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Introduction
The management of multimorbidity in older people 
is challenging. Treatment guidelines are generally 
derived from single disease trials which often exclude 
older participants, and their application to patients 
with multimorbidity may result in lengthy, problem-
atic prescriptions.1–4 While the individual recom-
mendations from a guideline may be rational, the 
sum of all recommendations for the individual mul-
timorbid patient is often inappropriate. In the United 
States, 39% of adults aged over 65 years take five or 
more daily medications.5 In Europe, almost 25% of 
nursing home residents take 10 or more daily medi-
cations.6 Polypharmacy, defined here as the concur-
rent use of five or more daily medications, may of 
course be appropriate and justified when treating 

multimorbid patients. However, polypharmacy, 
when it is inappropriate, is associated with a range of 
adverse consequences including falls, hip fractures, 
cognitive decline and avoidable hospitalizations.7–9 
Older people are particularly vulnerable to the harm-
ful effects of polypharmacy due to age-related 
changes in pharmacokinetics and pharmacodynam-
ics.10,11 Therefore, the challenge for the prescriber 
when treating older multimorbid patients is to strike 
a balance between optimizing chronic disease con-
trol and minimizing the risks of polypharmacy.

Inappropriate polypharmacy which engenders 
potentially inappropriate medications (PIMs) can be 
addressed by examining the process of prescribing.12 
This involves screening for inappropriate medication 
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use (IMU). IMU refers to (1) drug overuse, the use 
of drugs without a valid indication and (2) drug mis-
use, the incorrect choice of drug (potential harm 
outweighs the benefit, risk of drug–drug interactions 
or drug–disease interactions), incorrect dose or 
incorrect duration.12–14 The aim is to match the 
medication regimen to the patient’s overall condi-
tion and goals of care.15 Prescribers also have the 
opportunity to address inappropriate polypharmacy 
when they encounter the adverse outcomes of pre-
scribing. Adverse drug events (ADEs) cause or con-
tribute significantly to 6–17% of all hospital 
admissions in older adults.16,17 However, ADEs are 
under-recognized in this population because they 
commonly manifest as nonspecific symptoms such 
as fatigue, dizziness, falls, constipation and confu-
sion.11,18 It has been suggested that any new symp-
tom in an older patient should be considered a drug 
side effect until proven otherwise.18

Despite the importance of choosing the correct 
drugs, screening for IMU and recognizing ADEs, 
it is a fact that the great majority of older people 
with multimorbidity are managed by physicians 
who do not have expertise in geriatric medicine or 
pharmaco-therapeutics.19 Valid and effective 
methods are needed to assist these physicians 
with the management of patients with multimor-
bidity and polypharmacy.

In the last 30 years, multiple criteria-based strategies 
to address inappropriate polypharmacy have been 
published. Implicit PIM criteria are judgement-
based quality indicators that focus primarily on the 
patient rather than drugs or diseases. Although 
patient-centered and often sensitive for detection of 
IMU, this approach is time-consuming and very 
much depends on the knowledge and experience of 
the prescriber.12 For this reason, implicit criteria 
have limited applicability outside of the research set-
ting. In contrast, explicit criteria are clearly defined 
statements which highlight PIMs in particular clini-
cal circumstances. For the most part, explicit PIM 
criteria are based on trial evidence, expert opinion 
and consensus techniques.12 The intention is not to 
replace clinical judgement but rather to alert the 
prescriber to potential instances of IMU. There are 
currently 26 published explicit criteria-based tools 
to address inappropriate polypharmacy which have 
been described in recent reviews.20,21 The present 
review will focus primarily on the most widely used 
explicit, criteria-based PIM tools (Table 1) and, in 
particular, those that have been used as interven-
tions to address IMU in well-designed trials.

Beers criteria
Beers criteria are the most widely used criteria to 
evaluate potentially inappropriate prescribing in 
people over the age of 65 years. First published in 
1991, the criteria have been updated four times, 
the most recent iteration being published in 2015. 
Since 2011, the American Geriatrics Society 
(AGS) have taken responsibility to update and 
maintain the Beers criteria. The intention of the 
Beers criteria is to improve care of older adults by 
reducing IMU, reducing ADEs, educating physi-
cians and patients about appropriate pharmaco-
therapy, and by serving as a tool for evaluating 
quality of care, medication cost and patterns of 
drug use.22 The criteria are not designed to be 
used in a hospice or palliative care setting.

