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ABSTRACT

Background: Drug survival studies have been utilized to evaluate the real-world effectiveness of
biologics used in psoriasis. However, the increasing volume of drug survival data suffers from
large variability dueto regional differences in drug availability, patient selection and biologic

reimbursement.

Objectives: To conduct a meta-analysis of biologic drug survival to determine comparative

effectiveness of the biologicsin areal-world setting.

Methods: Studies reporting drug survival for biologic therapy in psoriasis were identified by a
systematic literature search. Hazard ratio data for drug discontinuation were estimated directly
from published Kaplan-Meier estimator curves at year 1, 2 and 5 of treatment and compared
pairwise for the following biologics: ustekinumab, adalimumab, etanercept, infliximab,
secukinumab and ixekizumab. This pooled hazard ratios were used to estimate 2- and 5- year

overall drug survival rates.

Results: Ustekinumab had the longest persistence at 2 years and 5 years among all biologics

included in this meta-analysis. Adalimumab was superior to etanercept and infliximab at 5 years.
Pooled 5-year drug survival rates for adalimumab, etanercept, and infliximab were 46.3%, 35.9%
and 34.7%, respectively. 2- and 5-year data were not available for anti-IL-17 drugs, but at 1-year

ustekinumab outperformed secukinumab, the latter being equal to anti-TNFs.
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Conclusions: Ustekinumab is characterized by longer drug survival than TNF inhibitorsand IL-
17 inhibitors. Estimated pooled 2- and 5- year drug survival rates may serve as a useful tool for

patient communication and clinical decision-making.
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INTRODUCTION

Psoriasisis a chronic, immune-mediated dermatologic disease mediated by three key cytokines:
IL-23, TNF-a and IL-17.%? The therapeutic monoclonal antibodies targeting one of those three
central cytokines, effectively suppress the disease short term but they gradually lose their
efficacy long-term. Drug survival, sometimes referred to as the drug persistence, measures the
time until treatment discontinuation and has been widely applied as a marker of the real-world
therapeutic effectiveness of various biologic therapiesin psoriasis.®>® The persistence of the
biologics in real world is positively associated with the efficacy and safety”® but it may also be
influenced by factors unrelated to the efficacy of the drug, such as reimbursement policies or
therapeutic guidelines. Limitations on the duration of reimbursement during the therapy cycle or
forced switching to the cheapest biologics have been implemented in some European countries
and may significantly affect drug survival. Therefore, the techniques that allow for data synthesis
from a number of different registries would allow for a better assessment of the performance of

the biologic in the real-world setting.

Drug persistence is usually presented using Kaplan-Meier curves and Cox logistic regression is
used to determine drug half-life and the hazard ratios for drug discontinuation®. Individual patient
data are usually not available for cumulative analyses and it has therefore been difficult to pool
the Kaplan-Meier estimators to synthesize biologic drug survival in psoriasis from different
centers.* Here, we adopted the methodology developed by Tierney et al.° to conduct a meta-
analysis of hazard ratios reflecting drug discontinuation rates over a predefined period (1, 2and 5

years). This enabled usto compare the drug survival of different biologics against each other as
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well as to determine pooled overall survival rates for each respective biologic, including best-
and worst- case biologic survival rates, when the data was sufficiently available. We believe that
our results provide an intuitively understandable measure of the chances of long-term drug
efficacy in the real world setting for the patients and the professionals, and can be used in the

therapeutic decision making.
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MATERIALSAND METHODS

The Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) was used
to report the results of this study.™ The study is registered with PROSPERO

(CRD42020162368).

Search Strategy

A comprehensive literature search was conducted using the following el ectronic databases:
Medline, Cochrane Library, EMBASE(Ovid), Scopus, and Web of Science. The search strategy
focused on persistence of biologicsin psoriasisincluding their respective synonyms (drug
survival, treatment adherence). The search of the electronic database to identify eligible studies
was performed on April 15, 2020. Medical subject heading terms (MeSH terms) were
incorporated in the search strategy when applicable, which included (("Medication

Adherence'[Mesh]), "Psoriasis'[Mesh]), and "Biological Products’[Mesh])).

