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Abstract

Rapamycin, also known as sirolimus, has demonstrated great potential for application in longevity
medicine. However, the bioavailability of generic and compounded rapamycin at longevity doses in
normative aging individuals remains unknown. We conducted a retrospective, real-world study
determining the 24-hour blood rapamycin levels to establish the relative bioavailability, dose-to-blood
level linearity and inter-individual heterogeneity in a normative aging cohort. Participants received
either compounded rapamycin (n = 23, dosages 5, 10, or 15 mg) or generic rapamycin (n= 44, dosages 2,
3, 6, or 8 mg) once per week, and were asked to obtain a sirolimus level blood draw 24 hours after dose
self-administration. Similar blood rapamycin levels and a linear dose-to-blood level relationship were
observed for both formulations, although a higher bioavailability per milligram of rapamycin was noted
for the generic formulation (compounded averaged 0.287 (28.7%) bioavailability relative to generic
rapamycin in (ng/mL) / mg rapamycin). While substantial inter-individual heterogeneity in blood
rapamycin levels was observed for both formulations, repeat tests for individuals demonstrated high
test-retest reliability. As we detected no significant association between bioavailability and measures of
body mass index (BMI), sex, age, or length of time taking rapamycin, we suggest that individualized
dosing and routine monitoring of blood rapamycin levels should be applied to ensure optimal longevity

efficacy. Finally, we contextualize our data with a brief review of the literature on the currently available
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knowledge of rapamycin’s bioavailability in normative aging populations, and provide implications for

the clinical use of rapamycin in longevity medicine moving forward.
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Introduction

The number of people aged >65 years is expected to reach 2 billion by 2050, which will present
significant challenges given the evidence that biological aging is the biggest risk factor for age-related
chronic diseases such as cancer, cardiovascular disease, and neurodegenerative diseases [1-3]. The high
comorbidity of age-related diseases in elderly individuals limits the benefit that can be obtained by
targeting each chronic disease individually. As such, it is essential to implement preventative healthcare
strategies that address the biology of aging to limit the rise of multi-morbidity [4, 5].

The translational geroscience field has placed substantial focus on assessing gerotherapeutics
targeting the molecular mechanisms underlying biological aging, with the aim of improving healthy
longevity [6]. In the past 15 years, several gerotherapeutics have shown efficacy in improving healthy
lifespan in preclinical models; however, whether these therapeutics can delay or even prevent multiple
age-related diseases in humans remains poorly understood. To address these gaps, translational
geroscientists are evaluating US Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved interventions for their
potential to mitigate age-related decline and be repurposed as gerotherapeutic interventions. Among
these, the small molecule rapamycin has been most broadly recognized to hold significant translational
promise [7-9].

Rapamycin inhibits the mechanistic target of rapamycin (mTOR), a serine/threonine kinase
composed of two functionally distinct complexes, mTOR complex 1 (mTORC1) and 2 (mTORC2). The
activities and substrate specificities of mMTORC1/2 are regulated by complex co-factors to collectively
serve as a molecular control for the maintenance of cellular homeostasis [10]. Potent chemical inhibition
of mTORCL1 by rapamycin has been extensively characterized, and has demonstrated considerable
efficacy in preclinical studies for addressing age-related diseases such as cancer, cardiovascular disease,
neurodegenerative disease, and sarcopenia [11-13]. This has spurred significant interest in rapamycin
and its derivatives as gerotherapeutics, and early studies in companion animals, non-human primates,
and small cohorts of aged individuals have shown promising results [14, 15]. However, further
investigation in longitudinal, randomized controlled trials (RCTs) in large and diverse normative aging
cohorts is necessary to obtain a more comprehensive understanding of rapamycin’s potential for
longevity medicine.

Several clinical trials assessing the effects of various dosing and regimen schedules of rapamycin
on age-related decline are currently underway in healthy adults (such as the PEARL trial NCT04488601)
[14]. These are of importance to the geroscience field, as existing data on dosing regimens that extend

lifespan have only come from model organisms. Thus, our current knowledge cannot be directly
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translated to human doses, as factors such as interspecies differences in bioavailability, half-life,
clearance, plasma protein binding, and tissue distribution play critical roles in functional outcomes [14,
16]. As such, understanding these factors in normative aging individuals will be essential for the
effective application of rapamycin as a gerotherapeutic in the future.

The pharmacokinetics (PK) of rapamycin have been thoroughly characterized in relation to the
FDA-approved uses for rapamycin, such as anti-rejection for kidney transplants, and treatment of
tuberous sclerosis, solid tumors, and lymphomas [17-20]. However, the therapeutic blood rapamycin
levels required for cancer treatment and organ transplant rejection prevention may not be applicable
for promoting healthy aging and longevity. Further, patients receiving rapamycin for these conditions
have compromised physiological states and may be taking multiple other drugs [21, 22]. Therefore, the
PK data from this clinical use population may not effectively translate to gerotherapeutic use in healthy
individuals [9, 14]. This is an important consideration in the context of rapamycin, as taking it for
geroprotective benefits requires a nuanced approach. Specifically, it must prioritize avoiding adverse
events (AEs) to achieve a narrow (likely tissue-specific) geroprotective therapeutic dose range while
simultaneously minimizing side effects [23-25].

A small but impactful body of work from Joan Mannick’s lab has provided evidence of safety and
tolerability of low-dose rapamycin, and further demonstrates improvements for the aging immune
system in a cohort of elderly humans [26, 27]. While this provided important baseline parameters on
dosing and dosing schedules for gerotherapeutic applications of rapamycin, many questions remain.
Despite these unknowns, recent estimates suggest that over 2,000 people across the USA are currently
taking rapamycin off-label [26, 28]. Indeed, we recently described real-world data from a cohort of 333
participants using off-label rapamycin across a wide range of dosages, regimens, and formulations [29].
This study suggested rapamycin can be used safely in normative aging adults over extended periods of
time with over one-third of rapamycin users self-reporting benefits in mood, pain, cognition, and fewer
moderate to severe acute coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) cases than non-users over the study
time period [29]. While this initial evidence is promising, effective validation of rapamycin as a
gerotherapeutic requires a deeper exploration of the bioavailability, kinetics, and therapeutic blood
rapamycin levels that must be achieved in normative aging individuals for therapeutic effects.

