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Abstract 1 

Background: Statins are commonly prescribed to lower LDL cholesterol. Clinical guidelines 2 

recommend 30-50% reduction within 3 months, yet many patients do not achieve this. We 3 

investigated the impact of patient characteristics and genetics on LDL-c reduction, treatment 4 

adherence, and adverse clinical outcomes.  5 

Methods: We analysed 76,000 UK Biobank participants prescribed atorvastatin or simvastatin in 6 

primary care: 41,000 had LDL-c measurements before statin initiation (median=16 days prior, 7 

IQR=28) and within a year of starting treatment (median=89 days, IQR=125). Adherence was defined 8 

as the “proportion of days covered” (PDC). We estimated associations between PDC within one year 9 

of statin initiation, genetic factors, post-treatment LDL reduction, and clinical adverse outcomes. For 10 

13,000 patients with ≥3 LDL-c measures, we used inverse probability weighting methods to estimate 11 

the effect of sustained adherence intervention on LDL-c reduction longitudinally.  12 

Results: Predictors of LDL-c reduction following statin initiation included the time until the 1
st

 13 

measurement, PDC, and the pharmacogenetic variant SLCO1B1*5. LDL-c reduction was greater in 14 

those with high adherence versus lower adherence (38% reduction when PDC>95% [high] vs. 15% 15 

when PDC<50% [low]). Longitudinal causal modelling showed that the most recent PDC measure 16 

exerted the largest influence on overall LDL-c reduction, followed by the initial PDC. 17 

Genetic predictors of reduced PDC included liability to schizophrenia (Coeftop 20%-1.94, 95%CI -2.69 to 18 

-1.19), whilst genetic liability to cardiovascular diseases increased PDC (Coeftop 20%1.30, 95%CI 0.55 to 19 

2.05). High PDC was associated with increased risk of incident iron deficiency anaemia (HR 1.30, 20 

95%CI 1.09-1.54) and cataract (HR 1.20, 95%CI 1.07-1.34), and decreased risk of incident coronary 21 

heart disease (HR 0.78, 95%CI 0.73-0.84). 22 

Conclusion: We identify substantial variability in the time to first on-treatment LDL measurements 23 

and also in adherence to statin medication, highlighting a gap between NHS guidelines, LDL 24 

monitoring and statin adherence. We show its subsequent impact on long term health, 25 

demonstrating the potential effect of targeted interventions to improve adherence. We identify 26 
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important predictors of reduced statin effectiveness, including pharmacogenetic variants, polygenic 1 

scores, but most of all, adherence.  Tailored statin therapy strategies with patient education on statin 2 

indication and adherence could optimise treatment efficacy, safety, and long-term clinical outcomes. 3 

  4 
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Introduction  1 

 2 

Cardiovascular diseases (CVDs) remain the leading cause of mortality and morbidity in adults globally 3 

(1). Low-density lipoprotein cholesterol (LDL-c), a key modifiable risk factor, can be lowered with 4 

statins, reducing CVD risk by ~22% per 1 mmol/L (18mg/dL) reduction (2). National guidelines, 5 

including the UK National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) and the American Heart 6 

Association (AHA), recommend a 30-50% target LDL-c reduction for those aged 40-75 with a high 7 

CVD risk with a follow-up lipid check at 2-3 months post-statin initiation (3–5). In the UK, for 8 

secondary prevention, the target LDL-C is <2 mmol/L (36mg/dL). Many individuals with detected 9 

hypercholesterolaemia are not followed up in the desired time frame and do not achieve these 10 

targets (6–9). Adherence to statin therapy in real-world studies can be <50% within the first year of 11 

treatment (10–12), far lower than in randomized controlled trials (RCT) conducted with close clinical 12 

monitoring and mostly concentrating on patients after an CVD event or hospitalization (13,14). Poor 13 

long-term adherence to statin therapy is associated with higher hospitalization rates (15), yet the 14 

patient-related causes and consequences of statin adherence in routine primary care remains 15 

unclear. 16 

 17 

Recent trials (16,17) show those at high genetic risk for CVD experience greater benefits from statins 18 

in primary prevention, but whether this effect is pharmacogenetic or simply an artefact of increased 19 

pre-treatment LDL levels is unclear. Understanding any effect of pharmacogenetic variants and 20 

polygenic scores (aggregated over multiple genetic loci) on statin adherence and LDL-c reduction is of 21 

vital importance, since they offer the potential for stratified medicine to better support the 22 

identification and optimization of treatment outcomes in high-risk populations. Recent largescale 23 

studies have investigated socio-demographic and genetic risk factors of statin adherence (18), or 24 

genome-wide association studies of lipid response to statins (19), but have not considered 25 

adherence, LDL-c reduction, and adverse clinical outcomes in parallel. To address this, we conducted 26 
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an extensive analysis of 76,000 UK Biobank participants prescribed statin medication in the linked 1 

primary care records. We estimated the impact of time to first on-treatment follow-up, 2 

pharmacogenetic variants, polygenic scores, and adherence on LDL-c reduction within 1 year of 3 

initiating statin treatment. We also estimated the impact of low adherence on adverse clinical 4 

outcomes. To further evaluate the effect of interventions to increase statin adherence on LDL levels 5 

over time, we performed longitudinal causal modelling of individual patient LDL trajectories, paired 6 

with inverse probability weighting (IPW) methods (20) to control for observable time-varying 7 

confounders of adherence and LDL.  8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 
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 1 

Methods 2 

 3 

Cohort: UK Biobank  4 

 5 

The UK Biobank (UKB) recruited 503,325 community-based volunteers aged 40-70 from Wales, 6 

Scotland, or England over the period 2006-2010. Participants provided blood samples for genetic and 7 

biochemical analyses. This study involves two analyses: 1) using the linked primary care data from 8 

General Practice (GP) available in 230,096 participants (45.7% of UKB) (Figure 1) to examine LDL 9 

reduction, and 2) Incorporating secondary care data (hospital) with the GP data for the incident 10 

outcomes.   11 

GP data includes drug name, date of prescription, number of tablets, and drug code (in Clinical Read 12 

version 2, British National Formulary (BNF) or Dictionary of Medicines and Devices (DM+D) format, 13 

depending on provider) and are up to September 2017 (EMIS/Vision system in Wales) and August 14 

