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A B S T R A C T
Objectives: We assessed the performance of the UK Prospective Diabe-
tes Study (UKPDS) outcomes model in predicting the risk of myocardial
infarction (MI) and stroke in the Anglo-Danish-Dutch Study of Intensive
Treatment in People with Screen Detected Diabetes in Primary Care
(ADDITION-Europe) a trial cohort of patients with screen-detected type 2
diabetes from the United Kingdom, Denmark, and The Netherlands.
Methods: We estimated the 5-year accumulated risk of MI and stroke for
2899 screen-detected people with type 2 diabetes by using the UKPDS
outcomes model (version 1.3). We compared the predicted and actual
risks by country and by intervention group (routine care; intensive
multifactorial treatment). We assessed discrimination and goodness of
fit by using area under receiver operating characteristic curves and the
Hosmer-Lemeshow chi-square test. Multiple imputations were used to
overcome missing data. Results: The UKPDS outcomes model overesti-
mated the risk of MI and stroke. Mean predicted/actual ratios of 5-year
accumulated risk were 2.31 for MI in the routine care group and 3.97 in
the intensive multifactorial treatment group and 1.59 and 1.48 for stroke,
respectively. The differences in absolute risk between the intervention
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groups were underestimated for MI (observed vs. predicted: 0.0127 vs.
0.0009) and slightly overestimated for stroke (−0.0013 vs. −0.0004).
The area under the receiver operating characteristic curve was 0.72
(95% confidence interval 0.66–0.79) for MI and 0.70 (95% confidence
interval 0.64–0.77) for stroke. The Hosmer-Lemeshow test statistic
was nonsignificant in all groups. The model performed better in
absolute risk prediction in Denmark and the United Kingdom than in
The Netherlands. Conclusions: The UKPDS outcomes model has
moderate discriminatory ability in the ADDITION-Europe trial cohort
but overestimated absolute risk. The model may need updating for
cardiovascular disease risk prediction in contemporary diabetes
populations where patients may be diagnosed earlier in the disease
trajectory and in whom cardiovascular risk is therefore lower.

Keywords: ADDITION-Europe, diabetes, UKPDS outcomes model,
validation.
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Background

Type 2 diabetes (T2D) is a chronic condition associated with
significant disease burden and treatment costs, particularly for
cardiovascular disease (CVD). Accurate prediction of CVD risk
among people with T2D is important for targeting therapy to
those at highest risk and for providing prognostic information. It
is also a key component of economic evaluations of interventions
aimed at improving the quality and length of life and reducing
the disease burden of people with T2D.

The UK Prospective Diabetes Study (UKPDS) outcomes model
(UKPDS-OM) is a cost-effectiveness analysis tool that was
derived from the UKPDS, a multicenter randomized trial in
5102 newly diagnosed patients with T2D, recruited from 23 UK
centers [1]. The UKPDS-OM has been validated both internally
and externally among people with clinically diagnosed diabetes
for prediction of CVD and other complications. In internal
validation analysis, the observed and modeled cumulative inci-
dence of CVD complications and all-cause mortality from diag-
nosis of diabetes to 12 years of follow-up was well matched [2].
In external validation studies, results varied from poor to
moderate in terms of absolute risk, discrimination, and calibra-
tion [3–7]. In general, the UKPDS-OM tends to overestimate the
risk of CVD [3,6,7].

The UKPDS-OM was developed by using data from patients
who were recruited between 1977 and 1997. Since that time, the
treatment of T2D and related conditions, as well as the cost of
treatment, has changed. The variables assessed by the UKPDS-
OM, including baseline characteristics, patient history, and clin-
ical efficacy, are also likely to vary between countries. In addition,
many health systems have introduced screening programs to
detect diabetes earlier in the course of the disease. Consequently,
there is a need to evaluate the performance of the UKPDS-OM in
contemporary cohorts in different countries.
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The Anglo-Danish-Dutch Study of Intensive Treatment in
People with Screen Detected Diabetes in Primary Care (ADDI-
TION-Europe) is a primary care–based study of screening for T2D
followed by a pragmatic open-label cluster randomized con-
trolled trial comparing intensive multifactorial treatment (IT)
with routine care (RC). The study was conducted over 5 years in
three European countries: Denmark, the United Kingdom, and
The Netherlands [8,9]. We aimed to assess the performance of the
UKPDS-OM in predicting CVD risk in the ADDITION-Europe pop-
ulation, and thus to investigate its suitability in modeling longer
term outcomes and costs for the ADDITION-Europe cohort.
Methods