Users of rapamycin off-label as a gerotherapeutic are increasingly turning to its compounded
forms, which provide more precise dose tailoring, higher dose capsules for easier administration, easier
placebo capsule design for RCTs, and greater affordability [30, 31]. Although rapamycin is categorized as

a small molecule, it is relatively large for its class and is lipophilic, resulting in a low solubility in the
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digestive tract, which may compromise its absorption and bioavailability [20, 32, 33]. This has resulted in
broader concerns about the bioavailability of compounded rapamycin [34, 35]. Additionally, individual
characteristics (e.g. sex, body mass index (BMI), diet, and genetic polymorphisms) have been shown to
influence the bioavailability of rapamycin, but are not yet well understood [36-39]. Further, differing
methodologies and quality control practices between compounding pharmacies may result in
meaningfully different products [40]. Taken together, skepticism surrounding the use and bioavailability
of compounded rapamycin remains, despite its potential advantages.

To begin to address this knowledge gap, we conducted a retrospective study with real-world
data on the relative bioavailability and dose-to-blood level linearity of generic and compounded
rapamycin by measuring 24-hour blood levels, stratified by dosage, sex, and BMI, in a normative aging
cohort. We evaluated inter-individual heterogeneity in bioavailability between different demographics
and intra-individual heterogeneity in individuals taking the same dose of rapamycin and escalating doses
across different time points. Further, we include a brief review of the literature to place our data in the
context of currently available knowledge on rapamycin’s bioavailability in the normative aging
population. These efforts aim to contribute to the development of more effective rapamycin longevity
protocols, and to inform the design of more rigorous RCTs aimed at validating rapamycin as a putative

gerotherapeutic.

Methods
Study design

This study collected real-world evidence to better understand and define the relative
bioavailability ratio between compounded rapamycin and generic rapamycin, with a specific focus on
relative efficacy in increasing rapamycin levels in the blood (blood rapamycin levels). This was a
retrospective study, the protocol for which was approved by the Institutional Review Board of the
Institute of Regenerative and Cellular Medicine (IRCM, approval number IRCM-2022-352). All
participants were provided information about the research being conducted in accordance with Good
Clinical Practice (GCP) standards and spoke with a research associate prior to providing informed

consent via electronic signature to participate in the research.

Participants
All participants were healthy, active AgelessRx patients seeking rapamycin treatment

(compounded or generic) for its potential longevity and health improvement benefits. Participants who
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sought rapamycin prescription for longevity support, pain reduction, energy improvement, weight loss,
mood improvement, sleep improvement, or oral health improvement were included in the study. To be
eligible to receive AgelessRx’s standard rapamycin treatment protocol, participants had to be 240 years
of age, without a history of uncontrolled disease. All patients treated with rapamycin and opted for at
least one blood draw test between May 1, 2023, and December 15, 2023, were included in this
retrospective study. After each prescribed dose, patients were given the option to opt in for a blood

draw. Those opting in received a survey and requisition for the blood draw.

Treatment

Those requesting rapamycin and deemed eligible for prescription by the medical team were
prescribed compounded or generic rapamycin, based on personal preference. We included 23
participants who were prescribed compounded rapamycin at dosages 5 mg, 10 mg, or 15 mg, beginning
at 5 mg/week and titrating up to 15 mg/week, if tolerated without AEs. Further, 44 participants were
included who were prescribed generic rapamycin at dosages of 2 mg, 4 mg, 6 mg, or 8 mg. Titration
began at 2 mg/week and was titrated up to a target dose of 6 mg/week (option to increase to 8
mg/week if requested by the participant) in 2 mg increments, if needed. The generic (tablets; Dr.
Reddy’s Laboratories Limited, Princeton, NJ, USA) and compounded (tablets) rapamycin were dispensed
and distributed to participants by Precision Pharmacy (New York, NY, USA). Of important note, as
compounded rapamycin is more subject to impurities and inefficacy if vendors do not have adequate
quality control and assurance certifications to ensure purity, the compounded rapamycin utilized in our
study came from a single pharmacy that was carefully vetted for rigorous quality control and good
manufacturing practices (GMP) certifications to limit variability caused by different compounding
pharmacy protocols and practices. Careful evaluation of compounded rapamycin sources is critical for
appropriate use. Dosing advice for all groups was to take their formulation of rapamycin on the same

day of each week, any time of day, with or without meals.

Assessments

All participants opting in to participate in blood testing for rapamycin levels were sent surveys to
complete. The survey asked three questions on rapamycin dosage administered, date and time of
administration, and any additional information they wished to share with the AgelessRx research team,
in which they were prompted to provide open-ended responses. Participants were instructed to go to

the nearest Quest Diagnostics Laboratory location for a blood draw as close to 24 hours after rapamycin
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administration as possible to measure blood sirolimus (generic name of rapamycin) levels. The research
team discussed Quest lab locations with each participant before the start of their rapamycin protocol. A
requisition for the ‘Sirolimus assay’ (Test code 36712; Quest Diagnostics) was provided to Quest
Diagnostics in advance. This test is designed to measure blood sirolimus/rapamycin levels by liquid
chromatography/tandem mass spectrometry. Quest Diagnostics reported the collection date and time
with the results of the Sirolimus assay to AgelessRx. The time and date were compared with the
participant-completed survey to determine the time between dosage and blood collection.

