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STUDY PROTOCOL Open Access

Putting health status guided COPD management
to the test: protocol of the MARCH study
Janwillem Kocks1,3*, Corina de Jong1,3, Marjolein Y Berger1, Huib AM Kerstjens2,3 and Thys van der Molen1,3

Abstract

Background: Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD) is a disease state characterized by airflow limitation
that is not fully reversible and usually progressive. Current guidelines, among which the Dutch, have so far based
their management strategy mainly on lung function impairment as measured by FEV1, while it is well known that
FEV1 has a poor correlation with almost all features of COPD that matter to patients. Based on this discrepancy the
GOLD 2011 update included symptoms and impact in their treatment algorithm proposal. Health status measures
capture both symptoms and impact and could therefore be used as a standardized way to capture the information
a doctor could otherwise only collect by careful history taking and recording. We hypothesize that a treatment
algorithm that is based on a simple validated 10 item health status questionnaire, the Clinical COPD Questionnaire
(CCQ), improves health status (as measured by SGRQ) and classical COPD outcomes like exacerbation frequency,
patient satisfaction and health care utilization compared to usual care based on guidelines.

Methods/Design: This hypothesis will be tested in a randomized controlled trial (RCT) following 330 patients for
two years. During this period general practitioners will receive treatment advices every four months that are based
on the patient’s health status (in half of the patients, intervention group) or on lung function (the remaining half of
the patients, usual care group).

Discussion: During the design process, the selection of outcomes and the development of the treatment
algorithm were challenging. This is discussed in detail in the manuscript to facilitate researchers in designing future
studies in this changing field of implementation research.

Trial registration: Netherlands Trial Register, NTR2643

Background
Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD), a
common preventable and treatable disease, is characterized
by persistent airflow limitation that is usually progressive
and associated with an enhanced chronic inflammatory
response of the airways and the lungs to noxious particles
or gases [1]. COPD has a considerable impact on health
status [2]. Most guidelines, amongst which the 2003 Global
initiative for Chronic Obstructive lung Diseases (GOLD)
guidelines [3], and the Dutch GP guideline [4], have based
severity categorization on lung function impairment, more
specifically the FEV1. It is, however, well known that the

FEV1 has a poor correlation with almost all patient
reported outcomes in COPD and therefore the impact the
disease has on the patient [5].
The GOLD strategy document update December 2011

[6] is the first update in which symptoms and exacerbations
are included in patient assessment and severity grading.
However a detailed management strategy is not included.
As far as the authors know, there currently is no study in
which the severity grading is tested via prospective
algorithms. This may be one of the reasons that the GOLD
update has not yet been incorporated in national guidelines.
Health status instruments have been developed specif-

ically to assess disease severity, measure disease impact
and to evaluate treatment. The use of validated health
status instruments in daily clinical practice offers a wide
range of opportunities. Information can be collected in a
standardized manner prior to consultation. This may
help decrease the known underestimation by clinicians
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of the impact of the disease and its treatment on the
patients quality of life [7,8] and make it easier to review
the patients condition over longer periods of time [9].
Studies have also shown that patient satisfaction is
improved and patient opinions are more positive when
quality of life questionnaires form part of routine practice
[8,10]. High patient satisfaction is known to lead to superior
compliance [11,12], to more promptly seeking medical care
[13] and to retaining a higher amount of information
[14]. One of the important prerequisites for using a
questionnaire in routine clinical care, is its validation
on individual patient level. Most questionnaires have
solely been validated for the use in groups of patients.
Validation on the individual level requires a different
methodology. In the field of COPD this is currently
only performed for the CCQ [15,16].
The 2003 GOLD guidelines, on which Dutch national

guidelines are based, advocate a stepwise algorithm based
on FEV1 level, differentiation is only recommended on the
level of pharmacological treatment recommendations. All
non-pharmacological recommendations are identical for
all levels of severity, limiting individual differentiation.
We propose that health status instruments provide
the opportunity for individually tailored advices, focusing
on functional status, mental status and symptoms. A form
of tailoring that is, in a certain way, akin to the rising
interest in pheno typing patients to target interventions
more effectively [17].
Studies carried out in routine clinical practice show

promising results regarding the feasibility of the use of
health status instruments and their influence on the
consultation, however until now these studies have not
been able to show consistent benefits on outcomes for
patients with COPD [18-20]. These ambiguous results
might be due to differences in questionnaires used and
in the way studies were performed. Studies that test the
clinical effectiveness of health status instruments have
used a large variety of tools, settings, and outcome
parameters [18-26]. However none of these studies used
a clear algorithm on how to interpret the outcome of
health status measures nor did they feature clear advice
regarding patient management.
The 2013 GOLD update includes both the COPD

Assessment test (CAT) and the Clinical COPD
Questionnaire (CCQ) as health status measurements
[1]. One of the advantages of the CCQ over the CAT is its
domains. This enables identification of the patients’ prime
problem and thereby a focusing of the treatment on this
problem. Also, the CCQ was rated to be more useful in
primary care practice [27,28] and has been validated for
use in individual patients [15].
We hypothesize that a treatment algorithm that is

based on a simple validated measure of health status,
the Clinical COPD Questionnaire (CCQ), improves

health status (as measured on a separate scale) and
secondary parameters like exacerbation frequency,
patient satisfaction and health care utilization, when
compared to usual care based on FEV1 level as per
current GOLD guidelines.
The research questions addressed are:

1. Does a treatment algorithm that is based on CCQ
measurements improve health status as measured by
SGRQ over two years of use compared to usual care
based on FEV1?

