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Abstract

Background: In this review, we provide an updated assessment of available evidence on the
pharmacokinetics (PK) of cannabidiol (CBD) and explore the impact of different factors on PK
outcomes.

Materials and Methods: This systematic review and meta-regression analysis was pre-
registered (PROSPERO: CRD42021269857). We systematically searched Medline, Embase,
Psychinfo, and Web of Science Core Collection up to November 19, 2022. Trials of CBD in
healthy adults were included if they reported at least one of the PK parameters of interest,
including Tmax, Cmax, AUCO-t, AUCO-inf, and T1s, in serum or plasma. Studies of patient
populations or CBD co-administration with other medications were excluded. The National
Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute’s Quality Assessment Tool for Before-After Studies with no
Control Group was used. Random-effects multivariable meta-regression analysis was conducted.

Results: A total of 112 trial arms from 39 studies were included; 26 trial arms had a “Good”
quality, 70 “Fair,” and 16 “Poor.” Eight arms used inhalation CBD, 29 oromucosal, 73 oral, and
2 intravenous. CBD formulations could be categorized to nanotech (n=14), oil-based (n=21),
alcohol-based (n=10), water-based (n=12), Sativex (n=17), and Epidiolex (n=22). For single-
dose studies, CBD doses ranged between 2-100mg in inhalation, 5-50mg in oromucosal, and
0.42-6000mg in oral administration. Sixty-six trial arms had only male participants or a higher
number of males than females. The duration of the PK session was between 4h-164h. A higher
CBD dose was associated with higher Cmax, AUCO-t, and AUCO-inf. Compared to oral
administration, oromucosal administration was associated with lower Cmax, AUCO-t, and
AUCO-inf. Fed status was associated with higher Cmax and AUCO-t when compared to the
fasting status. A higher ratio of female participants was associated with lower Tmax in oral
administration and higher Cmax.

Conclusion: As expected, CBD dose, route of administration, and diet were major determinants
of CBD pharmacokinetics with oral routes providing higher bioavailability and nanotechnology
formulations a faster onset. Though CBD appeared to have a faster onset and longer duration in
females, more studies are required to delineate the role of biological sex. Factors that influence
CBD PK have implications for medication development and appropriate dosing in clinical
practice.



Introduction

Cannabidiol (CBD), a cannabinoid constituent of the cannabis plant, has exponentially gained
attention in both research and clinical applications as a potential treatment of several
neuropsychiatric and general medical conditions *. Epidiolex® was the first FDA-approved
plant-derived CBD medication. Today, many CBD-based formulations are in development
aiming for FDA approval and numerous non-approved CBD preparations are available over the
counter often implying beneficial ‘medicinal’ properties 2. However, many questions raised by
clinicians, researchers and consumers of CBD products often relates to dosing and
administration.

Pharmacokinetics (PK) is fundamental to medication development and guides appropriate
dosing to achieve clinical effectiveness. Important factors normally considered for medication
development include the route of administration and bioavailability. Keeping in line with the
route of administration most preferred for medicinal purposes, the majority of CBD products
currently available are for oral use. However, similar to other cannabinoids, CBD generally has
poor bioavailability when consumed orally 3. That challenge has sparked a growth in the industry
for the development of new nanotechnologies to improve bioavailability, thus increasing the
diversity of formulations and delivery systems being used. There are now multiple CBD products
being investigated in clinical studies with varying routes of administration, formulations and
administration conditions. Data generated from such studies should help to shed significant light
on CBD PK parameters relevant to identifying those products potentially most suitable for
subsequent trials regarding CBD’s pharmacodynamic properties to alleviate specific clinical
conditions. However, one of the major challenges across studies and even in previous reviews
has been the incomparability of outcomes across different CBD PK studies due to the different
units and scales of reporting PK parameters, mainly geometric versus arithmetic scales 3. While
both scales have been commonly used in reporting PK data, they are not readily or precisely
convertible which contributes to confusion regarding PK outcomes. Of the scales, geometric
method is preferred for reporting certain PK parameters due to its greater robustness *. No study
has yet integrated the various CBD PK data on one scale.

In this review, we aimed to provide an updated systematic assessment of available
evidence on the PK of CBD, covering recently published studies that were not included in
previous reviews; provide comparable values of PK parameters from different studies on the
same scale, and demonstrate patterns in outcomes based on the CBD dose and route of
administration; and explore the simultaneous impact of different factors on PK outcomes using
meta-regression models.



Materials and Methods
Protocol
This systematic review and meta-regression analysis was pre-registered on PROSPERO

(https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/, ID: CRD42021269857) and conducted in accordance
with PRISMA guidelines as much as it applied to pharmacokinetic studies.

Research objectives and outcomes

This review systematically assessed PK studies of CBD (pure CBD or in combination with THC)
in healthy adults for both the quality of the studies and PK outcomes. The primary outcome was
patterns of PK parameters of interest classified based on the route of entry and CBD dose to find
potential meaningful patterns in outcomes that could help predict the PK of CBD relevant for
clinical applications. The secondary outcome was the statistical significance level for each of the
variables/factors that could potentially influence PK parameters, based on the available literature
resulting from meta-regression models.

There were five PK parameters of interest:

1. Tmax: time from CBD administration to the maximum concentration of CBD in
plasma/serum

2. Cmax: maximum concentration of CBD in plasma/serum

3. AUCO-t: the area under the curve of serum/plasma concentrations plotted against time from
CBD administration to a specific time-point, usually the end of the PK session

4. AUCO-inf: the extrapolation of AUCO-t to the infinity time point

5. Half-life, ty: the time needed for the concentration of the drug in the plasma to be reduced by
50%.

Potential variables of interest were: route of administration, CBD dose, CBD formulation,
dietary (fasting/fed) status before CBD administration, abstinence from cannabis before CBD
administration, sex, and duration of the PK session 3°9,

Inclusion/exclusion criteria

Trials of any design were considered for inclusion if conducted on healthy adults (age between
18 to 65 years) and reported at least one of the PK parameters of interest after CBD
administration in serum or plasma. CBD could be administered in any form, through any entry
route, in any formulation or product. Studies were excluded if there was a history of major
psychiatric disorders or general medical conditions in the sample, or if CBD was co-administered
with another medication.

Search strategy


https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/

We systematically searched Medline, Embase, Psychinfo, Web of Science Core Collection,
LILACS, and OpenGrey from inception to September 19, 2021, and in the case of Google
Scholar, for the first 200 citations, using the following search terms: [Title/abstract> (CBD OR
cannabidiol OR Sativex OR Epidiolex)] AND [Title/abstract—> (pharmacokinetic OR
concentration OR serum OR plasma OR blood)]. The above search was systematically updated
on November 19, 2022 to cover publications since 2021 to date. Search terms were in English,
but no language or publication period restriction was applied. Appropriate special
characters/suffixes were used to search for any extension of the above terms. After the
systematic search and screening, previous reviews of PK studies on CBD were searched
manually for relevant original studies in addition to the reference lists of original articles
published in the past 5 years. Experts in the field were consulted to seek any missed literature
that could be included.

Study selection and data extraction

Two doctorate-level authors were co-trained and calibrated for the screening and data extraction
on a sample of CBD PK studies. Any discrepancy would be discussed and resolved between the
two screeners and the senior author at each stage. Conference abstracts and thesis reports were
also included if the minimum required data was reported. Title-abstract and full-text screening
were carried out in parallel using EndNote v. 9 (Cleverbridge, Inc., USA). Data extraction was
carried out by one of the two authors, and then all the data was checked against the original
source for accuracy by the other author. Microsoft Excel sheets with predefined columns were
used for extracting data, including but not limited to full citation details, study design,
participants’ age/sex/health status, sample size and dropouts, cannabis use pattern and abstinence
status, fast/fed status before CBD administration, CBD source/supplier, details of CBD
formulation, route of administration, CBD dosing, duration of the study session, values of any
reported PK parameter in their original format, any relevant considerations of statistical methods,
and finally any other relevant methodological information. Published papers, supplementary
material, and pharmaceutical providers’ websites were all used to collect relevant information,
and in some cases, authors were contacted to obtain further details.

CBD formulation determination

CBD formulations were determined using three primary factors. First, when a patent was held
and the specific ingredients were not provided in the methodology section for each study, a CBD
sample would be designated as its own formulation (i.e., Epidiolex or Sativex). Second, when a
methodology section indicated that the solution used a specific technology type (e.g.,
nanoparticle), these solutions were determined to be their own formulation. Third, when a study
provided specific ingredients in the methodology section, the main base of the solution was



determined to categorize different CBD formulation types. For example, most formulations
consist mainly of oil-based, ethanol-based, gelatin-based, or water-based solutions. All CBD
solutions were categorized using these three factors.

Quality assessment

The two authors who carried out the screening and data extraction also conducted a parallel
quality assessment of all the studies. Any differences in ratings would be discussed and resolved
between the two screeners and the senior author. Given the lack of a widely-accepted quality
assessment tool for PK studies, the US National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute Quality
Assessment Tool for Before-After Studies with no Control Group was deemed the best choice ’.
The tool consists of 12 items assessing different aspects of before-after studies, from the clarity
of the study question to the very end analysis. Each item is rated as Yes, No, Cannot Determine
(CD), or Not Reported (NR). Specifically for the sample size question (Q5), a sample of >19 was
considered as “Yes,” <10 was considered “No,” and in between was rated as “CD” 8. The
assessor assigned an overall rating to each study as Poor, Fair, or Good. Toward a more precise
and replicable application of this tool for PK studies, the authors weighted some items and
developed a stratification strategy for overall rating, which can be found in supplementary
material Section A.

Narrative synthesis

Study characteristics were organized, summarized, and presented separately for each trial arm in
Table 1 in the order of date of publication. Similarities and differences among trial arms were
described, including characteristics of the population such as sex, cannabis use, study design,
diet status, CBD formulations, CBD dose, and reported outcomes. Numerical values of PK
parameters were presented in Supplement Table 1 and described in the quantitative synthesis
section.

Statistical analyses

To make between-study comparisons and meta-regression analysis feasible, the reported values
for PK parameters went through two steps of conversion/estimation, using online calculators and
SPSS v. 28 (IBM Statistics, USA). In the first step, values were converted into a unified form
consisting of hours for Tmax and T2, ng/mL for Cmax, h*ng/mL for AUCO-t and AUCO-inf. In
the second step, we converted the values for Tmax and T1. into arithmetic mean [standard
deviation (SD)] format and all the values for Cmax, AUCO-t, and AUCO-inf in geometric mean
[coefficient of variation (CV%)] format as the preferred method for reporting of PK parameters
4, This was carried out because Cmax, AUCO-t, and AUCO-inf are usually highly variable and
skewed, so a geometric scale is preferrable. In contrast, Tmax and Ty, are less variable and an



arithmetic scale is an acceptable method which also would require less conversions in this review
thus allowing for higher accuracy. For the linear meta-regression analysis, confidence intervals
were estimated and log-transformed for every parameter's values as necessary. Step 2
conversions are based on previously published methods and the latest guidelines *1,
summarized and simplified in the supplementary material Section B to help with utilization in
other PK reviews and replicability of this work. Missing data were addressed as follows: (1) if
the mean or median was not reported for a specific PK parameter, it was considered missing and
was not imputed; and (2) if no measure of distribution (e.g. SD or CV%) was reported for a PK
parameter, but the mean or median was reported, the SD (for Tmax and T12) or CV% (for Cmax,
AUCO-t, AUCO-inf) was imputed using the largest SD or CV% value available for that
parameter among all single-dose trial arms.