As the option to participate was sent each time a participant expressed interest in measuring
blood rapamycin levels, several interested participants completed additional blood draws to evaluate
their Sirolimus assay values while taking the same or higher dosages of rapamycin, based on their
titration schedule. Each dose of rapamycin was spaced apart by one week, per the standard rapamycin
protocol for healthy aging, ensuring participants' rapamycin levels were as close to below detectable
limits by the Sirolimus assay as possible at the time of the next dosing. Twenty-one participants
provided multiple blood draws, which included 15 participants in the compounded group (12 using a
different dose, and 3 with the same dose) and 6 participants in the generic group (1 with a different
dose, and 5 with the same dose) (Supplementary Table S1). To account for the self-selection bias in
these groupings, analyses were adjusted accordingly. Notably, cross-sectional analyses were performed
using the value obtained after the most recent dose and Sirolimus assay reading (unless otherwise
described). We chose this methodology with the assumption that the most recent dose was the dosage
determined to be the optimal maintenance dose for the participant and captured the highest doses of
rapamycin taken, which is of most clinically relevant interest. Further, as most individuals were taking
rapamycin for different periods of time, assessing the most recent dose helped ensure we were
uniformly collecting data from individuals taking rapamycin for longer periods of time. For the purposes
of this report, we will use the wording blood rapamycin levels when referring to the Sirolimus assay

results.

Statistical analysis

Normality was tested using the Shapiro-Wilk test and visual inspection of Q-Q plots. Generic and
compounded groups were compared using Student's t-test or Welch’s t-test in case of unequal variances
for continuous measures, and Chi-squared for categorical measures. Due to the constraints of the real-
world retrospective study, data on participants' baseline levels of rapamycin prior to taking their

rapamycin dose was not available, and as such was not included in this study. To test for the presence of
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bioavailability, one-sample t-tests were performed for each dosage to compare blood rapamycin levels
to a hypothesized null value. Similarly, linear mixed-effects models accounting for repeated measures
were used to determine whether rapamycin bioavailability differed from zero. Finally, linear mixed-
effect models with random intercept per subject were fitted to test for the main effect of protocol
(compounded vs. generic) and the interaction effect of protocol by dosage. The models included
repeated measures as a within-subject factor and were adjusted for age, sex, and BMI. Statistical
analysis was conducted using SPSS 28 (IBM Corp, Armonk, NY, USA), and Python 3.8 using the SciPy and

matplotlib packages for data visualization. P-values <0.05 were considered statistically significant.

Results
Demographics

This retrospective study evaluated real-world data from 67 participants, of whom 23 received
compounded rapamycin and 44 received generic rapamycin (Supplementary Table S1). Participants’ age
was significantly higher in the compounded group (mean = 61.7 years, SD = 9.1) than in the generic
group (mean = 56.8 years, SD = 9.3; t(65) = -2.050, p=0.044; Table 1). No significant difference was
observed in the mean BMI between the compounded group (mean = 23.8 kg/m?, SD = 2.9) and the
generic group (mean = 25.1 kg/m?, SD = 4.8; t(65) = 1.158, p = 0.251; Table 1, Supplementary Figure S1).
The compounded group consisted of 73.9% males and in the generic group 59.1% of participants were
male (¥? (1, N = 67) = 1.443, p = 0.230; Table 1, Supplementary Figure S1).

In the compounded group, 15 participants had taken two separate blood rapamycin level
measurements (65.2%), which in 12 cases were two measurements after a different (increasing)
dose (80%) and in 3 cases with the same dose (20%). In the generic group, two separate
measurements were available for six participants (13.6%), of which one was with different
(increasing) doses (16.7%) and five with the same dose (76.4%). Therefore, 38 data points were
available for compounded rapamycin and 50 data points for generic rapamycin (Supplementary

Table S1).
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Table 1: Comparative Demographic Distributions Across Formulation Types

Compounded Generic t(df) or
Total p-value
rapamycin rapamycin x(df)
Age in years, mean (SD) 58.6 (9.5) 61.7 (9.1) 56.8 (9.3) -2.050 (65) 0.044
BMI (kg/m?), mean (SD) 24.7 (4.3) 23.8(2.9) 25.1(4.8) 1.158 (65)  0.251
Sex, n female (%) 24 (35.8) 6 (25.0) 18 (75.0)

x*(1)=1.443  0.230
Sex, n male (%) 43 (64.2) 17 (39.5) 26 (60.5)

BMI: body mass index; SD = standard deviation

Generic and compounded rapamycin result in similar blood rapamycin levels, despite the higher
bioavailability of generic rapamycin

In our analyses, we included 1 participant receiving 5 mg, 11 participants receiving 10 mg, and
11 participants receiving 15 mg in the compounded group, while in the generic group, 19 participants
received 2 mg, 14 participants received 4 mg, 10 participants received 6 mg, and 1 participant received 8
mg of rapamycin (Figure 1a, Table 2).

The mean blood rapamycin concentration in ng/mL in the compounded group was 2.93 (SD =
1.6) and 3.00 (SD = 1.5) in the generic group (t(65) =-0.196, p = 0.422), suggesting similar blood
rapamycin levels were achieved across generic and compounded groups despite differences in dosing.
Because of this variation in dosages, we also standardized the data by determining the mean blood
rapamycin concentration per 1 mg of rapamycin taken. This resulted in a mean rapamycin concentration
of 0.25 ng/mL per 1 mg dose for the compounded group, and 0.87 ng/mL per 1 mg dose for the generic
group (t(32.2) =-9.677, p < 0.001). This reflects a mean 28.7% bioavailability of compounded rapamycin
relative to generic rapamycin in ng/mL / mg rapamycin, suggesting significantly higher rapamycin
absorption following generic dosing (Figure 1b, Table 2). Similar results were obtained when analyzing
all data points collected, including multiple measurements within one participant (Supplementary Table

s2).
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Table 2: Dosage taken and blood rapamycin level of most recent measurements

Total Compounded Generic t(df) p-value

Most recent
measurement
Dose in mg, mean (SD) 3.6(2.3) 6.4 (0.9) 2.1(1.3)  16.116(59.1) <0.001
Dose, n (%)