The 2015 AGS Beers criteria were developed fol-
lowing a systematic literature review and consen-
sus evaluation of evidence by a 13-member expert 
panel using a modified Delphi methodology.22 
The panel represented expertise in geriatric medi-
cine, nursing, clinical pharmacy, research and 
quality measures. For each criterion, a quality of 
evidence and strength of recommendation rating 
was assigned. In addition, the rationale behind 
each recommendation was explained. The final 
criteria included 88 medications or medication 
classes, which are divided into five categories:

(i).		� drugs and drug classes to avoid in older 
adults independent of diagnosis or 
condition

(ii).	� drugs and drug classes to avoid in older 
adults with certain diseases or syndromes

(iii).	� drugs and drug classes that should be 
used with caution in older adults

(iv).	� non-anti-infective drugs that should be 
avoided or adjusted in older adults with 
renal disease

(v).	� non-anti-infective drug–drug interac-
tions that should be avoided in older 
adults.

The use of Beers criteria drugs in older people has 
been shown to be associated with an elevated risk 
of unplanned hospitalization in the United States, 
Australia and Taiwan.9,25–27 However, these find-
ings were not replicated in a European study and 
this may be explained by the fact that several 
drugs included in the Beers criteria are seldom 
prescribed or do not appear at all in drug formu-
laries in Europe.28,29 As a result, several country-
specific and region-specific derivations of Beers 
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Table 1.  Most commonly used explicit criteria-based tools.

Criteria Validation 
method

Intended 
population

Organization of criteria Specific advantages Specific 
disadvantages

Beers 
criteria22

Delphi 
consensus; 
13 experts

Older people 
⩾65 years
(excluding 
people with 
palliative care 
needs)

88 drugs/drug classes in 
five categories:
1. � PIMs to be avoided for 

all older adults
2. � PIMs to be avoided 

in certain diseases/
syndromes

3. � PIMs to be used with 
caution

4. � PIMs to be avoided/
adjusted in patients 
with renal disease

5. � Drug–drug interactions 
to be avoided

Informed by extensive 
evidence review
Robust grading methodology
Concise

No RCT evidence 
of clinical benefit 
when used as an 
intervention.
Under-prescribing 
not addressed.
Alternative 
safer drugs not 
suggested.

STOPP/ 
START23

Delphi 
consensus; 
19 experts

Older people 
⩾65 years

STOPP: 80 criteria; START: 
34 criteria; organized 
according to physiological 
system

RCT evidence of clinical 
benefit when used as 
intervention compared with 
usual clinical care:
•  reduction in IMU
•  reduction in ADRs
• � reduction in 

polypharmacy and 
monthly medication cost

Alternative 
safer drugs not 
suggested.

EURO 
FORTA 
(‘Fit fOR 
The Aged’) 
list24

Delphi 
consensus; 
47 experts

Older people 
⩾65 years;
or ⩾60 years 
with ⩾6 
medications

264 drugs/drug classes 
organized into 26 categories 
according to diagnosis or 
clinical syndrome

RCT evidence of clinical 
benefit when used as 
intervention compared with 
usual clinical care:
• � reduced under-

prescribing
• � reduced overprescribing
• � reduced ADRs
• � improved functional 

scores
Prescriber is directed to use 
the safest/ most effective 
medications for common 
clinical scenarios.

Not validated 
outside of 
Germany.
Rationale behind 
grading for drugs 
not explained.
Drug–drug 
interactions and 
drug–disease 
interactions not 
addressed.

ADR, adverse drug reaction; IMU, inappropriate medication use; PIMs, potentially inappropriate medications; RCT, randomized controlled trial; 
START, Screening Tool to Alert doctors to the Right Treatment; STOPP, Screening Tool of Older Persons potentially inappropriate Prescriptions.

have recently been developed such as PRISCUS,30 
NORGEP31 and the EU(7)-PIM criteria.32 To 
date, there are no randomized controlled trials 
(RCTs) showing that application of the Beers cri-
teria (or its derivatives) to older people’s prescrip-
tions improves clinical outcomes.