2. Does such a treatment algorithm improve other
parameters of COPD care such as exacerbation
frequency, mental health, health care utilization and
direct medical costs compared to usual care based
on FEV1?

This study combines the advantages of standardized
health status measurement in routine clinical practice
and of clear clinical treatment recommendations.

Methods/Design
Study design
The study will be a prospective randomized controlled
trial with a follow-up duration of two year with two arms:

� intervention group with CCQ guided treatment
proposals (CCQ group) and

� guideline group for whom treatment advice is based
on FEV1 level according to Dutch National and
GOLD guidelines (Usual Care, UC group).

The study flow-chart is represented in Figure 1. The
study has been approved by the Medical Ethical Committee
of the University Medical Center Groningen and is
registered on the Dutch trial register (ISRCTN-register)
with the identifier NTR2643.

Duration
Patients will be followed up for 2 years and during that
period there will be 7 visits, including a baseline and a
final visit (Figure 1).

Selection and recruitment
Local general practitioners will be contacted to participate
in the study. When a general practitioner agrees to partici-
pate, he/she is asked to review his/her patient database for
possible participants. The resulting eligible patients are sent
a patient information leaflet and an informed consent
form by their general practitioner. They will be asked
by letter to return the informed consent form to their
general practitioner if they wish to participate in the study
(opt-in method). The patients will then be invited for the
baseline visit. The inclusion criteria are a doctor’s diagnosis
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of COPD, age 40 years or above, a smoking history of
at least 10 pack-years and a post bronchodilator
FEV1/ forced vital capacity (FVC) <0.70. Exclusion
criteria are a myocardial infarction less than 3 months
ago, inability to read and understand the Dutch language,
history of asthma or allergic rhinitis, regular use of
oxygen, unstable or life-threatening co-morbid condition
(as judged by the investigator) and dementia.
This study will take place in general practices in the

Northern part of the Netherlands. All measurements
including spirometry will be performed by a trained
research nurse and will take place in or near the GP
practices when possible.

Randomization and blinding strategy
After inclusion into the study the patients will be
randomized to the intervention or usual care group
using a computerized randomization on individual
patient level. The study will be performed in a
double-blind fashion, patients and doctors will be
blinded as well as the technicians that perform the
measurements. A separate researcher will collect the
data, and feed them in to a PC for a computerized
treatment advice based on pre-defined criteria as per
protocol. This advice will be sent to the doctor. Since the
doctor will only see the resulting treatment advices, and
not the measurement results they are based on, and since
the treatment advices are compliant with the same
national guide lines in both groups, albeit organized in a
different fashion, blinding is maintained.

Intervention
The actual intervention is the provision of treatment
advices to the general practitioner based on health status
in the CCQ group and based on FEV1 in the UC group.

Algorithm development
Algorithm objective
CCQ group: the primary objective during the develop-
mental phase was that the algorithm should result in a

strategy that would treat the patient’s prime problem,
reflected by the most impaired CCQ domain and not treat
the remaining CCQ domains. At the next visit, it is
assessed whether the impairments in the specific domain
had improved sufficiently, the domain that is most
impaired at that moment will guide the next period of
treatment. The treatment intensity is guided by the CCQ
total score, i.e. the overall impairment in health status.
UC group: this algorithm resulted directly from the

treatment steps in the Dutch general practitioners
guidelines.

Algorithm content
CCQ group: all current standard treatments options in
the current Dutch general practitioners guidelines [4]
were reviewed (JWHK) (pharmacological, stop-smoking,
reactivation, counseling etc.) and rated on intensity of
the treatment and expected possible effects of the treat-
ment on each CCQ domain: symptoms, functional status
or exercise capacity and mental state (JWHK, TvdM,
HAMK). Subsequently the interventions were ordered
according to intensity of the treatment and resources
needed, e.g. for functional status this resulted in the
following ordering: physical activity advices, out-patient
reactivation, and rehabilitation.
UC group: all treatment steps in the Dutch general

practitioners guidelines were directly translated into the
algorithms.

Algorithm tuning
CCQ group: The concept treatment algorithm was
discussed during an 45 minute meeting with
pulmonologists and residents (n~15 present) working at
the University Medical Center Groningen and during
an one hour Groningen Research Institute for Asthma
and COPD (GRIAC) research meeting. This GRIAC
meetings are attended by both clinical and basic
scientists of the departments of allergology, lab
allergology and pulmonary diseases, epidemiology, general
practice, molecular pharmacology, pathology, paediatric

Figure 1 MARCH study flow chart.
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pulmonology and paediatric allergy, pulmonology and
respiratory insufficiency. The concept algorithm was slightly
altered as a result of these two meetings.
UC group: no further discussion nor fine tuning

took place.