Study Eligibility, Selection Criteria, and Screening

The authors screened abstracts of the articles for inclusion using the following inclusion criteria:
study type (cohort or case-control trials), patient age >18 years, diagnosis of psoriasis with or
without psoriatic arthritis, biologic therapy (adalimumab (ADA), etanercept (ETA), infliximab
(INF), ustekinumab (UST), golimumab (GOL), ixekizumab (IXE), secukinumab (SEC), and
guselkumab (GUYS)). If there were drug survival data available for these biologics, then they
were included in the current study. Studies were selected based on these inclusion criteria and the

two independent reviewers selected the ligible articles via screening through titles and abstracts.
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Where applicable, abstracts, letters to the editors, and unpublished data were evaluated. The
eligible articles that were included on the initial screening process were then further
independently reviewed in an un-blinded fashion by the two reviewers by full-text review.
Articlesthat did not fulfill the selection criteria above were excluded. The authors of the
respective included studies were contacted, where applicable, to identify any additional studies

or to obtain raw dataif required.

Data Extraction

One author (A.M.) extracted data from the articles included after full-text review. The data that
were collected included the following: author, year of publication, study design, observation
time, treatment periods, mean age, sex (% male), asummary of overall drug survival at 6
months, 1 year, 2 years, and 5 years (when applicable). The extracted data was reviewed for

accuracy by the senior author (R.G.).

Risk of Biasand Quality Assessment

Risk of bias and study quality was assessed by the two authors using the Quality in Prognosis
Studies (QUIPS) tool.** This tool is avalidated evaluative tool for assessing risk of biasand
includes the following six domains: study participation, study attrition, prognostic factors
measurement, outcome assessment, study confounding, and statistical analysis/reporting. The
prognostic factor of interest in the current study was the reported overall biologic drug survival
for each respective biologic derived from Kaplan-Meier survival analysis. Each domain was
evaluated based on the respective prompting questions as specified by the tool, and then given a

total overall risk of bias score (L= low risk, M= moderate risk, H= high risk).*?
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Statistical Analysis

Time-to-event data were extracted from the Kaplan-M e er estimators of overall drug survival
using agraphical digitizer program (Digitizelt, ver 1.6.2). Data was collected from the Kaplan-
Meer estimator curves for potentially eligible biologics (ustekinumab, adalimumab, etanercept,
infliximab, ixekizumab, secukinumab and guselkumab), if the data was sufficient enough for
collection. The available data was incorporated into a comparative meta-analysis of hazard ratios
using methodology designed by Tierney et al.*® This methodology allowed for the pair-wise
comparisons of the above candidate biologics, which yielded pooled hazard ratios for each
respective comparison (ie: pooled hazard ratio was estimated for all the available comparisons
for UST vs. ADA) The hazard ratio data for the primary outcome were analyzed at two time
points (2 years and 5 years). A comparative pooled meta-analysis of the above comparisons at 2
years and 5 years was conducted using a random-effects model (Review Manager, ver. 5.3).
Estimated 2- and 5- year overall drug survival rates were calculated using the pooled hazard
ratios and their corresponding £95% confidence intervals (Cl) were used to calculate best-case
and worst-case drug survival rates. Secondarily, a meta-analysis of secukinumab vs. other

biologics at 1-year was conducted.
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RESULTS

Study Selection

A systematic literature search was completed and identified 798 studies after duplicates were
removed. Of the articles that were screened, 48 were then screened via full-text review.
Evaluation of these articlesin duplicate led to the inclusion of 29 cohort studies in the systematic
review, and 29 studies were included in the meta-analysis (Figure S1). A summary of the
individual overall drug survival rates that were already published for ustekinumab, adalimumab,
etanercept, infliximab, secukinumab and ixekizumab was tabulated (Table S1). A table

summarizing the pooled hazard ratios derived from the below analyses was made (Table 1).

Compar ative Analyses

Comparative meta-analyses were conducted between ustekinumab, adalimumab, etanercept,
infliximab to determine biologic which had the superior overall drug survival at 2 years and 5
years. 2- and 5- year biologic drug survival data was insufficient for secukinumab, ixekizumab,
and guselkumab, and therefore meta-analyses at these time periods could not be conducted.
There were sufficient datafor 1-year drug survival pairwise comparisons between secukinumab
and the following biologics. adalimumab, etanercept, infliximab, ixekizumab, and ustekinumab.
Therefore, the following pairwise comparisons of drug survival were completed as a secondary
outcome at 1 year: SEC vs. ADA, SEC vs. ETA, SEC vs. INF, SEC vs. IXE, SEC vs. UST. Data
for this secondary analysisis found below under “Pooled Drug Survival at 1 year (secondary