STOPP/START criteria
The Screening Tool of Older Persons potentially 
inappropriate Prescriptions (STOPP) and the 

Screening Tool to Alert doctors to the Right 
Treatment (START) were developed in tandem 
in Ireland and published initially in 2008; the 
second iteration appeared in 2014.23,33 The 2014 
version was developed following an extensive lit-
erature review and two rounds of Delphi consen-
sus validation with 19 panellists across 13 
European countries, each with recognized exper-
tise in geriatric pharmacotherapy. STOPP ver-
sion 2 consists of 80 IMU criteria outlining 
clinical circumstances where specific, commonly 
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encountered medications or medication classes 
are considered potentially inappropriate in older 
people. Examples of these circumstances include:

(i).		� Drugs prescribed without an evidence-
based indication for example, ‘levodopa 
or dopamine agonists for benign essential 
tremor.’

(ii).	� Drugs prescribed beyond their recom-
mended duration for example, ‘proton 
pump inhibitors at full therapeutic dose 
to treat uncomplicated peptic ulcer dis-
ease beyond 8 weeks.’

(iii).	� Drug–drug interactions for example, 
‘beta-blocker in combination with vera-
pamil or diltiazem (risk of heart block).’

(iv).	� Drug–disease interactions for example, 
‘prochlorperazine or metoclopramide 
with Parkinsonism (risk of exacerbating 
Parkinsonian symptoms).’

(v).	� Incorrect dosages for example, ‘long-
term aspirin at doses greater than 160 mg 
per day (increased risk of bleeding, no 
evidence for increased efficacy).’

The criteria are organized according to physiolog-
ical system and, in addition, there are sections 
relating to analgesic use, anticholinergic burden, 
and drugs that increase the risk of falls. START, 
comprised of 34 criteria, is designed to screen for 
potentially inappropriate under-prescribing and is 
intended to be used concomitantly with STOPP.

The use of STOPP/START to screen and address 
IMU in Europe, Asia, North America, South 
America, Africa and Australia suggests that the 
criteria have global relevance.34–41 In comparison 
with Beers criteria, patients with STOPP-defined 
IMU are more likely to have an ADE, present to 
the emergency department and be admitted to 
hospital.39

To date, STOPP/START criteria have been 
tested as an intervention in four RCTs. These tri-
als are summarized in Table 2. Gallagher and col-
leagues showed that, in older hospitalized 
patients, STOPP/START recommendations 
communicated to attending physicians at the time 
of hospital admission significantly improved med-
ication appropriateness compared with usual 
pharmaceutical care.42 In this RCT, medication 
appropriateness was measured using the medica-
tion appropriateness index (MAI) and the 

Assessment Of Underutilization (AOU), vali-
dated implicit IMU assessment tools.43,44 Using a 
similar design, O’Connor and colleagues showed 
that this intervention significantly reduced non-
trivial adverse drug reactions (ADRs) compared 
with usual pharmaceutical care (absolute risk 
reduction of 11.4%; number of patients needed 
to screen to prevent one ADR = 9).45 In Israel, 
Frankenthal and colleagues showed that applica-
tion of STOPP/START recommendations sig-
nificantly reduced polypharmacy (Table 3), IMU, 
incident falls and the average monthly cost of 
medications in frail elderly nursing home resi-
dents.46 Finally, in Belgium, Dalleur and col-
leagues applied STOPP criteria to the 
prescriptions of hospitalized older patients in 
addition to a comprehensive geriatric assessment 
(CGA).47 They showed that from this interven-
tion, the reduction in PIMs for the intervention 
group was double that for the control group at 
hospital discharge (39.7 and 19.3%, respectively; 
p = 0.013).However, there was no statistically 
significant difference between the intervention 
and control groups in the proportion of patients 
prescribed ⩾1 potentially inappropriate medica-
tion at the time of discharge from hospital (16.1% 
versus 23.1%). The more modest results in this 
trial may be explained by the fact that just 39.7% 
of STOPP/START recommendations were 
implemented. This is in contrast to the aforemen-
tioned trials where uptake of recommendations 
ranged between 82% and 91%. This is important 
because the success of STOPP/START criteria, 
or indeed any other explicit tool, as an interven-
tion will depend on its integration and implemen-
tation in normal clinical workflow.