Algorithm feasibility
CCQ and UC group: to assess feasibility of the final
algorithm, the algorithm was tested on databases of
previous studies in the Wilhelmina Hospital Assen
(n=38) and the Isala klinieken Zwolle (n=168).

Algorithm example
CCQ group: a high score on CCQ total score (>3, i.e.
severely impaired) in combination with the highest
score on the functional status domain leads to a pulmonary
rehabilitation program advice, while a total CCQ score
between 1 and 2 in combination with the highest
score on the functional status domain leads to the
provision of leaflets on healthy movement. A CCQ
total score < 1 represents a very low burden of disease or
good disease control, so no change in treatment advice is
given. The final algorithm is displayed in Figure 2.
UC group: the advise is taken directly from the treatment

steps in the Dutch general practitioners guidelines, a
GOLD III score leads to the advise to use both a
short acting and a long acting bronchodilator. In case
of more than 2 exacerbations per year also the use of
inhalation corticosteroids is advised.

Measurements
Baseline visit and last visit
At each visit, the disease should be stable; in case of an
exacerbation visits are postponed, there should be at
least 6 six weeks between the end of the exacerbation
and the visit. The following parameters are gathered at
baseline and last visit:

� Patient demographics: age, gender, marital status,
educational level, employment status.

� COPD specific information: smoking status, pack
years, duration of COPD.

� Previous participation in a formal smoking cessation
program, pulmonary rehabilitation or reactivation
program.

� Co-morbidities, using the Charlson comorbidity
index [29].

� Medication use and exacerbations in the last year.
Exacerbations are defined as an increase in or new
onset of more than one respiratory symptom
(cough, sputum, sputum purulence, wheezing,
dyspnea) with a duration of two or more days
requiring treatment with an antibiotic and/or
systemic steroid [30].

� Spirometry, pre- and postbronchodilator FEV1 in
liters, FEV1 % predicted, FVC %predicted, and
inspiratory capacity. The bronchodilator will be
administered as salbutamol 4 times 100 microgram
per metered dose inhaler with chamber device.

� Body Mass Index
� Functional exercise capacity as measured by the 6

minute walking test [31]. The patients are asked to
walk up and down a level 30 meter walkway for 6
minutes. Breaks are allowed if necessary and recorded.
Total distance walked is recorded as well as heart rate,
blood pressure, Borg dyspnea score and oxygen
saturation immediately before and after the test.

� Patient reported outcomes:
� The SGRQ is a 50-question, 76-item, health

status scale for COPD patients. The SGRQ has
3 subscales: symptoms, activities and impact.
The score ranges from 0 (best) to 100 (worst).
The minimal clinically important difference is
4 points [32,33].

� The Clinical COPD Questionnaire is a 10-item
health status scale measuring three domains:
symptoms, functional status and mental state of
COPD patients. Scores range from 0 (best) to 6
(worst). The minimal clinically important
difference is 0.4 [34,35]. The CCQ has also been
validated on the individual patient level [15].

� The modified Medical Research Council (mMRC)
dyspnea scale [36]. This measures dyspnea on a
scale of 0 (not breathless except when performing
strenuous exercise) till 4 (too breathless to leave
the house or breathless when dressing).

� The Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale, a
scale developed to identify anxiety disorders and
depression among patients in non-psychiatric
hospital clinics but also widely used outside the
hospital. It is divided into an Anxiety subscale
and a Depression subscale both containing seven
items. Each question is answered on a 0 to three
scale. A total score above 8 suggests the existence
of pathology. A change of 1.5 in each domain
score represents a clinically relevant change [37].

During each follow-up visit
The following is collected during each follow-up visit: spir-
ometry, pulmonary medication use, generic questionnaire
about treatment offered and received, unscheduled visits to
the GP or hospital because of pulmonary problems
and patient reported outcomes: CCQ, SGRQ, mMRC,
EuroQOL-5D and HADS.

Advices to health care providers
After each visit the GP receives a treatment advice.
Depending on the group to which the patient is
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randomized this is based either on the CCQ (CCQ group)
or on the Dutch National guidelines (UC group). In order
to check for compliance the GP is asked to report what
treatment (pharmacological and non-pharmacological) was
offered to the patient. If the GP deviates from this advice
he or she is asked to the provide the reason for deviating.

Outcomes
Primary outcomes
The primary outcome is change in SGRQ over time.
Because the intervention is guided by the CCQ, a
different health status instrument, the SGRQ, is used
as primary outcome measure. Treatment of COPD
patients in primary care is focused on improvement
of health status and reduction of exacerbations. In
this perspective it is a logical choice to use a health
status questionnaire as an outcome measure.

Secondary outcomes
One of the secondary outcomes is the exacerbation
frequency as indicated by medication use. This is one
of the classical COPD outcomes, and exacerbations
have a large impact on patients’ lives.
Other secondary outcome parameters are changes

in CCQ score, 6 minute walking distance test,
HADS, mMRC, lung function, and differences
between the two groups in hospital admissions and
mortality.