Comprehensive Meta-Analysis v. 3 (Biostat Inc., USA) software was used for random-
effects multivariable meta-regression analysis, with PK parameters as dependent outcomes and
route of administration, CBD dose, diet status, CBD formulation, female ratio, and duration of
PK session as independent predictors. Details of considerations for modeling are provided in the
supplementary material Section C. Overall, three groups of models were built for each PK
parameter across single-dose trial arms: (1) models including all the three routes of CBD
administration (inhalation, oromucosal, and oral); (2) models including only oromucosal and oral
trial arms; and (3) models including only oral CBD trial arms. For sensitivity analysis, models
were conducted once with all the single-dose trial arms irrespective of the quality rating and then
a second time only including trial arms with a “Good” or “Fair” quality rating. For each model,
the number of included arms was reported alongside the R-squared value to measure model fit,
indicating the amount of variability in the data that the model could explain. For each variable in
the model, the significance level (alpha=0.05) and the positive or negative sign of the regression
coefficient were reported to indicate a positive or negative association, respectively. Since
models were based on log-transformed data, the net regression coefficient values were not
interpretable in terms of effect size, and thus only their positive/negative sign was reported.

Results
Study selection and overview

After processing all the retrieved records, 39 studies comprising 112 trial arms were included in
the narrative synthesis 1238 3950 out of which 35 studies comprising 92 arms were used for
quantitative comparisons and regression analysis (Figure 1). Out of the 20 trial arms that were
excluded from the analysis, but included in the narrative synthesis, 15 trial arms administered
multiple doses of CBD (Table 1), two arms had only one participant 2, two arms were
intravenous administration of CBD 32*°, and PK values was not reported for one trial arm 2,



Quality assessment

Twenty-six trial arms were rated as “Good,” 70 as “Fair,” and 16 as “Poor” based on 12 criteria
(Q1-Q12) (Table 2). Most studies clearly stated the study question (Q1), described eligibility
criteria (Q2) and had a representative sample in terms of inclusion/exclusion criteria (Q3). At the
same time, they mostly failed to report whether all the eligible potential participants were
included (Q4), and most had either moderate or low sample sizes (Q5), which was an essential
consideration for rating. The intervention was well described in most studies (Q6), and PK
outcomes were well-defined and consistently assessed (Q7). The majority of trial arms were non-
double-blind (Q8). Subject loss at follow-up (Q9) was reported in most studies. Statistical
methods primarily measured before-after changes (Q10), for multiple times (Q11), except in
some cases where it was not clearly stated. All studies were conducted at the individual
participant level with no group interventions applicable to any of the studies (Q12).

Narrative synthesis

Thirty studies had more than one treatment arm, out of which 22 studies, comprising 69 arms,
had cross-over designs with washout periods ranging between 24h to 21days (Table 1).
Seventeen studies, comprising 42 arms, had at least one double-blind arm. Sixty-six trial arms
had either only male participants or a higher number of males than females, while the sex ratio
was either equal to one or favored females in 36 arms. Participants’ sex was not clearly reported
for 10 arms. Participants were abstinent from cannabis before study initiation in 105 arms and
had fasted before CBD administration in 63 arms. Eight arms used inhalation as the route of
administration, 29 oromucosal, 73 oral, and 2 intravenous. A variety of formulations were used
consisting of nanotech (n=14), oil-based (n=21), alcohol-based (n=10), and water-based (n=12),
alongside Sativex (n=17) and Epidiolex (n=22) formulations. For single-dose studies, CBD doses
ranged between 2-100mg in inhalation, 5-50mg in oromucosal, and 0.42-6000mg in oral
administration (Table 1). The duration of the PK session was between 4-164 h. All trial arms
reported Tmax and Cmax except one that did not report any values, 96 reported AUCO-t, 59
reported AUCO-inf, and 60 reported T1/2. Only 22 treatment arms from four studies reported
Cmax and AUC in geometric scale (Supplement Tablel and Supplement Showcase). At least one
PK parameter from each and all treatment arms needed to go through second step conversions to
geometric values in order to conform to the reporting format in Supplement Table 1.

Quantitative synthesis

Reported PK Values



Given the large variability of the doses studied, Table 3 provides a summary of the PK
parameters for doses consisting of more than 2 trials. Suppl Table 1 presents the PK parameters
from all single-dose trial arms. Figure 2 demonstrates the PK parameters in order of increasing
CBD dose for all the trial arms. Suppl Figure 1 is a magnified version of Figure 2 for CBD doses
equal or less than 100mg. Among single-dose trial arms, the arithmetic mean Tmax ranged
between 0.00-0.60 h for inhalation, 1.00-5.01 h for oromucosal, and 0.59-10.45 h for oral
administration (Suppl Tablel, Figure 2). Geometric mean Cmax ranged between 0.42-120.77
ng/mL for inhalation, 0.38-12.90 ng/mL for oromucosal, and 0.22-1628 ng/mL for oral
administration. Geometric mean AUCO-t ranged between 6.18-76.77 h*ng/mL for inhalation,
0.69-61.64 h*ng/mL for oromucosal, and 0.47-9390.94 h*ng/mL for oral administration. The
geometric mean AUCO-inf was 9.03 for the only inhalation study that reported this parameter,
ranging between 1.59-70.98 h*ng/mL for oromucosal and 3.32-8669 h*ng/mL for oral
administration. The arithmetic mean T1. ranged between 1.10-31.00 h for inhalation, 1.44-10.86
h for oromucosal, and 1.09-70.3 h for oral administration.

Meta-regression analysis

Overall, out of a total number of 92 trial arms that were included in analysis, 88 were used in
regression models for Tmax, 86 for Cmax, 78 for AUCO-t, and 53 for AUCO-inf and T12. The
amount of variability in the data that the models could explain (R?) ranged between 0-83% for
Tmax, indicating a very low to high model fit, 41-49% for Cmax, indicating a moderate fit, 44-
52% for AUCO-t indicating a moderate fit, 35-70% for AUCO-inf indicating a low to high fit, and
84-87% for T2 indicating a high fit. Removing the “Poor” quality trial arms from the models did
not result in a noticeable change in model fit or a change in the significance of variables.

Higher CBD dose was consistently associated with higher Cmax, AUCO-t, and AUCO-inf
across all models (Table 4; Figure 2; Suppl Figure 1). Compared to oral administration as a
reference, inhalation was associated with lower Tmax in a poorly-fitted model (Table 4, Model#
1,2), but did not show any significant difference for Cmax (Model# 7,8), AUCO-t (Model#
13,14), or AUCO-inf (Model#19). In addition, compared to oral administration as a reference,
oromucosal administration was associated with lower Cmax (Model# 7-10), AUCO-t (Model#
13-16), and AUCO-inf (Model#19,20), but there was no significant difference for Tmax (Model#
1-4). Compared to the Epidiolex formulation as a reference, nanotech and oil-based formulations
were associated with a lower Tmax (Model#5,6). Fed status was associated with higher Cmax
(Model# 9-12) and AUCO-t values for both oromucosal and oral administration models
(Model#15-18) compared with the fasting status. No significant association of fed status was
observed with either Tmax (Model# 3-6) or AUCO-inf (Model#20-21). A higher ratio of female
participants in the sample was associated with lower Tmax (Model# 5,6) and higher T1/2 (Model#
25) only among oral administration arms. A higher ratio of female participants was also
associated with higher Cmax (Model# 9-12) in all models. There was no significant association



of female/total ratio with AUCO-t (Model#13-18) or AUCO-inf (Model# 19-21). Finally, longer
study duration was associated with higher AUCO-t only in the regression models that included all
routes of administration (Model# 13,14), and higher AUCO-inf and Ty, in all the regression
models (Model# 19-25).

Discussion

In this review, we aimed to provide an updated systematic assessment of available evidence on
the PK of CBD, provide comparable PK parameters from different studies on the same scale, and
explore the impact of different relevant factors on PK outcomes. There was considerable
heterogeneity in the available PK data for CBD both in terms of the study conduct and reported
outcomes. Nevertheless, despite the heterogeneity and quality aspects, several meaningful
patterns emerged for factors expected to influence the pharmacokinetic outcomes of CBD
including the route of administration, dose, formulation, diet status, sex ratio, and study duration.

For the parameters related to bioavailability, i.e. Cmax, AUCO-t, AUCO-inf, it appeared
that inhalation and oral administration had comparable outcomes. However, oromucosal
administration consistently resulted in a lower bioavailability than oral administration, which is
in line with a previous systematic review ® and some of the within-study comparisons using a
similar dose for both routes of administration 2%, There are though other within-study
comparisons indicating that bioavailability was comparable between oral and oromucosal
administration %8, or that oral administration resulted in lower bioavailability . Different CBD
formulations for oral and oromucosal administration could potentially explain these within-study
inconsistencies, at least in part. However, due to the low CBD doses used particularly in
oromucosal trial arms, comparability is limited and reliable interpretation warrants additional
studies. Regarding rate of absorption, as would be expected, inhalation resulted in the lower
Tmax/ faster absorption compared to oral administration. There was a lack of significant
difference between oromucosal and oral administration regarding absorption rate, which is in

line with a previous systematic review * as well as some of the direct within-study comparisons
16,31,35

Given the general low bioavailability of oral administration of cannabinoids, recent years
have seen an increase in CBD nanoformulations in hope of increasing absorption and
bioavailability through the oral and oromucosal administration routes. In the regression models
for Tmax, model fit was noticeably improved by accounting for formulation. Nanotech and oil-
based formulations were associated with lower Tmax than the Epidiolex formulation indicating
that they would have a faster onset of action. To our knowledge, there has been no published
direct side-by-side comparison of Epidiolex with nanotech or oil-based formulations. In this
review, due to the methodological considerations that are discussed in the statistics section and
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supplementary methods, only certain formulations could be included in the regression models for
Tmax. Therefore, we could not explore other formulations or other PK parameters, thus limiting
interpretation of different formulations on their comparable bioavailability for CBD.

