and the mean score was 23.2% (median = 21.6%). (eTable 1) Among the 

21,326 participants who had a 10-year CVD risk score below the 20% cutoff, 11.9% initiated 

statins by the end of 2011. Among the 12,114 patients who had a 10-year CVD risk score at or 

above the 20% cutoff, 35.4% initiated statins by the end of 2011. (eTable 2) 

 

Potential confounders were balanced using a regression discontinuity design with a bandwidth 

of 5.0% (n=18,718), and the confidence intervals for the differences above and below the 20% 

CVD risk score cutoff included the null. (Table 2)  

 

A total of 12,412 pairs were matched for a matched analysis sample size of 24,814. Before 

matching, female sex, smoking status, and BMI were most imbalanced among statin users and 

non-users. After matching, all absolute mean differences in covariates were less than 0.05. 

(Figure 2) Propensity scores ranged from 0.08 to 0.70 before matching and 0.46 to 0.79 after 

matching (eFigure 3). 

 

Among the 49,242 eligible patients, 575 (1.2%) had an MI over the next 5 years. The algorithm 

selected a bandwidth of 5.0 and we observed that the HR of MI was robust and relatively the 
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same across a range of bandwidth values (eFigure2, bandwidth calibration).  Based on a 

regression discontinuity model, the association between statin treatment and MI was in the 

protective direction, although the confidence interval included the null; the adjusted regression 

discontinuity Cox model estimate was 0.79 (95% CI: 0.44, 1.43). (Table 3) In contrast, based on 

traditional Cox models, the estimate was in the harmful direction (adjusted HR = 2.51, 95%CI: 

2.12, 2.97). Results from propensity score matching did not meaningfully differ from the 

standard Cox estimates: the adjusted propensity score matched Cox model HR estimate was 

2.41 (95% CI: 1.96-2.99). (Table 3) 

 

While our choice of a 5-year follow-up period for MI was based on a priori RCTs, in exploratory 

analyses, we evaluated the regression discontinuity Cox model at different lengths of follow-up 

and found a stronger effect at 2 years (0.58, 95% CI: 0.22, 1.57) that attenuated towards the 

null at 10 years (0.96, 95% CI: 0.59, 1.54). (eTable 3) 

 

Among the 49,242 eligible patients, 160 (0.3%) had recorded injuries due to MVA over the next  

5 years, and 213 (0.4%) within 10 years. Given the low MVA event rate and the fact that the 

effect size estimates were less variable using the 10 years vs. the 5 years follow up period, so 

we selected the 10-year for our MVA analyses. (eFigure 2, bandwidth calibration) The estimate 

for the association between statin treatment and incident MVA from the regression 

discontinuity Cox model was close to the null (adjusted HR = 0.98, 95% CI: 0.44, 2.20). (eTable 

4) The estimate from the traditional Cox model was 1.17 (95% CI: 0.87, 1.58). 
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DISCUSSION 

In summary, regression discontinuity appeared superior to propensity score matching in 

replication of the known protective association of statins with MI, although precision was 

limited. Regression discontinuity analysis resulted in relative risk point estimates similar to 

those from randomized controlled trials in direction and magnitude, whereas matching did not. 

Meanwhile, propensity matched analyses showed an increased risk of MI among statin users, 

likely due to confounding by indication. While both regression discontinuity design and 

propensity score matching achieved good balance of measured confounders, we found that 

only regression discontinuity methods achieved estimates nearing those from trials, which are 

in the range of a relative risk of 0.7 to 0.8.2,3,33 The estimate for the association of statin use and 

injuries from motor vehicle accidents, as a negative control outcome, was close to the null in a 

regression discontinuity model. In sum, the performance of the regression discontinuity design 

suggests that this approach may account for bias from measured as well as unmeasured 

confounders.  