2016 (TPP system supplier in England). We included simvastatin and atorvastatin prescriptions, 15 

classifying first doses by NICE guidelines (21) : 8% low-intensity, 76% medium-intensity, and 16% 16 

high-intensity in the UKB cohort (Appendix Table 1 and 2). 17 

We identified primary and secondary care-diagnosed CVDs (Abdominal Aortic Aneurysm, Coronary 18 

Heart Disease, Ischemic Stroke, Ischemic Stroke or Transient Ischemic Attack, Peripheral Arterial 19 

Disease, All Types of Stroke, and Transient Ischemic Attack) based on clinical guidelines for initiating 20 

statin treatment for secondary prevention (22). Supplementary Table 1 for the ICD-10 codes. 21 

 22 
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Genetic Data 1 

 2 

UKB obtained 805,426 directly genotyped variants via the Affymetrix Axiom UKB array (in 438F427 3 

participants) and the Affymetrix UKBiLEVE array (in 49,950 participants). Imputation was performed 4 

by the central UKB team for 487,442 participants and ~96 million genetic variants were obtained. 5 

Neither participants’ nor their healthcare providers received genotype data as part of the study, so 6 

this information could not directly influence treatment. 451,367 (93%) participants genetically similar 7 

to the 1000Genomes EUR reference population (“European-like”) were included in our genetic 8 

analyses to minimise the effect of population stratification (this was identified via Principal 9 

Components Analysis using the 1000Genomes reference panels, see (23) for details).  10 

 11 

We  also included polygenic scores (PGS) derived by Genomics PLC (24) (UKB category 301): 8 PGS for 12 

relevant biomarkers and patient characteristics (e.g., LDL, BMI) and 28 PGS for genetic liability to 13 

disease (e.g., CVD, schizophrenia). See Supplementary Table 2 for the details.  14 

Adherence as measured by Proportion of Days Covered (PDC)  15 

For each patient with a history of statin treatment initiation as well as pre- and post-treatment LDL 16 

measures (n=69,503), we sought all available prescribing data. We then calculated the number of 17 

tablets prescribed to each individual in a given time period, to create the variable: 18 

 19 

��� �
������ �	 
����
 ��������� �� 
��� ������ 

����
� �	 
��� ������ ����� 
 x100 20 

 21 

We first focused on adherence in the first year of treatment, which we call ����. If patients received 22 

a new prescription that extended past the first 12 months, we included the time until the next 23 

prescription in the 'length' calculation for ����. However, if there were no subsequent prescriptions, 24 

we excluded that prescription from the calculation (n=7,446). We also excluded patients who died 25 
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within 3 months of starting statins (n=39) and those with a ���� >200% (n=714). See Figure 1 for a 1 

flowchart of this process and the final number of included participants.  2 

 3 

We used a three-category definition for  ���� when treating it as the exposure: <50% , 50-95% , 4 

>95% based on observed adherence patterns in the cohort and partly in line with previous research 5 

[e.g., for <50%]  (12). In addition, when treating it as the outcome variable and estimating its 6 

predictors via multivariable regression modelling, we used the original (continuous) ���� measure. 7 

When performing longitudinal causal modelling of individuals’ LDL trajectories over three post-8 

treatment follow up visits, continuous measures for PDC adherence over participant-specific study 9 

windows were used as covariates and in the derivation of inverse probability weights.  10 

 11 

Outcomes 12 

 13 

LDL change in 1 year 14 

 15 

We obtained GP-recorded LDL measurements for patients on statins (see Supplementary Table 3 for 16 

the read codes used). We identified the baseline LDL measure (within 180 days and preceding first 17 

prescription) and the first follow-up measure following statin initiation, restricting analyses to 18 

participants with a follow-up measure within 12 months of statin initiation. LDL measurements for 19 

patients prescribed their first statin within 90 days of hospital discharge for a cardiovascular event 20 

were excluded, as these prescriptions may not have been recorded by the GP. Extreme 21 

measurements (LDL <1 mmol/L: nLDL0=1,402, nLDL1=2,081 and LDL >8 mmol/L: nLDL0=29, nLDL1=13) were 22 

excluded (see Figure 1). We defined an LDL change measure as the post-statin/pre-statin LDL ratio: 23 

 24 

��� ��	
�� �� �
LDL1 follow � up LDL measurement� 

LDL0 baseline LDL measurement�
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 1 

Long-term clinical outcomes 2 

 3 

Eighty four long-term clinical outcomes were investigated to identify intended and unintended 4 

adverse events. This encompassed all common chronic diseases lasting more than 3 months with a 5 

prevalence of >0.5% in older adults (25). 6 

 7 

Analyses 8 

 9 

Figure 2 provides a detailed visualisation of our analysis strategy. All models in Analysis 1 are 10 

adjusted for sex, age at first statin prescription, the baseline assessment centre, first dose and 11 

education unless stated otherwise. 12 

Analysis 1: Cross-sectional analysis of LDL change 13 

LDL change explained by week of follow-up   14 

 15 

We tested associations between LDL change and the time interval between their pre- and post-16 

treatment measurements, using a linear regression model, adjusted additionally for dose of first 17 

atorvastatin and simvastatin prescribed in year 1 and the prevalent cardiovascular disease diagnoses. 18 

Doses were organised into a categorical variable based on NICE guidelines (21) (Appendix - Table 1). 19 

We repeated this analysis in the <=95% and >95%  ���� groups separately. 20 

 21 

Modelling LDL change by genotype, PDC and time of follow-up measure. 22 

 23 

We next tested associations between LDL change and genetic variant rs4149056 using a linear model 24 

that allowed for a quadratic effect of time-to-follow-up on treatment in European-like participants 25 

and an interaction between time on treatment and rs4149056. We also conducted a linear 26 
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regression analysis to test the associations between polygenic scores and LDL change. We 1 

additionally adjusted for 10 genetic principal components (PCs) in these two analyses. 2 