analysis.
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A meta-analysis of drug survival for ustekinumab vs. TNF-a inhibitors was conducted at 2 and 5
years (Figures S2, S3). The meta-analysis comparing drug survival for ustekinumab vs.
adalimumab, etanercept, and infliximab at 2 years yielded pooled hazard ratios of 1.92 (95% ClI:
1.61-2.29), 2.28 (95% ClI: 1.92-2.70), and 2.24 (95% Cl: 1.92-2.60), respectively (Figure S2).
Pooled hazard ratios at 5 years were 1.48 (95% CI: 1.33-1.65), 1.97 (95% CI: 1.68-2.31) and
2.04 (95% CI: 1.75-2.38) for ustekinumab vs. adalimumab, etanercept, and infliximab,
respectively (Figure S3). This data suggests the superiority of ustekinumab when compared

against adalimumab, etanercept and infliximab. These data are summarized in Tables 1 and 2.

A comparative meta-analysis between the TNF-a inhibitors was completed at 2 and 5 years.
There was no difference between the overall drug survival of adalimumab compared to
etanercept at 2 years (HR: 1.13 (95% CI: 0.99-1.30)) (Figure $4). At 5 years, adalimumab was
superior to etanercept (HR: 1.31 (95% CI: 1.12-1.54)) (Figure S5). Adalimumab had superior
drug survival rates when compared to infliximab at 2 years (HR: 1.32 (95% CI: 1.06-1.63)) and 5
years (HR: 1.75 (95% ClI: 1.52-2.02)) (Figures $4, S5). The pooled comparison between
etanercept and infliximab revealed no significant difference between the two biologics at 2 years
(HR: 1.19 (95% CI: 0.98-1.45)) (Figure S6). At 5 years, etanercept demonstrated superior drug

survival when compared directly to infliximab (HR: 1.40 (95% CI: 1.17-1.69)) (Figure S7).

Pooled Drug Survival at 1 year
Pooled analysis for secukinumab drug survival at 1 year revealed no statistically significant

difference between secukinumab and the TNF-a inhibitors (Figure S8). Secukinumab showed
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superior pooled drug survival when compared to ixekizumab (HR: 2.01 (95% CI: 1.09-3.71)),
although ustekinumab did show superior drug survival when compared to the same (HR: 0.60

(95% ClI: 0.47-0.81)) (Figure S8).

TNF-o inhibitor overall drug survival ratesat 2 and 5 years

Pooled overall 2 and 5- year drug survival rates were calculated for adalimumab, etanercept, and
infliximab. The pooled drug survival rate of adalimumab at 2 years was 53.2%, and 46.3% at 5
years (Figures 1a, 1b). The pooled drug survival rate for etanercept at 2 years was 47.6%, and
35.9% at 5 years. The pooled drug survival rate for infliximab at 2 years was 48.9%, and 34.7%
at 5 years. We also calculated the survival percentages for 2 and 5 years in the best- and worst-
case scenarios (i.e. for patients who are in the top or the bottom 5% of responders) (Figures 1a,

1b).
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DISCUSSION

The current study compares the real-life drug survival of biologics via meta-analysis of hazard
ratios. The IL-12/23 inhibitor (ustekinumab) demonstrated superior biologic persistence when
compared to TNF-a inhibitors (adalimumab, etanercept and infliximab). The analysis comparing
the TNF-a inhibitors revealed that adalimumab was superior to etanercept and infliximab at year
5. Of note, there was no difference between the pooled drug survivals for adalimumab vs.
etanercept and etanercept vs. infliximab at year 2. The data suggests that adalimumab is better
suited for long-term adherence given its stronger performance at year 5 relative to etanercept and
infliximab (Table 1). Pooled best- and worst- case drug survival rates were also calculated at 2

and 5 years (Figures 1a, 1b).