2mg 19 (28.4) - 19 (43.2)

4 mg 14 (20.9) - 14 (31.8)

5mg 1(1.5) 1(4.4) -

6 mg 10 (14.9) - 10 (22.7)

8 mg 1(1.5) - 1(2.3)

10 mg 11 (16.4) 11 (47.8) -

15 mg 11 (16.4) 11 (47.8) -
Blood levels
Rapamycin ng/mL, 2.98 (1.5) 2.93 (1.6) 3.00(1.5) -0.196 (65.0) 0.422
mean (SD)
Rapamycin ng/mL /1 0.66 (0.4) 0.25(0.2) 0.87 (0.4) -9.677 (63.2) <0.001

mg dose, mean (SD)

SD = standard deviation

Note: p-values are derived from Student's t-test, or Welch's t-test for unequal variance.
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Figure 1. Impact of rapamycin formulation and dose on bioavailability.
Quantities of rapamycin (in mg) taken by participants encompassed a moderate span of the
gerotherapeutic dosing range (a). Raw values (in ng/ml) of rapamycin concentration in the blood were

11


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.12.24311432

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.12.24311432; this version posted August 16, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

relatively similar for compounded (mean = 2.93, SD = 1.6) and generic (mean = 3.00, SD = 1.5)
formulations across all doses (b); however, normalizing blood rapamycin levels to the amount of
rapamycin taken revealed compounded rapamycin (mean = 0.25 ng/mL per 1 mg) is 28.7% less
bioavailable per milligram than generic formulations (mean = 0.87 ng/mL per 1 mg; t(32.2) =-9.677, p
< 0.001). Stratifying by dose and formulation (c) demonstrated bioavailability greater than chance in all
instances (all p < 0.001), and no differences in bioavailability could be explained by either BMI or
biological sex at birth (d) for either raw or normalized blood rapamycin levels (all p non-significant).
***p <0.001, BMI: body mass index.

As this was a real-world retrospective study, none of the participants included had taken
baseline rapamycin blood tests prior to taking their rapamycin dose. However, prior PK data and half-life
kinetics with similar doses suggest that blood rapamycin levels would be lower than detectable levels in
participants six days after their previous rapamycin dose, making it unlikely that participants previous
dose affected their 24-hour measurements due to residual rapamycin in the bloodstream. Therefore,
one-sample t-tests were performed comparing evaluable blood rapamycin levels at different dosages to
a hypothesized null value to determine if blood rapamycin levels were significantly different from 0.
Significant differences were observed at all dose levels (all p<0.001, see Table 3 and Supplementary
Table S3), suggesting both compounded and generic rapamycin formulations were bioavailable across
the dosing range explored in this study. Specifically, in the compounded rapamycin formulation group, 5
mg rapamycin was taken by one participant resulting in a mean rapamycin level of 3.90 ng/mL, (0.78
ng/mL per mg taken). Eleven participants took 10 mg rapamycin, resulting in a mean rapamycin level of
2.11 ng/mL (SD = 1.1; 0.21 ng/mL per mg taken, SD = 0.1), and another 11 participants took 15 mg
rapamycin, resulting in a mean of 3.66 ng/mL (SD = 1.8; 0.25 ng/mL per mg taken, SD = 0.1; Figure 1c,
Table 3). In the generic rapamycin formulation group, 19 participants took 2 mg, resulting in a mean
rapamycin level of 2.02 ng/mL (SD = 0.8; 1.01 ng/mL per mg taken, SD = 0.04), 14 participants took 4 mg
rapamycin resulting in a mean rapamycin level of 3.24 ng/mL (SD = 1.2; 0.81 ng/mL per mg taken, SD =
0.3), 10 participants took 6 mg rapamycin resulting in a mean rapamycin level of 4.34 ng/mL (SD = 1.8;
0.72 ng/mL per mg taken, SD = 0.3), and 1 participant took 8 mg rapamycin resulting in a mean
rapamycin level of 5.0 ng/mL (0.63 ng/mL per mg taken; Figure 1c, Table 3). Similar results were
obtained regardless of whether multiple measurements within one participant were included

(Supplementary Table S3).
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Table 3. Bioavailability test of compounded rapamycin at the most recent dose.

Mean blood rapamycin

levels (SD)
N in ng/mL cv t(df) p-value
Compounded 23 2.93 (1.6) 0.55 8.704 (22) <0.001
5mg 1 3.90 (-) - - -
10 mg 11 2.11(1.1) 0.50 6.613(10) <0.001
15 mg 11 3.66 (1.8) 0.49 6.790 (10) <0.001
Compounded /1 mg 23 0.25(0.2) 0.64 7.783 (22) <0.001
5mg/1lmg 1 0.78 (-) - - -
10 mg /1 mg 11 0.21(0.1) 0.52  6.613(10) <0.001
15 mg /1 mg 11 0.25 (0.1) 0.44  7.266(10) <0.001
Generic, ng/mL 44 3.01(1.5) 0.50 13.111(43) <0.001
2mg 19 2.02 (0.8) 0.42 10.467 (18) <0.001
4 mg 14 3.24(1.2) 0.36  10.319 (13) <0.001
6 mg 10 4.34(1.8) 0.40  7.831(9) <0.001
8 mg 1 5.0 (-) - - -
Generic /1 mg 44 0.87 (0.4) 0.43 15.847 (43) <0.001
2mg/1mg 19 1.01 (0.4) 0.42 10.476 (18) <0.001
4 mg/1mg 14 0.81(0.3) 0.36 10.384 (13) <0.001
6 mg /1 mg 10 0.72 (0.3) 0.40  7.870(9) <0.001
8 mg /1 mg 1 0.63 (-) - - -

CV: coefficient of variation; SD = standard deviation.

Note: p-values derived from one-sample t-tests.