 3 

Next, we tested the association between LDL change and ���� using the same model, but with PDC 4 

in place of rs4149056. This analysis did not adjust for genetic PCs but accounted for the prevalence 5 

of CVD before statin use, including abdominal aortic aneurysm, atrial fibrillation, coronary heart 6 

disease, peripheral arterial disease, all types of stroke, and thromboembolic disease. For further 7 

technical details on the statistical modelling see the Appendix.  8 

 9 

Analysis 2: Longitudinal analysis on LDL trajectories  10 

 11 

Causal modelling of hypothetical LDL change via sustained PDC intervention 12 

 13 

We applied and refined causal modelling approaches to evaluate how intervening to increase statin 14 

adherence would affect a person’s LDL reduction over a longer sustained period, adjusting for fixed 15 

confounders of PDC and LDL, as well as time-varying confounding of previous PDC and LDL measures 16 

on their future values. For patients prescribed statins, we included individuals with at least three 17 

post-statin LDL measures over a ten-year window for the analysis (n=13,315). We defined LDL 18 

reduction (LR) as the percentage change between each of their post-statin LDL measures and the 19 

pre-statin baseline level (denoted by ����) as 20 

�$� �  
���������

����
  for time point % � 1, 2, 3. 21 

Figure 3 shows the distribution of patients’ three follow-up times over the full study window. The 22 

average follow-up time to the third LDL measure was three years and the maximum was ten. For this 23 

analysis, we redefined ����  as the average PDC value between time point k-1 and k. For example, if 24 

k = 1, then k-1 indexes the baseline LDL and k indexes the first follow-up LDL. We assumed that ����  25 

up to ����  exerted additive linear effects on �$� . Our goal was to estimate these effects, averaged 26 
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over the study population, by adjusting for fixed and time-varying confounding.  The causal diagram 1 

in Figure 4 Panel (a) shows the assumed data structure for our analysis.  2 

We made the critical assumption that all the confounders of PDC and LR were observable and could 3 

be controlled for in the analysis. We include age at the first statin prescription, sex, pre-statin 4 

baseline LDL (i.e., ����), education and assessment centre as fixed confounding factors. Previous 5 

PDC and LR were assumed to act as time varying confounders of future PDC and LR measures. We 6 

also included patient visit time for each post-statin LDL measure as the time-varying confounder.    7 

We utilized the inverse probability weighting (IPW) method, which is a two-step procedure for causal 8 

estimation under the 9 

observable confounding assumption. In stage 1, we create a pseudo-population by assigning 10 

everyone in the sample a weight so that, in this weighted pseudo-population, the exposure PDC is 11 

balanced across all the confounding covariates (see Figure 4 Panel (b) for illustration). We applied the 12 

Covariate Balancing Propensity Score (CBPS) method (26) to estimate the weight for each individual, 13 

using both the parametric and non-parametric (npCBPS) options. After obtaining the weights, we 14 

evaluated the covariate balance in the pseudo-population by calculating the weighted Pearson and 15 

Spearman correlation between each exposure and confounding covariate. Following the practice in 16 

(27), if the size of the correlation fell below the cut-off value 0.1, then the corresponding covariate 17 

was deemed sufficiently balanced. In stage 2, for each time point k, we estimated the effect of each 18 

����to ����   on �$� by the weighted OLS regression (regressing �$�  on ���� to ����  19 

simultaneously) using the weights obtained from the first step. The effect of the contemporaneous 20 

����  on �$�  is the direct effect, while the effect of intervening on a previous PDC on �$�  21 

incorporates both the direct effect and the indirect effect via the earlier �$  measures. If a covariate 22 

failed the balancing test, we included it as a covariate in the regression (28).  See the Appendix for 23 

further technical details on the causal modelling and estimation methods. 24 

We conducted LDL analyses (Analysis 1 and Analysis 2) separately for patient groups with and 25 

without prevalent CVD.  26 
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 1 

Genome Wide Association Studies (GWAS) 2 

 3 

We performed GWAS analysis of PDC traits using REGENIE v3.3(29) adjusted for age, sex, assessment 4 

centres, and genotyping microarray (2 categories) to identify genetic variants predicting PDC. 5 

REGENIE adjusts for sample relatedness and population structure during analysis. . We studied 6 

16million genetic variants from the imputed data released by UKB (category 100319, (30)), where the 7 

imputation quality was >30% and Minor Allele Frequencies were >0.1%. P-values < 5*10-8 were taken 8 

as genome-wide significant.  9 

 10 

Time-to-event analysis of long-term clinical outcomes 11 

 12 

We conducted a time-to-event analysis beginning 3 months post-statin initiation. Patients exited the 13 

model at the event date or end of follow-up. The model adjusted for sex, age at first statin 14 

prescription, education level, assessment centre, and baseline binary event diagnosis. Adherence 15 

levels were categorized as ≤50%, 50–95%, and >95% and used as exposure. 16 

 17 

Unless otherwise stated all analyses were performed using R v4.3.1 and the package `survival` (v3.5-18 

8) was used for time-to-event analysis. Package ‘CBPS’ (version: 0.23) was used for longitudinal 19 

causal analyses. 20 

 21 

  22 
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Results  1 

LDL 2 

 3 

Of the 76,909 UKB participants ever prescribed statins in their available primary care data (33% of all 4 

participants with primary care data), 41,316 had LDL measurements prior to statin initiation (<180 5 

days pre-statin; Mean: 32, SD: 38, Median: 16) and within 1 year of first statin prescription (post-6 

statin LDL measurement; Mean: 123 days, SD: 96, Median: 92). Of these, 37,297 were of European-7 

like genetic ancestry (Figure 1). Mean age at statin initiation was 61 years (SD 7.3, range 40-79), and 8 

44.4% were female (Table 1).  9 

 10 

Analysis 1: Cross-sectional analysis of LDL change 11 

 12 

The mean pre- and post-statin LDL was 3.8 mmol/L (SD 1.05) and 2.5 mmol/L (SD 0.95) respectively. 13 

Individuals with pre-statin CVD (secondary prevention group) had, on average, baseline LDL levels 14 

0.59 units lower (95% CI 0.62 to 0.56, p=7.6x10-355) and pre-statin CVD was associated with a 0.12 15 

unit increase in dose intensity (95% CI 0.1 to 0.13, p=3.7x10-71) than those without pre-statin CVD. 16 

Across all individuals, we found a U-shaped relationship between LDL-c reduction and the time to 17 

first follow-up, with a maximum reduction for those returning for follow-up between weeks 5-8 of 18 