Strengths of this study include the utilization of robust statistical methodology to estimate hazard
ratio data directly from the published Kaplan-Meier estimator data in the included studies. As
biologic drug survival serves as areal-world surrogate for the efficacy and suitability for various
biologic therapies used to treat psoriasis. Risk of bias, as determined by the QUIPS tool was low
for the included studies. The pooled meta-analysis of these hazard ratios revealed moderate to
high heterogeneity, which could be explained by varying factorsintrinsic to the studies
themselves (differences in patient populations, dosages, and registries). Currently available data
on drug survival for the newer biologics used to treat psoriasis (secukinumab, guselkumab,
ixekizumab etc) were limited, and as such, were not digible for the pooled analysisat 2 and 5
years. We did; however, attempt to ameliorate this limitation to some extent by conducting the

pooled analysis at 1 year for secukinumab. This allowed for the pair-wise meta-analysis between

11
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secukinumab and other biologics (adalimumab, etanercept, infliximab, ixekizumab, and
ustekinumab). At year 1, secukinumab was superior to ixekizumab; however, there was no
difference when secukinumab was compared to the TNF-a inhibitors. Interestingly, ustekinumab
drug survival was remained superior when compared to pooled secukinumab drug survival.
Given the lack of data beyond 1 year, we underscore the importance of having more long-term

studies for these newer biologics.

To our knowledge, thisis the first meta-analysis which conducts a direct pair-wise comparative
analysis of hazard ratios of biologicsin psoriasis. Theinformation brought forth by this meta-
analysisis dually useful in the fact that it could be used to guide treatment decision-making. This
data could also serve as avital tool for communicating the suitability of the different biologics

when clinicians engage in real-life therapeutic discussions with their patients.
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FIGURE LEGEND

Figure S1: Flowchart of study selection processin accordance with PRISMA guidelines.

Table 1: A summary of the pooled comparative analyses of biologic drug survival. Analyses were
completed when there was sufficient data. UST: ustekinumab, ADA: adalimumab, INF: infliximab, HR:
hazard ratio, ND: no difference, vs.: versus

Table S1: Overall drug survival rates of ustekinumab, adalimumab, etanercept, infliximab, and
secukinumab at 6 months, 1 year, 2 years, and 5 years. yr.: year.

Figure S2: Comparative drug survival for ustekinumab vs. other biologics (adalimumab, etanercept, and
infliximab) at 2- years.

Figure S3: Comparative drug survival for ustekinumab vs. other biologics (adalimumab, etanercept, and
infliximab) at 5 years.

Figure S4: Comparative drug survival for adalimumab vs. other biol ogics (etanercept, and infliximab) at 2
years.

Figure S5: Comparative drug survival of adalimumab vs. other biol ogics (etanercept, and infliximab) at 5
years.

Figure S6: Comparative drug survival of etanercept vs. infliximab at 2 years.
Figure S7: Comparative drug survival for etanercept vs. infliximab at 5 years.

Figure S8: Comparative drug survival for secukinumab vs. other biologics (adalimumab, etanercept,
infliximab, ixekizumab, and ustekinumab) at 1 year.

Figure 1: Estimated pooled 5-year drug survival rates for adalimumab, etanercept, and infliximab
including worst- and best-case drug survival rates at (a) 2 years and (b) 5 years.

17


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20151340
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20151340; this version posted July 15, 2020. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

5 Records identified through database Additional recordsidentified

g searching through other sources

= (n= 1400) (n=4)

G

°

Records after 602 duplicates removed

— (n= 798)

U’ l

=

5‘3 Records screened

(n=798) — ¥ Records excluded (n= 762)
) A 4
Full-text articles assessed

> for eligibility »| Full-text articles excluded

= (= 36) (n=16)

k=)

v v

Studiesincluded in
qualitative synthesis

— (n=30)

3

E Studiesincluded in

2 guantitative synthesis

- (meta-analysis)

(n=30)

Figure S1: Flowchart of study selection process in accordance with PRISMA guidelines.
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Pairwise
Comparisons SEC vs. ADA SECvs. ETA SEC vs. INF SEC vs. IXE SEC vsUST
1 year
Pooled HR 0.99(0.70-1.40) 1.10(0.90-1.35) 1.07(0.85-1.36)  2.01(1.09-3.71)  0.62 (0.47-0.81)
Superior Biologic ND ND ND SEC UST
Pairwise
Comparisons UST vs. ADA UST vs. ETA UST vs. INF ADA vs. ETA ADA vs. INF ETA vs. INF
2 years
Pooled HR 192(1.61-2.29) 2.28(1.92-2.70) 2.24(1.92-2.60) 1.13(0.99-1.30) 1.32(1.06-1.63)  1.19(0.98-1.45)
Superior Biologic UST USsT UST ND ADA ND
5years
Pooled HR 148(1.33-1.65) 1.97(1.68-2.31) 2.04(1.75-2.38) 1.31(1.12-1.54) 1.72(1.52-2.02) 1.40(1.17-1.69)
Superior Biologic usT usT usT ADA ADA ETA

Table 1: A summary of the pooled comparative anal yses of biologic drug survival. Analyses were
completed when there was sufficient data. UST: ustekinumab, ADA: adalimumab, INF: infliximab, HR:
hazard ratio, ND: no difference, vs.: versus
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Table S1: Overall drug survival rates of ustekinumab, adalimumab, etanercept, infliximab, and secukinumab at 6 months, 1 year, 2 years, and 5

years. yr.. year.