As expected, higher CBD dose was consistently associated with higher bioavailability in
all the models for Cmax, AUCO-t, and AUCO-inf. The information provided in Table 3 and
Figure 2 serve as a useful reference to help predict CBD dose to reach a certain serum level and
potential clinical effect for specific conditions. While various CBD formulations have been used
in lower doses, all the studies with a CBD dose of >100mg were only conducted with Epidiolex.
As such, there is still a lack of PK information about CBD doses expected to be more aligned
with a ‘medicinal’ range.

Food consumption can influence bioavailability of many medications, especially
lipophilic compounds like CBD through increased transit time and lymphatic absorption in the
intestines. We observed that fed condition was associated with a higher bioavailability of CBD,
but had no significant impact in the time to reach maximum serum concentrations, compared to
the fasted status. Specifically, we observed a higher Cmax and AUCO-t across all the models for
fed condition compared to fast status, which is in line with within-study direct comparisons
12193440 The lack of a significant effect of diet status on Tmax, is in line with two multiple-arm
comprehensive studies 1°*, but inconsistent with two other studies where Tmax was
considerably longer in the fed group *24°. Although we would expect a significant effect of diet
on AUCO-inf, both theoretically and based on within-study comparisons 1244 we did not detect
such an effect in our models. This could be in part attributed to the lower number of studies that
reported AUCO-inf and thus lower power of these models.

The importance of sex for drug bioavailability and clearance could also have significant
implications, including a probably lower required dose of CBD in females to reach a certain
blood level and clinical effect. There are noted sex differences in CYP450 family of enzymes
which contribute to the metabolism of CBD L. Also the literature suggests slower clearance in
females compared to males °2°3, We found that for the PK studies in which sex ratio was
reported, a higher female ratio was associated with a faster absorption and higher maximum
concentrations through oral administration, evident with lower Tmax and higher Cmax
respectively. These findings are consistent with direct within-study CBD PK comparisons
showing higher Cmax and lower Tmax in female participants compared with males 2645, A
recent PK study with very low doses of CBD reported no effect for sex on Tmax, but female sex
was associated with significantly higher Cmax and AUCO-t . A higher Cmax and lower Ty
with oral administration would mathematically be expected to be associated with a higher
AUCO-t and AUCO-inf and also in line with direct within-study sex comparisons 142645,
However, this relationship was not evident in our analysis perhaps due to the few studies

11



conducted with females. Well-powered studies with clinically relevant higher doses in males and
females are still needed.

As expected, duration of PK session was a determinant of overall bioavailability and
clearance of CBD with implications for designing future studies. A longer duration of PK session
was associated with a higher AUCO-inf in all models, and a higher AUCO-t in models that
included data from all routes of administration of CBD. A higher duration of the PK session was
also consistently associated with a longer T2 across all models. In line with this later finding, the
literature suggests that cannabinoids in humans may need extended durations to adequately
determine cannabinoid half-lives, given that the terminal half-life of cannabinoids is longer than
the initial half-life . Indeed, half-lives of longer than 60h were reported for Epidiolex with a PK
duration of 168h 3.

Certain study characteristics could limit cross-study comparisons, including different
reporting scales, considerable heterogeneity of study conditions, and lack of clarity in details of
some formulations, particularly for commercialized products. Presence of other cannabinoids in
the preparations is also an important consideration. For example, THC could hypothetically
influence CBD PK at the level of shared metabolic pathways, although, to the best of authors’
knowledge, there are no human PK study to date that has systematically compared CBD
bioavailability with and without THC. In addition, CBDA in some of the preparations could
readily convert to CBD in the human body and alter pharmacokinetic outcomes. There were also
certain limitations related to the methods of this review. Comprehensive quality assessment of
PK studies requires a specifically designed assessment tool beyond the ones used for general
before-after studies. Although there have been efforts to introduce such quality assessment tools
% there is still no commonly accepted one available. In addition to the items covered by the
NIHLB tool, pre-registration of study protocol as a clinical trial, the potential effect of other
constituents of the administered product on the PK outcomes, sufficient length of study,
accounting for the potential effect of important covariates like sex and body mass, would be
important considerations. In regard to the statistical methods, the log-transformed regression
coefficients could not be interpreted in terms of effect size, limiting our prediction of each
factor’s impact on PK parameters. Finally, we did not include the PK outcomes of CBD
metabolites reported by some of the included studies since it metabolism is affected by multiple
factors thus requiring a focused and extensive exploration that was outside the scope of this
review. Understanding the pharmacokinetics of CBD metabolites can provide further insights
into the CBD half/life and sex differences.

Conclusion

We provided an updated overview of the current status of evidence of pharmacokinetics of CBD.
In exploring how different factors potentially influenced the PK outcomes of CBD, consuming
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food while taking CBD, female sex, and oral administration were associated with higher
bioavailability. Recommendations for future research would mainly concern conducting original
systematic studies to elucidate the impact of biological sex and different formulations in single
studies with multiple arms. It would also be beneficial for future studies to examine clinically
relevant doses of CBD, e.g., >200mg, given the increasing number of such preparations on the
market and their potential application in clinical practice. Finally, reporting PK parameters in
both arithmetic and geometric scales would help improve comparisons across studies and would
also enhance knowledge aggregation and replicability.
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5 total parallel arm




6
A;m total
open-label, - Tmax
Arm 4 3 months Fed non- Oral solution FErpr:]dLJII(;IE)(;n mﬁli?le 12 Cmax
total randomized, P AUCO-t
4 dose
parallel arm
Arm 14
5 total
Arm | 96
6 open-label, - Tmax
Arm | 8:4 3 months Fed non- Oral solution F(Efr;ddgg)c()n mZﬁ?f)le 12 Cmax
7 randomized, AUCO-t
dose
Arm . parallel arm
8 9:5
double-blind, Trmax
Arm | 12 Yes (time Pl 2 Cmax
Fed controlled, Oral Capsule Nanotech single 6
1 M NR) AUCO-t
cross-over (6d dose
washout)
double-blind, Tmax
Arm | 12 Yes (time pIEEETD- 0 Cmax
Fed controlled, Oral Capsule Nanotech single 6
2 M NR) AUCO-t
Patrician cross-over (6d dose
ot al washout)
ot ST .
| e Ves ([ Fed controlled, Oral Capsule Oil-Based single 6 GRS
3 M NR) AUCO-t
cross-over (6d dose
washout)
Arm | 12 Yes (time do;?;gég:)'?d’ 0. gmgi
Fed controlled, Oral Capsule Oil-Based single 6
4 M NR) AUCO-t
cross-over (6d dose
washout)
Tmax
Open-Label, Cmax
non- Epidiolex 200, AUCO-t
Taylor et al . . . 3 .
2019 29 v 4:4 1 month Fed randomized, Oral solution | Formulation | single 48 AUCO-inf
parallel- dose T
group, CL/F
VIF
Tmax
open-label, 10 Cmax
Atsmon egoal., 15 30 days Fed randomized, Oral capsule Nanotech single 24 AUCO-t
2018a M crossover (7d .
dose AUCO-inf
washout)

Tip




Kel

Tmax
open-label, 10 Cmax
Arm 15 es (U_rme Fed randomized, Oral capsule Nanotech single 24 AUCO-t
1 M Negative) crossover (7d :
dose AUCO-inf
washout) T
12
open-label, 100 Emg);
Atsmon | Arm 15 es (U_rlne Fed randomized, Oral capsule Nanotech single 24 AUCO-t
etal., 2 M Negative) crossover (7d .
31 dose AUCO-inf
2018b washout) T
12
Tmax
open-label, 10 Cmax
Arm | 15 Yes (Urine Fed randomized, Oromucosal Sativex sin 7Ie 24 AUCO-t
3 M Negative) crossover (7d spray Formulation q g AUCO-inf
ose
washout) Tip
Kel
Open-label,
Meyer et al., 8, Yes (Urine IFaSItEd, non- v N/A 16| 58 gmax
2018 32 total | Negative) EleVa | randomized sihgle max
nt - ' dose AUCO-t
single arm
38
total
(72. double-blind,
1% randomized, Tmax
Arm | male lacebo- Epidiolex 750, Cmax
. >12 days Fast P Oral solution P . single 24 AUCO-t
1 in controlled Formulation :
. dose AUCO-inf
origi crossover (8d
nal washout)
sam
ple)
Schoedel 39|
et al tota .
2018153 (72. double-blind, Trax
1% randomized,
Arm | male lacebo- Epidiolex 1500, Cmax
. >12 days Fast P Oral solution P . single 24 AUCO-t
2 in controlled Formulation .
L dose AUCO-inf
origi crossover (8d
nal washout)
sam
ple)
40 double-blind, 4500 Tmax
Arm | total >12 da Fast randomized, Oral solution Epidiolex sin Ié 24 Cmax
3 (72. ys placebo- Formulation doge AUCO-t
1% controlled AUCO-inf




male crossover (8d
in washout)
origi
nal
sam
ple)
Tmax
i Cmax
double-blind,
Arm randomized . Epidiolex 4504, AUCO-t
1:5 1 month Fast ' Oral solution 8 single 48 AUCO-inf
1 placebo- Formulation
controlled s Tuz
CL/F
VIF
Tmax
" Cmax
Arm drgﬁz:)erﬁlzlgg , . Epidiolex AL, AUCO-t
3:3 1 month Fast ' Oral solution . single 48 AUCO-inf
2 placebo- Formulation q T
controlled 0se vz
CL/F
VIF
Tmax
. Cmax
Arm drgﬁz:fmk:lzlgg , Epidiolex 400 (RO
0:6 1 month Fast ' Oral solution P . single 48 AUCO-inf
3 placebo- Formulation
dose Tap
Taylor et controlled
al., 2018 CL/F
" VIF
Tmax
. Cmax
Arm drgﬁz:fmk:lzlgg ’ . Epidiolex 001, sUCU
2:4 1 month Fast ' Oral solution . single 48 AUCO-inf
4 placebo- Formulation
controlled s Tue
CL/F
V/IF
750,
double-blind, single e
Arm randomized . Epidiolex dose max
2:7 1 month Fast ' Oral solution . 12 AUCO-t
5 placebo- Formulation and T
controlled multiple 12
dose
1500,
double-blind, single e
Arm randomized . Epidiolex dose max
5:4 1 month Fast ' Oral solution . 12 AUCO-t
6 placebo- Formulation and T
A 1/2
controlled multiple

dose




Tmax
open-label, 1500 ACUnSZaOX-t
Arm ) randomized, " Epidiolex s g
7 4:8 1 month Fast cross-over (7d Oral solution =R single 48 AUCO-inf
washout) dose Tip
CL/F
VIF
Tmax
Cmax
open-label,
. - 1500 AUCO-t
Arm . randomized, . Epidiolex L .
8 4:8 1 month Fed cross-over (7d Oral solution ST single 48 AUCO-inf
washout) e Tw
CL/F
VIF
open label, 10 Tmax
A;m 9M 28 days Fast randomized, Oral capsule Nanotech single 24 ACmax
Cherniak Cross-over dose UCO-t
ov et al (21d washout) Kel
2017&3}; open label, 10 Tmax
Arm 9M 28 davs Fast randomized, Oromucosal Sativex sin ,Ie o Cmax
2 Y Ccross-over spray Formulation doge AUCO-t
(21d washout) Kel
probably
. open-label, 800,
Haney et al., 8 No (Urine - Tmax
e Fed non- Oral capsule NR single 6
36
2016 total Positive) ] dose Cmax
single arm
NR open-label,
Arm . No (Urine — non- Inhalation/ 2, single Tmax
Desrosier 1 10:4 Positive) Im;',[e va randomized, Smoking N/A dose 30 Cmax
setal parallel arm
2014 a7 _ NR open-label,
Arm 83 No (Urine Irreleva non- Inhalation/ N/A 2, single 30 Tmax
2 ' Positive) nt randomized, Smoking dose Cmax
parallel arm
5 double- blind, Tmax
randomized, . 20, Cmax
A;m g%z 90 days Fast placebo- Orosm:JacosaI Fo?rerl;[sj\llggon multiple 24 AUCO-t
Sellers et 35 8 controlled, pray dose AUCO-inf
al. 2013 %') parallel arm
& double- blind
51 . ! Tmax
Arm | total 90 d FEmelEiZEg, Oromucosal Sativex 60'90’ Cmax
ays Fast placebo- . multiple 24
2 (64. lled spray Formulation AUCO-t
206 controlled, dose AUCO-inf
' parallel arm