Two multicenter European trials are currently 
underway which are designed to examine the clin-
ical impact of pharmacotherapy optimization 
software interventions based on STOPP/START 
version 2 criteria. SENATOR (‘Software Engine 
for the Assessment & Optimization of drug and 
nondrug Therapy in Older peRsons’) primarily 
examines the impact of the software intervention 
on ADR incidence in older people hospitalized 
with acute illness. A similar RCT called OPERAM 
(‘OPtimising thERapy to prevent Avoidable hos-
pital admissions in the Multimorbid elderly’) is 
focused on the effect of a different software sys-
tem on drug-related hospital admissions. The 
results of these trials are expected to be published 
in 2019 and 2020, respectively.
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FORTA (‘Fit fOR The Aged’) list
FORTA was initially proposed in 2008 by the 
German clinical pharmacologist, Professor 
Martin Wehling, and was validated for use in 
Germany and Austria through a two-round 
Delphi procedure involving 20 experts in 
2012.48,49 FORTA was updated in 2015 and, in 
subsequent years, six region-specific European 
FORTA lists were developed, validated and col-
lated into the EURO FORTA list.24 The EURO 
FORTA list consists of 264 medications/medica-
tion classes organized into 26 groups according to 
diagnosis or clinical syndrome. Each medication 
is graded according to the level of expected clini-
cal benefit to older patients:

A	 (Absolutely: indispensable, clear-cut 
benefit)

B	 (Beneficial: proven benefit but limited 
extent of effect or safety concerns)

C	 (Caution: questionable efficacy or safety 
profile; explore alternatives)

D	 (Don’t: avoid if possible; find alternative).

Guidance is given on the appropriateness of various 
drugs used to treat common conditions affecting 
older people such as hypertension, atrial fibrillation, 
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, dementia, 
diabetes mellitus, idiopathic Parkinson’s disease 
and epilepsy. In addition, the drugs used to treat 

complex symptoms such as insomnia, behavioural 
and psychological symptoms of dementia and 
chronic pain are graded. The value of this format is 
that the prescriber is prompted to use the safest, 
most effective drugs first. Potentially harmful drugs 
are highlighted and, if required, the prescriber is 
directed towards more appropriate alternatives. 
However, important provisos are generally absent in 
the grading system. For example, opioids are 
assigned a grade B for the treatment of chronic pain. 
While undoubtedly effective, opioids are strongly 
associated with a range of potential adverse effects 
in older people including constipation and falls, and 
prescribers should be made aware of these well-
known potential side effects. In addition, anticoagu-
lants are assigned as grade A for use in the context 
of stroke prevention in older people. Routine anti-
coagulation for stroke is recommended only in cer-
tain specific clinical situations such as chronic atrial 
fibrillation and this grading, without extra qualifying 
information, has the potential to be misleading. 
Furthermore, drug–disease and drug–drug interac-
tions are not addressed in FORTA.

The 2012 FORTA list was evaluated in a rand-
omized controlled trial involving 409 hospitalized 
patients in Germany.50 Patients were cluster rand-
omized to the intervention or control group 
depending on which medical ward they were situ-
ated. Physicians overseeing the care of intervention 

Table 3.  Impact of STOPP/START on inappropriate medication use and polypharmacy.

Study Pre-intervention: Post intervention

⩾1 PIMs
medications

Mean no. ⩾1 PIMs
medications

Mean no.

Gallagher and colleagues42 6 months  

Control patients 44.3% 8.0 50.6% 8.2

Intervention patients 43.2% 7.4 12.2% 7.7

Dalleur and colleagues47 Hospital discharge  

Control patients 51.4% – 41.9% –

Intervention patients 52.7% – 40.5% –

Frankenthal and colleagues46 1 year  

Control patients 32.4% 8.2 21.9% 8.9

Intervention patients 35.5% 8.8 6.3% 7.3

PIMs, potentially inappropriate medications; START, Screening Tool to Alert doctors to the Right Treatment; STOPP, 
Screening Tool of Older Persons potentially inappropriate Prescriptions.
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ward patients were provided with FORTA-based 
recommendations for each individual patient. The 
primary endpoint was the FORTA score, a bespoke 
quantitative measure of IMU based on the FORTA 
list, where higher scores indicated greater levels of 
IMU. Secondary outcomes included incident 
ADRs and functional status scores, with all out-
comes being measured at hospital discharge. In the 
intervention group, the median number of medica-
tions did not change between hospital admission 
and discharge. In contrast, the median number of 
daily medications in the control group increased by 
one. The primary endpoint (i.e. FORTA score) 
was significantly reduced (i.e. improved) in the 
intervention group relative to the control group. 
Intervention patients also had significantly reduced 
incidence of ADRs with a number needed to screen 
of only five to prevent one clinically significant 
ADR. Furthermore, significant improvements in 
functional scores were noted in the intervention 
group relative to the control group.

