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a b s t r a c t

The current burden of fragility fractures is enormous, and it is set
to increase rapidly in the coming decades as humankind enters a
new demographic era. The purpose of this review is to consider, in
different settings:
� The human and economic toll of fragility fractures.
� Risk factors for fragility fractures.
� Current acute management of fragility fractures.
� Current care gaps in both secondary and primary fracture
prevention.
A summary of global, regional, and national initiatives to improve
the quality of care is provided, in addition to proposals for the
research agenda. Systematic approaches to improve the acute care,
rehabilitation and prevention of fragility fractures need to be
developed and implemented rapidly and at scale in high-, middle-
and low-income countries throughout the world. This must be an
essential component of our response to the ageing of the global
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population during the remainder of the current United Nations e

World Health Organization “Decade of Healthy Ageing”.
© 2022 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

The global burden of fragility fractures

In 2021, for the first time, estimates of the epidemiology and burden imposed by fractures at all ages
were published for 204 countries and territories throughout the world. A systematic analysis of the
Global Burden of Disease (GBD) Study reported the following key findings for 2019 [1]:

� 178 million (95% uncertainty interval [UI], 162e196) new fractures, an increase of 33.4% (95% UI,
30.1e37.0) since 1990.

� 455 million (95% UI, 428e484) prevalent cases of acute or long-term symptoms of a fracture, an
increase of 70.1% (95% UI, 67.5e72.5) since 1990.

� 25.8 million (95% UI, 17.8e35.8) years lived with disability (YLDs), an increase of 65.3% (95% UI,
62.4e68.0) since 1990.

While the GBD Study did not include sub-analyses to differentiate between high- and low-trauma
fractures, the authors noted that older people were the most likely to have new fractures, with in-
creases in age-specific incidence becoming evident after age 50 years in females and age 65 years in
males. The overall age-standardised incidence rate of new fracture was 2296 per 100,000 populations
in 2019, as compared to 15,381 per 100,000 populations in those aged 95 years or older. The break-
down by skeletal site reported 14.2 million hip fractures, 14.6 million fractures of the femur other than
at the femoral neck, and almost 8.6 million fractures of the vertebral column.

Studies published during the last five years have characterised the burden of fractures among older
people in Asia-Pacific, Eurasia, Europe, Latin America and the United States of America.

In 2018, the Asian Federation of Osteoporosis Societies (AFOS) updated estimates of hip fracture
incidence in 2018 and 2050 for China, Hong Kong SAR, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Singapore, Taiwan
and Thailand [2]. The total population of these countries and regions represented 42% of the global
population at the time. The authors predicted that the 1.1 million cases of hip fractures that occurred in
2018 would increase to 2.5 million cases by 2050, with direct costs projected to increase from US$7.4
billion in 2018 to almost US$13 billion in 2050.

In 2020, the Working Group for the Audit on the Burden of Osteoporosis in the Eurasian Region esti-
mated hip fracture incidence in 2015 and projections for 2050 for Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz
Republic, Moldova, Russian Federation and Uzbekistan [3]. Projected increases ranged from 60% in
Belarus and 70% in Moldova to 310% in Kyrgyz Republic and 360% in Uzbekistan.

In 2021, the SCOPE 2021 Report provided a new scorecard for osteoporosis for the 27 countries of
the European Union plus Switzerland and the United Kingdom (EU27þ 2) [4]. There were estimated to
be 4.3 million new fragility fractures in this region in 2019, including almost 827,000 hip fractures. The
direct cost of new fractures in the EU27 þ 2 in 2019 was Euro 36.3 billion (US$38.8 billion). The cost of
long-term disability incurred in 2019 for fractures that occurred in prior years was an additional Euro
19 billion (US$20.3 billion), and the cost of pharmacological assessment and treatment was Euro 1.6
billion (US$1.7 billion). Thus, the total direct cost in the EU27þ 2 in 2019was Euro 56.9 billion (US$60.8
billion).

In 2019, Aziziyeh et al. characterised the burden of fragility fractures among people aged 50e89
years in Argentina, Brazil, Columbia andMexico [5]. It was estimated that 840,000 fractures occurred in
the four countries during 2018 at a total cost of almost US$1.2 billion. The one-year cost burden ranged
from US$411 million in Mexico to US$94 million in Columbia.