Economical outcome variables
Health care utilization and other direct medical costs
are recorded. Data include medication use and all
visits to the general practice, hospital, and other
health care professionals involved in the management
of COPD.

 

Figure 2 CCQ based treatment algorithm.
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Sample size calculation
Sample size calculations are based on difference in change
in health status between both groups. Because the interven-
tion is guided by the CCQ, an alternative health status
scale, the SGRQ, is used for the power-calculation. Based
on 80% power to detect the minimal clinically important
difference (4 points on the SGRQ) between the two groups,
a sample size of 150 persons per group is needed. The
standard deviation of the SGRQ total score in different
samples is approximately10-17 (12 used in calculation)
[38-42]. The alpha level was set at 0.05.
Taking dropouts into consideration, a sample size of

165 patients / group = 330 patients in total is aimed for.

Statistical analysis
The primary outcome measures is the change in SGRQ
over time. The SGRQ results in a total score and 3
subscale scores: symptoms, activities and impact. The
SGRQ change in scores over the treatment period of the
control group will be compared to that of the experimental
group. The scores will be tested for normality. In case of
normality the difference will be univariately tested with a
student T-test and multivariately with a linear regression
model. In case of deviation from normality the variable will
be transformed to normality via a Box-Cox transformation
and thereafter analyzed via student T-test and linear
regression models.The multivariate models will be
corrected for the following confounders: educational
level, age, gender, current smoking, and FEV1. The
number of exacerbations will be reported as weighted
exacerbations rates (total number of exacerbations divided
by the total person-time of follow up per group) [43-45].
Statistical significance of weighted rate ratios will calculated
using a Poisson regression model. The secondary research
outcomes will be tested in a similar fashion as the primary
research question. The primary analyses will be based on
the intention-to-treat principle. As secondary analyses, a
per protocol analysis will be performed to increase insight
in the data.

Discussion
The objective of the MARCH study is to study whether
a treatment algorithm that is based on health status as
measured by CCQ improves health status as measured
by SGRQ after two years of use compared to care based
on FEV1 levels as per regular (GOLD) guidelines.
This study is based on the assumption that treatment

based on problems that matter to patients (as reflected in a
health status measurement) will have more positive
effect on their life than treatment that is based on a
single measurement that has little relation with their
problems (FEV1).
The selection of an appropriate primary outcome meas-

ure for the current study was an important issue during the

design process. The traditional primary outcome measure
in COPD research is lung function, usually represented by
the FEV1. The US Food and Drug Administration (FDA)
and the European Medicines Association (EMA) still
routinely require this in pharmaceutical trials. However,
FEV1 has been found to have a very poor correlation with
markers of COPD that seem to matter most to patients,
such as exercise tolerance, symptoms and also health status
[46,47]. Therefore, currently most researchers regard
changes in patient centered outcomes such as health status,
symptoms, exacerbations and functional status more
important than changes in lung function [47]. Patient
centered outcomes better reflect the complexity and the
impact of the disease, and several aspects of health status
predict clinically meaningful outcomes in COPD [48,49].
For instance, functional status as measured in health status
questionnaires has been shown to predict exacerbations
[50,51], hospital admissions [50-54] and mortality [55,56].
In most large scale COPD studies, health status is measured
and demonstrated to improve after successful interventions,
but it is seldom used as primary outcome. The situation is
different in pulmonary rehabilitation studies where health
status has been used as one of the primary endpoints [57].
Using health status as primary outcome measure in a

study where the treatment in one arm is organized
according to health status carries the risk of direct influence
on the outcome. In order to reduce this potential
methodological problem, a different health status
questionnaire (SGRQ) is used in our study instead of the
questionnaire that is used to guide the treatment (CCQ).
In the current study we decided to randomize on

the patient level and not on the GP cluster level. This
decision was made after careful evaluation of advantages
and disadvantages of randomization on the individual and
the cluster level. In this evaluation the following factors
played a pivotal role. A large disadvantage of cluster
randomization is the risk of selective inclusion, i.e. the
physician is more likely to discover to which treatment
group all his or her patients are allocated and this might,
unconsciously, play a role in selecting patients for participa-
tion in the study. A second large disadvantage is the need
for a much larger study population to maintain sufficient
power. An additional power calculation assuming 10 COPD
patients per practice, and a correlation of SGRQ within
primary care practices scores of 0.14 (based on previous
unpublished studies in our group), the total number of
patients needed to achieve a power of 0.8 is 462. This
constitutes an increase in patient number of 40%.
A disadvantage of randomizing at the individual level

is the risk of contamination, loss of allocation conceal-
ment. This risk is present on both the patient level and
on the physician level. On the patient level this is caused
by the fact that several patients from one GP practice
participate in this study and often patients in one
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practice know each other. Therefore patients in the
control group might know patients that have been
randomized into the intervention group and via that
route receive information from the intervention group
which they then might decide to use for themselves.
However, we do not consider this to be a large risk in
our study because the experimental treatment does not
differ markedly from the usual care treatment, the same
treatment elements are used albeit differently organized.
In other words none of the patients will receive com-
pletely new and unexpected advices and therefore we
expect them to conform to the recommendations
given by their physicians.
The second level on which contamination might pose