Rapamycin bioavailability is not significantly influenced by BMI or sex

When analyzing the total group of participants taking either compounded or generic rapamycin,
we did not detect significant differences in mean blood rapamycin levels between those with BMI <25
kg/m? and >25 kg/m?, with compounded achieving mean blood rapamycin levels of 2.52 (SD = 1.3) and
3.45 (SD =1.9) ng/mL (t(21) = -1.396, p = 0.177) and for generic mean levels were 2.78 (SD = 1.2) and
3.27 (SD =1.8) ng/mL (t(42) =-1.059, p = 0.296), respectively (Figure 1d). The relative blood rapamycin
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levels for the compounded group were 0.25 (SD = 0.19) and 0.26 (SD = 0.12) and for the generic group
0.80 (SD = 0.38) and 0.96 (0.34) ng/mL per mg taken, for BMI <25 kg/m? and >25 kg/m?, respectively
(t(21) = -0.081, p = 0.936 and t(42) = -1.510, p = 0.139; Figure 1d).

Similarly, we did not detect significant differences between sexes with compounded rapamycin
resulting in mean blood rapamycin levels of 2.83 (SD = 1.2) and 2.96 (SD = 1.8) (t(21) =-0.160, p = 0.874),
and generic resulting in mean levels of 2.53 (SD = 1.3) and 3.33 (SD = 1.6) (t(42) =-1.774, p = 0.083), for
female and male participants, respectively (Figure 1d). The relative blood rapamycin levels were 0.25
(SD=0.11) and 0.26 (SD = 0.17) for compounded and 0.88 (SD = 0.44) and 0.87 (SD = 0.31) ng/mL per mg
taken for generic, for male and female participants, respectively (t(21) =-0.99, p = 0.848 and t(42) =
0.014, p = 0.989; Figure 1d).

Additional evaluations were performed to determine if factors such as age, length of time taking
rapamycin, pre-existing health conditions, or other medications taken simultaneously impacted blood
rapamycin levels. In all cases, no meaningful relationship was observed (all non-significant, data not

shown).

Rapamycin formulations exhibit a linear dose-to-blood level relationship, but with substantial inter-
individual heterogeneity

We determined how the different dosages of compounded and generic rapamycin compared to
the measured rapamycin concentration in blood 24 hours after administration. A mixed effect model
including all data points (including multiple blood rapamycin level measurements by a single individual)
was conducted to test if there were significant differences in dose (mg)-to-rapamycin (ng/mL) blood
level relationship between compounded and generic rapamycin. Within both compounded (B =0.173,
SE = 0.071, t(25.6) = 2.442, p = 0.022; 95% Cl = 0.027 - 0.319) and generic (B = .697, SE = 0.111, t(38.5) =
6.269, p < 0.001, 95% Cl = 0.472 - 0.922) groups, significant associations were observed between dose
and blood rapamycin levels (Figure 2a, Supplementary Table S4.1). Furthermore, there was a significant
interaction effect of dosage by formulation (B =-0.524; SE = 0.130, t(78.6) =-4.026, p < 0.001; 95% Cl= -
0.783 - -0.265; Figure 2a, Supplementary Table S4.2), indicating the slopes of the dose-to-blood curve
were significantly different between compounded and generic rapamycin. Together, these data suggest
that while both formulations had linear dose-to-blood level relationships, generic rapamycin elicits a
significantly stronger response in blood rapamycin levels as dosage is increased compared to

compounded (interaction effect p < 0.001).
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While there was a main effect of formulation (B = -0.600, SE = 0.320, t(73.6) =-3.619, p < 0.001;
95% Cl =-0.930 - -0.270]) across doses when normalized blood rapamycin levels ((ng/mL)/1 mg) were
assessed, the interaction term (dosage by formulation) was non-significant (B = 0.025, SE = 0.028, t(77.9)
=0.911, p = 0.365, 95% Cl =-0.030 - 0.081]; Figure 2b, Supplementary Table S4.3). This indicates that
while more rapamycin was absorbed into the blood per mg delivered in the generic rapamycin group,
there was no significant difference between groups in the change in bioavailability per mg rapamycin
delivered as the dose increased. There was substantial inter-individual variability in blood rapamycin
level concentrations at each dose of compounded and generic rapamycin administered, suggesting
differences in bioavailability between people taking the same rapamycin dose independent of

formulation (Figure 2a, b).
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Figure 2. Heterogeneity of dose-to-blood level bioavailability.

Compounded and generic formulation groups both demonstrated significant association between dose
and blood level (compounded B =.173, SE = 0.071, t(25.6) = 2.442, p = 0.022; 95% Cl = 0.027 - .319,
generic B=.697, SE = 0.111, £(38.5) = 6.269, p < 0.001, 95% Cl = 0.472 - 0.922), with a significant
interaction effect (B: -0.524; SE: 0.130, t(78.6) = -4.026, p < 0.001; 95% Cl = -0.783 - -0.265) suggesting
significantly different increases in bioavailability by formulation across doses (a). Normalized values (b)
reveal that while more rapamycin was absorbed into the blood per mg delivered in the generic
rapamycin group (B =-0.600, SE = 0.320, t(73.6) =-3.619, p < 0.001; 95% ClI = -0.930 - -0.270]),
bioavailability per mg of rapamycin does not change significantly by formulation as dose increases
(interaction non-significant, B = 0.025, SE = 0.028, t(77.9) = 0.911, p = 0.365, 95% Cl = -0.030 - 0.081).
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Despite high inter-individual heterogeneity in bioavailability at a given dose of rapamycin, repeated
doses in the same individuals showed consistency in bioavailability for raw and normalized doses (c),
and increasing doses in the same individuals tended to increase bioavailability for raw and normalized
doses (e), with no meaningful differences between formulations. CI: confidence interval; SE: standard
error.