In 2019, the National Osteoporosis Foundation (now the Bone Health and Osteoporosis Foundation)
commissioned the consulting company Milliman to determine the cost of fragility fractures to the
Medicare system in the United States of America [6]. The analysis reported that in 2015 a total of 2
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million Medicare fee-for-service and Medicare Advantage beneficiaries sustained a total of 2.3 million
fractures. Fractures of the hip and spine were the most common fracture types identified (40%), and
females had 79% higher fracture rates than males. Notably, about 15% of Medicare fee-for-service
beneficiaries who sustained an initial fracture experienced at least one or more subsequent fractures
within a year of the initial fracture. Among Medicare fee-for-service beneficiaries who survived for at
least 180 days after sustaining a subsequent fracture, the estimated total costs to Medicare during a
two-to-three year follow-up period were US$6.3 billion.

In summary, the current human burden and associated financial costs of fragility fractures are
enormous throughout the world and are set to increase sharply as humankind enters a new de-
mographic era.

Risk factors for fragility fracture in different settings

The International Orthopaedic Multicentre Study in fracture care (INORMUS) is an observational
study that collects data from patients in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs) who have sus-
tained a fracture or musculoskeletal injury [7]. In 2019, the INORMUS investigators explored differ-
ences in sites of fracture, mechanisms of injury and demographics for females (n ¼ 9878) who
sustained a fracture in 17 LMICs, including China and India, and 15 other countries in Africa, other Asian
countries and Latin America [8]. Almost two-thirds (65.6%) of fractures occurred in patients aged 50
years or older and the majority (51.7%) resulted from a fall from standing height. Overall, the most
common fracture was hip (26.8%), followed by tibia/fibula (12.6%) and spine (9.7%). Regional differ-
ences were evident, with the proportion of patients who fell from standing height beingmore common
in China (64.1%) and Latin America (66.8%) than Africa (35.5%), India (39.2%) and the other Asian
countries (42.3%).

In 2021, Veronese et al. assessed the association between sarcopenia and falls and fractures in in-
dividuals aged 65 years or over (n ¼ 13,101) in five LMICs (China, India, Ghana, Mexico and Russia) [9].
Sarcopenia was defined as having low skeletal muscle mass, as reflected by lower skeletal mass index
and either a slow gait speed or weak handgrip strength. Overall, the prevalence of sarcopenia and fall-
related injuries was 13.5% and 4.9%, respectively, and the prevalence of fall-related injury was higher
for individuals with sarcopenia than in individuals without the condition. As illustrated in Fig. 1, this
association was evident in all countries, being most pronounced in Mexico. A diagnosis of sarcopenia
conferred almost a doubling of risk of fall-related injury (Odds ratio [OR], 1.85; 95% Confidence interval
[CI], 1.24e2.77), and the level of between-country heterogeneity was low (Higgins's I2, 39.3%). In terms
of the limitations of the study, the authors noted that on account of the cross-sectional nature of the
study that reverse causality was possible, whereby individuals who frequently fall may have a higher
risk of sarcopenia. Thus, longitudinal studies should be designed and undertaken to confirm that
sarcopenia can be considered as a risk factor for falls in LMICs.

Bars denote 95% confidence interval.
Reproduced with the permission of Elsevier
In 2022, Shlisky et al. published a report of a Calcium Task Force convened by the Nutrition Science

Program of the New York Academy of Sciences and the Children's Investment Fund Foundation [10].
The report focused on the global prevalence of inadequate calcium intakes and related health out-
comes. Key observations included:

� Approximately 90% of people at risk of inadequate calcium intake live in Africa and Asia.
� Fortification of wheat flour, breakfast cereals and fruit juices are less common in LMICs than in high-
income countries.

� The lack of well-validated, specific biomarkers of calcium status that are feasible for population-
level usage in LMICs presents a barrier to widespread assessment.

� Randomised controlled trials are required to evaluate the effects of calcium on bone health in
understudied regions of the world.