Ustekinumab Adalimumab Etaner cept I nfliximab Secukinumab

1yr. 2yr. 5yr. 1yr. 2yr. 5yr. 1yr. 2yr. 5yr. 1yr. 2yr. 5yr. 6mo. dyr.
Arnold 2016" 090 083 075 | 070 053 049 | 060 048 029 | 054 037 011 - -
Davila-Seijo 2016° 080 062 039 | 067 045 022 | 056 038 017 | 066 047 026 - -
Egeberg 2016° 082 074 060 | 076 064 050 | 067 050 030 | 070 051 032 | 084 0.68
Esposito 2013 093 084 064 | 088 069 045 - - - 0.80 0.60 - - -
Gniadecki 2011° - - - 069 050 - 074 058 - 087 077 - - -
Gniadecki 2014° 083 074 - 075 065 050 | 070 055 034 | 072 061 042 - -
I skandar 2018’ 085 077 - 074 058 - 049 036 - - - - - -
Izinger 2016 - - - 071 057 048 | 071 060 044 | 058 030 012 - -
Jacobi 2015° 090 075 - 070 054 044 | 074 049 024 | 051 017 - - -
Lunder 2018° 080 072 - 047 047 - - - - 053 041 023 | 056 -
Marinas 2018%° 091 08 076 | 080 065 051 | 083 069 042 | 084 066 038 - -
Menter 2016 095 0.90 - 075 064 041 | 067 058 049 | 083 078 053 - -
Menting 2014 085  0.68 - 084 075 057 | 08 069 027 | 068 052 043 - -
Ohata 2018" 083 073 056 | 054 046 0.35 - - - 050 040 0.30 - -
Pogacsas 2017* 086 075 - 069 058 - 072 060 - 071 050 - - -
Ross 2015 091 091 - 073 053 - 057 048 - 068  0.68 - - -
Shalom 2017 075 065 - 029 021 - 029 012 - 0.27 - - -
Sruamsiri 2018 0.8 073 052 | 046 046 - - - - 053 041 023 | 075 075
Ver ma 2018 08 074 054 | 067 055 042 | 064 051 030 | 066 046 0.30 - -
Vilarrasa 2016%° 0.77  0.69 - 069 053 - 071 053 - 069 054 - - -
Warren 2015%° 089 081 - 079 067 - 0.7 0.51 - 065 050 - - -
Zweeger s 2016% 084 073 - 075 059 041 | 075 059 034 - - - - -
Cozzani 2019 099 081 062 | 077 061 032 | 080 062 035 | 075 057 028 100  1.00
K ishimoto 2020* 086 079 056 | 071 063 052 - - - 058 050 031 | 085 068
Shalom 2020% 069 055 037 | 052 038 025 | 050 040 025 | 047 028 017 | 062 0.24
Egeberg 2018% 082 074 060 | 076 064 049 | 068 050 030 | 071 052 032 | 084 067
Potenza 2017% - - - 084 074 065 | 081 072 053 | 071 051 036 - -
Svedbom 2019% - - - 068 055 031 | 062 045 0.15 - - - - -
Yiu 2020% 0.90 0.83 - 082 071 - - - - - - - 0.98 0.90
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Hazard Ratio Hazard Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Hazard Ratio] SE_ Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
1.1.1 UST vs ADA
Jacobi 2015 0.9043 1.32 0.4% 2.47 [0.19, 32.83]
Ross 2015 1.2706 0.7456 1.3% 3.56 [0.83, 15.36]
Menting 2014 -0.5049 0.6098 1.7% 0.60[0.18, 1.99] - 1
Ohata 2018 0.78356 0.4128 3.0% 2.19[0.97, 4.92] -
Arnold 2016 0.447 0.377 3.4% 1.56 [0.75, 3.27] I
Sruamsiri 2018 1.099 0.3303 3.9% 3.00[1.57, 5.73] e
Lunder 2018 0.4375 0.2704 4.8% 1.55[0.91, 2.63] T
Marianas 2016 0.96559 0.2555 5.0% 2.63[1.59, 4.33] -
Zweegers 2016 0.28497585 0.22237266 5.5% 1.33[0.86, 2.06] T
Shalom 2016 1.172 0.2063 5.8% 3.23[2.15, 4.84] -
Vilarasa 2016 0.4256 0.17735 6.3% 1.53[1.08, 2.17] -
Verma 2018 0.6347 0.1337 7.0% 1.89 [1.45, 2.45] -
Pogéacsas 2017 0.67418 0.1196 7.2% 1.96 [1.55, 2.48] -
Davilla-Seijo 2016 0.531 0.116 7.3% 1.70[1.35, 2.13] -
Warren 2015 0.6533 0.1156 7.3% 1.92[1.53, 2.41] -
Gniadecki 2014 0.372 0.113 7.3% 1.45[1.16, 1.81] -
Iskandar 2018 0.6512 0.107 7.4% 1.92 [1.56, 2.37] -
Menter 2016 1.3298 0.09889 7.5% 3.78 [3.11, 4.59] -
Egeberg 2018 0.3199 0.0704 7.9% 1.38 [1.20, 1.58] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0% 1.92[1.61, 2.29] <&