35.8

%)
Tmax
Cmax
open-label, . . AUCO-t
Arm 6M 30 days Fast randomized, Oromucosal Satlve>§ 5, single 24 AUCO-inf
1 spray Formulation dose
parallel arm T
Kel
CL/F
Tmax
Cmax
Arm open-label, Oromucosal Sativex 20, AUCO-L
Stott et 6M 30 days Fast randomized, . single 24 AUCO-inf
3 spray Formulation
al., parallel arm dose T
2013a ¥ Kel
CL/F
open-label, . 5, Tmax
A;m 6 M 30 days Fast randomized, Orosrgrua(;)sal Fofri[llj\llggon multiple 24 Cmax
parallel arm dose AUCO-t
open-label, . 10, Tmax
Agm |1\/|2 30 days Fast randomized, Orosrgrua(;)sal Fofri[llj\llggon multiple 24 Cmax
parallel arm dose AUCO-t
Arm open-label, Oromucosal Sativex 20, Tmax
6 6 M 30 days Fast randomized, spra Formulation multiple 24 Cmax
parallel arm pray dose AUCO-t
Tmax
open-label, Cmax
probably non- . 10, AUCO-t
M |42 30 days Fed randomized, OrameEEz] Satlve>§ single 24 AUCO-inf
1 M cross-over (3d spray Formulation dose T
washout) Kel
St;)ltt et CL/F
. Tmax
ALl open-label, Cmax
bably non- . 10 AUCO-t
Arm 12 pro . Oromucosal Sativex S .
5 M 30 days Fast randomized, spray Eormulation single 24 AUCO-inf
cross-over (3d dose Tap
washout) Kel
CL/F
Tmax
open-label, Cmax
Stott et Am | 12 randomized, Oromucosal Sativex 10, AUCO-t
al., 1 M 30 days NR intra-arm spra Formulation single 24 AUCO-inf
2013c 4 crossover (7d pray dose Tie
washout) Kel

CL/F




VIF

Tmax
open-label, Cmax
randomized, 10 AUCO-t

Arm | 12 30 da NR intra-arm Oromucosal Sativex . 7I 24 AUCO-inf
2 M ¥ crossover spra Formulation | °"9'€ T
pray dose vz
study (5d Kel
washout) CL/F

VIF

Tmax
open-label, Cmax
randomized, 10 AUCO-t

Arm | 12 30 da NR intra-arm Oromucosal Sativex . 7I 24 AUCO-inf
3 M ys crossover spray Formulation | °1'9'¢ T
dose vz
study (2d Kel
washout) CL/F

VIF

double-blind, 278 Tmax
Arm 9M Yes (Urine Fast randomized, Oral capsule Alcohol- sinél’e 24 Cmax
Eichler 1 Negative) Cross-over based dose AUCO-t
el (2w washput)
2012 42 _ double—pllnd, 148 Tmax
Arm 9M Yes (Urine Fast randomized, Oral capsule Alcohol- siﬁglé 24 Cmax
2 Negative) Cross-over based dose AUCO-t
(2w washout)
double-blind,
randomized, Tmax
Arm 6:3 Yes (Urine Fed placebo- Oromucosal Sativex 5, single 10 Cmax
1 ' Negative) controlled, spray Formulation dose AUCO-t
Karschne double-
dummy
retal., ;
2011 4 double—pllnd,
randomized, 15 Tmax
Arm 6:3 Yes (Urine Fed placebo- Oromucosal Sativex sing’le 10 Cmax
2 ' Negative) controlled, spray Formulation dose AUCO-t
double-
dummy
probably
Schwope et al., 9 No (Urine NT— epen-Elze Inhalation/ / 2, single 6 Tmax
2011 # 1 Positive) i1 5 hon- Smoking N dose Cmax
nt randomized,
single arm
Nadulski double-blind, 54 Tmax
et al"45 Arm | 12:1 30 days Fast randomized, Oral capsule Oil-Based single 24 Cmax
2005a 1 2 placebo- dose AUCO-t
controlled




crossover (1w

washout)
Open-label,
Arm 12 non- | | ; 54I Tmax
2 total 30 days Fast randomized, Oral capsule Oil-Based s(ljng e 24 ACUné%xt
Cross over ose -
(1w washout)
double-blind,
) probably 5.4,
Nac;lélglglbagal., tgé I NR Fast randomized, Oral capsule NR single 24 Zmz))((
placebo- dose
controlled
double-blind , Trax
A placebo- 20,
m 33 30 days Fast controlled Oromucosal/ Alcohol- single 12 Cmax
1 ' Crossover (é q Sublingual based dose AUCO-t
washout)
Tmax
Cmax
Open-label, . 20,
Arm 3:3 30 days Fast crossover (6d Inhalat.lon/Neb Oil-Based single 12 AUCO.' t
2 washout) ulizer dose AUCO-inf
Tir
Guy and Kel
Flint, Tmax
47
2004 Arm Open-label, | Oromucosal/A Alcohol- 20, ACUng:an_t
3 3:3 30 days Fast crossover (6d | erosol/subling based single 12 AUCO-inf
washout) ual dose
Tir
Kel
Tmax
Cmax
Am | 4.q 30 days Fast C%F;zg;);'b ?flsyd Oromucosal/ Alcohal- siio,le 12 AUCO-t
4 ' Y Sublingual based g AUCO-inf
washout) dose
Tir
Kel
. Tmax
. double-blind, |~ o ) cocal Alcohol- 10, Cmax
Guy and Robson, | 24 Yes (Urine randomized ;
pe . Fed spray based single 24 AUCO-t
2004a M Negative) placebo- bli | q CO-inf
controlled sublingua ose AUT -in
1/2
open-label Tmax
Guy and Arm ran domized] Oromucosal Alcohol- 10, Cmax
Robson, 1 6:6 30 days Fast CroSS-OVer (6‘ q spray based single 12 AUCO-t
2004b #° washout) sublingual dose AUCO-inf
Tip




open-label,

Tmax

. 10 Cmax
Arm _ randomized, Oromucosal Alcohol- S )
2 6:6 30 days Fast cross-over (6d | spray buccal based single 12 AUCO_t
dose AUCO-inf
washout) T
12
open-label Tmax
Arm raﬁdomized’ Oromucosal Alcohol- .10’ Cmax
6:6 30 days Fast ! spray oro- single 12 AUCO-t
3 cross-over (6d based -
pharyngeal dose AUCO-inf
washout) T
12
open-label, Tmax
Arm non- Gelatin- 10, Cmax
4 6:6 30 days Fast randomized, Oral capsule Based single 12 AUCO-t
cross-over (6d dose AUCO-inf
washout) Tip
Tmax
NR open-label, 20 Cmax
Arm 5 M 72 h Irreleva randomized, Y Alcohol- sin ’Ie 79 AUCO-t
Ohlsson 1 nt Cross-over based do%e Tap
ot al (1w washout) CL/F
1986 vd
NR open-label, 19.2 Tmax
Arm = randomized, Inhalation/ o Cmax
5M 72 h Irreleva . N/A single 72
2 nt Ccross-over Smoking dose AUCO-t
(1w washout) Tap




Table 2. Quality assessment of pharmacokinetic studies of cannabidiol

QL [ Q2] o3 [ o4 | o5 [ 06 Q7 Q8 | Q9 [ Q10| Q11 [ Q12 [ Overall

Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes NR Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes NR Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Aﬁg ?tts Arm3 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes NR Yes Yes | Yes N/A Fair
2022"12 Arm4 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes NR Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
Arm5 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes NR Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
Arm6 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes NR Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
Armla | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
Bergeri Armlb | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes NR Yes | Yes N/A Fair
aetal Armlc | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes NR Yes | Yes N/A Fa!r
2022 13 | Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes Yes NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Arm3 | Yes Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes Yes NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Arm4 | Yes Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Berl et Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

20azl.2, 14 | Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
Busardofal |ves |Yes [Yes |NR |CD |Yes |Yes |No |Yes |Yes |Yes |N/A |Fair

Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Hosseini “Arm> [es | Yes | Yes |NR_ | CD | Yes | Yes No Yes | Yes | Yes | N/A | Fair

etal, Arm3 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

16
ozl Arm4 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Arm5 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Vitettaet | Arm1 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good

al.,127021 Arm2 Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A Good

Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good

Williams | Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good

et al., Arm3 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good

2021 | Arm4 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good

Arm5 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good

Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes NR Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good

Crockett | Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

etal., Arm3 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

2020 | Arm4 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Arm5 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Hobbs et | Arm1 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

al., 220020 Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A Fair
1zqelov Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes Yes NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
2320 1 | Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes Yes NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Arm3 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes Yes NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
Aizfg d-o Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
28;8{;’22 Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Perkins | Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

etal., Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

20202 | Arm3 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Pichiniet | Arm1 | Yes No CD No No Yes Yes NR N/A Yes | Yes N/A | Poor

aI.,224020 Arm2 | Yes | No CD No No Yes Yes NR N/A Yes | Yes N/A Poor

Tayo et;’;}"’ 2020 Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A Fair

Knaubet | Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good

aI.,226019 Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A Good

Arml | Yes Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes CD NR N/A | Poor




Arm2 | Yes Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes CD NR N/A | Poor

Arm3 | Yes Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes CD NR N/A | Poor