a risk for the study is the physician level, physicians
might learn from the intervention and adjust their way
of working. We try to circumvent this risk by supplying
the physician with clear and individually tailored written
practical advices. Physician and patients are routinely
asked to report which treatment was given to each of
the participants in the study giving us an accurate
picture of whether or not contamination was present
and if so the size of the problem.
Health care providers are not used to interpreting health

status data. They need education and support to learn how
to interpret the scores of health status instruments if they
are to be successfully integrated into routine practice.
Greenhalgh’s review of health status studies concluded that
information should be fed back throughout the decision
making process to all clinicians involved in the patient’s
care and in a format they can make sense of and integrate
in clinical decision making [23]. Health status scores
should therefore be presented in a coherent clinically
relevant format, with clear guidelines for interpretation
and preferably with to-the-point recommendations. Based
on Greenhalgh’s suggestions we incorporated in our study
a clear treatment advice for the participating clinicians in
order to avoid difficulties around the interpretations of
health status scores.
Much effort was put in designing the treatment algo-

rithms, because this is a pivotal part of the study design.
During the design process choices without supporting
evidence had to be made, this is because treatment
based on health status is a novel concept and all previ-
ous studies were based on impairment of lung function
as treatment criterion. By discussing the algorithm in
different settings and with partners from various back-
grounds we tried to reduce possible bias.
Vital for successful completion of the study is compliance

of the care provider with the treatment advices. In the
current Dutch GP practice the care for patients with
chronic diseases is often transferred from the GP to the
practice nurse. This applies also to implementing treatment
advices. Practice nurses can achieve similar outcomes as

doctors in chronic disease management [58]. Additionally,
it has been demonstrated that practices in which the
organization is optimal, guidelines are better adhered to
[59]. Although this adds an extra layer in the process
from measurement (lung function or health status) to
effectuating the treatment, we are confident that in
well organized practices with practice nurses, our
advices will lead to similar results as with practices
that do not work with practice nurses.

Conclusions
This article describes the design of a double-blind random-
ized controlled trial in general practice that aims at demon-
strating that COPD care can be improved by implementing
a treatment algorithm based on a simple health care ques-
tionnaire. Considerations in choosing the primary end
point, the randomization procedure and the design of the
algorithm are described and result in decisions that both
support the scientific robustness and feasibility of this study.

Competing interests
The study was funded by an unrestricted grant by AstraZeneca.
JwhK: received grants from stichting Zorgdraad, and fees for lectures from
GlaxoSmithKline. He received travel grants from GlaxoSmithKline, Chiesi,
Boehringer Ingelheim. He acts as advisor for GlaxoSmithKline, Boehringer
Ingelheim, Novartis.
CdJ: No competing interests.
MyB: no conflicting interests, she did not receive any financial support for
her involvement in this study.
HamK: his institution has received fees per patient, consulting fees and travel
support for from AstraZeneca, Boehringer Ingelheim, Pfizer, Takeda, Novartis,
Almirall, and Chiesi.
TvdM: received grants from Chiesi, Astrazeneca, GlaxoSmithKline, MSD and
fees for lectures from Astrazeneca, Allmirall, Glaxo Smith Kline, MSD,
Nicomed. He acts as advisor for Astrazeneca, GlaxoSmith Kline, Mundifarma,
MSD, Nicomed.

Authors’ contributions
Jwhk, HamK and TvdM designed the study. Jwhk and CdJ drafted the
manuscript. MyB, HamK and TvdM revised the manuscript critically for
important intellectual content. All authors read and approved the final
manuscript.

Acknowledgements
The authors like to thank Boudewijn J. Kollen, PhD for his statistical advice.

Author details
1Department of General Practice, University of Groningen, University Medical
Center Groningen, Antonius Deusinglaan 1, 97136 AV, Groningen, the
Netherlands. 2Department of Pulmonary Diseases, University of Groningen,
University Medical Center Groningen, Antonius Deusinglaan 1, 97136 AV,
Groningen, the Netherlands. 3Groningen Research Institute for Asthma and
COPD (GRIAC), University Medical Center Groningen, Groningen, The
Netherlands.

Received: 10 December 2012 Accepted: 24 June 2013
Published: 4 July 2013

References
1. GOLD Committee: Global Strategy for Diagnosis, Management, and

Prevention of COPD. Updated February 2013 2013, 2013(03).
2. Halbert RJ, Isonaka S: International Primary Care Respiratory Group

(IPCRG) Guidelines: integrating diagnostic guidelines for managing
chronic respiratory diseases in primary care. Prim Care Respir J 2006,
15(1):13–19.