26% (95%CI 23-29) (Appendix - Figure 1).  The mean ���� value was 94.7% (IQ 85.5-105) and the 19 

prevalence of PDCs is as follows: PDC = 50% (8%), PDC = 50-95% (33%), and PDC > 95% (59%). 20 

Stratifying the analysis by Individuals who had <=95% and >95 ���� revealed the U-shape was 21 

driven by the former patient group rather than the latter (Appendix - Figure 2).  22 

In the primary prevention group, the high PDC group, which was also more adherent to post-statin 23 

LDL follow-up (Figure 5-A), achieved the greatest LDL reduction, with a 40% reduction (LDL ratio 24 

~0.6) by 15 weeks. In the secondary prevention group, post-statin LDL levels were reduced to below 25 

2 mmol/L, as recommended by NICE guidelines, in 31% of individuals. Those in the high PDC group 26 
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(>95%) showed the greatest LDL reduction by 15 weeks, with 57% achieving LDL ≤2, compared to 1 

23% in the low PDC group (p=2x10⁻³¹). The group sizes and densities indicate greater adherence to 2 

LDL check-ups in the high PDC group, which was associated with the most significant LDL reduction 3 

over time (Figure 5-B). 4 

Finally, SLCO1B1*5 genotype was seen to alter the relationship between follow-up time and LDL 5 

reduction: the homozygotes (i.e., rs4149046 CC genotype) had the smallest LDL-c reduction in the 6 

quadratic model in year 1 (Appendix - Figure 3). The polygenic score for Alzheimer's disease was 7 

associated with a reduced LDL reduction (Coef: 4.5×10⁻³, 95% CI 1.7×10⁻³ to 7.3×10⁻³, p=0.002). 8 

Supplementary Table 4 for the other polygenic scores. 9 

 10 

Analysis 2: Longitudinal analysis on LDL trajectories 11 

Using the weights obtained from the stage 1 weighting procedure, we examined the weighted pair-12 

wise correlations between ���� and each of its constituent variables with both the Pearson and 13 

Spearman correlation. All covariates except for the patient visit times had average correlations (both 14 

Pearson and Spearman) with ���� that fell below the 0.1 threshold (Supplementary Tables 5-6). We 15 

therefore explicitly included patient visit times as covariates in the stage two weighted regressions.  16 

Model-derived estimates of the effects of PDCs on LR with the 95% confidence intervals using the 17 

CBPS weights are shown in Figure 4 Panel (c). All three PDC measures have significant (p < 0.05) 18 

negative effects on LDL reduction (Supplementary Table 7). Firstly, for all three time points, the most 19 

recent PDC measure, ����  , had the largest estimated effect on �$� . Secondly, the initial adherence 20 

level ���� had a larger estimated impact on �$� than ��� . Thirdly, while PDCs at different time 21 

points had different estimated effects, the total effect estimate (expressed as a summation across 22 

the time points) remained remarkably constant. For illustration, we calculated the average difference 23 

in LDL reduction if all individuals’ PDCs were set to 100 versus if all PDCs were set to 0 in Figure 4 24 

Panel (d). This revealed that LDL percentage reductions of approximately 35% can be achieved for 25 

sustained, full adherence to statins. Another relevant measure for each patient is the LDL reduction if 26 
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they could maintain their own personal maximum PDC level across each time point compared to 1 

their observed PDC level at each time point. Our model suggests this difference would be 2 

approximately 6%. We conducted the analysis using the non-parametric option of the CBPS method 3 

(npCBPS) as well, with consistent results (Supplementary Table 8).  4 

The longitudinal analysis of LDL changes with sustained PDC intervention in the primary prevention 5 

subgroup (n = 10,971) yielded results consistent with those in the main analysis of the full sample 6 

(Supplementary Tables 9-10). There was insufficient statistical power for analysis of the secondary 7 

prevention subgroup due to small sample size (n = 2,344). 8 

 9 

Predictors of PDC1 10 

 11 

Male participants (Coef -0.64, 95% CI -1.25 to -0.04, p=0.03) and current smokers (Coef -3.66, 95% CI 12 

-4.61 to -2.40, p=7x10-14) were less adherent (lower PDC). Participants with higher pre-statin LDL-c, 13 

higher educational attainment, more prevalent diseases, and who were older at first stain 14 

prescription were more adherent (higher PDC). BMI was not associated with PDC (Coef 0.01, 95% CI -15 

0.05 to 0.07). Genetic predictors of reduced PDC included liability to schizophrenia (Coeftop 20% -1.94, 16 

95%CI -2.69 to -1.19), whilst genetic liability to cardiovascular diseases increased PDC (Coeftop 20% 17 

1.30, 95%CI 0.55 to 2.05) (Supplementary table 11). rs4149046 CC (SLCO1B1*5), was not significantly 18 

associated with PDC in linear regression models (Coef -0.002, 95% CI -1.56 to 1.55, p=0.1). See table 19 

2 for the details.  20 

 21 

GWAS 22 

 23 

We performed GWAS analysis of two PDC traits, using REGENIE to analyse 16million genetic variants 24 

with MAF>0.001 and INFO>0.3. One genetic variant was significantly (p<5*10-8) associated with “PDC 25 
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until LDL1” in linear regression models: rs548267220 (C>G, MAF=0.006, INFO=0.8, BETA=12.7, 1 

p=4.8*10
-8

), intronic for gene RUNX3. Two genetic variants were significantly (p<5*10
-8

) associated 2 

with “PDC >95% vs. <=95%” in logistic regression models: rs9439705 (G>A, MAF=0.92, INFO=0.99, 3 

BETA=-0.13, p=1.4*10
-8

), located 30kbp from KLHDC7A, and rs75103961 (C>T, MAF=0.002, 4 

INFO=0.92, BETA=-0.77, p=4.0*10
-8

), intergenic on chromosome 12. For details see Supplementary 5 

Tables 12. 6 

 7 

rs548267220 has not appeared in the GWAS catalog previously (5th Nov 2024), though there are 142 8 

entries for RUNX3 including haematological traits, kidney function, allergic diseases, blood pressure, 9 

and obesity. Neither rs9439705 nor rs75103961 have appeared in the GWAS catalog previously (5th 10 

Nov 2024). KLHDC7A, encoding protein kelch domain containing 7A, has previously been linked to 11 