Morrison | Arm4 | Yes Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes CD NR N/A | Poor
etal., Arm5 | Yes Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes CD NR N/A | Poor

2019% | Arm6 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes CD |NR N/A | Poor

Arm7 | Yes Yes Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes CD NR N/A | Poor

Arm8 | Yes Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes CD NR N/A | Poor

Patrician Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good
et al Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good

2019'58 Arm3 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good

Arm4 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good
Taylor eﬁga"* 2019 Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A Fair
Atsznowcl)gaegoal., Yes Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
Atsmon | Arml | Yes Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
et al., Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
2018b3% | Arm3 | Yes Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
leer egf"-’ 2Ll Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No No Yes | Yes N/A | Poor
Schoedel | Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good
etal., Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good
2018 | Arm3 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good
Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
Tavior et Arm3 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
alayzo()rl% Arm4 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
" Arm5 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
Arm6 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
Arm7 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good
Arm8 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good
Cherniak | Arm1 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes CD | Yes N/A | Poor
ovetal.,

20173 % Arm2 | Yes Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes CD Yes N/A | Poor
A eﬁ,g”‘"’ A Yes Yes Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes No NR Yes N/A Poor
Des:oslier Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes | Yes NR NR Yes | Yes | N/A | Fair

setal.,

20143 | Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes NR NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
Sellerset | Arm1 | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good
el 328013 Arm2 | Yes Yes | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes | Yes N/A Good

Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Stottet | Arm3 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

al., Arm4 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

2013a%® | Arm5 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Arm6 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Stoltt et | Arm1 |Yes | Yes | Yes |NR CD Yes | Yes No NR Yes | Yes | N/A | Fair
al., :

2013p % | Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Stottet | Arm1l | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

al., Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
2013c“ | Arm3 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Eltchller Arml | Yes | Yes |Yes |NR CD Yes | Yes Yes | Yes |Yes |Yes |NA | Good

et al.,

20124 | Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Good
Karfcr;ne Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

retal.,

20114 | Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair




Schwope et al.,

2011 % Yes | Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Nadulski | Arm1 | Yes | Yes | Yes | NR Yes | Yes | Yes Yes | NR Yes | Yes | N/A | Good

etal.,,
2005a 4% | Arm2 | Yes Yes | Yes NR CD Yes Yes No NR Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Na%l(s)l;:ﬁ%al., Yes | Yes | Yes NR Yes Yes Yes Yes NR Yes | Yes N/A | Good
G d Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

gﬁr?tn Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair
2004 w7 | Arm3 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Arm4 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Guyand RSO, | ves | ves |Yes |NR |Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |Yes |NA |Good

2004a “8
Guy and Arml | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A Fair
Robson Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A Fa!r
2004b 49 | Arm3 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Arm4 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No Yes Yes | Yes N/A | Fair

Ohlsson | Arm1 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No NR Yes | Yes N/A | Poor

etal.,
19865 | Arm2 | Yes | Yes | Yes NR No Yes Yes No NR Yes | Yes N/A | Poor

Q1. Was the study question or objective clearly stated? Q2. Were eligibility/selection criteria for the study population prespecified and clearly described? Q3. Were the
participants in the study representative of those who would be eligible for the test/service/intervention in the general or clinical population of interest? Q4. Were all
eligible participants that met the prespecified entry criteria enrolled? Q5. Was the sample size sufficiently large to provide confidence in the findings? Q6. Was the
test/service/intervention clearly described and delivered consistently across the study population? Q7. Were the outcome measures prespecified, clearly defined, valid,
reliable, and assessed consistently across all study participants? Q8. Were the people assessing the outcomes blinded to the participants' exposures/interventions? Q9.
Was the loss to follow-up after baseline 20% or less? Were those lost to follow-up accounted for in the analysis? Q10. Did the statistical methods examine changes in
outcome measures from before to after the intervention? Were statistical tests done that provided p values for the pre-to-post changes? Q11. Were outcome measures of
interest taken multiple times before the intervention and multiple times after the intervention (i.e., did they use an interrupted time-series design)? Q12. If the
intervention was conducted at a group level (e.g., a whole hospital, a community, etc.) did the statistical analysis take into account the use of individual-level data to
determine effects at the group level?




Table 3. Pharmacokinetic parameters of cannabidiol in single dose studies in accordance with increasing CBD dose

CDB Trmax, arithmetic Cinax, geometric AUCo., geometric AUCo.in, geometric T1n, arithmetic
N

Dos mea | *lowe | *uppe | | I mea | lowe | uppe

e n r r mean ower upper mean ower upper mean ower upper n r r
Oromucosal
formulation
S
Cherniakov,
K 10 9| 3 | 196 | 404 | 043 | 028 | 066 | 289 | 217 | 385
Sto“’,fmc 10 ; 146 | 097 | 195 | 052 | 035 | 077 | 153 | 105 | 224 | 271 | 203 361 | 522 | 235 | 8.09
Sto“’,fmc 10 ; 238 | 136 | 340 | 058 | 041 | 08 | 158 | 113 | 221 | 345 3 398 | 7.81 | 590 | 9.72
Stou’lzmc 10 ; 163 | 095 | 231 | o081 | 052 | 126 | 27 | 184 | 395 | 437 | 308 6.22 1%'8 2.78 | 18.94
Sto“*22013b 10 ; 145 | 116 | 174 | 097 | 067 | 141 | 357 | 231 | 554 | 457 | 302 69 | 639 | 354 | 9.24
?851”5;8“3 10 é 318 | 255 | 381 | 181 | 137 | 239 | 68 | 551 | 838 | 735 | 6.06 892 | 231 | 1901 | 27
Guy and 1
Robson, | 10 | 5| 163 | 120 | 206 | 202 | 133 | 306 | 575 | 397 | 832 | 609 | 427 860 | 144 | 094 | 1.94
2004b 1
Guy and 1
Robson, | 10 | 5| 279 | 196 | 362 | 209 | 121 | 361 | 519 | 344 | 7.83 | 569 | 389 832 | 181 | 051 | 311
2004b 2
Guy and 1
Robson, | 10 | 3| 204 | 132 | 276 | 211 | 139 | 319 | 653 | 446 | 955 | 697 | 48 1012 | 1.76 | 1.25 | 2.27
2004b 3
Guy and 2
Robson, | 10 | 2| 422 | 244 | 600 | 221 | 151 | 324 | 683 | 446 | 1045 | 820 | 578 | 1191 | 181 | 0.76 | 2.86
20042
Sto“’12013b 10 ; 501 | 384 | 618 | 311 | 216 | 447 | 1865 | 1446 | 2406 | 2146 | 1679 | 2744 | 549 | 411 | 6.87
Guy and
oot | 20| 6| 217 | 114 | 320 | 187 | 119 | 293 | 157 | 054 | 451
Sto“’s,zma 20 | 6| 1 | 058 | 142 | 189 | 109 | 3290 | 736 | 326 | 1661 | 954 | 4.06 224 | 936 | 221 | 1651
Guy and
: 20 | 6|23 | 012 | 458 | 23 | 136 | 387 | 368 | 146 | 929 | 1307 | 9.9 1724 | 24 | 028 | 452
Flint, 2004 3
Guyand | o | 6| 167 | 081 | 253 | 25 19 | 328 | 278 | 137 | 564 | 891 | 585 | 1356 | 1.97 | 1.32 | 262
Flint, 2004 4




Table 3. Pharmacokinetic parameters of cannabidiol in single dose studies in accordance with increasing CBD dose

Oral
Formulation
S

Cherniakov,

109 1 | 074 | 126 | 182 | 121 | 274 | 601 | 401 9.00
2017a 1
Guy and 1
Robson, 10 | 5| 127 | 074 | 180 | 183 | 112 | 299 | 437 | 273 7.01 465 | 2.95 735 | 1.09 | 0.80 | 1.38
2004b 4
Azth;;’ 10 é 164 | 099 | 229 | 285 | 249 | 327 | 897 | 7.06 11.4 066 | 7.69 1214 | 321 | 231 | 411
?851”;8“1’ 10 é 31 | 285 | 335 | 299 | 242 3.7 891 | 7.15 11.1 9057 | 7.72 1185 | 295 | 152 | 4.38
Abbotts, 1 R
2002 6 30 | ;| 216 | 116 | 316 | 02219 | 0107 | 0.4601 | 0.4727 | 0.2435 | 09179 7.38 | 11 0g | 26.05
HObb‘z 2020 | 55 | 5| 15 | 036 | 336 | 043 | 014 | 133 | 5448 | 1559 | 19035 | 6824 | 2355 | 19769 | 23 | -161 | 6.21
Azgg%ttg’ 30 ; 194 | 113 | 275 | 04642 | 0.3634 | 0593 | 0.948 | 0.7113 | 1.2634 468 | 1.75 | 7.61
Williams, 1
o001 2 30 | ;339|303 | 375 | 072 | 039 | 131 | 147 | 087 2.48
Azt(’)g%“f’ 30 j 064 | 040 | 088 | 1.3828 | 0.0092 | 2.1031 | 2.548 | 1.8574 | 3.4953 | 4.0519 | 0.011 14911'922 222 | 1.95 | 2.49
Azt(’)g%“;’ 30 411 086 | 063 | 1.09 | 1.6279 | 1.0399 | 2.5482 | 2.8186 | 1.9374 | 4.1006 | 52783 | 2.6764 | 10.4098 | 2.34 | 1.26 | 3.42
Williams, 1
o001 1 30 | 5 [329| 295 | 363 | 167 | 111 | 252 35 233 5.25
HObbSI 2020 | 55 | 5| 09 | 022 | 202 | 187 | 061 | 576 | 24562 | 703 | 8582 | 32082 | 113.85 | 95553 | 2.54 | -1.77 | 6.85
V\g(')'z'i”f’ 30 é 153 | 097 | 209 | 218 | 145 | 33 | 512 | 358 | 734 | 772 | 52 1146 | 518 | 1.26 | 9.10
Azgg%“j’ 30 411 059 | 046 | 072 | 2.5665 | 1.7999 | 3.6598 | 3.8146 | 2.7132 | 53631 | 55323 | 3.1207 | 9.8074 | 2.85 | 1.61 | 4.09
’“2%2%“25’ 30 411 189 | 121 | 257 | 2.6463 | 2.067 | 3.388 | 6.1004 | 4.8302 | 7.7046 414 | -056 | 8.84
V\;'(')'Z'Tgs 30 é 128 | 094 | 162 | 321 | 251 41 698 | 5.37 908 | 11.87 | 876 16.1 22 | 157 | 2.83
V\;'(')'Z'i’gs 30 é 07 | 057 | 083 | 479 | 353 | 649 | 773 | 562 | 1063 | 952 | 722 | 1254 | 142 | 113 | 171
Izgelov, 1| 104
oons 9 |, | g7 | 59 | 1494 | 06 037 | 097 6.4 419 9.78
'583'00‘2’ 90 ; 438 | 312 | 564 | 1252 | 928 | 16.91 | 60.76 | 4692 | 7868 | 6573 | 51.21 | 84.36