Kocks et al. BMC Pulmonary Medicine 2013, 13:41 Page 7 of 9
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2466/13/41



3. Rabe KF, Hurd S, Anzueto A, Barnes PJ, Buist SA, Calverley P, Fukuchi Y,
Jenkins C, Rodriguez-Roisin R, van Weel C, Zielinski J: Global Initiative for
Chronic Obstructive Lung Disease: Global strategy for the diagnosis,
management, and prevention of chronic obstructive pulmonary disease:
GOLD executive summary. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 2007, 176(6):532–555.

4. Smeele I, van Weel C, van Schayck CP, van der Molen T, Thoonen B,
Schermer TR, Sachs APE, Muris J, Chavannes NH, Kolnaar BGM, Grol MH,
Geijer RMM: M26. NHG-Standaard COPD. Huisarts en Wetenschap 2007,
50(8):362–379.

5. Tsiligianni I, Kocks J, Tzanakis N, Siafakas N, van der Molen T: Factors that
influence disease-specific quality of life or health status in patients with
COPD: a review and meta-analysis of Pearson correlations. Prim Care
Respir J 2011, 20(3):257–268.

6. GOLD Committee: Global Strategy for the Diagnosis, Management and
Prevention of COPD, Global Initiative for Chronic Obstructive Lung
Disease (GOLD). Update 2011.

7. Bellamy D, Bouchard J, Henrichsen S, Johansson G, Langhammer A, Reid J,
van Weel C, Buist S: International Primary Care Respiratory Group (IPCRG)
Guidelines: management of chronic obstructive pulmonary disease
(COPD). Prim Care Respir J 2006, 15(1):48–57.

8. Russo J, Roy-Byrne P, Jaffe C, Ries R, Dagadakis C, Dwyer-O’Connor E,
Reeder D: The relationship of patient-administered outcome assessments
to quality of life and physician ratings: validity of the BASIS-32. J Ment
Health Adm 1997, 24(2):200–214.

9. Hirshfield-Bartek J, Dow KH, Creaton E: Decreasing documentation time
using a patient self-assessment tool. Oncol Nurs Forum 1990,
17(0190–535; 2):251–255.

10. Patrick DL, Burke LB, Powers JH, Scott JA, Rock EP, Dawisha S, O’Neill R,
Kennedy DL: Patient-reported outcomes to support medical product
labeling claims: FDA perspective. Value Health 2007, 10(Suppl 2):S125–S137.

11. Haddad S, Potvin L, Roberge D, Pineault R, Remondin M: Patient
perception of quality following a visit to a doctor in a primary care unit.
Fam Pract 2000, 17(1):21–29.

12. Winefield HR, Murrell TG, Clifford J: Process and outcomes in general
practice consultations: problems in defining high quality care. Soc Sci
Med 1995, 41(7):969–975.

13. Ware JE Jr, Davies AR: Behavioral consequences of consumer
dissatisfaction with medical care. Eval Program Plann 1983, 6(3–4):291–297.

14. Loblaw DA, Bezjak A, Singh PM, Gotowiec A, Joubert D, Mah K, Devins GM:
Psychometric refinement of an outpatient, visit-specific satisfaction with
doctor questionnaire. Psychooncology 2004, 13(4):223–234.

15. Kocks JW, Kerstjens HA, Snijders SL, de Vos B, Biermann JJ, van Hengel P,
Strijbos JH, Bosveld HE, van der Molen T: Health status in routine clinical
practice: validity of the Clinical COPD Questionnaire at the individual
patient level. Health Qual Life Outcomes 2010, 8(1):135.

16. van der Molen T, Kocks JWH: Do health-status measures play a role in
improving treatment in chronic obstructive pulmonary disease?
Expert Opin Pharmacother 2006, 7(1):57–61.

17. Miravitlles M, Soler-Cataluna JJ, Calle M, Molina J, Almagro P, Quintano JA,
Trigueros JA, Pinera P, Simon A, Riesco JA, Ancochea J, Soriano JB: A new
approach to grading and treating COPD based on clinical phenotypes:
summary of the Spanish COPD guidelines (GesEPOC). Prim Care Respir J
2013, 22(1):117–121.

18. Rubenstein LV, McCoy JM, Cope DW, Barrett PA, Hirsch SH, Messer KS,
Young RT: Improving patient quality of life with feedback to physicians
about functional status. J Gen Intern Med 1995, 10(11):607–614.

19. Fihn SD, McDonell MB, Diehr P, Anderson SM, Bradley KA, Au DH,
Spertus JA, Burman M, Reiber GE, Kiefe CI, Cody M, Sanders KM, Whooley MA,
Rosenfeld K, Baczek LA, Sauvigne A: Effects of sustained audit/feedback on
self-reported health status of primary care patients. Am J Med 2004,
116(4):241–248.

20. Jacobs JE, van de Lisdonk EH, Smeele I, van Weel C, Grol RP: Management of
patients with asthma and COPD: monitoring quality of life and the
relationship to subsequent GP interventions. Fam Pract 2001, 18(6):574–580.

21. Espallargues M, Valderas JM, Alonso J: Provision of feedback on perceived
health status to health care professionals: a systematic review of its
impact. Med Care 2000, 38(2):175–186.