While these results are very encouraging, the trial 
had some significant limitations. The primary out-
come measure was derived from the intervention 
tool and the use of a separate, validated measure 
of medication appropriateness would have 
strengthened the clinical impact of the results. 
Furthermore, the proportion of patients who had 
at least one ADR was 52.3%. This ADR incidence 
is substantially higher than the ADR incidence 
reported in a number of recent studies which vary 
from 11.5% to 32.2%.44,51–54 ADRs were ascer-
tained using a trigger list of clinical events possibly 
representative of ADRs. These events included 
falls, confusion, nausea, dizziness, dyspnea, 
decompensated heart failure, acute kidney injury 
and angina. Dyspnea, not commonly defined as 
an ADR, accounted for almost 10% of all events. 
Of note, validated methods for assigning probabil-
ity of causation to a drug were not used. This is an 
important limitation because if the recorded 
events were not corroborated as true ADRs, then 
the reduced event rate reported in the intervention 
arm may be related to factors other than imple-
mentation of FORTA recommendations (e.g. 
ward-based falls prevention strategy, greater staff 
numbers in the intervention ward).

Conclusion
The complexity associated with multimorbidity 
and polypharmacy mandates a systematic 
approach to ensure the best possible patient 

outcomes. While ongoing education and training 
for prescribers is essential, it is not reasonable to 
expect all physicians who care for older people to 
have expertise in geriatric pharmacotherapy. 
Explicit tools simplify the process of medication 
optimization by alerting the prescriber to poten-
tial IMU in specific circumstances.

Ultimately, the goal of any IMU intervention tool 
is to improve medication appropriateness and 
minimize the risk of serious ADRs. The Beers cri-
teria, while groundbreaking in terms of being the 
first explicit criteria set to screen for IMU in older 
people, does not currently have a robust evidence 
base to support its use as an intervention tool. We 
contend that only explicit tools that have proven 
tangible clinical benefits merit serious attention. 
Currently, only STOPP/START criteria and the 
FORTA list meet this requirement on the basis of 
highly significant positive patient-related out-
comes in recent RCTs.

Recognition and prevention of IMU in the 
future must be evidence-based. That evidence 
base in turn depends on PIM detection and 
minimization strategies that are proven to work 
from RCT data. Explicit PIM criteria have 
found their way into routine clinical practice, 
unlike implicit PIM/IMU criteria which remain 
in the research domain. Explicit PIM criteria 
that have an RCT-proven clinical benefit need 
to be applied in the arena of routine medication 
review for multimorbid older people, in particu-
lar those who are exposed to the highest levels of 
polypharmacy and its associated ADRs and 
ADEs. The challenge facing busy prescribers 
everywhere is finding efficient and practical 
methods of PIM/IMU explicit criteria deploy-
ment in busy, routine clinical practice. 
Avoidance of unacceptably prolonged patient 
consultations resulting from medication review 
and application of explicit PIM/IMU criteria 
remains a significant practical and research 
challenge, the solutions to which clearly lie 
within the information and communications 
technology software domain.

Technological innovation will undoubtedly 
advance in the coming decades and widespread 
deployment of explicit criteria-based tools in daily 
clinical practice is likely to be realized through 
sophisticated, reliable software systems integrated 
into normal clinical workflows. We believe that 
clinically relevant, explicit recommendations 
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delivered to the prescriber in a timely manner, 
combined with emerging developments in phar-
macogenomics, offers one way to stem the tide of 
the inappropriate polypharmacy and associated 
ADRs and ADEs and to ensure optimal manage-
ment of the rapidly growing global population of 
multimorbid older patients.

Conflict of interest statement
Prof. O’Mahony and Dr. Gallagher have been 
involved in the development, refinement and valida-
tion of versions 1 and 2 of STOPP/START criteria.

Funding
The authors were supported by the SENATOR 
project funded by the EC Seventh Framework 
Programme (FP7), grant number 305930.

ORCID iD
Denis O’Mahony  https://orcid.org/0000-00 
03-2236-5222

References
	 1.	 Van Spall HGC, Toren A, Kiss A, et al. Eligibility 

criteria of randomized controlled trials published in 
high-impact general medical journals: a systematic 
sampling review. JAMA 2007; 297: 1233–1240.