In 2021, Jiang et al. evaluated the prevalence of vitamin D deficiency in Asia in a systematic literature
review and meta-analysis [11], which included 472 studies with 746,564 participants from 30 Asian
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countries. Based on a definition of vitamin D deficiency as a 25-hydroxyvitamin D level less than
50 nmol/L, 54% of participants were deficient. The authors noted that this finding compares unfav-
ourably with studies from Africa (34%), Europe (40%) and the United States of America (18e30%).
Significant risk factors for vitamin D deficiency included gender (i.e., highest among females), age (i.e.,
highest among infants), region (i.e., highest in Southeast Asia and lowest in Central Asia) and altitude
(i.e., highest among people at lower altitudes [�500 m]). The presence of specific diseases was also
significantly related to 25-hydroxyvitamin D levels, including anaemia, cancer, dermatitis, diabetes,
fatty liver/hepatitis, obesity/metabolic diseases and systemic lupus erythematosus. The authors
concluded that more detailed public health strategies and policies were required across the region to
address this ubiquitous issue.

Fragility fracture management in high-, middle- and low-income countries

The science of medicine has progressed dramatically from the turn of the century and remarkable
improvements in global health have been achieved in the last 25 years. However, provision of
healthcare across the world has not been uniform and greatly influenced by a country's resources and
socio-economic status. In 2015, an article from The Lancet Commissions stated that 5 billion people do
not have access to safe, affordable surgical and anaesthesia care when needed, and access is worst in
LMICs. Moreover, 143 million additional surgeries are needed in LMICs to save lives and prevent
disability, especially in eastern, western, and central sub-Saharan Africa and south Asia [12]. In the USA,
the majority of surgical procedures donewere for musculoskeletal disorders and unintentional injuries
in the non-communicable and injuries categories of the GBD [13], which included fragility fractures in
the elderly. The same is true for LMICs as lower extremity fragility fractures like hip, femur and tibial
fractures are mostly managed with surgery, and depending on the country where the patient lives and
socio-economic status, treatment may vary [8,12].

Surgical management of lower extremity fragility fractures is expensive, and there is a stark dif-
ference of costing between a high-income country (HIC) vs a low-income country. Hip fractures were
the costliest fragility fractures to treat in Europe, and they account for 57% of the total cost of fragility

Fig. 1. Prevalence of fall-related injury by sarcopenia status in five low- and middle-income countries [9].
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fractures in Europe [14]. The average cost of hip fracture care in an HIC such as Australia was US$750
million annually in 2016 [15], while in an LMIC such as the Philippines, the economic burden was
computed to be $22 million per year [16]. Part of the reason why there is a big difference in cost would
be that in HICs hip fractures are mostly managed surgically. In the Australian registry, 97% of the pa-
tients underwent surgery, but in the Philippines from 2007 to 2012, less than half (25e50%) of elderly
patients with hip fractures underwent surgery [17]. Still in 2021 in the Philippines, a multicentre study
reported that only 80% of the admitted patients underwent surgery for their hip fractures [18]. A
retrospective study in Nepal from 2016 to 2017 also reported that 96 out of 480 patients (20%) were
treated conservatively, and 28 patients (5.7%) left against medical advice; only 340 of 480 patients
(70.8%) were operated [19].

In terms of implants used in the Australian and New Zealand hip registry, there was an increasing
number of total hip replacements (19.7%e26.4%) between 2000 and 2016. The use of bipolar hemi-
arthroplasty and intramedullary nailing for intertrochanteric fractures has also increased [15]. In a
similar manner, in the Philippines, surgeons tend to use more hemiarthroplasty (24e35%) and intra-
medullary implants (21e29%) for elderly hip fractures [18]. In Nepal, the hemiarthroplasty implant of
choice was the Austin-Moore prosthesis, and the Thomson prosthesis was also used for inter-
trochanteric fractures, along with dynamic hip screws and intramedullary nails [19].