LDL cholesterol, kidney function, and other traits in the GWAS catalog.  12 

 13 

 14 

Time-to-event analysis 15 

 16 

We analysed up to 55,784 patients across three PDC groups (low: <50%, moderate: 50-95%, high: 17 

>95%). Hypertension was the most prevalent disease (43%). Key differences between PDC groups 18 

included CHD (19% in low PDC, 17% in high PDC), cataract (8% in low PDC, 10% in high PDC), and 19 

chronic kidney disease (8.5% in low PDC, 10% in high PDC) (Supplementary Table 13).  20 

Patients with high PDC had a decreased risk of ischemic stroke (HR 0.67, 95% CI 0.54-0.83, p=10-2), 21 

coronary heart disease (HR 0.78, 95% CI 0.73-0.84, p=2x10-8), transient ischemic attack (HR 0.79, 95% 22 

CI 0.68-0.92, p=4x10
-2

); but an increased risk of cataract (HR 1.20, 95% CI 1.07-1.34, p=4x10
-2

), iron 23 

deficiency anaemia (HR 1.3, 95% CI 1.09-1.54, p=5x10
-2

), chronic kidney disease (HR 1,19, 95% CI 24 

1.06-1.32, p=4x10-2) and enthesopathy of the upper limbs (HR 1.16, 95% CI 1.06-1.26, p= 4x10
-2

) 25 
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compared to those with low PDC (Table 3). P-values were adjusted using the Benjamini-Hochberg 1 

correction method. 2 

 3 

Discussion  4 

 5 

Using real-world data, we identify substantial variability in the time to first on-treatment LDL and 6 

adherence to statin medication, highlighting a gap between NHS guidelines and the actual level of 7 

achieved treatment response monitoring. Our work highlights important predictors of reduced statin 8 

effectiveness, such as pharmacogenetic variants, polygenic scores, but most of all, sustained 9 

adherence to statin medications. Higher adherence to treatment was associated with greater 10 

adherence to therapy overall, leading to more significant LDL reductions over time. This suggests that 11 

improved service provision and patients’ factors—such as increased statin use, better understanding 12 

of treatment by patients, more frequent GP visits for LDL checks, and tailored treatments addressing 13 

low-adherence risk factors—could enhance efficacy, safety, and long-term patient outcomes. 14 

 15 

When quantifying adherence using the Proportion of Days Covered (PDC) measure, we assumed that 16 

patients adhered to their prescribed medication regimens. However, the UKB lacks detailed data on 17 

actual medication intake and GP dosage instructions (e.g., whether a patient is taking 2x40 mg versus 18 

1x80 mg). Therefore, we restricted our PDC analysis to patients with a PDC of less than 200%, under 19 

the assumption that they might be taking two tablets per day as prescribed. As a result, our 20 

adherence rate is higher than in previous Finnish cohorts, likely due to their smaller PDC cut-off and 21 

the fact that 96% of statin users in Finland were prescribed one tablet daily (31,32). Despite these 22 

differences, the extent to which LDL change is strongly predicted by our PDC measure indicates that 23 

it is capturing the underlying relationship between medication adherence and effectiveness of 24 

treatment.  25 

 26 
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To add further weight to this, our finding of an increased risk of iron deficiency anemia (IDA) in 1 

patients with higher statin adherence (HR 1.30: 95% CI 1.12–1.70) is consistent with previous 2 

research: a hypothesis-free analysis of a Korean cohort (7,847 statin users vs. 39,235 non-users) 3 

similarly identified a higher risk of IDA (95% CI 2.11–12.03) linked to statin use among over 100 4 

tested diseases, supported by Mendelian Randomisation analysis (33). The possible mechanism 5 

between iron and statins can be linked to statin’s capacity to favourably modulate iron homeostasis 6 

(34), which might be beneficial for CVD risk as abnormal iron accumulation in cells increases 7 

oxidative stress, vascular inflammation, and the development of atherosclerosis (34,35). A review of 8 

over 313,200 patients (36) found a moderate increase in cataract risk with statin use in cohort 9 

studies, which had long follow-up periods (~ >5 years) and various baseline characteristics, while 10 

case-control studies and randomized trials showed no significant risk. Although our findings support 11 

previous cohort studies with long-term follow-up, the review concludes that there is likely no 12 

significant link between statin treatment and cataracts, emphasizing that the benefits of statin 13 

therapy outweigh potential risks. 14 

 15 

In exploratory analysis to evaluate the effect of a sustained PDC intervention on LDL reduction using 16 

longitudinal causal models, we made a critical assumption that all confounders between PDC and 17 

LDL across three time points were observable and could be controlled for in the analysis using 18 

inverse probability weighting. The resulting estimates suggest that approximately 35% reductions in 19 

LDL are eminently achievable in the UKB population under full adherence. Ensuring high adherence 20 

in the most recent period was estimated to have, unsurprisingly, the largest influence on patients’ 21 

LDL reduction, but ensuring high adherence in their initial treatment phase was interestingly the next 22 

most effective way to achieve this. This again highlights the importance of early follow-up monitoring 23 

after statin initiation. A possible direction for future research is to utilize pharmacogenetic predictors 24 

of treatment adherence within a Mendelian randomization framework (37,38), to facilitate this 25 

analysis under a relaxation of the observable confounder assumption. Unfortunately, we did not 26 
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identify any suitably strong genetic predictors of PDC in the UKB primary data reaching genome wide 1 

significance. This is consistent with findings from the FinnGen/EstoniaBiobank study (18) , which also 2 

failed to identify any genome-wide significant genetic variants associated with PDC in statin users 3 

(18). Future work will expand this search to include other cohort studies and to consider other 4 

measures of adherence beyond PDC. 5 

A PDC below 50% is particularly important, as it indicates that even if patients are taking 1/2 tablets 6 

daily, their adherence is still insufficient to fully meet the prescribed regimen. Consequently, patients 7 

with low adherence had a 27% higher risk of coronary heart disease and a 50% increased risk of 8 

ischemic stroke compared to those with high adherence. Understanding and improving adherence is 9 

crucial to reducing cardiovascular events. Predictors of low adherence to statins included genetic 10 

liability to schizophrenia. Likewise, a study from the Estonian Bank (39) highlighted that genetic 11 

liability to schizophrenia was associated with schizophrenia diagnoses in this cohort. For these 12 

patients, higher adherence to antipsychotic medications reduced metabolic syndromes, which are 13 

known to elevate the risk of heart disease and stroke. Our research suggests that this could be due 14 

indirectly to higher levels of statin adherence rather than a direct effect of antipsychotic medication.  15 