Detailed information about the ADDITION-Europe study design
and the main findings have been reported elsewhere [8,9]. In
brief, 343 general practices were cluster randomized to screening
plus RC of diabetes (176 general practitioners with 1379 partic-
ipants) or screening followed by IT (167 general practitioners with
1678 participants). Allocation was concealed from patients
throughout the trial. Following population-based stepwise
screening programs among people aged 40 to 69 years (50–69
years in The Netherlands), 3057 of 3233 (95%) eligible participants
with screen-detected diabetes agreed to take part (Denmark:
1533, United Kingdom: 1026, and The Netherlands: 498). Two
participants withdrew during the trial period. The study was
approved by local ethics committees in each center. All partic-
ipants provided informed consent. The clinical trial registration
number is NCT00237549.

In the IT group, the intensification of diabetes management
was achieved through the addition of a number of features to
existing diabetes care alongside lifestyle advice concerning diet,
physical activity, and tobacco consumption and a stepwise
target-led drug treatment regime to reduce hyperglycemia, blood
pressure, hyperlipidemia, and microalbuminuria. RC practices
followed national guidelines for diabetes management.

Measurement and Outcomes

Health assessments, at baseline and after 5 years, included
biochemical and anthropometric measures, and were undertaken
by centrally trained staff, who were blind to the study group
allocation, following standard operating procedures. Standar-
dized self-report questionnaires were used to collect information
on sociodemographic characteristics (age, gender, and ethnicity),
lifestyle habits (smoking status), and history of cardiovascular
disease. Participants were followed for a median of 5.9 years. The
primary outcome was time to cardiovascular event, including
cardiovascular mortality, cardiovascular morbidity (nonfatal MI
and nonfatal stroke), revascularization, and nontraumatic ampu-
tation. Participants’ medical records and national registries were
searched for potential end points by staff blind to group alloca-
tion. All events were independently adjudicated by two members
of the local end point steering committee who were also blind to
the group allocation according to an agreed protocol by using
standardized case report forms. Because revascularization is not
a component of the UKPDS-OM and only a single case of
amputation was reported during follow-up, only MI and stroke
events were examined in this analysis.

The 5-year accumulated absolute risks of MI and stroke were
estimated for each participant in ADDITION-Europe by using the
UKPDS-OM (version 1.3) [10]. This is a T2D-specific risk assessment
tool that can be used to predict the annual risk of CVD events
including MI and stroke. The model includes information on age at
diagnosis, gender, ethnicity, duration of diabetes, weight, height,
smoking status, presence or absence of atrial fibrillation (AF) and
peripheral vascular disease (PVD), systolic blood pressure (SBP),
glycosylated hemoglobin A1c (HbA1c), total cholesterol (TC), high-
density lipoprotein cholesterol (HDL-C), and years since preexist-
ing CVD events. Values of smoking status, SBP, HbA1c, TC, and
HDL-C were included at both baseline and 5-year follow-up.

Because information on AF and PVD was not collected at
baseline in the ADDITION-Europe study, and given that all patients
had newly diagnosed diabetes, these variables were set to 0.
Number of years since preexisting ischemic heart disease, con-
gestive heart failure, amputation, blindness, and renal failure
were also set to 0 because this information was also not collected
at baseline. Data on the number of years since any previous MI or
stroke were collected in the ADDITION-Europe study and entered
as appropriate into the model.

