Evidence Table 11. Prospective studies of markers to predict fracture in women not on treatment for osteoporosis

Study, year
Population/
Setting
Age (years)
Definition of
abnormal marker
Length of 
followup
Fracture
type

Akesson (1995)383
Sweden, population-based sample of 328 women of Scandinavian background, one city, urban, randomly selected from city population files
40–80
Decrease of 1 standard deviation of PICP and ICTP, independent of age and BMC
5 years
All

Garnero (1996)385
5 French cities, volunteers from population-based listing, nested case-control study, EPIDOS cohort, 109 patients with hip fracture, 292 controls
>74
Above upper limit of premenopausal range
Mean 22 months
Hip

Vergnaud (1997)387
EPIDOS cohort, 104 patients with hip fracture, 255 controls
>74
Highest quartile of controls
Mean 22 months
Hip

Ross (2000)384
Hawaii, 512 community dwelling, postmenopausal women
43–80
1 standard deviation increase in baseline marker
Mean 2.7 years
All

Szulc (1993)382
France, 195 elderly institutionalized women
70–101
>1.65 ng/ml
18 months
Hip and other non-vertebral

van Daele (1996)386 
Residents of one district of Rotterdam, nested case-control study, Rotterdam cohort, 36 women with hip fracture, 163 without hip fracture
> 55
< median for OC and ALP, > median for other markers
Median 2.4 years
Hip

Study, year
Results by Odds Ratio or Relative Risk (*significant or NS non-significant)
Quality Rating

 


ALP
BALP
Ca
Oc
Hydroxy-proline
PYR
D-PYR
ICTP
NTX
CTX
P1CP
TRAP


Akesson (1995)383



OR = 1.3 NS



OR = 1.9*


OR = 1.8*

Good

Garnero (1996)385

OR = 1.1 NS

OR = 1.0 NS


OR =1.9

OR = 1.4 NS
OR = 2.2*


Good

Vergnaud (1997)387



Total:
1.3* (p = 0.39)

undercarboxylated:
2.0* (p< 0.008)










Ross (2000)384

1.53*







1.54*




Szulc (1993)382



RR = 5.9*
(95% CI 1.5–22.7)








Fair. Groups not comparable (some received calcium supplements), also, not generalizable

van Daele (1996)386 



RR = 3.1 NS

Total: 


RR = 3.3* 

Free: 


RR = 3.0*
Total: 


RR = 1.4 NS

Free:


RR = 1.8 NS





Good

Note: When multiple doses were administered, the table shows results for the group that had the best response.
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