 16 

When investigating genetic predictors of on-statin LDL response, we initially focused on the 17 

pharmacogenetic polygenic risk score reported by Mayerhofer et al (40). We did not find the score to 18 

be predictive of an LDL reduction as a whole. rs2900478, a single SNP included in the polygenic 19 

score, was highly correlated (r2=0.96) with the well-known statin pharmacogenetic variant 20 

SLCO1B1*5 (rs4149056). We suspected that the score effect could be attributed to the statin 21 

transporter gene SLCO1B1, and we continued our analysis focusing on this gene alone. Consistent 22 

with our previous work, where we found that SLCO1B1*5 was associated with discontinuation of 23 

statin therapy (41), we here report that *5 is associated with attenuated LDL reduction following 24 

statin initiation. We found no association between SLCO1B1*5 and PDC (adherence) perhaps 25 

because, by definition, those with multiple prescriptions meeting inclusion criteria have not yet 26 
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discontinued. When taken together, our analyses support the known pharmacogenetic effect of *5 1 

on statin effectiveness, and potential impact on adverse events.  2 

 3 

In conclusion, this is the first study, to our knowledge, that uses a large cohort with linked genetics 4 

and primary care health records to examine the effect of adherence on LDL change and long-term 5 

outcomes, and identify risk factors for adherence using genetic and causal inference models. Our 6 

work emphasizes insufficient LDL control with a need for LDL monitoring in line with clinical 7 

guidelines, and a clear clinical benefit of adhering to prescribing guidance, which reinforces the 8 

importance of patient education on statin indication and adherence. 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 
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Figures: 1 

Figure 1 – Flowchart of the UK Biobank cohort 2 

 3 

          4 

 5 

LDL0: pre-statin LDL-c measurement, LDL1: post-statin LDL-c measurement, EUR: Genetically 6 

European ancestry 7 

 8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted January 25, 2025. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2025.01.23.25321011doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2025.01.23.25321011
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Figure 2 – Design of the analyses 1 

 2 

3 

 4 

 5 

For each patient with a history of statin treatment initiation as well as pre and post treatment LDL 6 

measures (n=69,503), we sought all available data on the date and quantity their prescription. We 7 

then calculated the number of tablets prescribed to each individual in a given time period, to create 8 

the PDC variable. 9 

Analysis 1: We estimated LDL change for varying the adherence in the first year of treatment, which 10 

we call . If patients received a new prescription just before the end of year 1, we included the 11 

time until the next prescription in the 'length' calculation for . However, if there were no 12 

subsequent prescriptions, we excluded that latest prescription from the calculation (n=7,446). We 13 

also excluded patients who died within 3 months of starting statins due to pre-existing illness (n=39) 14 

and those with a  >200% (n=714).  15 

Analysis 2: We attempted to evaluate how intervening to increase statin adherence would affect a 16 

person’s LDL change over a longer sustained period, adjusting for fixed confounders of PDC and LDL, 17 

as well as time-varying confounding of previous PDC and LDL measures on their future values. For 18 

patients prescribed statins, we included individuals with at least three post-statin LDL measures over 19 

a ten-year window for the analysis (n=13 315). 20 

 21 
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Figure 3 – Frequency distribution of first three post-statin LDL measures times  1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

  5 

The x-axis shows the time length by year, and y-axis shows the relative frequency 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 
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 11 
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 17 
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Figure 4 – Causal diagrams illustrating the model set up of and results of the inverse 1 

probability weighted analysis. 2 

 3 

 

 
 

(a): Causal diagram illustrating the conditional 

dependencies and independencies between 

three adherence measurements PDC1-PDC3 and 

three outcome measurement LR1-LR3 in the 

presence of a set of confounders X.  

  

  

 

 
(b): Causal diagram illustrating the conditional 

dependencies and independencies between PDC and LR 

after inverse probability weighting.  

 

 
 

(c) Estimates and 95% confidence intervals of 

the effects of PDCs on LR for each time point 

from the weighted OLS using the CBPS weights. 

 

 
 

(d) The difference in percentage LDL reduction between 

the cases with all PDCs equal to 0 and all PDCs equal to 

100. The red line represents the effect of PDC1 on LR1, 

the two segments of the green line (from left to right) 

represent the effect of PDC1 and PDC2 on LR2 

respectively, and the three segments of the blue line 

(from left to right) represent the effect of PDC1, PDC2 

and PDC3 on LR3 respectively.  

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

 10 
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Figure 5 – LDL Change in Primary Prevention & Mean LDL in Secondary Prevention Groups 1 

 2 

A- LDL Change in the Primary Prevention Group and Distribution of Follow-Up LDL 3 

Measurements by PDC Groups 4 

 5 

Change in LDL levels (LDL1/LDL0) after statin initiation, stratified by treatment group. Points represent the 6 

average LDL change for each time bin (weeks from statin initiation) in patients without prevalent cardiovascular 7 

disease. The size of the points reflects the number of patients in each group. The plot is divided by three 8 

treatment groups, categorised by the percentage of patients in each group (<50%, 50-95%, and >95% of the 9 

population). 10 

B- Mean Post-Statin LDL in the Secondary Prevention Group and Distribution of Follow-Up 11 

LDL Measurements by PDC Groups 12 

 13 

The mean first post-statin LDL measurements in secondary prevention group. 14 
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Table 1 – Descriptive table of patients who have GP prescribed statin 1 

 2 

Female (N, %) 32,545 (42.3%) 

Treatment duration (years) 0.01-25 (mean 6.3) 

Number of participants with PDC1 

55,313 

                         PDC1 <50 (%) 8% 

                         PDC1 = 50-95 (%) 33% 

                         PDC1 >95 (%) 59% 

Age at first statin (mean) 61 (SD 7.3) 

                         PDC1 <50         59 (SD 7.6) 

                         PDC1 = 50-95         60 (SD 7.6) 