Statistical Analysis

We summarized baseline characteristics separately by center,
and calculated actual 5-year rates of MI and stroke and compared
them with the estimated risks over 5 years by using the UKPDS-
OM. The baseline characteristics of UKPDS cohort were also
included for comparison [11]. We used multiple imputation to
deal with missing data [12,13] by using the Markov chain Monte
Carlo method and assuming an arbitrary missing pattern. A
multivariate normal distribution was used to impute missing
values of age, gender, weight, height, smoking status, TC, HDL-C,
SBP, and HbA1c. It has been demonstrated in a previous study [14]
that multivariate normal imputation is less biased than
complete-case analysis, and produced similar results to other
approaches despite the presence of binary and ordinal variables
that did not follow a normal distribution. If the imputed HDL-C
value was greater than the TC value, we assumed that HDL-C
(mmol/l) ¼ TC – 0.1 (five cases at baseline; one case at final follow-
up). For each patient with missing data, we undertook five
imputations and computed the average of the five risk estimates
[15].

In UKPDS-OM, the values of ethnicity were White-Caucasian,
Afro-Caribbean, and Asian-Indian. In the ADDITION-Europe cohort,
there were some unknown or unclassifiable values, for example,
mixed white þ African, mixed white þ Asian, or others. These
cases were unavoidably excluded from the analysis because
ethnicity is unsuitable for multiple imputation (156 cases).

The ratio of mean predicted versus actual CVD rate was
calculated and compared between intervention groups and
countries. A t test was performed to compare the absolute
difference between actual and mean predicted rates. We reported
the predicted risks of MI and stroke for patients who did or did
not experience the event in the trial. We examined the discrim-
ination of the UKPDS-OM by computing the area under the
receiver operating characteristic curve (aROC) and assessed good-
ness of fit by using the Hosmer and Lemeshow chi-square test.
The same methods have been used in previous studies for the
validation of the UKPDS and Framingham risk engines [4,6,16].

In UKPDS-OM, both MI and stroke are assigned a particular
Weibull regression equation with age, gender, HbA1c, and other
variables as covariates [2]. To examine which distribution was the
best fit for baseline risk of MI and stroke, we performed a number
of survival regression analyses including exponential, log-nor-
mal, log-logistic, Weibull, and generalized gamma. We computed
minimal Bayesian information criterion and Akaike’s information
criterion values to assess global model fit [17]. We then analyzed
the covariates with the best fit distribution to determine whether
they were significantly associated with MI and stroke. A P value
of less than 0.10 was defined as statistically significant [18].
Because risk factor values were not available for every year of
follow-up in the ADDITION-Europe trial cohort, the average of
baseline and final follow-up values was used.
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We also conducted a complete case sensitivity analysis to
examine whether results were replicated, after excluding
patients for whom there was missing data (n ¼ 781/2899; 26.9%).

Statistical analyses were performed with the Statistics Anal-
ysis System (SAS, version 9.3).
Results

From the 3055 ADDITION-Europe participants, 156 patients were
excluded because of unclassifiable or unknown ethnicity. There-
fore, data on 2899 patients were used in this analysis. Age, gender,
treatment group, and baseline HbA1c values were not significantly
different between the included and excluded patients.

The mean age of participants was 60.3 � 6.9 years; 42.0% were
female, and 96.3% were Caucasian (Table 1). The mean HbA1c value
at baseline was 7.0% � 1.6%. Baseline characteristics were not
significantly different between the three countries for age. There
were larger numbers of women and individuals with Caucasian
ethnicity in The Netherlands and Denmark than in the United
Kingdom. Smoking rates were highest in Denmark and lowest in
the United Kingdom. Conversely, the mean body mass index (BMI)
was highest in the United Kingdom and lowest in Denmark. There
was no clear trend for biochemical values across the centers, but
systolic blood pressure was significantly higher in The Netherlands
(165 mm Hg) than in the United Kingdom (149 mm Hg) and
Denmark (143 mm Hg). Compared with the ADDITION-Europe
cohort, the UKPDS cohort was younger, had slightly more men,
had larger numbers of nonwhite participants, and lower levels of
BMI, HDL-C cholesterol, and systolic blood pressure at baseline.
HbA1c levels were similar between the two cohorts (Table 1).
Actual and Predicted Event Rates