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.10; Chi2 = 95.08, df = 18 (P < 0.00001); I12 = 81%
Test for overall effect: Z = 7.21 (P < 0.00001)

1.1.2 USTvs ETA

Ross 2015 1.6594 1.001 0.7% 5.26 [0.74, 37.39]

Jacobi 2015 0.64693 0.99738 0.7% 1.91[0.27, 13.49]

Menting 2014 -0.484 0.5198 2.2% 0.62[0.22, 1.71] L R

Lunder 2018 1.558 0.4731 2.5% 4.75 [1.88, 12.00] I
Arnold 2016 0.997 0.3977 3.2% 2.71[1.24,5.91] I
Menter 2016 1.392 0.288 4.8% 4.02 [2.29, 7.07] I
Marianas 2016 0.8689 0.2412 5.7% 2.38[1.49, 3.83] -
Zweegers 2016 0.16244053 0.22231082 6.1% 1.18 [0.76, 1.82] T

Shalom 2016 1.4425 0.1947 6.7% 4.23[2.89, 6.20] I
Vilarasa 2016 0.4232 0.1718 7.3% 1.53[1.09, 2.14] -

Iskandar 2018 1.365 0.1445 7.9% 3.92[2.95, 5.20] -
Verma 2018 0.686 0.1329 8.2% 1.99 [1.53, 2.58] -
Pogacsas 2017 0.6053 0.1256 8.4% 1.83[1.43, 2.34] -

Warren 2015 1.029 0.1196 8.5% 2.80 [2.21, 3.54] -
Gniadecki 2014 0.6524 0.1182 8.5% 1.92[1.52, 2.42] -
Davilla-Seijo 2016 0.6973 0.0838 9.3% 2.01[1.70, 2.37] -

Egeberg 2018 0.73789 0.07931 9.4% 2.09 [1.79, 2.44] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0% 2.28[1.92, 2.70] L 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.07; Chi2 = 63.52, df = 16 (P < 0.00001); 12 = 75%

Test for overall effect: Z = 9.50 (P < 0.00001)

1.1.3 UST vs INF

Ross 2015 0.9382 1.2523 0.4% 2.56 [0.22, 29.75]

Jacobi 2015 1.464 0.9764 0.6% 4.32 [0.64, 29.30]

Menting 2014 0.8502 0.6708 1.2% 2.34[0.63, 8.71] N
Ohata 2018 1.1191 0.53814 1.8% 3.06 [1.07, 8.79] -
Lunder 2018 0.195 0.4005 2.9% 1.22 [0.55, 2.66] N e —

Arnold 2016 1.282 0.374 3.3% 3.60[1.73, 7.50] e
Sruamsiri 2018 0.8656 0.2807 4.9% 2.38[1.37, 4.12] I
Marianas 2016 0.87 0.2482 5.7% 2.39[1.47, 3.88] -
Verma 2018 0.84948 0.2376 6.0% 2.34[1.47,3.73] -
Vilarasa 2016 0.4178 0.2167 6.6% 1.52[0.99, 2.32] —