	 2.	 Wyatt KD, Stuart LM, Brito JP, et al. Out of 
context: clinical practice guidelines and patients 
with multiple chronic conditions: a systematic 
review. Med Care 2014; 52(Suppl. 3): S92–S100.

	 3.	 Fortin M, Dionne J, Pinho G, et al. Randomized 
controlled trials: do they have external validity for 
patients with multiple co-morbidities? Ann Fam 
Med 2006; 4: 104–108.

	 4.	 Hughes LD, McMurdo ME and Guthrie B. 
Guidelines for people not for diseases: the 
challenges of applying UK clinical guidelines to 
people with multi-morbidity. Age Ageing 2013; 
42: 62–69.

	 5.	 Kantor ED, Rehm CD, Haas JS, et al. Trends in 
prescription drug use among adults in the United 
States from 1999–2012. JAMA 2015; 314: 
1818–1830.

	 6.	 Onder G, Liperoti R, Fialova D, et al. 
Polypharmacy in nursing home in Europe: results 
from the SHELTER study. J Gerontol A Biol Sci 
Med Sci 2012; 67: 698–704.

	 7.	 Maher RL, Hanlon J and Hajjar ER. Clinical 
consequences of polypharmacy in elderly. Expert 
Opin Drug Saf 2014; 13: 57–65.

	 8.	 Hajar ER, Cafiero AC and Hanlon JT. 
Polypharmacy in elderly patients. Am J Geriatr 
Psychiatry 2007; 5: 345–351.

	 9.	 Lu WH, Wen YW, Chen LK, et al. Effect 
of polypharmacy, potentially inappropriate 
medications and anticholinergic burden on 
clinical outcomes: a retrospective cohort study. 
CMAJ 2015; 187: E130–E137.

	10.	 Mangoni AA and Jackson SHD. Age 
related changes in pharmacokinetics and 
pharmacodynamics: basic principles and practical 
applications. Br J Clin Pharmacol 2004; 57: 6–14.

	11.	 Lavan AH and Gallagher P. Predicting risk of 
adverse drug reactions in older adults. Ther Adv 
Drug Saf 2016; 7: 11–22.

	12.	 Spinewine A, Schmader KE, Barber N, et al. 
Appropriate prescribing in elderly people: how 
well can it be measured and optimised? Lancet 
2007; 370: 173–184.

	13.	 Hanlon JT, Schmader KE, Ruby CM, et al. 
Suboptimal prescribing in older inpatients and 
outpatients. J Am Geriatr Soc 2001; 49: 200–209.

	14.	 Rochon PA and Gurwitz JH. Prescribing for 
seniors: neither too much nor too little. JAMA 
1999; 282: 113–115.

	15.	 Steinman MA and O’Hanlon JT. Managing 
medications in clinically complex elders “There’s 
got to be a happy medium”. JAMA 2010; 304: 
1592–1601.

	16.	 Pirmohamed M, James S, Meakin S, et al. 
Adverse drug reactions as cause of admission to 
hospital: prospective analysis of 18 820 patients. 
BMJ 2004; 329: 15–19.

	17.	 Hamilton H, Gallagher P, Ryan C, et al. 
Potentially inappropriate medications defined 
by STOPP criteria and the risk of adverse drug 
events in older hospitalized patients. Arch Intern 
Med 2011; 171: 1013–1019.

	18.	 Rochon PA and Gurwitz JH. Optimising drug 
treatment for elderly people. BMJ 1997; 315: 
1096–1099.

	19.	 Sorbero ME, Saul M, Liu H, et al. Are 
geriatricians more efficient than other physicians 
at managing inpatient care for elderly patients? J 
Am Geriatr Soc 2012; 60: 869–876.

	20.	 Masnoon N, Shakib S, Kalisch-Ellet L, et al. Tools 
for assessment of the appropriateness of prescribing 
and association with patient-related outcomes: a 
systematic review. Drugs Aging 2018; 35: 43–60.

	21.	 O’Connor MN, Gallagher P and O’Mahony D. 
Inappropriate prescribing: criteria, detection and 
prevention. Drugs Aging 2012; 29: 437–452.

https://journals.sagepub.com/home/taw
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2236-5222
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2236-5222


D Curtin, PF Gallagher et al.

journals.sagepub.com/home/taw	 9

	22.	 American Geriatrics Society 2015 Beers Criteria 
Update Expert Panel. American Geriatrics 
Society 2015 updated beers criteria for potentially 
inappropriate medication use in older adults. J 
Am Geriatr Soc 2015; 63: 2227–2246.