The MI rate in ADDITION-Europe was 0.0228. The overall predicted
rate was 0.0681 � 0.0486, and 0.0941 � 0.0545 and 0.0658 � 0.0474
for patients who did or did not experience an MI, respectively. For
stroke, the actual rate was 0.0152 and the predicted rate was
0.0232 � 0.0206 for patients who did experience stroke, and the
actual rate was 0.0340 � 0.0270 and the predicted rate was 0.0223
� 0.0197 for patients who did not experience stroke.
Table 1 – Baseline characteristics of the UKPDS and ADD

Characteristic UKPDS A

All centers Denma

N 3642 2899 1452
Mean age � SD (y) 53 � 8.0 60.3 � 6.9 60.0 � 6
Female sex (%) 40 42.0 42.9
Caucasian ethnicity (%) 82 96.3 98.6
Current smoker (%) – 27.0 33.9
Mean BMI � SD (kg/m2) 27.7 � 5.3 31.6 � 5.6 30.8 � 5
Mean total cholesterol � SD

(mmol/L)
– 5.6 � 1.2 5.7 � 1

Mean HDL-C � SD (mmol/L) 1.1 � 0.24 1.3 � 0.4 1.4 � 0
Mean systolic blood pressure

� SD (mm Hg)
135.0 � 19 149.1 � 21.8 148.8 � 2

Mean HbA1c � SD (%) 7.1 � 1.8 7.0 � 1.6 6.8 � 1

ADDITION, Anglo-Danish-Dutch study of Intensive Treatment In PeOple
variance; BMI, body mass index; HbA1c, hemoglobin A1c; HDL-C, high-de
� P value from ANOVA or chi-square tests for the comparison of ADDITI
Event rates predicted with the UKPDS-OM were higher than
those observed in ADDITION-Europe. The ratio of predicted to
actual 5-year accumulated risk was 2.31 in the RC group and 3.97
in the IT group for MI, and 1.59 and 1.48 for stroke, respectively.
Because of the skewed distribution of predicted rates, the median
was smaller than the mean; nevertheless, the UKPDS model also
overestimated CVD event rates when the median was used.
When data were disaggregated by country, the overestimation
was higher in The Netherlands than in Denmark and the United
Kingdom for both MI and stroke (Table 2).

Examination of the absolute event rates between intervention
groups represents the impact of IT compared with RC. For MI, the
difference between intervention groups was higher than that
predicted by the UKPDS-OM: the actual difference was 0.0127 (RC
− IT ¼ 0.0297 − 0.0170), and the predicted difference was only
0.0009 (RC − IT ¼ 0.0686 − 0.0677), which means that the UKPDS-
OM underestimated the effect of intensive treatment. For stroke,
the difference was much smaller: −0.0013 (RC − IT ¼ 0.0145 −
0.0158) from the observed data and −0.0004 (RC − IT ¼ 0.0230 −
0.0234) from the predicted data, indicating slight overestimation.

Discrimination Analysis

The aROC was 0.72 (95% confidence interval 0.66–0.79) for MI and
0.70 (95% confidence interval 0.64–0.77) for stroke, indicating that the
UKPDS-OM had moderate discriminatory ability for MI and stroke
(Table 3). The Netherlands had the lowest aROC for MI (0.69) and the
highest for stroke (0.79). Results from the Hosmer-Lemeshow test
were nonsignificant both in the overall trial population and in each
country, suggesting that goodness of fit was acceptable.

Survival Regression Analysis

Survival analysis showed that for both MI and stroke, an expo-
nential distribution provided the best fit for baseline risk based on
Bayesian information criterion values. In addition, for Akaike’s
information criterion values, log-normal and exponential distri-
butions provided the best fit for MI and stroke, respectively
(Table 4). On this basis, the exponential distribution was used in
survival regression analysis with a selection of covariates: age,
gender, treatment group, smoking status, BMI, HbA1c, SBP, and Ln
(TC/HDL-C) for MI or TC/HDL-C for stroke. Results showed that age,
ITION-Europe trial cohorts.