                         PDC1 >95         62 (SD 7.1) 

BMI kg/m2 (mean) 29 (SD 5 – IQR 26-31) 

                         PDC1 <50         29 (SD 5 – IQR 26-31) 

                         PDC1 = 50-95         29 (SD 5 – IQR 26-31) 

                         PDC1 >95         29 (SD 5 – IQR 26-31) 

LDL pre statin (GP) mmol/L (mean) 3.8 (SD 1.05) 

                         PDC1 <50          3.9 (SD 1.01) 

                         PDC1 = 50-95          3.8 (SD 1.06) 

                         PDC1 >95          3.8 (SD 1.07) 

                        No Prevalent CVD (primary prevention)          4 (SD 1) 

                        Prevalent CVD (secondary prevention)          3.4 (SD 1) 

LDL post statin (GP) mmol/L (mean) 2.5 (SD 0.95) 

                         PDC1 <50         3.2 (SD 1.1) 

                         PDC1 = 50-95         2.6 (SD 0.9) 

                         PDC1 >95         2.3 (SD 0.8)  

                        No Prevalent CVD (primary prevention)         2.6 (SD 0.9) 

                        Prevalent CVD (secondary prevention)         2.3 (SD 0.8) 

CVD*  

             Pre statin (N) 17,849 

                         PDC1 <50 (%)         34% 

                         PDC1 = 50-95 (%)         37% 

                         PDC1 >95 (%)         40% 

             Post statin (N) 16,250  

                         PDC1 <50 (%)          25% 

                         PDC1 = 50-95 (%)          22% 

                         PDC1 >95 (%)          21% 

 3 

PDC1: Proportion of days covered in year 1 of statin initiation; CVD: Cardiovascular diseases included: 4 

Abdominal Aortic Aneurysm, Coronary Heart Disease, Peripheral Arterial Disease, All Types of 5 

Strokes, and Transient Ischemic Attack. Post statin: Within one year of last statin prescription. 6 

 7 
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Table 2 - Associations between risk factors and PDC (proportion of days covered) as 1 

adherence measure using linear regression in GP-prescribed statin patients in UK Biobank 2 

Exposure n Coef 95% CI p 

Observational^      

Sex (male)  -0.64 -1.25 -0.04 3.7E-02 

Age at first statin  0.34 0.30 0.39 5.8E-54 

BMI  0.01 -0.05 0.07 7.5E-01 

LDL pre statin (GP)  0.55 0.30 0.80 1.3E-05 

Smoking      

    Never smoked 24932 ref - - - 

    Ex-smoker 22982 0.63 -0.003 1.26 5.1E-02 

    Current smoker 7014 -3.66 -4.61 -2.70 7.2E-14 

Education       

    None 15583 ref - - - 

    CSEs 1584 0.17 -1.63 1.98 8.5E-01 

    GCSEs/O-levels 6729 1.38 0.38 2.38 6.9E-03 

    A-levels/NVQ/HND/HNC 9403 1.24 0.32 2.15 7.9E-03 

    Prof.qual 7952 1.92 0.98 2.87 6.5E-05 

    Degree 13110 2.52 1.69 3.34 2.4E-09 

Multimorbidity*      

No add. Disease 3127 ref - - - 

1 Disease 7644 2.85 1.33 4.37 2.4E-04 

2 Diseases 9128 3.97 2.49 5.45 1.5E-07 

3 Diseases 8584 3.87 2.38 5.36 3.7E-07 

4 Diseases 7087 4.30 2.78 5.82 3.2E-08 

4+ Diseases 19743 4.44 3.05 5.84 4.4E-10 

Polygenic Scores`     p_BH 

SCZ 49873 -0.58 -0.81 -0.34 5.9E-05 

CAD 49873 0.49 0.25 0.72 8.4E-04 

CVD 49873 0.44 0.20 0.67 3.4E-03 

Genotype     p 

rs4149056 TT 36079 ref - - - 

rs4149056 TC 12759 0.09 -0.45 0.62 7.56E-01 

rs4149056 CC 1162 -0.002 -1.56 1.55 9.98E-01 

      

Positive estimates (Coef: Coefficient) have increased PDC.  3 

^ Age at  first statin: age at the first prescription by GP 4 

*Multimorbidity includes 84 diseases including cardiovascular diseases. No add. Disease represents 5 

patients with no disease prior to their first statin prescription. 6 

`Three of 36 polygenic scores derived by Genomics PLC tested are significant after The Benjamini-7 

Hochberg multiple testing adjustments. The units are scaled; distribution has a zero mean and unit 8 

variance. SCZ: Schizophrenia, CAD: Coronary Arteria Disease, CVD: Cardiovascular Disease. Polygenic 9 

scores are continuous, and genotype are tested in European-like participants only to minimise 10 

population stratification effect. 11 

 12 

 13 
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Table 3- Associations between future diseases and PDC (low/high) PDC>95 versus PDC<50 1 

 2 

 3 

Outcome % high PDC 

(low PDC) 

n case 

high PDC 

n case 

total 

HR 95% CI p_bh 

CHD 16.62 (18.56) 5455 9421 0.78 0.73 0.84 2.E-08 

Isch Stroke 1.56 (2.30) 513 928 0.67 0.54 0.83 1.E-02 

Cataract 9.68 (7.81) 3177 5237 1.20 1.07 1.34 4.E-02 

CKD 10.04 (8.57) 3297 5370 1.19 1.06 1.32 4.E-02 

Enthesopathy U. 12.62 (12.66) 4144 7162 1.16 1.06 1.26 4.E-02 

TIA 4.00 (4.73) 745 2221 0.79 0.68 0.92 4.E-02 

IDA 3.93 (3.38) 1289 2145 1.30 1.09 1.54 5.E-02 

 4 

 5 

We performed a time-to-event analysis in statin patients, starting 3 months post-initiation. 6 

Patients exited the model at either the event date or the end of follow-up. The model 7 

adjusted for sex, age at first statin use, education, assessment center, and prevalent 8 

diagnosis of the event (binary). We compared adherence levels (≤50%, 50–95%, and >95%), 9 

showing here on results for the high adherence group (PDC >95%).  10 

 11 

Outcomes were derived from General Practice (GP) and hospital records. Abbreviations: CHD 12 