22. Greenhalgh J, Meadows K: The effectiveness of the use of patient-based
measures of health in routine practice in improving the process and
outcomes of patient care: a literature review. J Eval Clin Pract 1999,
5(4):401–416.

23. Greenhalgh J, Long AF, Flynn R: The use of patient reported outcome
measures in routine clinical practice: lack of impact or lack of theory?
Soc Sci Med 2005, 60(4):833–843.

24. Detmar SB, Muller MJ, Schornagel JH, Wever LD, Aaronson NK: Health-related
quality-of-life assessments and patient-physician communication: a
randomized controlled trial. JAMA 2002, 288(23):3027–3034.

25. Varni JW, Seid M, Knight TS, Uzark K, Szer IS: The PedsQL 4.0 Generic Core
Scales: sensitivity, responsiveness, and impact on clinical decision-making.
J Behav Med 2002, 25(2):175–193.

26. Wagner AK, Ehrenberg BL, Tran TA, Bungay KM, Cynn DJ, Rogers WH:
Patient-based health status measurement in clinical practice: a study of
its impact on epilepsy patients’ care. Qual Life Res 1997, 6(4):329–341.

27. Cave AJ, Atkinson L, Tsiligianni IG, Kaplan AG: Assessment of COPD
wellness tools for use in primary care: an IPCRG initiative. Int J Chron
Obstruct Pulmon Dis 2012, 7:447–456.

28. Tsiligianni IG, van der Molen T, Moraitaki D, Lopez I, Kocks JW, Karagiannis K,
Siafakas N, Tzanakis N: Assessing health status in COPD. A head-to-head
comparison between the COPD assessment test (CAT) and the clinical
COPD questionnaire (CCQ). BMC Pulm Med 2012, 12(1):20.

29. Charlson ME, Pompei P, Ales KL, MacKenzie CR: A new method of
classifying prognostic comorbidity in longitudinal studies: development
and validation. J Chronic Dis 1987, 40(5):373–383.

30. Trappenburg JC, van Deventer AC, Troosters T, Verheij TJ, Schrijvers AJ,
Lammers JW, Monninkhof EM: The impact of using different symptom-
based exacerbation algorithms in patients with COPD. Eur Respir J 2011,
37(5):1260–1268.

31. ATS Committee on Proficiency Standards for Clinical Pulmonary Function
Laboratories: ATS statement: guidelines for the six-minute walk test. Am J
Respir Crit Care Med 2002, 166(1073–449; 1):111–117.

32. Jones PW, Quirk FH, Baveystock CM, Littlejohns P: A self-complete measure
of health status for chronic airflow limitation. The St. George’s Respiratory
Questionnaire. Am Rev Respir Dis 1992, 145(6):1321–1327.

33. Jones PW: Interpretation of health status measurements: From clinical
trials to routine practice. Eur Respir Rev 2002, 12(83):87.

34. van der Molen T, Willemse BW, Schokker S, Ten Hacken NH, Postma DS,
Juniper EF: Development, validity and responsiveness of the Clinical
COPD Questionnaire. Health Qual Life Outcomes 2003, 1(1):13.

35. Kocks JWH, Tuinenga MG, Uil SM, van den Berg JWK, Stahl E, van der Molen T:
Health status measurement in COPD: the minimal clinically important
difference of the clinical COPD questionnaire. Respir Res 2006, 7(1465–993):62.

36. Bestall JC, Paul EA, Garrod R, Garnham R, Jones PW, Wedzicha JA:
Usefulness of the Medical Research Council (MRC) dyspnoea scale as a
measure of disability in patients with chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease. Thorax 1999, 54(7):581–586.

37. Zigmond AS, Snaith RP: The hospital anxiety and depression scale.
Acta Psychiatr Scand 1983, 67(0001–690; 6):361–370.

38. Calverley P, Pauwels R, Vestbo J, Jones P, Pride N, Gulsvik A, Anderson J,
Maden C: Combined salmeterol and fluticasone in the treatment of
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease: a randomised controlled trial.
Lancet 2003, 361(9356):449–456.

39. Engstrom CP, Persson LO, Larsson S, Sullivan M: Long-term effects of a
pulmonary rehabilitation programme in outpatients with chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease: a randomized controlled study. Scand J
Rehabil Med 1999, 31(4):207–213.

40. Gallefoss F, Bakke PS, Rsgaard PK: Quality of life assessment after patient
education in a randomized controlled study on asthma and chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 1999,
159(3):812–817.

41. Sin DD, McAlister FA, Man SF, Anthonisen NR: Contemporary management
of chronic obstructive pulmonary disease: scientific review. JAMA 2003,
290(17):2301–2312.

42. Tashkin D, Kesten S: Long-term treatment benefits with tiotropium in
COPD patients with and without short-term bronchodilator responses.
Chest 2003, 123(5):1441–1449.