DDITION P values (ANOVA or
chi-square test)*

rk The
Netherlands

United
Kingdom

448 999
.9 60.6 � 5.3 60.6 � 7.4 0.05

46.0 38.7 0.02
99.6 91.5 o0.001
25.0 18.0 0.01

.5 31.0 � 5.3 33.0 � 5.8 o0.001

.1 5.6 � 1.1 5.4 � 1.2 o0.001

.4 1.1 � 0.4 1.2 � 0.3 o0.001
0.2 164.7 � 23.3 142.7 � 19.8 o0.001

.5 7.3 � 1.4 7.3 � 1.7 o0.001

with screeN detected diabetes in primary care; ANOVA, analysis of
nsity lipoprotein cholesterol; UKPDS, UK Prospective Diabetes Study.
ON-Europe centers.



Table 2 – Actual and predicted MI and stroke event rates, by country and intervention group.

Event Center Intervention N Actual rate Predicted rate, mean � SD P/A* P†

MI All centers RC 1314 0.0297 0.0686 � 0.0477 2.31 o0.001
IT 1585 0.0170 0.0677 � 0.0494 3.97 o0.001

Denmark RC 601 0.0416 0.0646 � 0.0443 1.55 o0.001
IT 851 0.0165 0.0616 � 0.0418 3.74 o0.001

The Netherlands RC 212 0.0094 0.0845 � 0.0526 8.96 o0.001
IT 236 0.0085 0.0874 � 0.0626 10.32 o0.001

United Kingdom RC 501 0.0240 0.0667 � 0.0481 2.79 o0.001
IT 498 0.0221 0.0687 � 0.0516 3.11 o0.001

Stroke All centers RC 1314 0.0145 0.0230 � 0.0190 1.59 o0.001
IT 1585 0.0158 0.0234 � 0.0218 1.48 o0.001

Denmark RC 601 0.0133 0.0224 � 0.0180 1.69 o0.001
IT 851 0.0141 0.0205 � 0.0178 1.46 o0.001

The Netherlands RC 212 0.0094 0.0300 � 0.0224 3.18 o0.001
IT 236 0.0085 0.0363 � 0.0319 4.29 o0.001

United Kingdom RC 501 0.0180 0.0208 � 0.0180 1.16 o0.001
IT 498 0.0221 0.0221 � 0.0198 1.00 0.490

IT, intensive multifactorial treatment group; MI, myocardial infarction; RC, routine care group.
� P/A, mean predicted rate/actual rate.
† From t tests comparing mean predicted and actual rates.
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gender, and HbA1c were significantly associated with MI, whereas
only age and gender were significantly associated with stroke.

Complete Case Analysis

There were 2118 (from 2899) patients included in the complete case
analysis. Compared with excluded patients because of missing
data, the complete set had a lower mean age (60.1/60.8), a higher
proportion of men (59.0%/55.3%), and a higher mean HbA1c value
(7.06/6.96). The difference in mean age was statistically significant.
In general, results were similar compared with the main imputed
analysis in terms of predicted/actual ratios and best fit distribution.
The only exception was in survival analysis, where gender no
longer remained significantly associated with stroke and HbA1c

became significant.
Discussion

The UKPDS-OM had moderate discriminatory ability among high-
risk individuals in the ADDITION-Europe trial cohort. The model,
Table 3 – Discrimination and calibration analysis results
Europe trial cohort data.

Event Center aROC (95% CI)

MI All centers 0.72 (0.66–0.79)
Denmark 0.76 (0.66–0.85)
The Netherlands 0.69 (0.45–0.94)
United Kingdom 0.70 (0.59–0.81)

Stroke All centers 0.70 (0.64–0.77)
Denmark 0.76 (0.68–0.84)
The Netherlands 0.79 (0.55–1.00)
United Kingdom 0.65 (0.54–0.76)

ADDITION, Anglo-Danish-Dutch study of Intensive Treatment In PeOple
receiver operating characteristic curve; CI, confidence interval; MI, myoc
however, tended to overestimate the absolute risk of both MI and
stroke. Our results suggest that the model might need updating
for predicting CVD risk in contemporary diabetes populations
where patients may be diagnosed earlier in the disease trajectory
and in whom cardiovascular risk is therefore lower.