(Coronary Heart Disease), Isch (Ischemic), CKD (Chronic Kidney Disease), Enthesopathy U 13 

(Upper), TIA (Transient Ischemic Attack), IDA (Iron Deficiency Anemia), % (prevalence),  n 14 

(total number of cases), HR (Hazard Ratio), p_bh (Benjamini–Hochberg corrected p-value). 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 

 25 

 26 

 27 

 28 

 29 

 30 
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Appendix 1 

 2 

Methods 3 

Cross sectional modelling of LDL reduction explained by week of follow up   4 

 5 

We tested associations between LDL change and the time interval between their pre- and post-6 

treatment measurements, using a linear regression model, adjusted additionally for dose group of 7 

first atorvastatin and simvastatin prescribed in year 1. Specifically: 8 

 9 

log(Y) = �� � �� . ����	
��  10 

 11 

Y = LDL change (LDL1/LDL0) 12 

T =  Time interval between their pre- and post-treatment measurements 13 

 14 

We organised doses into a categorical variable based on NICE guidelines (21) for dose equivalence, as 15 

shown below: 16 

 17 

Table 1- Dose intensity classification based on the NICE Guideline 18 

 19 

Drug 10 mg 20 mg 40 mg 80 mg 

Simvastatin low middle Middle High 

Atorvastatin middle high High High 

 20 

 21 
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Table 2- Prevalence of the dose intensity groups in individuals prescribed statins in the UK Biobank 1 

GP data 2 

Dose intensity N total % N (in both LDL0 and LDL1 available) % 

low 5,808 7.7 2,355 6.4 

middle 57,293 76.3 29,560 80.4 

high 12,013 16.0 4,833 13.2 

total: 75114  36,748  

 3 

We repeated this analysis in ���� groups (<=95% and >95%). 4 

 5 

 6 

Modelling LDL reduction by genotype, PDC and time of follow up measure. 7 

 8 

We tested associations between LDL change and rs4149056 using a linear model that allowed for a 9 

quadratic effect of time to follow up on treatment in European-like participants and an interaction 10 

between time on treatment and rs4149056: 11 

 12 

             E[�� � �� � �� . ���� �  �� . ��� � �� . ����� �   �	 . � �  �
 . ���� � �� . ���� . ��       (1)          13 

              14 

�     = LDL change (LDL1/LDL0) 15 

����  = Time between pre-statin LDL measurement and the statin initiation 16 

���    = Time to first LDL measures after the statin initiation x (dose group).  17 

�       =  rs4149056 (number of copies) 18 

 19 

Model (1) additionally adjusted for 10 genetic principal components (PCs).  20 
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Next, we tested the association between LDL change and ���� using model (1), but with PDC in 1 

place of the G variable, rs4149056. This analysis did not adjust for genetic PCs but accounted for the 2 

prevalence of CVD before statin use, including abdominal aortic aneurysm, atrial fibrillation, 3 

coronary heart disease, peripheral arterial disease, all types of stroke, and thromboembolic disease. 4 

Causal modelling of hypothetical LDL reduction via sustained PDC intervention  5 

 6 

Let the vector ���������
� denote the adherence history of patient � up to time point � so that:  7 

���������
� � ������, … , ����. We define ���

�  as the potential LDL reduction at time point � given 8 

that ���������
�  takes the value �. We assume that ����� to ����  exert linear additive effects on ��� . 9 

More concretely, for each time point k, we define the estimand of interest as the contrast between 10 

the potential outcomes under PDC history profile �. �� and �., which we assume obeys the 11 

following parametric relationship:�����
��� !  �����

�  �  ∑ ���j�
���  12 

where � � 1, 2, 3 and ���j represents the causal effect of �����  on ���  with ' � 1, … , �. We aim 13 

to estimate ���j with the inverse probability weighting (IPW) method under the assumption that all 14 

the confounders between PDC and LR are observable and can be controlled for in the analysis. Since 15 

we have a continuous exposure variable PDC, according to (20) and (26), the weight for individual � at 16 

time point � is given by 17 

(�, � ) *�,�



���

�   ) ������,�
������ ,�  + ��,�



���

 

with � � 1, 2, 3.  ������ ,� and ������, + ��,� are the marginal and conditional density functions 18 

respectively. ����,�  is the observed value of the PDC for individual � at time point ' and ��,�  19 

summarizes all fixed covariates mentioned in the main text, the previous exposure ����,��� and 20 

previous outcome ��� ,��� (for ' � 2, 3), and the patient visit time, denoted by��,� .  21 

We estimate each *�,� (' � 1, 2, 3) with the Covariate Balancing Propensity Score (CBPS) method 22 

proposed by (26). The method was implemented with the R functions ‘CBPS’ and ‘npCBPS’ (for the 23 
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non-parametric option) from the R package ‘CBPS’ (https://cran.r-1 

project.org/web/packages/CBPS/index.html). We ran the functions with default settings except that 2 

we set ‘method = exact’ for CBPS. For each ' � 1, 2, 3, we estimated *�,� by fitting the model of 3 

����,� ~ ��,� . For a given time point � (� � 1, 2, 3), (�, is then obtained with (�, � ∏ *�,�

��� . We 4 

multiplied each (�, by 10�� for the second stage weighted OLS to avoid zero truncation due to 5 

machine tolerance issues. In the second-stage regression, we omit the intercept. 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

Results 20 

 21 
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Figure 1 – Associations between time to first GP LDL measure following statin initiation 1 

and LDL change 2 

 3 

 4 

This plot illustrates associations between LDL reduction and visit days, based on available LDL-C data 5 

for each week, not individual-level data. The maximum reduction occurs between weeks 5-8 of 26% 6 

(95%CI 23-29).  7 

 8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

Figure 2 - Associations between time to first GP LDL measure following statin initiation and 16 

LDL change by PDC groups 17 

 18 
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 1 

 2 

 3 

This plot illustrates the associations between LDL reduction and GP visit days, based on available LDL-4 

C measurement post stain initiation for each week in two PDC groups. 5 

 6 

 7 

Figure 3 - Quadratic model of LDL reduction estimated by SLCO1B1 rs4149046 genotype  8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

The quadratic model revealed that those with the rs4149046 CC allele had the smallest LDL-12 

c reduction in the in year 1.  13 
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