Shalom 2016 1.196 0.2063 7.0% 3.31[2.21, 4.95] -
Warren 2015 1.3927 0.18627 7.7% 4.03 [2.79, 5.80] -
Menter 2016 0.9225 0.1627 8.6% 2.52[1.83, 3.46] -
Gniadecki 2014 0.5379 0.1346 9.8% 1.71[1.32, 2.23] -
Pogacsas 2017 0.79862 0.12448 10.2% 2.22[1.74, 2.84] -
Egeberg 2018 0.6913 0.09357 11.5% 2.00 [1.66, 2.40] -
Davilla-Seijo 2016 0.513 0.0837 11.9% 1.67 [1.42, 1.97] -

Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0% 2.24[1.92, 2.60] &

Heterogeneity: Tauz = 0.04; Chi2 = 36.38, df = 16 (P = 0.003); 12 = 56%
Test for overall effect: Z = 10.43 (P < 0.00001)

a1
pSE
o

! !
0.05 0.2
Favours Other Biologic Favours Ustekinumab

Figure S2: Comparative drug survival for ustekinumab vs. other biologics (adalimumab, etanercept, and
infliximab) at 2- years.
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Hazard Ratio Hazard Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Hazard Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% ClI
4.1.1 UST vs ADA
Ohata 2018 0.66527 0.4054 1.8% 1.95[0.88, 4.31] 7
Arnold 2016 0.447 0377  2.0% 1.56 [0.75, 3.27] ]
Cozzani 2019 0.8432 0.309 2.9% 2.32[1.27, 4.26]
Kishimoto 2020 0.1613678 0.2792824  3.5% 1.18 [0.68, 2.03] B
Marianas 2016 0.9529 0.2044  5.9% 2.59[1.74, 3.87]
Zweegers 2016 0.3229 0.1893  6.6% 1.38[0.95, 2.00] A
Lunder 2018 0.2654 0.1603  8.4% 1.30[0.95, 1.79] A
Verma 2018 0.4259 0.11435 12.8% 1.53[1.22,1.92]
Davilla-Seijo 2016 0.4789 0.0996 14.7% 1.61[1.33, 1.96]
Shalom 2020 0.26700613 0.06302193 20.5% 1.31[1.15, 1.48]
Egeberg 2018 0.3002 0.06067 20.9% 1.35[1.20, 1.52]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 100.0% 1.48[1.33, 1.65]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi2 = 17.20, df = 10 (P = 0.07); 2= 42%

Test for overall effect: Z = 7.04 (P < 0.00001)

4.1.2 UST vs ETA

Arnold 2016 0.8476 0.35626  4.1% 2.33[1.16, 4.69]
Cozzani 2019 0.75807166 0.29897822  5.4% 2.13[1.19, 3.83]
Lunder 2018 1.2785 0.2748  6.1% 3.59[2.10, 6.15]
Marianas 2016 0.91615 0.1897  9.4% 2.50[1.72, 3.63]
Zweegers 2016 0.34694 0.18696 9.6% 1.4110.98, 2.04]
Verma 2018 0.621 0.10652 14.5% 1.86 [1.51, 2.29]
Davilla-Seijo 2016 0.6537 0.0693 16.8% 1.92 [1.68, 2.20]
Egeberg 2018 0.80797 0.06851 16.9% 2.24[1.96, 2.57]
Shalom 2020 0.39879485 0.06226331 17.2% 1.49[1.32,1.68]
Subtotal (95% ClI) 100.0% 1.97[1.68, 2.31]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.04; Chi2 = 31.31, df = 8 (P = 0.0001); I12 = 74%
Test for overall effect: Z = 8.27 (P < 0.00001)