Rapamycin blood concentration demonstrates variability in response to the same or an escalating dose
of rapamycin in an individual

Finally, we assessed the intra-individual heterogeneity of rapamycin blood values in a subset of
participants for whom there were multiple measurements with the same dose of rapamycin
(compounded, n = 3; generic, n = 5). blood rapamycin levels were similar between the first and second
measurement of the same dose for most (though not all) participants, suggesting a relatively stable
response (Figure 2c, Supplementary Figure S2a). Among participants receiving two differing doses, the
second (higher) dose tended to be followed by a higher blood concentration of rapamycin, though some
variability in response was again observed (Figure2d, Supplementary Figure S2b). No meaningful

differences were observed in trends between compounded and generic formulations.

Discussion and Review

As the geroscience field begins to validate geroprotective agents for their efficacy in improving
healthy longevity, rapamycin has garnered particular interest [14]. As little is known about the
bioavailability of different formulations of rapamycin in humans, especially in the context of healthy
aging, the current study aimed to determine the relative bioavailability of generic and compounded
rapamycin by measuring 24-hour blood rapamycin levels in a normative aging cohort to better
understand clinical impacts of such in our current and future work. In all participants included in this
study, rapamycin could be detected in the blood 24 hours after rapamycin administration. This indicates
that both generic and compounded rapamycin are absorbed and bioavailable.

The bioavailability of compounded rapamycin is largely unknown and experts within the
longevity field consistently cite concerns with reports of its instability and lack of absorption into the
body [41]. Despite these concerns, compounded rapamycin has distinct advantages in cost, accessibility,
dosing precision, and placebo creation. Therefore, we aimed to evaluate the bioavailability of
compounded rapamycin relative to its generic counterpart using 24-hour blood rapamycin levels

normalized to 1 mg of rapamycin.

17


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.12.24311432

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.12.24311432; this version posted August 16, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Our data suggest that compounded rapamycin is bioavailable and has an average 0.287 (28.7%)
relative bioavailability to generic rapamycin in (ng/mL) / mg rapamycin. This ratio suggests that the
blood rapamycin level response from compounded rapamycin will be approximately 28.7% of blood
levels achieved with the same dose of generic rapamycin after 24 hrs. While this relative ratio is
important to keep in mind for those utilizing compounded rapamycin, further validation is needed
within proper PK studies in normative aging individuals. Further, tracking of blood rapamycin levels over
longer periods of time will permit a more complete understanding of the dynamics of the peak

concentration, half-life, and other PK parameters that will enable more effective prescribing.

PK of rapamycin: Dosing for disease vs. healthy aging

The majority of clinical data on rapamycin comes from studies related to its FDA-approved use
in patients with organ transplants, cancer, and tuberous sclerosis [42]. Accordingly, the PK of rapamycin
has yet to be robustly elucidated in normative aging individuals. Determining the PK in this population is
essential to establish optimal dosing regimens to achieve longevity-enhancing effects, particularly as
there are likely to be significant physiological differences in the absorption, distribution, metabolism,
and excretion (ADME) of rapamycin compared to compromised populations [26].

Rapamycin is a hydrophobic molecule and has been shown to accumulate within the
membranes of blood cells (as indicated by a high ratio of whole blood rapamycin levels relative to
plasma), particularly red blood cells (RBCs) [43]. This has been suggested to play a major role in
observed PK, as it results in bimodal peaks and biphasic clearance. Bimodal peaks are characterized by
an initial rapid peak in rapamycin followed by short-term clearance (through cytochrome p450
metabolism and insertion into cellular membranes), and then a second peak in which concentrations
more gradually rise again once levels in the blood drop to the point at which the concentration gradient
favors release of rapamycin from RBC membranes. This second peak is followed by a more gradual
clearance that is thought to give rise to a plateau, or extended tail, of long-duration low blood
rapamycin levels and the 40-60 hour terminal half-life observed in organ transplant patients [39, 43-45].
This unique PK behavior may result in the sustained rapamycin activity shown to drive the therapeutic
benefits experienced with low-dose, intermittent (e.g. weekly) dosing. While additional factors such as
the number of RBCs and their functional characteristics may influence rapamycin PK and effectiveness,
further study is required to fully elucidate this relationship [20, 46]. Regardless, the complexities of
rapamycin PK may help explain how the lower 24-hour blood rapamycin levels observed in this study

can have sustained effects that drive therapeutic benefits.
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Data on therapeutic levels of rapamycin in the literature are largely focussed on its use in
individuals with disease. However, these data are limited by the compromised physiology of the
individual, daily and higher dosing required for efficacy, and the presence of other drugs that are co-
administered (such as chemotherapeutics, steroids, and other immunosuppressants) [30]. Though little
is known about the therapeutic blood rapamycin levels and safety over longer periods of time in
normative aging individuals taking rapamycin for healthy aging, recent research suggests that low blood
rapamycin levels are sufficient for exerting functional benefits on multiple cell types and organ systems
[14, 22, 46]. For example, in vitro tumor angiogenesis was inhibited in human lymphangioma cells
cultured at rapamycin concentrations as low as 1 ng/mL [47].

In humans, higher doses (for example, 3 mg/day) of mTOR inhibitors inhibit T cell function and
are used to suppress the immune response to avoid immune-mediated organ transplant rejection (at
target trough blood rapamycin levels of 5-15 ng/mL) [14]. In contrast to this immunosuppressive dose,
6-fold lower doses have been associated with mitigation of age-related decline in immune function [14].
While further investigation into the optimally effective dose and duration of rapamycin treatment is
undoubtedly required, these studies suggest significant promise for low-dose rapamycin and its
derivatives in positively impacting healthy aging.

The 24-hour rapamycin blood concentration for most participants in our study was between 1-4
ng/mL (and as high as 8.1 ng/ml), regardless of the use of compounded or generic formulation of
rapamycin. This aligns with the therapeutic blood range associated with immune benefits in normative
aging cohorts ([27] & correspondence with Joan Mannick). While these 24-hour blood rapamycin levels
likely lead to low blood rapamycin levels in the days prior to the next rapamycin dosage, in vitro studies
suggest that rapamycin can inhibit mTOR at concentrations of as little as 1 ng/mL, suggesting it can
effectively induce cellular effects even at these low levels [48].