Table 3. Pharmacokinetic parameters of cannabidiol in single dose studies in accordance with increasing CBD dose

';gg'oo‘l” 90 ; 213 | 164 | 262 | 161 | 11.93 | 21.74 | 5851 | 48.69 703 | 63.42 | 53.01 75.88

Patrician, 1 6563.2 | 5084.5

o 9 | 1| 205 | 162 | 248 | 5015 | 386 | 6517 | O o5 | Bar2.05

Patrician 1 9390.9 | 66634 | 13234.7

e 9 | 1| 183 | 140 | 226 | 6876 | 503 | 9398 | % : ;

Bergeria,

ogeri | 100 | 6 | 320 | 196 | 444 | 19941 | 0.8309 | 47344

Bergeria, 12.190 30.380

ogera | 100 | 6| 250 | 126 | 3.74 190 | ago1s | %0

Bergeria, 17.001 | 10.365 | 30.916

orger 1100 | 6 | 330 | 164 | 4.9 ; : :

9851”;8“2 100 é 338 | 282 | 3.94 | 4367 | 3485 | 5471 | 145.75 | 12855 | 16524 | 149.25 | 131.85 | 168.96 | 3.59 | 3.45 | 3.73
Tayo, 2020 | 200 | 8 | 25 | 221 | 2.79 | 137.49 | 934 | 20238 | 457.64 | 3983 | 52583 | 493.22 | 434.13 | 56035 | 11.2 | 6.78 | 15.62
Taylor, 2019 | 200 | 8 | 2.78 | 1.75 | 3.81 | 148 | 90.09 | 24313 | 449 | 25017 | 777.87 | 474 | 273.11 | 82267 | 858 | 3.67 | 13.49
Czrgg';e{t’ 750 ; 375 | 347 | 403 | 187 | 15516 | 22538 | 1077 | 901.06 | 1287.29 | 1190 | 997.86 | 141914 | 39.7 |34.27 | 45.13
Tay'og 2018 | 750 | 9 | 438 | 373 | 503 | 2008 | 16388 | 516.01 | 1070 | 641.7 | 1784.17

Schoedel, 3 1407.7 | 1198.6 15251 | 1318.0

el | 750 | 3| 516 | 470 | 562 | 30462 | 26325 | 3525 | 200 | 165331 | 12 : 1764.9

Czrg%eg’ 750 é 576 | 464 | 688 | 354 | 26051 | 481.05 | 1676 12%7'7 2269.46 | 1782 13%3'6 2399.07 | 34 | 2978 | 38.22
Czrg;'éef’ 750 é 588 | 421 | 755 | 527 | 403.42 | 68844 | 2450 19893'1 3026.69 | 2588 2024'5 3213.06 | 365 | 32.17 | 40.83
Czrg;'éeg’ 750 j 526 | 390 | 662 | 722 | 5727 | 91022 | 3202 26213'1 3908.64 | 3394 2729'2 412989 | 39.4 | 33.88 | 44.92
Czrg;'éeg’ 750 é 338 | 266 | 410 | 1050 | 786.26 | 1402.2 | 4584 3523'9 5896.06 | 4870 38%6'1 623119 | 41.3 | 37.50 | 45.10
Tay'orl’ U 180 6| 4 | 317 | 483 | 2024 | 13216 | 646.95 | 1517 | 734.68 | 3132.35 | 1618 | 804.95 | 3252.28 1‘;4 8.96 | 19.90
Tay'o';’ U 180 ; 363 | 313 | 413 | 3354 | 21331 | 527.38 | 1987 14‘;3'8 2734.44 | 2198 16‘;4'0 2038.65 3%'3 24.84 | 35.82
Tay'og U 180 9| 438 | 373 | 503 | 3618 | 185.85 | 704.35 | 1444 | 756.56 | 2756.07

Schoedel, | 150 | 3 21696 | 1767.6 22850 | 1889.8

choede 0| 31589 | 551 | 627 | 430.96 | 36305 | 53317 | 21O 570 | 266301 | 28 %8 | 2762.95

Tay'og 2018 1 1501 21 313 | 245 | 381 | 1628 | MO8 | 24T gagy | 070 1 A0SO gaeg | 0900 1 1060006 | 24.4 | 292 | 26.88
Schoedel, | 450 | 4 1576.2 1586.6 | 1206.2

choede 0| % | se2| 487 | 637 | 2832 | 21005 | 37830 | °1°7 | 1186.4 | 20042 | 3 ) 2086.9




Table 3. Pharmacokinetic parameters of cannabidiol in single dose studies in accordance with increasing CBD dose

Taylor, 2018
3

450
0

5.00

5.00

722.1

430.97

1209.8
8

3215

1952.9
7

5292.58

3426

2118.6

5540.15

16.6

13.35

19.87

*C195% reported as lower limit and upper limit
Numbers next each reference is in accordance with the trial arm number in Table 1, e.g. Abbotts 2022 3 means Abbotts et al 2022 study, trial arm number 3.




Table 4. Meta-Regression models of pharmacokinetic parameters in single-dose cannabidiol studies

Para | Mo | Route of Num | Mode | CBD *Route: *Formulation *Diet: | tFemale | Duratio
mete | del | administrat | ber I fit Dose | Inhalatio | Oromucos | Nanotec | Oil- Fed / n
r # ion of R? n al h based Total
arms Ratio
Tmax | 1 All routes 88 0 ) O] (+)
<0.001 0.936 0.240
2 All routes- 85 O] O] (+)
fair/good <0.001 0.831 0.331
3 Oral and 78 0.35 (+) (+) (+)
oromucosal 0.828 0.090 | 0.166
4 Oral and 76 0.35 (+) (+) (+)
oromucosal- 0.946 0.100 | 0.186
fair/good
5 Oral 49 0.83 ) ) ) )
<0.001 <0.00 | 0.603 | 0.007
1
6 Oral- 48 0.83 ) ) ) )
fair/good <0.001 <0.00 | 0.821 | 0.004
1
Crmax | 7 All routes 86 0.41 (+) (+) O] +)
<0.00 | 0.406 0.010 0.011
1
8 All routes- 83 0.41 (+) (+) O] (+)
fair/good <0.00 | 0.822 0.014 0.009
1
9 Oral and 75 0.49 (+) O] (+) (+)
oromucosal <0.00 0.050 <0.00 | 0.011
1 1
10 | Oral and 73 0.48 (+) ) (+) (+)
oromucosal- <0.00 0.067 <0.00 | 0.015
fair/good 1 1
11 | Oral 56 0.47 (+) (+) (+)
<0.00 <0.00 | 0.020
1 1
12 | Oral- 55 0.47 (+) (+) (+)
fair/good <0.00 <0.00 | 0.021
1 1
AU | 13 | All routes 78 0.44 (+) ) ) (+) (+)
Co-t <0.00 | 0.747 <0.003 0.583 0.001
1
14 | All routes- 75 0.44 (+) O] ) (+) (+)
fair/good 0.001 | 0.887 <0.004 0.723 0.001
15 | Oral and 72 0.52 (+) ) (+) (+) (+)
oromucosal <0.00 <0.010 <0.00 | 0.302 0.094
1 1
16 | Oral and 70 0.51 (+) ) (+) (+) (+)
oromucosal- <0.00 <0.012 <0.00 | 0.348 0.094
fair/good 1 1
17 | Oral 53 0.49 (+) (+) (+) (+)
<0.00 <0.00 | 0.128 0.510
1 1
18 | Oral- 52 0.49 (+) (+) (+) (+)
fair/good <0.00 <0.00 | 0.143 0.505
1 1
AU | 19 | All routes- 51 036 | (+) ) ) +) +)
Co-int fair/good 0.001 | 0.463 0.025 0.201 <0.001
20 | Oraland 47 0.35 (+) ) “) (+) (+)
oromucosal- 0.001 0.054 0.600 | 0.350 <0.001
fair/good




21 | Oral- 33 070 [ (+) ) (+) (+)
fair/good 0.002 531 | 0.341 0.001
T, | 22 | Allroutes 53 0.84 +) (+)
0.493 <0.001
23 | Allroutes- | 52 0.86 (+) (+)
fair/good 0.277 <0.001
24 | Oraland 50 0.86 (+) (+)
oromucosal- 0.230 <0.001
fair/good
25 | Oral- 35 0.87 (+) (+)
fair/good 0.005 <0.001

*Reference group for route of administration was “oral”, for CBD formulation was “Epidiolex”, and for diet was “fast” status.

+The number of female participants was divided by the total participants, and the result ratio was a number between 0 and 1, which was included in the model.
This table does not include regression coefficients since they were in log scale and not interpretable in terms of effect size. Hereby only the sig of regression

coefficients, i.e. negative or positive, and statistical significance level are reported.




Inhalation

Oromucosal

Oral

Trnax (M) C,.. (ng/mL), AUCq.t (h*ng/mL), AUCy g (N"ng/mL), T2 (M),

. . i 0 .
arithmetic CI95% geometric CI95% geometric CI95% geometric CI95% arithmetic CI195%
CBD
dose
Desrosiers, 2014 2 20 4
Desrosiers, 2014 1 2 hd
Schwope, 2011 2 P .
Ohlsson, 1986 2 2 —_— —.——————— ]
Busardo, 2021 8 ¢ L . —. o
Guy and Flint, 2004 2 20 |® ———i 1 i gl
Bergeria, 2022 2 100 ———
Bergeria, 2022 3 100 —_—
Stott, 2013a 1 5 | ™ g . ——
Karschner , 2011 1 5 e . L)
Vitetta, 2021 1 6 |18y * .
Cherniakov, 2017a 2 10 o J .
Stott, 2013c 3 10 . ] . . ——
Stott, 2013c 2 10 o . . . o
Stott, 2013c 1 10 gl d - L ——
Stott, 2013b 2 10 | ® . . . —e—
Atsmon, 2018b 3 10 Lal . . . .
Guy and Robson, 2004b 1 10 Ll L L L .
Guy and Robson, 2004b 2 10 o . L L 8-
Guy and Robson, 2004b3 10 | +e- . . . -
Guy and Robson, 2004a 10 [ — . . . o
Stott, 2013b 1 10 —— L L o Bl
Karschner, 2011 2 15 e L ‘e
Guy and Flint, 2004 1 20 o L .
Stott, 2013a 3 20 |e . e . v . 1
Guy and Flint, 2004 3 20 —e— L2l L L e—
Guy and Flint, 2004 4 20 | re L4 . Ll L
Hosseini, 2021 4 25 —e— . o o
Hosseini, 2021 1 25 . - e -
Hosseini, 2021 2 50 —o— o . .