The UKPDS-OM (version 1.3) overestimated 5-year absolute
risk of MI and stroke in the ADDITION-Europe cohort, although
the accuracy varied between countries, with particularly poor
performance for The Netherlands compared with Denmark and
the United Kingdom. One reason for the relatively poor prediction
could be differences in baseline characteristics between the
ADDITION and UKPDS cohorts. The UKPDS population had some
baseline characteristics associated with a lower risk of CVD
including lower mean age, mean BMI, and mean SBP, although
some characteristics would lead to higher risk (more male
participants, lower mean HDL-C, and slightly higher mean
HbA1c). The impact of baseline characteristics was therefore
likely to be mixed. For The Netherlands, mean SBP was higher
than in the UKPDS cohort (165 mm Hg vs. 135 mm Hg).

The purpose of the UKPDS model, however, is to supply the
coefficients for the inputted risk factors. Therefore, the accuracy
for the UKPDS outcomes model using ADDITION-

Chi-squared value from
Hosmer-Lemeshow test

P value from Hosmer-
Lemeshow test

9.79 0.28

7.61 0.47

7.11 0.53

8.01 0.43

9.10 0.33

7.59 0.47

7.17 0.52

6.07 0.64

with screeN detected diabetes in primary care; aROC, area under the
ardial infarction; UKPDS, UK Prospective Diabetes Study.



Table 4 – Goodness of fit of baseline risk and covariates of survival regression analysis using ADDITION-
Europe data.

Event Distribution BIC AIC Significant covariates (P 4 0.10, from the exponential distribution)

MI Gamma 656.12 585.50

Age, gender, HbA1c

Exponential 641.45* 583.43
Log-logistic 648.95 585.13
Log-normal 646.98 583.16*
Weibull 649.24 585.43

Stroke Gamma 434.02 364.41

Age, gender

Exponential 418.54* 360.50*
Log-logistic 426.21 362.39
Log-normal 426.27 362.45
Weibull 426.21 362.40

ADDITION, Anglo-Danish-Dutch study of Intensive Treatment In PeOple with screeN detected diabetes in primary care; AIC, Akaike’s
information criterion; BIC, Bayesian information criterion; HbA1c, hemoglobin A1c; MI, myocardial infarction.
� The exponential distribution provided the overall best fit model.
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of predicted outcomes should be broadly insensitive to the base-
line characteristics: it would be reasonable to reject a model on
the basis of baseline characteristics only if the two populations
were very different (e.g., predicting the risk of heart disease on
the basis of a cohort of 80-year-olds and applying it to a cohort of
20-year-olds). The most likely explanation for the overestimation
of events is due to improvements in treatment and care between the
time the UKPDS data were collected (enrolment period 1977–1997)
and the ADDITION-Europe data collection (2002–2006). Further-
more, the ADDITION-Europe intervention comprised a much more
comprehensive set of preventative therapies administered from
an earlier stage in the disease than would be routinely offered.
Finally, our findings are consistent with other studies exploring
the applicability of the UKPDS and Framingham models in popu-
lations with low disease rates [6,7].

When inputting data into the UKPDS risk engine, we set AF
and PVD to 0 because these data were not collected at baseline in
the ADDITION-Europe trial. PVD was a risk factor only for ampu-
tation (odds ratio ¼ 11.4) in the UKPDS-OM. Because we focus on
MI and stroke in our analysis, the omission of this data will not
affect our results. AF is a risk factor for stroke (odds ratio ¼ 4.2) in
the UKPDS-OM [2], suggesting that missing data for this variable
would likely underestimate the risk of stroke. Previous studies,
however, show that the prevalence of AF ranges from 1.2% to
2.8% in people aged 60 years [19,20], and so missing data for this
variable are unlikely to have a large impact on our findings.

Although this analysis showed that the UKPDS-OM tended to
overestimate the risk of MI and stroke in each arm of the
ADDITION-Europe study, its performance varied in predicting the
difference between intervention groups. The assessment of the
cost-effectiveness of health care interventions requires knowledge
of the increment between the comparators, rather than the
absolute levels of each. In our study, the UKPDS-OM underesti-
mated the incremental incidence in MI between arms (RC-IT) and
slightly overestimated the difference for stroke. Whether these
differences could be sufficient to render the UKPDS unsuitable to
extrapolate the ADDITION data remains ultimately a subjective
decision. The insight that this analysis provides is that if the
UKPDS-OM is unadjusted, it will underestimate any reductions in
MI attributable to intensive treatment, therefore potentially under-
estimating the cost-effectiveness of the intensive intervention. The
small disparity in the predicted rate versus the actual rate of stroke
may be of limited consequence due to the effects of discounting.