	23.	 O’Mahony D, O’Sullivan D, Byrne S, et al. 
STOPP/START criteria for potentially 
inappropriate prescribing in older people: Version 
2. Age Ageing 2014; 44: 213–218.

	24.	 Pazan F, Weiss C, Wehling M, et al. The EURO-
FORTA (Fit fOR The Aged) list: international 
consensus validation of a clinical tool for 
improved drug treatment in older people. Drugs 
Aging 2018; 35: 61–71.

	25.	 Albert SM, Colombi A and Hanlon J. Potentially 
inappropriate medications and risk of hospitalization 
in retirees: analysis of a US retiree health claims 
database. Drugs Aging 2010; 27: 407–415.

	26.	 Dedhiya SD, Hancock E, Craig BA, et al. 
Incident use and outcomes associated with 
potentially inappropriate medication use in 
older adults. Am J Geriatr Pharmacother 2010; 8: 
562–570.

	27.	 Price SD, Holman CD, Sanfilippo FM, et al. 
Association between potentially inappropriate 
medications from the Beers criteria and the risk of 
unplanned hospitalization in elderly patients. Ann 
Pharmacother 2014; 48: 6–16.

	28.	 Pasina L, Djade CD, Tettamanti M, et al. 
Prevalence of potentially inappropriate 
medications and risk of adverse clinical outcome 
in a cohort of hospitalized elderly patients: 
results from the REPOSI study. J Clin Pharm 
Ther 2014; 39: 511–515.

	29.	 Fialova D, Topinkova E, Gambassi G, et al. 
Potentially inappropriate medication use among 
elderly home care patients in Europe. JAMA 
2005; 293: 1348–1358.

	30.	 Holt S, Schmiedl S and Thurmann PA. 
Potentially inappropriate medications in the 
elderly: the PRISCUS list. Dtsch Arztebl Int 2010; 
107: 543–551.

	31.	 Rognstad S, Brekke M, Fetveit A, et al. The 
Norwegian General Practice (NORGEP) criteria 
for assessing potentially inappropriate prescriptions 
to elderly patients. A modified Delphi study. Scand 
J Prim Health Care 2009; 27: 153–159.

	32.	 Renom-Guiteras A, Meyer G and Thürmann 
PA. The EU(7)-PIMlist: a list of potentially 
inappropriate medications for older people 
consented by experts from seven European 
countries. Eur J Clin Pharmacol 2015; 71: 
861–875.

	33.	 Gallagher P, Ryan C, Byrne S, et al. STOPP 
(Screening Tool of Older Person’s Prescriptions) 
and START (Screening Tool to Alert doctors to 
Right Treatment). Consensus validation. Int J 
Clin Pharmacol Ther 2008; 46: 72–83.

	34.	 Tommelein E, Mehuys E, Petrovic M, 
et al. Potentially inappropriate prescribing 
in community-dwelling older people across 
Europe: a systematic literature review. Eur J Clin 
Pharmacol 2015; 71: 1415–1427.

	35.	 Cho H, Choi J, Kim YS, et al. Prevalence and 
predictors of potentially inappropriate prescribing 
of central nervous system and psychotropic drugs 
among elderly patients: a national population study 
in Korea. Arch Gerontol Geriatr 2018; 74: 1–8.

	36.	 Rakesh KB, Chowta MN, Shenoy AK, et al. 
Evaluation of polypharmacy and appropriateness 
of prescription in geriatric patients: a cross-
sectional study at a tertiary care hospital. Indian J 
Pharmacol 2017; 49: 16–20.

	37.	 Kimura T, Ogura F, Yamamoto K, et al. 
Potentially inappropriate medications in elderly 
Japanese patients: effects of pharmacists’ 
assessment and intervention based on Screening 
Tool of Older Persons’ Potentially Inappropriate 
Prescriptions criteria ver.2. J Clin Pharm Ther 
2017; 42: 209–214.

	38.	 Brown JD, Hutchison LC, Li C, et al. Predictive 
Validity of the beers and screening tool of older 
persons’ potentially inappropriate prescriptions 
(STOPP) criteria to detect adverse drug events, 
hospitalizations, and emergency department 
visits in the United States. J Am Geriatr Soc 
2016; 64: 22–30.