 

Our study builds on prior methodologic investigations that have aimed to estimate the causal 

effect of statin use in the THIN database. Geneletti and O’Keeffe and others have previously 

validated the regression discontinuity design to estimate causal effects when applied to 

estimate the effect of statins on low density lipoprotein cholesterol concentration for people 

around the 20% CVD risk threshold in the THIN database.34,35 They demonstrated a protective 

effect of statins on low density lipoprotein cholesterol using regression discontinuity estimates 

of the average treatment effect, although the effect size was smaller than observed in 
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randomized controlled trials. Using simulation studies, they showed that regression 

discontinuity estimators were attenuated towards the null in simulations with high unmeasured 

confounding and non-compliance with the guideline. Our investigation extends this work by 

evaluating two hard outcomes, MI and motor vehicle accidents, and comparing the findings to a 

propensity score matched analysis. Although we do not know the true confounding structure in 

our data, our estimates likely represent an underestimation of the treatment effects of statin 

use due to incomplete compliance.  

 

A major challenge was that event rates were lower than in trials, which often by design over-

sample for high-risk participants. Thus, even with a large sample size, we had a modest number 

of events and precision of the estimates was limited. Additionally, we used a sharp regression 

discontinuity design, which assumes that those above the cutoff initiated statins and those 

below the cutoff did not – as in an intent-to-treat analysis. However, we observed empirically 

that many deviated from this rule. A fuzzy RD design would relax this assumption allowing for 

non-compliance. However, methods that incorporates a fuzzy regression discontinuity design 

into a Cox model are not available, and this is an ongoing area of methodologic development. 

Moreover, adherence to statin prescriptions in real world settings is moderate and may wane 

over time.36-38 This could explain the attenuation towards the null of the MI effect estimate 

from the regression discontinuity models within 10 years vs. 5 years of follow up. 

 

Our study provides a real-world application of regression discontinuity estimation leveraging a 

national guideline on wider statins use in the UK. The latter creates the setting of a natural 
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experiment in which the probability of treatment around the cutoff can be regarded as an 

exogenous variation in treatment status. Furthermore, the implementation of the guideline 

provides a unique advantage to estimating causality relative to the US, which does not have a 

national health care system and is subject to more heterogeneity in practice at the health care 

system, clinic, and provider level. However, our study also has limitations that should be 

considered. Electronic health records are subject to misclassification bias. Although previous 

studies have demonstrated a high degree of validity in THIN data, 19-21 there may still be 

residual measurement error. Because we used electronic health record data, we had no 

individual-level information on socioeconomic status. Instead, we used the Townsend 

deprivation score, which is an area-level score indicated socioeconomic status based on Census 

data. However, in prior work, the Townsend score has been shown to correlate strongly with 

individual-level SES, including education.39 Additionally, this study was conducted in the UK and 

may not generalize to other populations. However, we have no reason to believe that the 

biological effects of statins would vary by population or geography.33,40-43 

 

In summary, regression discontinuity appears to be a promising approach to control for 

measured and unmeasured confounding in observational studies. This head-to-head 

comparison approach will need to be replicated in other cohorts and with different treatments 

and outcomes before it can become the preferred approach. Importantly, by replicating the 

statin-MI trial estimates using RD, our findings suggest that, when used appropriately, quasi-

experimental methods can expand the scope of clinical investigations, making it feasible to 

estimate causal effects in observational data.   
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Table 1: Baseline characteristics of patients at time of CVD-risk score assessment 

 Overall 

N N=49,242 

Age, years (Mean, SD) 69.8 (4.2) 

Sex (N, %)  

     Male 21,625 (43.9) 

     Female 27,617 (56.1) 

Marital Status* (N, %)  

     Partnered 2,187 (4.4) 

     Single 9,473 (19.2) 

     Missing 37,582 (76.3) 

Smoking Status (N, %)  

     Not currently smoking 42,986 (87.3) 

     Currently smoking 6,085 (12.4) 

     Missing 171 (0.3) 

Physical Activity (N, %)  

     Moderate activity or less 14,292 (29.0) 

     High activity 2,279 (4.6) 