The 24-hour time point measurement in this real-world study was chosen for participant
convenience based on their dosing time as recommended by the AgelessRx medical team. Although data
suggest that 24-hour time point measurements correlate with its bioavailability and therapeutic dose, it
is unknown whether measuring 24-hour blood rapamycin levels is indicative of whether therapeutic
bioavailability is attained as it represents only a cross-sectional snapshot of rapamycin’s bioavailability
[49, 50]. It also remains unknown how long and at what level rapamycin should be present in the body
for longevity-promoting effects [25]. Measuring Cmax (peak concentrations) of rapamycin may be a
better indicator of bioavailability, as it reflects the total amount of rapamycin in the blood before

clearance begins [46, 51]. However, measuring peak blood rapamycin levels within our participants
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presented several challenges. Most importantly, peak blood rapamycin levels vary greatly as they occur
extremely fast and there can be significant differences in measured blood rapamycin levels within a
short period of time [46, 52]. Conversely, several PK studies suggest trough concentrations correlate
with the efficacy and safety of rapamycin, as it has a long tail and thus represents the largest exposure
time of organs to rapamycin [52, 53]. While it was beyond the scope of the current study to explore this
further, future studies measuring blood rapamycin levels at peak, trough, and intermediate time points
are undoubtedly required to more fully understand the best time points at which to measure rapamycin

concentrations to correlate with clinical outcomes.

Factors affecting rapamycin PK in a normative aging cohort

The annotated rapamycin half-life in the literature for compromised populations is 60-80 hours
[48, 51]. However, the blood rapamycin levels detected after 24 hours in the current study (most below
4 ng/mL and none above 8 ng/mL) suggest the half-life might be different in normative aging
populations. This is consistent with a previous study in which 12 healthy volunteers were given a single 6
mg oral dose of generic rapamycin resulting in plasma concentrations after 24 hours of 4.47 + 0.57
ng/mL (range: 2.90 — 7.20 ng/mL) [54]. Again, further study will be required to more completely
understand these effects, and to determine if specific health factors influence the half-life of rapamycin
predictably enough to be considered in therapeutic strategies moving forward.

Several additional factors may influence rapamycin bioavailability, such as microbial
interactions, plasma protein binding, hydrophobicity, and interactions with cellular membranes, and an
individual's genetics, diet, underlying physiology, and potentially other lifestyle factors [36, 39]. High-fat
meals, grapefruit juice, and certain drugs (e.g. ketoconazole) have been shown to impact rapamycin’s
bioavailability by up to 350% in some instances [37, 38]. Grapefruit juice in particular was shown to
cause a longer peak and higher sustained levels, which may impact adverse events, while curcumin has
been shown to substantially decrease bioavailability (>75%) in animal models [38, 55]. We did not
observe any significant relationship of rapamycin bioavailability with sex, BMI, age, pre-existing health
conditions, or other medications taken simultaneously. Importantly, we did not detect any relationship
between length of time taking rapamycin and bioavailability either, indicating a lack of desensitization
from taking the drug over extended periods of time. Future studies will benefit from exploring each of
these in greater depth to increase the field’s understanding of how to most effectively utilize rapamycin

for longevity medicine.
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Inter-individual heterogeneity in response to rapamycin: Importance of measuring blood rapamycin
levels in every patient

As the field evaluates the optimal dosage and regimen to utilize rapamycin for healthy aging, it
is essential to understand heterogeneity in response to the same dose of rapamycin between normative
aging individuals. Our study suggests significant inter-individual heterogeneity in the relative
bioavailability of both compounded and generic rapamycin with a 2-6x difference in blood rapamycin
levels in those taking the same dose. Importantly, intra-individual heterogeneity in bioavailability for the
same dose of rapamycin showed a high test-retest reliability, suggesting consistent blood rapamycin
level results for individuals taking the same dose over time. This is important for the requisite safety and
reliability of rapamycin with the long-duration regimens required for aging applications, but also
highlights the importance of evaluating blood rapamycin levels in every individual taking rapamycin,
regardless of its formulation, to accurately evaluate effectiveness and any AEs.

Inter-individual rapamycin bioavailability variability explained by sex-specific effects have been
mixed in preclinical studies to date. For example, Interventions Testing Program (ITP) studies provided
mouse chow with 44 ppm rapamycin to UM-HET3 mice for one hour after an overnight fast and
observed that blood rapamycin levels were higher in female mice than in males (80 ng/mL and 23
ng/mL, respectively), corresponding with greater lifespan benefits [56]. However, the opposite effect
was observed in non-human primates. After dosing with rapamycin (~ 1 mg/kg body weight per day, 5
days per week), trough concentrations of rapamycin were significantly lower in females compared to
male marmosets (4.4 ng/mL and 8.4 ng/mL, respectively). Despite this pharmacological dissimilarity, few
differences in basic morphology or hematological markers of blood cell counts, metabolism, or
inflammation were observed between male and female marmosets after nine months of treatment [53].

Importantly, limited data is available on the sex-specific availability of rapamycin in humans, and
even less in healthy populations. We are the first to report sex-specific rapamycin bioavailability in a
normative aging population taking rapamycin for longevity. The current study detected no statistically
significant differences in rapamycin bioavailability based on sex or BMI across compounded and generic
doses at the 24-hour time point; however, there was a trend (p= 0.083) of higher bioavailability in male
participants taking generic rapamycin that should be followed up in future studies. These initial human
data imply that any differences in rapamycin effectiveness between sexes (such as those seen in
preclinical lifespan studies) may be related to other sex-specific factors involved in rapamycin

pharmacodynamics or potentially in rates of rapamycin clearance beyond 24 hours.
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Titrating to longevity dose: linear dose-to-blood rapamycin level relationships

A linear relationship between dose and blood rapamycin levels has previously been shown in
studies in disease populations taking rapamycin [57]. This is an important factor for titrating to the
appropriate longevity dose of rapamycin, as it makes predictive dosing more feasible. The current study
observed the expected linear relationship of rapamycin concentration in ng/mL in the blood with
increasing doses of rapamycin administered. However, likely due to differences in the bioavailability
ratio between generic and compounded formulations of rapamycin, comparable maximum
concentrations were not observed. While a slower increase in blood rapamycin levels with compounded
rapamycin could be beneficial as it pertains to the minimization of AEs (immunosuppression and
metabolic dysfunction), further study into the PK of rapamycin and the optimal longevity-therapeutic
dose is undoubtedly warranted to more comprehensively understand the benefits and limitations of this
formulation approach [26].