4.1.3 UST vs INF

Ohata 2018 1.119 0.538 2.0% 3.06 [1.07, 8.79]
Cozzani 2019 1.16922421 0.40518999 3.2% 3.22[1.46,7.12]
Arnold 2016 1.282 0.374 3.7% 3.60[1.73, 7.50]
Kishimoto 2020 0.65066765 0.31336555 4.9% 1.92[1.04, 3.54]
Sruamsiri 2018 0.76935 0.2604 6.5% 2.16 [1.30, 3.60]
Lunder 2018 0.73345 0.24277 7.2% 2.08[1.29, 3.35]
Verma 2018 0.8412 0.20865 8.8% 2.32[1.54, 3.49]
Marianas 2016 0.891 0.194 95% 2.44[1.67, 3.57]
Egeberg 2018 0.74796 0.09357 17.2% 2.11[1.76, 2.54]
Shalom 2020 0.60698284 0.08748126 17.7% 1.83[1.55, 2.18]
Davilla-Seijo 2016 0.395 0.07 19.2% 1.48[1.29, 1.70]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 100.0% 2.04[1.75, 2.38]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi2 = 21.61, df = 10 (P = 0.02); 12 = 54%
Test for overall effect: Z = 9.06 (P < 0.00001)
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Figure S3: Comparative drug survival for ustekinumab vs. other biologics (adalimumab, etanercept, and
infliximab) at 5 years.
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Hazard Ratio Hazard Ratio
Study or Subgroup  log[Hazard Ratio] SE Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% ClI
2.1.2 ADA vs ETA
Amold 2016 0.276633  0.223192  3.9% 1.32[0.85, 2.04] 1
Davilla-Seijo 2016 0.21 01 5.8% 1.23[1.01, 1.50] —
Egeberg 2018 0.417506  0.068226  6.2% 1.52[1.33,1.74] -
Esposito 2013 -1.11175 0.19966  4.3% 0.33[0.22, 0.49] I
Gniadecki 2011 -0.21114  0.109417 57% 0.81[0.65, 1.00] ]
Gniadecki 2014 0.307011  0.087278  6.0% 1.36 [1.15, 1.61] -
Iskandar 2018 0.75353211 0.13396892  5.3% 2.12[1.63, 2.76] I
Izinger 2016 -0.06693942 0.11236362  5.6% 0.94[0.75, 1.17] -
Jacohi 2015 -0.27223  0.460997 1.7% 0.76 [0.31, 1.88] - 1
Lunder 2018 0.817115  0.314237 2.8% 2.26[1.22,4.19] -
Marianas 2016 -0.10679  0.203174  4.2% 0.90[0.60, 1.34] S
Menter 2016 0.189208  0.063921  6.2% 1.21[1.07,1.37] -
Menting 2014 0.184061  0.373271 2.3% 1.20[0.58, 2.50] - 1
Pogéacsas 2017 -0.05818  0.108779  5.7% 0.94[0.76,1.17] "
Potenza 2017 0.090297  0.158917 4.9% 1.09 [0.80, 1.49] -1
Ross 2015 0.48571  0.564128 1.3% 1.63[0.54, 4.91]
Shalom 2016 0.143593  0.114346  5.6% 1.15[0.92, 1.44] T
Verma 2018 0.099808  0.101837  5.8% 1.10[0.91, 1.35] T
Vilarasa 2016 0.00446  0.122281  5.5% 1.00 [0.79, 1.28]
Warren 2015 0.497238  0.059053  6.3% 1.64 [1.46, 1.85] -
Zweegers 2016 -0.01212108 0.14560124  5.1% 0.99[0.74, 1.31] -1
Subtotal (95% ClI) 100.0% 1.13[0.99, 1.30] &>
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Figure 4. Comparative drug survival for adalimumab vs. other biol ogics (etanercept, and infliximab) at 2
years.
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Figure S5: Comparative drug survival of adalimumab vs. other biologics (etanercept, and infliximab) at 5
years.
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Figure S6: Comparative drug survival of etanercept vs. infliximab at 2 years.
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Figure S7: Comparative drug survival for etanercept vs. infliximab at 5 years.
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Figure S8: Comparative drug survival for secukinumab vs. other biologics (adalimumab, etanercept,
infliximab, ixekizumab, and ustekinumab) at 1 year.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20151340
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.13.20151340; this version posted July 15, 2020. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-ND 4.0 International license .

0.7 0.7
|
0.6 " — J— 0.6
— [ L]
0.5 —_— — 0.5 —
[}
0.4 0.4 = - —
a m
0.2 0.2
0.1 0.1
0 0
Adalimumab  Etanercept Infliximab Adalimumab  Etanercept Infliximab
— Worst Case ® General —BestCase — Worst Case = General — BestCase
(A) (B)
Adalimumab Etanercept Infliximab Adalimumab Etanercept Infliximab
General (%) 59.0 53.4 54.0 46.3 35.9 34.7
Best- Case (%) 64.2 58.0 59.0 50.1 41.8 40.3
Worst Case (%) 54.2 47.6 48.9 425 30.1 29.1

Figure 1: Estimated pooled 5-year drug survival rates for adalimumab, etanercept, and infliximab

including worst- and best-case drug survival rates at (A) 2 years and (B) 5 years.
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