     Missing 32,671 (66.3) 

Townsend Score (N, %)  

     Lowest 3 quintiles 34,436 (69.9) 

     Upper 2 quintiles 9,794 (19.9) 

     Missing 5,012 (10.2) 

BMI Categories (N, %)  

     Less than 25 kg/m2 16,550 (33.6) 

     25-30 kg/m2 19,720 (40.0) 

     30-35 kg/m2 8,084 (16.4) 

     35+ kg/m2 3,023 (6.1) 

     Missing 1,865 (3.8) 

Hypertension (N, %)  

     No 27,968 (56.8) 

     Yes 21,274 (43.2) 

Diabetes (N, %)  

     No 48,042 (97.6) 

     Yes 1,200 (2.4) 

*partnered includes married, co-habiting, stable relationship; single includes single, widowed, divorced, 

separated. 

All patient characteristics were measured at the visit prior to when their CVD risk score was assessed. 
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Table 2: Balance of key confounders above and below the 20% CVD risk score cutoff, using a 

regression discontinuity design* 

Variable N N <20%| ≥20% 
risk 

Coefficient† Confidence 
Interval 

p-value 

Age, years 18,718 9,670 | 9,048 -0.139 -0.362, 0.329 0.93 

Gender  
(Woman/man) 

18,718 9,670 | 9,048 -0.030 -0.082, 0.003 0.07 

Marital status 
(Partnered vs Single) 

4,509 2,432 | 2,077 0.024 -0.056, 0.080 0.73 

Townsend Score 
(4th - 5th vs 1st-3rd 
quintile) 

16,934 8,785 | 8,149 0.012 -0.035, 0.043 0.84 

Townsend Missing 18,718 9,670 | 9,048 0.018 0.002, 0.054 0.03 

Smoking Status 
(Current vs. Not 
current) 

18,666 9,646 | 9,020 0.007 -0.009, 0.035 0.24 

Physical activity 
(High vs 
Low/moderate) 

6,380 3,346 | 3,034 0.030 -0.007, 0.105 0.09 

BMI kg/m2 18,116 9,393 | 8,723 -0.087 -0.413, 0.441 0.95 

Diabetes 18,718 9,670 | 9,048 -0.005 -0.016, 0.002 0.15 

Hypertension 18,718 9,670 | 9,048 -0.008 -0.046, 0.042 0.92 

*This sample was restricted to those within the bandwidth of 5.0 

†Represents above minus below the cutoff 
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Table 3: A comparison of estimates of the association of statins use (2008-2011) and incident 

MI over 5 years, based on different analytic approaches 

Model N HR Confidence 
Interval 

p-value 

Regression Discontinuity Model*     

Sex, Age adjusted  19,432 0.80 0.44, 1.44 0.45 

Fully† adjusted  19,432 0.79 0.44, 1.43 0.44 

     

Traditional Cox Model      

Sex, Age adjusted  49,242 2.69 2.28, 3.17 <0.001* 

Fully† adjusted  49,242 2.51 2.12, 2.97 <0.001* 

     

Cox Model in Propensity Score Matched 
Subset 

    

Sex, Age adjusted  24,814 2.44 1.97, 3.01 <0.001* 

Fully† adjusted  24,814 2.41 1.96, 2.99 <0.001* 

*This sample was restricted to those within the bandwidth of 5.0 

†Adjusted for age, sex, marital status, Townsend score, smoking, physical activity, BMI, hypertension, 

diabetes.  
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Figure 1: Consort flow diagram for the study analytical sample  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

• Patients aged 65+ in 2008  
• Patients aged 65+ in 2009  
• Patients aged 65+ in 2010 
• Patients aged 65+ in 2011 

• Has a CVD Risk Score at any point prior to the end of year 2011  
(n = 175,234) 

• Has CVD risk score anytime between 01/01/2008-12/31/2011 and 65+ 
at CVD risk score date 

(n = 76,856; 43.9%) 