Pérez-Acevedo, 2020b 2 0.7 L gl . . o
Pérez-Acevedo, 2020b 1 09 Rl . 1o
Nadulski, 2005a 1 54 | e . .

Nadulski, 2005b 54 | e »

Nadulski, 2005a 2 54 & . L

Berl, 20221 9.76 | ® o . o 0

Berl, 2022 2 9.92 e . . L Ll
Cherniakov, 2017a 1 10 | . .

Guy and Robson, 2004b4 10 | ie: . . . .
Atsmon, 20183 10 | ey . . L] Ll
Atsmon, 2018b 1 10 - L] . L o
Eichler, 2012 2 148 e . L]

Kaub, 2019 2 25 o Ll o

Kaub, 2019 1 25 | e e .

Eichler, 20121 27.8 | @

Abhotts, 2022 6 30 | e L e
Hobbs, 2020 2 30 [-e ’ . . [—
Abbotts, 2022 3 30 o J » e
Williams, 2021 2 30 . . .

Abbotts, 2022 1 30 |» - L] . L]
Abbotts, 2022 5 30 |» L] - . 2
Williams, 2021 1 30 L . .

Hobbs, 2020 1 30 e . - [ —
Williams, 2021 4 30 | e . L . e
Abbotts, 2022 4 30 |e Ll . . o
Abbotts, 2022 2 30 | e Y . [ —
Williams, 2021 3 30 | e . . . .
Williams, 2021 5 30 |e . . - -
Patrician, 2019 3 a5 | ey Jr—

Patrician, 2019 1 a5 Ll .

Hosseini, 2021 3 50 - JEP— JE— .

Izgelov, 2020 3 2 —.— . L3

Izgelov, 2020 2 90 e - - R —

Izgelov, 2020 1 20 Ll [ — [ — P

Patrician, 2019 4 90 . —

Patrician, 2019 2 920 Ll ———

Bergeria, 2022 1c 100 e .

Bergeria, 2022 1a 100 | e R

Bergeria, 2022 1b 100 e .

Atsmon, 2018b 2 100 . [P — [ - .
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Supplementary Table 1. Pharmacokinetic parameters of cannabidiol studies in accordance with their order in Tablel

Tmax,
arithmetic

AUCo, AUCo.inf, Tap,

Cmax, geometric geometric geometric arithmetic

mean SD mean CV% mean CV% mean CV% mean SD

Arml 0.64 0.42 | 1.38 83.33 | 2.55 59.12 4.05 73.56 | 2.22 0.45

Arm2 1.89 1.18 | 2.65 44.83 | 6.10 42.15 4.14 5.08

Abbotts et al., 2022 Arm3 1.94 1.27 | 0.46 40.00 | 0.95 47.62 4.68 2.36

Arm4 0.59 0.23 | 2.57 67.74 | 3.81 64.54 5.53 58.88 | 2.85 2.15

Arm5 0.86 0.40 | 1.63 90.91 | 2.82 7241 5.28 59.05 | 2.34 1.61

Arm6 2.16 1.49 | 0.22 150.00 | 0.47 128.57 7.38 7.52

Armla | 2.50 1.18 | 12.19 106.40

Armlb | 3.30 1.58 | 17.90 55.80

Bergeria et al., 2022 Armlc | 3.20 1.18 | 1.99 98.57

Arm2 0.00 0.00 | 82.90 76.95

Arm3 0.10 0.14 | 120.77 | 100.35

Arm4

Arml 0.96 0.72 | 1.56 80.00 | 2.84 77.78 3.32 67.50 | 1.10 0.40

Berletal. 2022 = 0 o510 [ 150 | 0.69 | 69.05 |2.78 | 7059 | 579 | 42.86 | 3.80 | 0.90

Busardo et al, 2021 0.17 0.17 | 83.98 48.05 | 76.77 57.15 3.45 4.72

Arml | 45 2.2 7.33 73.63 | 28.73 41.48 | 30.94 41.49

Arm2 | 4.1 2.0 12.90 59.33 | 61.64 43.83 | 70.98 2.54

Hosseini etal, 2021 =20 a=7755 18 | 1166 | 6643 |6272 |4885 |6661 |47.73

Arm4 | 4.5 2.0 4.08 52.17 | 24.52 4211 | 27.02 41.98

Arm5*

Arml 1 1.00 | 0.44 60.00 | 0.69 81.96 1.50 1.37

Vitetta et al., 2021 Arm2*

Arml | 3.29 0.61 |1.67 85.46 | 3.50 84.72

Arm2 | 3.39 0.65 | 0.72 149.61 | 1.47 120.44

Williams et al., 2021 | Arm3 | 1.28 0.62 |[321 46.61 | 6.98 50.06 | 11.87 59.38 2.20 1.14

Arm4 | 1.53 1.02 | 2.18 86.11 | 5.12 7231 | 7.72 81.43 5.18 7.07
Arm5 | 0.70 0.23 [ 479 59.61 | 7.73 62.61 | 9.52 53.02 1.42 0.52
Arml | 3.75 0.74 | 187 52.2 1077 49.6 1190 48.9 39.7 14.29

Arm2 | 3.38 1.30 | 1050 56.0 4584 47.9 4870 46.8 41.3 6.86

Crockett et al., 2020 | Arm3 | 5.26 235 | 722 41.8 3202 35.6 3394 35.0 39.4 9.57

Arm4 | 5.88 3.02 | 527 51.2 2450 39.6 2588 40.6 36.5 7.81

Arm5 | 5.76 2.02 | 354 59.9 1676 59.1 1782 57.8 34.0 7.62

Arml | 0.90 090 [1.87 112.80 | 245.62 | 132.69 | 329.82 104.10 | 2.54 | 3.47

Hobbs etal., 2020 = o150 [1.50 | 0.43 112.77 | 5448 | 132.69 | 68.24 | 104.10 | 2.30 | 3.15

Arml | 2.13 0.77 |16.10 50.00 | 58.51 29.51 |63.42 28.79

Izgelov, 2020 Arm2 | 4.38 199 | 1252 50.00 | 60.76 42.42 | 65.73 40.85
Arm3 | 1045 | 7.06 | 0.60 87.50 | 6.40 75.00
Pérez-Acevedoetal.,, | Arml | 1.9 1.1 0.32 75.00 | 1.25 50.00 3.30 2.14
2020b Arm2 | 2.0 0.7 1.07 50.00 |5.43 58.73 4.4 2.80

Arml | 400 | 210 | 25555 | 58.45 | 1789.98 | 23.80 | 1902.99 | 22.60 | 703 | 7.2

Perkins et al., 2020 Arm2 | 3.67 0.82 | 622.08 | 52.98 | 3979.09 | 37.74 | 4177.25 | 37.82 67.1 14.1

Arm3 | 4.06 0.16 | 1031.58 | 34.13 | 7636.37 | 23.13 | 8026.94 | 23.63 68.9 11.1

Pichini et al.. 2020 Arml | 3.0 3.00 |1.00 112.80 | 3.79 132.68 8.7 11.90
B Arm2 | 2 2.00 | 0.20 112.67 | 0.48 132.75 5.2 7.11
Tayo et al., 2020 2.50 0.35 |[137.49 |48.82 | 457.64 | 16.72 | 493.22 15.35 11.2 5.29

Arml | 1.00 0.00 | 11.02 71.31 | 29.17 50.17

Knaubetal., 2019 = 0 o333 528 233 | 8462 | 1680 | 5576

Arml*

Arm2*

Arm3*

Morrison et al., 2019 Arma*

Arm5*

Armé6*




Arm7*

Arm8*
Arml | 2.17 0.93 | 19.28 4576 | 2603.31 | 45.49
" Arm2 | 1.83 0.68 | 68.76 52.32 | 9390.94 | 58.19
Patrician etal,, 2019 =43 188 [0.95 |13.98 | 66.67 | 1949.99 | 57.77
Arm4 | 2.05 0.68 | 50.15 43.04 | 6563.29 | 41.86
Taylor et al., 2019 2.78 1.23 | 148 65.0 449 73.5 474 73.8 8.58 5.87
Atsmon et al., 2018a 1.64 1.18 | 2.85 24.83 | 8.97 45.38 9.66 43.06 3.21 1.62
Arml | 3.10 0.46 | 2.99 39.75 | 8.91 41.39 | 9.57 40.16 2.95 2.58
Atsmon et al., 2018b | Arm2 | 3.38 1.01 | 43.67 42.45 | 145.75 22.96 149.25 22.67 3.59 0.26
Arm3 | 3.18 114 | 181 53.66 | 6.80 39.18 | 7.35 35.98 2.31 0.72
Meyer et al., 2018 0.12 0.12 | 14.59 112.82 | 8.22 132.67 0.40 0.55
Arml | 5.16 1.41 | 304.62 | 46.70 | 1407.75 | 52.00 1525.18 | 46.70
Schoedel et al., 2018 | Arm2 | 5.89 1.17 | 439.96 | 64.90 | 2169.62 | 70.10 | 2285.08 | 64.00
Arm3 | 5.62 2.33 | 283.20 | 112.80 | 1576.25 | 109.60 | 1586.63 | 104.10
Arml | 4.00 0.79 | 292.4 87.9 1517 78.2 1618 74.6 14.43 | 5.21
Arm2 | 4.50 0.79 | 533 35.1 2669 36.4 2802 35.5 14.39 | 2.14
Arm3 | 5.00 0.00 | 722.1 52.3 3215 50.3 3426 48.3 16.61 | 3.11
Taylor et al., 2018 Arm4 | 452 0.80 | 782 83 3696 79.9 3900 79.3 15.42 | 4.47
! Arm5 | 4.38 0.84 | 290.8 86.3 1070 74.6
Arm6 | 4.38 0.84 | 361.8 105.8 | 1444 101.4
Arm7 | 3.63 0.78 | 335.4 81.3 1987 53.6 2198 48.2 30.33 | 8.64
Arm8 | 3.13 1.07 | 1628 51.4 8347 34.1 8669 33.9 24.40 | 3.90
Cherniakov et al., Arml | 1.00 0.34 | 182 57.14 | 6.01 56.52
2017 Arm2 | 3.00 1.35 | 0.43 60.00 | 2.89 38.71
Haney et al., 2016 3.00 1.41 | 49.69 120.73
Desrosiers et al., Arml | 0.53 0.32 | 0.85 49.47
2014 Arm2 | 0.13 0.16 | 0.42 77.36
Arml*
Sellers et al., 2013 Armo*
Arml | 1.00 0.30 | 0.38 20.51 | 0.76 40.24 | 1.59 30.72 5.28 3.28
Arm3 | 1.00 0.40 | 1.89 56.68 | 7.36 90.74 9.54 96.84 9.36 6.81
Stott et al., 2013a Arm4*
Arm5*
Armé6*
Stott et al. 2013b Arml | 5.01 1.84 | 3.11 62.30 | 18.65 41.71 21.46 40.16 5.49 2.17
! Arm2 | 1.45 0.46 | 0.97 64.35 | 3.57 77.93 4.57 72.52 6.39 4.48
Arml | 1.63 1.07 | 0.81 78.64 | 2.70 65.94 | 4.37 60.00 10.86 | 12.71
Stott et al., 2013c Arm2 | 2.38 1.61 | 0.58 56.06 | 1.58 56.59 | 3.45 22.60 7.81 3.00
Arm3 | 1.46 0.77 | 0.52 68.25 | 1.53 65.03 2.71 47.67 5.22 451
Eichler et al.. 2012 Arml | 0.83 0.51 | 0.24 69.93 | 0.78 109.16
' Arm2 | 1.17 1.17 | 1.02 69.81 | 1.88 80.60
Arml | 3.7 150 | 1.28 75.00 | 3.97 53.33
Karschner etal., 2011 =505 150 | 667 | 896 |1554 |59.67
Schwope et al., 2011 0.31 0.08 | 1.61 86.36
Nadulski et al., 2005a | Arm1 | 0.99 0.33 | 0.80 58.07 | 4.26 20.92
Arm2 | 1.07 0.52 | 1.02 4779 | 4.30 21.59
Nadulski et al., 2005b 1.00 0.39 |0.81 61.37
Arml | 2.17 0.98 | 1.87 44,88 | 1.57 132.69
Guy and Flint, 2004 Arm2 | 0.60 0.39 |7.25 84.41 | 6.18 114.98 | 9.03 89.43 1.10 0.97
' Arm3 | 2.35 2.12 | 2.30 53.08 | 3.68 108.29 | 13.07 26.90 2.40 2.02
Arm4 | 1.67 0.82 | 2.50 26.36 | 2.78 75.93 8.91 41.66 1.97 0.62
Guy and Robson, 2004a 4.22 422 | 221 112.79 | 6.83 132.69 | 8.29 104.10 | 1.81 2.48
Arml | 1.63 0.68 | 2.02 73.20 | 5.75 63.58 | 6.09 60.53 1.44 0.79
Guy and Robson, Arm2 | 2.79 1.31 | 2.09 104.31 | 5.19 7219 | 5.69 65.59 1.81 2.05
2004b Arm3 | 2.04 1.13 | 2.11 73.18 | 6.53 65.69 | 6.97 64.25 1.76 0.80
Arm4d | 1.27 0.84 | 1.83 90.28 | 4.37 85.76 4.65 82.42 1.09 0.46
Ohlsson et al. 1986 Arml | 0.05 0.05 | 647.81 | 34.84 | 275.38 13.38 24.00 | 6.00
! Arm2 | 0.05 0.05 | 98.39 50.00 | 76.19 35.46 31.00 | 4.00