The UKPDS-OM had moderate discriminatory ability for predict-
ing MI and stroke. The aROC ranged from 0.65 to 0.79 [21]. None of
the Hosmer-Lemeshow tests was statistically significant, showing
that the goodness of fit was not unacceptable. We found a discrep-
ancy between absolute risk prediction andmodel predicted risk. One
possible explanation for this discrepancy is the insensitivity of the
aROC and Hosmer-Lemeshow tests; previous studies have shown
that different pairs of predicted and actual risk can have the same
contribution to the aROC [22,23]. Despite their shortcomings, these
tests are routinely adopted in analyses of this sort. We therefore
present the results but caution against overinterpretation.

The UKPDS-OM was based on a set of survival regression
equations. It is essential to choose a suitable baseline distribution
and covariates for the model to perform successfully. In the UKPDS-
OM, the Weibull distribution was applied for all CVD events [2]. The
best-fit model for the ADDITION-Europe data, however, was an
exponential distribution. This showed that age, gender, and HbA1c

were significant predictors of MI, while age and gender were
significant for stroke. In previous studies, many risk factors such
as age, gender, blood pressure, AF, renal failure, dyslipidemia, and
heart failure have been linked to CVD risk [24,25]. Our analyses
indicated that age, gender, and HbA1c were important covariates and
should be included in the UKPDS-OM. In the UKPDS cohort, the
researchers collected biochemistry data every year and applied the
values taken at the year of the event in their regression analysis [2].
Because we did not collect data annually in ADDITION-Europe, we
averaged baseline and follow-up values of SBP, HDL-C, TC, and
HbA1c and applied these values at the year of the event in the
regression analysis. This pragmatic decision may have contributed
to the observed differences between the UKPDS-OM and our results.
Strengths, Limitations, and Further Study

In this study, we examined the performance of the UKPDS-OM for
both MI and stroke in different countries and between intervention
groups. The strengths of the ADDITION-Europe trial cohort include
the large sample size with participants from three European coun-
tries and robust CVD end point ascertainment. We used multiple
imputations to handle missing data, which allowed the best use of
the available data while taking into account the uncertainty in
missing values. Alternatively, the exclusion of incomplete observa-
tions would lead to considerable loss of data. Previous research has
suggested that for this reason multiple imputation is the preferable
method for handling missing data. It is, however, at the expense of a
greater number of assumptions, which might influence the analysis
[26,27]. In our study, both the imputed data set and the complete
case data set produced similar results, which confirmed that our
analysis was robust. Limitations include the lack of detailed annual
risk factor measurement and the lack of information on AF, PVD,
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and years since preexisting CVD conditions, blindness, and renal
failure at baseline. This might have impacted the efficiency of the
model and introduced some bias in the model prediction, mostly
likely contributing to an underestimation of CVD risk.

Furthermore, the follow-up time was 5 years in the ADDITION-
Europe trial cohort. We validated the UKPDS-OM by using short-
term data with a view of extrapolating our data to a longer time
horizon to estimate the lifetime incremental cost-effectiveness of
intensive multifactorial therapy. As follow-up continues, more
events will occur. Once longer term data are available, we will be
able to revise our estimate of the longer term cost-effectiveness
of the intervention.
Conclusions

The UKPDS-OM overestimated the 5-year cumulative absolute
risk of MI and stroke in the ADDITION-Europe cohort but had
moderate discriminatory ability for predicting MI and stroke.
The difference in absolute risk between the intervention groups
was underestimated for MI and slightly overestimated for
stroke. Use of the model to extrapolate ADDITION-Europe data
may be possible, but any reductions in MI may be underesti-
mated. Interpretation of the results of any cost-effectiveness
analysis should take account of this caveat, and appropriate
sensitivity analyses should be conducted adjusting for the
difference in risk.
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