	39.	 Arellano C, Saldivia G, Córdova P, et al. Using 
two tools to identify Potentially Inappropriate 
Medications (PIM) in elderly patients in 
Southern Chile. Arch Gerontol Geriatr 2016; 67: 
139–144.

	40.	 Fadare JO, Desalu OO, Obimakinde AM, 
et al. Prevalence of inappropriate medication 
prescription in the elderly in Nigeria: a 
comparison of Beers and STOPP criteria. Int J 
Risk Saf Med 2015; 27: 177–189.

	41.	 Wahab MS, Nyfort-Hansen K and Kowalski 
SR. Inappropriate prescribing in hospitalised 
Australian elderly as determined by the STOPP 
criteria. Int J Clin Pharm 2012; 34: 855–862.

	42.	 Gallagher P, O’Connor MN and O’Mahony 
D. Prevention of potentially inappropriate 
prescribing for elderly patients: a randomised 
controlled trial using STOPP/START criteria. 
Clin Pharm Ther 2011; 89: 845–854.

https://journals.sagepub.com/home/taw


10	 journals.sagepub.com/home/taw

Therapeutic Advances in Drug Safety 10

	43.	 Hanlon JT, Schmader KE, Samsa GP, 
et al. A method for assessing drug therapy 
appropriateness. J Clin Epidemiol 1992; 45: 
1045–1051.

	44.	 Jeffrey S, Ruby CM, Twersky J, et al. Effect of an 
interdisciplinary team on suboptimal prescribing 
in a long term care facility. Consult Pharm 1999; 
14: 1386–1391.

	45.	 O’Connor MN, O’Sullivan D, Gallagher PF, 
et al. Prevention of hospital acquired adverse 
drug reactions in older people using screening 
tool of older persons’ prescriptions and screening 
tool to alert to right treatment criteria: a cluster 
randomized controlled trial. J Am Geriatr Soc 
2016; 64: 1558–1566.

	46.	 Frankenthal D, Lerman Y, Kalendaryev E, et al. 
Intervention with the screening tool of older 
persons potentially inappropriate prescriptions/ 
screening tool to alert doctors to right treatment 
criteria in elderly residents of a chronic geriatric 
facility: a randomized clinical trial. J Am Geriatr 
Soc 2014; 62: 1658–1665.

	47.	 Dalleur O, Boland B, Losseau C, et al. Reduction 
of potentially inappropriate medications using 
the STOPP criteria in frail older inpatients: a 
randomised controlled study. Drugs Aging 2014; 
31: 291–298.

	48.	 Wehling M. Drug therapy in the elderly: too 
much or too little, what to do? A new assessment 
system: fit for the aged FORTA. Dtsch med 

Wochenschr 2008; 133: 2289–2291 [article in 
German].

	49.	 Kuhn-Thiel AM, Weiss C and Wehling M. 
The FORTA authors/expert panel members. 
Consensus validation of the FORTA (Fit fOR 
The Aged) list: a clinical tool for increasing 
the appropriateness of pharmacotherapy in the 
elderly. Drugs Aging 2014; 31: 131–140.

	50.	 Wehling M, Burkhardt H, Kuhn-Thiel AM, et al. 
VALFORTA—a randomized trial to validate the 
FORTA (Fit fOR The Aged) classification. Age 
Ageing 2016; 45: 262–267.

	51.	 Lattanzio F, Laino I, Pedone C, et al. Geriatric 
conditions and adverse drug reactions in elderly 
hospitalized patients. J Am Med Dir Assoc 2012; 
13: 96–99.

	52.	 Davies EC, Green CF, Taylor S, et al. Adverse 
drug reactions in hospital in-patients: a 
prospective analysis of 3695 patient-episodes. 
PLoS One 2009; 4: e4439.

	53.	 Harugeri A, Parthasarathi G, Ramesh M, et al. 
Frequency and nature of adverse drug reactions 
in elderly in-patients of two Indian medical 
college hospitals. J Postgrad Med 2011; 57: 
189–195.

	54.	 O’Connor MN, Gallagher P, Byrne S, et al. 
Adverse drug reactions in older patients during 
hospitalisation: are they predictable? Age Ageing 
2012; 41: 771–776.

Visit SAGE journals online 
journals.sagepub.com/
home/taw

SAGE journals

https://journals.sagepub.com/home/taw
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/taw
https://journals.sagepub.com/home/taw