* Multiple-dose arm

Originally reported values are in bold (simple conversions for unit of measurements may have been applied). Values that resulted
from more complex conversions/estimations, i.e. median (range) to mean (SD) or arithmetic mean (SD) to geometric mean (CV%),
are in italic.



Pharmacokinetics of Cannabidiol:
A systematic meta-regression analysis to guide clinical trials

Section A_ Quality Assessment

Authors of this review chose a more precise approach to the overall rating of NHLBI tool toward a more objective unified replicable
assessment. Given the unique characteristics of PK studies and their outcomes, it was decided that certain items from the tool bear
more weight in determining the overall risk of bias and quality of the study; question 2 is concerned with description of study
population, question 5 with sample size, and question 6 with description of the intervention. This difference in weighting was applied
through the following logic:

-A study is rated as Poor if the answer to more than four questions is either NR/CD/NO,

or if the answer to exactly four questions is NR/CD/NO and one of them is among questions number 2, 5, or 6.

-A study is rated as Fair, if the answer to three or four questions other than 2,5, or 6 is NR/CD/NO,

or if the answer to two questions is NR/CD/NO and one of them is among questions number 2, 5, or 6.

-A study is rated as good if the answer to two or less than two questions is NR/CD/NO and none of them is among questions number
2,5, 0r 6.

Section B_ Estimation/conversion of PK values

The formulas that are discussed in this section are based on highly cited published work and widely accepted methods by expert
statisticians (Wan et al., 2014; Higgins et al., 2008) and in accordance with available guidelines (Cochrane Handbook 6.3, 2022).
Meanwhile, they have been rarely used in reviews of PK studies which could be in part due to the complexity and time-consuming
nature of such an approach. Hereby, we try to provide a simplified guide for recruiting these methods. We also showcase the level of
accuracy of the results after arithmetic to geometric conversion, using arithmetic outcomes from Morrison et al., 2019, where authors
reported both arithmetic and geometric values for 3 medication arms calculated originally from individual-participant data. More
comprehensive showcases and evaulation of these methods are available elsewhere (Wan et al., 2014; Higgins et al., 2008).

Methods
For PK values reported as median (range), formula number 3 and 7 from Wan et al., 2014 were used to estimate arithmetic mean and
SD respectively as following:

min + max + 2 - smaple median
4

Sample mean =

max — min

Sample SD = )

where &(n) comes from Tablel in Wan et al., 2014, and it’s value depends on the sample size.

For PK values reported as arithmetic mean (SD), a series of formulas presented on pages 6073-6075 from Higgins et al., 2008 was
used, which are revised for simplicity and understandability (without any change to the original formula):

Stepl> az and S, value are estimated as mean and standard deviation of log-transformed measurements respectively, using the

following formula:

2
z = In (arithmetic mean)— L. ln( S 4

2 arithmetic mean
2
Sz=ftf — 1
arithmetic mean

Step2-> geometric mean can be estimated from arithmetic mean using the following formula:

Geometric mean =& or Exp(z")



Step3-> calculation of geometric CV% from arithmetic data is not directly discussed in Higgins et al., 2008, and the authors of this
review could not find an original paper directly discussing this estimation. Meanwhile, several statistical experts has further discussed,
applied, and modified the concepts of “geometric measures of dispersion” proposed by Kirkwood et al., 1979. The final outcome has
been a currently commonly used form (e.g. in SAS software) as geometric coefficient of variation= sqrt(exp((standard deviation of
log-transformed data) 2)-1) (https://blogs.sas.com/content/iml/2019/10/02/geometric-mean-deviation-cv-sas.html) where “standard
deviation of log-transformed data” could be replaced by Higgins et al definition of Sz. As such, the following formula can be used for
estimation of geometric CV%:

2
Geometric CV% = ( V e(SZ) -1 ) -100

Step4-> for the purpose of meta-regression analysis, z~ (C195%) was calculated for all the values of all PK parameters in single dose
arms, and was used as input for linear meta-regression analysis, using Higgins et al 2008 methods. It is noteworthy that z (C195%) is
in fact log-normal-transformed version of geometric mean (geometric confidence interval). Two possible scenarios are as following:

Scenariol- if data is reported as arithmetic mean (SD), then

Log-transformed geometric mean= Z

. — Sz — Sz
Log-transformed geometric CI95%= 2 —1 “7= 0 Z +1. n

*t-score can be calculated using any statistical software or any of the numerous online t-score calculators

Scenario 2- if data is already reported as geometric mean (CV%), then

Log-transformed geometric mean= z = In (Geometric mean)

Log-transformed geometric CI95% = 2 —f. —= to z +1. —=
g g - N vn

*t-score can be calculated using any statistical software or any of the numerous online t-score calculators

*Sz in here cannot be calculated using the formula discussed before, since that was based on arithmetic data. Given the previous
discussion of the work by Kirkwood et al 1997, and currently accepted methods, the following formula can be used to estimate Sz
from geometric CV%:

_ CV% of |2
Sz = \/ln(( 100 ) +1)

Step5-> for demonstration purposes, like Suppl Figl, geometric C195% can be simply estimated as following:

z —t = z +1 =
. vn vn
Geometric C195%= e( ) fo ( )
Showcase
Arithmetic Cax, Geometric Cmax, originally Geometric Cmax, estimated from
originally reported reported arithmetic data
Estimated Estimated
N mean SD mean | CV% C:95% mean CV% C:95%
Arm6 15 (614.981 to (718.504 to
Morrison 935 347 840 | 61.1 | 1147.351) 876.555 | 37.088 | 1069.372)
et al Arm7 12 (607.630 to (623.250 to
2019’ 969 515 852 | 57.3 | 1194.646) 855.768 | 53.173 | 1175.033)
Arms 14 (671.771 to (688.508 to
895 322 838 | 39.8 | 1045.361) 842.185 35.99 | 1030.162)



https://blogs.sas.com/content/iml/2019/10/02/geometric-mean-deviation-cv-sas.html

Arithmetic AUCo-, Geometric AUCo-, originally Geometric AUCo-t, estimated from
originally reported reported arithmetic data
Estimat Estimat
N mean SD mean | CV% é:?;/i d mean CV% (S::g;% /g d
Arme6 15 (2792.110to (3064.009 to
Morrison 3720 1060 | 3500 | 42.6 | 4387.362) 3575.999 | 28.451 | 4173.542)
et al Arm7 12 (2988.233 to (3015.697 to
2015 3880 1260 | 3690 | 34.2 | 4556.572) 3688.591 | 32.513 | 4511.628)
Arms 14 (2913.755 to (3032.098 to
3740 1110 | 3560 | 35.8 | 4349.575) 3586.743 | 29.727 | 4242.846)
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Section C_ Considerations for meta-regression modeling

For each PK parameter, only the variables that were theoretically relevant based on the pharmacokinetics literature were included in
the model, e.g. only duration of the PK session and female ratio but not CBD dose or route of administration were included in the
model for T1/2. In order to prevent overfitting, high collinearity, or exclusively correlated variables that could result in
misinterpretation, the following considerations were applied: - if coefficient of correlation was more than 0.6 for any of the two
independent variables, only the one with more robust available evidence was included in the model. -any independent categorical
variable that was included had to have all the different possible values present across other categorical variables, to prevent exclusive
correlations. e.g. for “abstinence status” to be included in the model beside the “route of administration”, there had to be different
medication arms with both abstinent participants and non-abstinent participants in all the routes of administration that were included in
the model, e.g. oromucosal {abstinent, non-abstinent}, oral {abstinent, non-abstinent}. In this particular example, since there were
only one non-abstinent medication arm among oral medication administration arms and none among oromucosal administration arms,
this variable was not included in any of the models. Also, since all the medication arms with CBD dose of >100mg were conducted
with Epidiolex, and some formulations were exclusive to either oral or oromucosal adminsitartion, we avoided including both the
CBD dose and formulation simultaneously in the models for Cmax and AUC and therefore only included CBD dose. However, we
could include the CBD formulation in the model for Tmax for oral administration arms, given that CBD dose was not conceptually
relevant to Tmax to be included in that model, and thus there was no concern about dose-formulation collinearity for Tmax.
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