• Registered in clinic 6 months before their risk score 
(n = 71,723; 93.3%) 

 

• Death date (if not null) occurred on or after CVD risk score date                                  
(n = 49,623; 100.0%) 

 

• Did not have a statins prescription in the 2 years prior to                                 
their CVD risk score 
(n = 49,631; 69.2%) 

 

• No history of CVD                                  
(n = 49,242; 99.2%) 
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Figure 2: Standardized absolute difference in key confounders before and after matching 
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Supplemental Material: 

eTable 1: Summary of CVD Risk Scores by Type 

eTable 2: Adherence to statin treatment below and above the 20% CVD risk score cutoff 

eTable 3: Regression discontinuity estimates of the association of statins use (2008-2011) and 

incident MI over 2, 5, and 10 years 

eFigure 1: Illustration of RDD design and estimation of statin treatment effects on incident MI 

eFigure 2. Bandwidth calibration illustrates bandwidth on X-axis and HR for 5-year MI (left) and 

10-year MVA (right)  

eFigure 3: Histograms of propensity scores for statin treatment, before and after matching 
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eTable 1: Summary of CVD Risk Scores by Type 

 N Mean SD 

1991 Framingham 10-year 40,259 23.5 10.60 

QRISK 2,868 22.4 9.69 

QRISK2 5,858 21.1 10.0 

Multiple Scores 257 22.7 9.08 

 

 

eTable 2: Adherence to statin treatment below and above the 20% CVD risk score cutoff 

 Below 20% Above 20% 

     Total 21,326 27,916 

     Not Prescribed Statins 18,788 (88.1%) 18,047 (64.6%) 

     Prescribed Statins 2,538 (11.9%) 9,869 (35.4%) 

 

 

eTable 3: Regression discontinuity estimates of the association of statins use (2008-2011) and 

incident MI over 2, 5, and 10 years 

  

 2-year 5-year 10-year 

HR (95% CI) 0.58 (0.22, 1.57) 0.80 (0.44, 1.44) 0.96 (0.59, 1.54) 
P-value 0.28 0.45 0.86 

N  19,432 19,432 19,432 
# of Events 62 172 263 
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eTable 4: A comparison of estimates of the association of statins and motor vehicle accidents 

over 10 years, based on regression discontinuity and Cox models 

Model N HR Confidence 
Interval 

p-value 

     

Regression Discontinuity Model*     

Sex, Age adjusted  19,432 0.97 0.43, 2.17 0.93 

Fully† adjusted  19,432 0.98 0.44, 2.20 0.96 

     

Traditional Cox Model (Full cohort)      

Sex, Age adjusted  49,242 1.18 0.88, 1.59 0.27 

Fully† adjusted  49,242 1.17 0.87, 1.58 0.30 

     
*This sample was restricted to those within the bandwidth of 5.0 

† Adjusted for age, sex, marital status, Townsend score, smoking, hypertension; inclusion of diabetes, 

physical activity, or BMI resulted in lack of convergence. 
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eFigure 1: Illustration of RDD design and estimation of statin treatment effects on incident MI 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

eFigure 1 legend. This figure is a hypothetical illustration of an RD design to estimate the 
treatment effect of statin medication on dementia risk. The x-axis displays the instrument, 
which is 10-year CVD risk score, together with the cutoff (e.g. of 20%), set by the guideline. 
Those with a 10-year CVD risk score ≥ 20% will be more likely to be prescribed statin (i.e., 
Treated = 1, solid blue line). Statin will be less likely to be prescribed in patients with a 10-year 
CVD risk score <20% (i.e., Treated = 0, solid red line). The RD effect, which equals the vertical 
distance between the blue and red lines at the cutoff, is the causal treatment effect of interest.  
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eFigure 2. Bandwidth calibration illustrates bandwidth on X-axis and HR for 5-year MI (left) and 

10-year MVA (right)  
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eFigure 3: Histograms of propensity scores for statin treatment, before and after matching 
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