43. Trappenburg JCA, Koevoets L, de Weert-van Oene G, Monninkhof E,
Bourbeau J, Troosters T, Verheij TJM, Lammers J, Schrijvers AJP: Action Plan
to enhance self-management and early detection of exacerbations in
COPD patients a multicenter RCT. BMC Pulm Med 2009, 9:52.

44. Suissa S: Statistical treatment of exacerbations in therapeutic trials of
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 2006,
173(8):842–846.

Kocks et al. BMC Pulmonary Medicine 2013, 13:41 Page 8 of 9
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2466/13/41



45. Aaron SD, Fergusson D, Marks GB, Suissa S, Vandemheen KL, Doucette S,
Maltais F, Bourbeau JF, Goldstein RS, Balter M, O’Donnell D, Fitzgerald M:
Counting, analysing and reporting exacerbations of COPD in
randomised controlled trials. Thorax 2008, 63(2):122–128.

46. Glaab T, Vogelmeier C, Buhl R: Outcome measures in chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease (COPD): strengths and limitations. Respir Res 2010,
11(1):79.

47. Cazzola M, MacNee W, Martinez FJ, Rabe KF, Franciosi LG, Barnes PJ,
Brusasco V, Burge PS, Calverley PMA, Celli BR, Jones PW, Mahler DA, Make B,
Miravitlles M, Page CP, Palange P, Parr D, Pistolesi M, Rennard SI, Rutten-van
Molken MP, Stockley R, Sullivan SD, Wedzicha JA, Wouters EF: Outcomes for
COPD pharmacological trials: from lung function to biomarkers.
Eur Respir J 2008, 31(2):416–469.

48. Lareau SC, Breslin EH, Meek PM: Functional status instruments: outcome
measure in the evaluation of patients with chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease. Heart Lung 1996, 25(3):212–224.

49. Leidy NK: Using functional status to assess treatment outcomes.
Chest 1994, 106(6):1645–1646.

50. Kocks JWH, Ven v, Uil SM, van den Berg JWK, Asijee GM, van der Molen T:
Functional status measurement in chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease: the value of the functional status domain of the Clinical COPD
Questionnaire. Thorax 2006, 61:ii3–ii56.

51. Fan VS, Ramsey SD, Make BJ, Martinez FJ: Physiologic variables and
functional status independently predict COPD hospitalizations and
emergency department visits in patients with severe COPD. COPD:
Journal of Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 2007, 4(1):29–39.

52. Stull DE, Leidy NK, Jones PW, Stahl E: Measuring functional performance in
patients with COPD: a discussion of patient-reported outcome measures.
Curr Med Res Opin 2007, 23(11):2655–2665.

53. Pinto-Plata VM, Cote C, Cabral H, Taylor J, Celli BR: The 6-min walk
distance: change over time and value as a predictor of survival in severe
COPD. Eur Respir J 2004, 23(1):28–33.

54. Koutsokera A, Kiropoulos TS, Nikoulis DJ, Daniil ZD, Tsolaki V, Tanou K,
Papaioannou AI, Germenis A, Gourgoulianis KI, Kostikas K: Clinical,
functional and biochemical changes during recovery from COPD
exacerbations. Respir Med 2009, 103(6):919–926.

55. ZuWallack RL: Functional status and survival in COPD. Monaldi Arch Chest
Dis 2003, 59(3):230–233.

56. Almagro P, Calbo E, Ochoa DE, Barreiro B, Quintana S, Heredia JL, Garau J:
Mortality after hospitalization for COPD. Chest 2002, 121(5):1441–1448.

57. Puhan MA, Gimeno-Santos E, Scharplatz M, Troosters T, Walters EH, Steurer
J: Pulmonary rehabilitation following exacerbations of chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2011,
10(10):CD005305.

58. Laurant M, Reeves D, Hermens R, Braspenning J, Grol R, Sibbald B:
Substitution of doctors by nurses in primary care. Cochrane Database Syst
Rev 2005, 2(2):CD001271.

59. Wiener-Ogilvie S, Huby G, Pinnock H, Gillies J, Sheikh A: Practice
organisational characteristics can impact on compliance with the BTS/
SIGN asthma guideline: qualitative comparative case study in primary
care. BMC Fam Pract 2008, 9:32.

doi:10.1186/1471-2466-13-41
Cite this article as: Kocks et al.: Putting health status guided COPD
management to the test: protocol of the MARCH study. BMC Pulmonary
Medicine 2013 13:41.

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

Kocks et al. BMC Pulmonary Medicine 2013, 13:41 Page 9 of 9
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2466/13/41


	Abstract
	Background
	Methods/Design
	Discussion
	Trial registration

	Background
	Methods/Design
	Study design
	Duration
	Selection and recruitment
	Randomization and blinding strategy
	Intervention
	Algorithm development
	Algorithm objective
	Algorithm content
	Algorithm tuning
	Algorithm feasibility
	Algorithm example

	Measurements
	Baseline visit and last visit

	During each follow-up visit
	Advices to health care providers
	Outcomes
	Primary outcomes
	Secondary outcomes
	Economical outcome variables
	Sample size calculation

	Statistical analysis

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	References