Previous work suggests that lower (and by extension more granularly dose-controllable)
rapamycin doses may have significant longevity benefits [14, 22]. For example, a study conducted by
Mannick et al. in normative aging elderly individuals demonstrated that participants taking 0.5 mg/day
of everolimus (an mTORc1 inhibitor similar to rapamycin) for 6 weeks had a 40% mTOR inhibition with a
Cmax of <3 ng/mL and Cmin <1 ng/mL ([27, 58] & correspondence with Joan Mannick). Further,
regimens of 0.5 mg/day or 5 mg/week both showed efficacy in enhancing antibody titers in response to
influenza vaccination, with no differences detected in AEs, as opposed to 20 mg/week dosing [27]. This
suggests that lower blood rapamycin levels present over several days with troughs as low as 1 ng/mL
may be sufficient for immune-related benefits. However, these results must be taken in context, as
everolimus has higher absorption and bioavailability than rapamycin (sirolimus), but a shorter half-life
and faster elimination [59].

Importantly, when graphing the blood rapamycin levels detected across increasing doses, our
work has shown that the slopes of the curves between the generic and compounded rapamycin were
significantly different across doses. Generic rapamycin had a steeper slope for the dose-to-blood level
graph than compounded; however, normalized (to 1 mg rapamycin taken) measures also demonstrated
a non-significant decline with increasing dose, suggesting bioavailability saturation. This suggests that
higher concentrations of compounded rapamycin may be required to achieve similar bioavailability
saturation. However, this is balanced by the more consistent bioavailability of compounded rapamycin

compared to generic, suggesting compounded formulations are likely more predictable in effect and
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AEs, and permit options for AE mitigation through smaller, more confined distribution of blood
rapamycin levels.

Finally, because we included data from participants taking multiple blood rapamycin level
measurements, it afforded us the opportunity to evaluate the effects of escalating doses of rapamycin in
a single individual across different time points. The second (higher) dose tended to be followed by a
higher blood concentration of rapamycin, though there was noteworthy inter-individual heterogeneity
in response. These findings underscore the importance of measuring blood rapamycin levels upon initial
prescription and during dose titration. Given the observed variability in PK, personalized dosing

strategies may be necessary to achieve optimal therapeutic outcomes for each patient.

Conclusion and focus for future research

In conclusion, this study represents the largest investigation to date of real-world evidence on
the relative bioavailability of generic and compounded rapamycin in a healthy, normative aging cohort.
Our findings suggest that therapeutic blood concentrations can be obtained from both formulations;
however, the generic formulation demonstrated approximately 3.5x more potency than compounded. A
linear dose-response was observed for both formulations; however, the notably more gradual slope of
compounded rapamycin increase suggests that it may be utilized for more specific and granular dosing.
This may be an important advantage of compounded rapamycin, as the high rates of inter-individual
(but not intra-individual) heterogeneity in response to both formulations indicate dosing should be
tailored to each individual and monitored regularly for maximal efficacy.

In keeping with the reduced potency of compounded rapamycin, we observed saturation of
bioavailability only with the generic formulation, though average availability of both formulas ranged
from 1-4 ng/ml (and as high as 8.1 ng/ml). As the maximal compounded dose utilized in this study was
only 15 mg (equivalent to approximately 4.3 mg generic), we likely did not reach adequate dosing range
to achieve bioavailability saturation with the compounded formulation in this study. This will be an
important consideration for future studies, particularly those exploring greater detail on dosing range,
PK, optimal dosing intervals, and ADME of both generic and compound formulations of rapamycin.

Surprisingly, independent of formulation type, we did not observe any significant relationship of
rapamycin bioavailability with sex, BMI, age, length of time taking rapamycin, pre-existing health
conditions, or other medications taken simultaneously. This suggests that factors such as metabolism,
diet, or genetics may significantly impact bioavailability, which should be explored in depth in future

studies. Given the pronounced inter-individual (but not intra-individual) heterogeneity of rapamycin in
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blood after 24 hrs in both formulation groups, we would recommend routine measurement of blood
rapamycin levels at standardized time points until a biological basis of heterogeneity and any associated
AE changes is more fully understood. Measuring blood rapamycin levels at standardized time points will
allow the geroscience field to derive more valuable insights into the correlation of blood rapamycin
levels with benefits and AEs.

Taken together, the results of this study suggest that converging on the optimal formulation of
rapamycin to utilize (compounded or generic) depends on the delicate balance of the nuances of
bioavailability with the practicalities of treatment. We highlight that while compounded rapamycin had
a reliable bioavailability and performed well in comparison to generic rapamycin, generic rapamycin
demonstrated a stronger dose-to-bioavailability relationship and reached blood saturation at lower
doses. We suggest that compounded rapamycin may have practical advantages in clinical practice,
including greater accessibility, tailoring of personalized dosages, and the potential of increased
adherence (due to cost savings and reduced number of tablets). However, it should be emphasized that
due diligence regarding the quality of compounded rapamycin sources is critical for accurate clinical
understanding. Our findings provide insights that open the door for future studies to more extensively
measure blood rapamycin levels achieved in the context of clinical studies, so that we can continue to

build our understanding of rapamycin in promoting longevity.
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