Time to surgery for fragility hip fractures is recommended to be between 24 and 48 h. Delays in
surgery result in significantly more hospital expenses, more complications, delayed mobilisation and
recovery, and significant mortality rates [19e24]. In the Australian 2018 registry, the median time to
surgery was 30 h, and this is comparable to the UK, wherein 97% of patients had their surgeries within
48 h [15]. In Beijing, China from 2009 to 2011, only 8% of the patients had their surgeries done within
48 h [25]. However, from 2012 to 2017 and with the adaptation of the orthogeriatric multidisciplinary
model of care, the percentage of patients who underwent surgery within 48 h increased to 50% [26]. In
LMICs, such as the Philippines, in 2021, the average time from admission to surgery was at least 5 days.
The main reasons for the delay were protracted cardio-pulmonary clearance and a lack of hospital
resources for facilitating an earlier surgery [18]. Similarly, in Sri Lanka, the average time to surgery was
11 days (7e21 days) [27], and in Nepal, it was 9.5 days [19]. Another factor contributing to prolonged
surgery times is the delay in admissions of patients with fractures in LMICs. From 2014 to 2019, the
INORMUS study reported that 71.9% of open fractures were admitted more than 2 h from injury, and
27.5% of closed fractures were admittedmore than 24 h from injury [28]. In the Philippines, the average
time from injury to admission in elderly patients with hip fractures was 3.54 days, and only 24% of the
patients were able to seek medical attention within 24 h after injury [18]. Similar findings were re-
ported from a military hospital in India in 2019, wherein more than 50% of the patients came in more
than 48 h post-injury [29].

A critical aspect in the management of elderly hip fractures is the establishment of an efficient and
functioning orthogeriatric multidisciplinary team. The only way to facilitate early admission, co-
morbidities treatment, surgery within 48 h, complications prevention, bone protection treatment
and falls prevention is to have an intricate pathway of care starting from the emergency room up until
the care at home. In LMICs, the adaptation of the concept of orthogeriatrics was quite late compared to
when it was first started in HICs such as Australia, the UK and the USA. In the Philippines, the concept
was first implemented in 2017, and until the present day, most institutions still vary in the ortho-
geriatric services offered. Only COVID-19 screening and co-morbidity assessment/co-management
services were routinely present. Peri-operative pain assessment, anti-coagulation management, in-
patient mobilisation, falls assessment, osteoporosis management and even coordinated patient
monitoring services were clearly lacking or inconsistent and would need further improvements [18].
The same situation was also mentioned in one centre in Thailand when they adopted a fast-track
multidisciplinary program from 2016 to 2018 in which involvement of other specialties remained
low, thus explaining why their desired outcomes were not what they observed [30]. A more alarming
issue is that there is still no established national policy or agenda to improvemusculoskeletal health for
fragility fractures in many LMICs like in the Philippines [18] and Malaysia [31].

In terms of patient outcomes, mortality rates after hip fractures are still high even in HICs but have
improved. A recent systematic review in 2019 in 8 national registries and 36 countries reported a 1-
year average mortality rate of 22% (2.4e34.8%), compared to t30% as reported in 2005 [32,33]. There
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is a paucity of datawith regards to outcomes in LMICs, but generallymortality rates are at par with data
from HICs. Mortality rates in Sri Lanka after hip fractures were around 20e26% at 1-year post-
operatively [27], 7.7e21.5% in India [29,34], 26% in Malaysia [31,35], 30e35% in Brazil [36,37], 33.9% in
Pakistan [38], 26.98% in Saudi Arabia [39], 16.7% in Sudan [40] and 19% in Thailand [41]. However, in
Egypt, it was reported to be unexpectedly high at 52.8% in a level one trauma centre [42]. The high rates
were attributed to varied postoperative protocols, lack of specialised orthogeriatric care, poor follow-
up rates and low socio-economic status of the included patients. Advanced age, poor pre-fracture
mobility, delays in surgery, male gender and significant co-morbidities were consistently reported to
have higher mortality rates. Disability after hip fracture was also similar between HICs and LMICs. In
the Baltimore hip studies, despite steady improvements in disability from 2 to 24 months post-injury;
still around 55% of patients remained dependent on activities after 24 months [43]. In one report in Sri
Lanka, at least 80% of patients pre-injury were fully independent, but only 40% were fully independent
at 12 months post-surgery [27]. The same finding was also reported in Malaysia, wherein 59% of the
patients were dependent for their activities of daily living after hip fracture [35].

Secondary and primary fracture prevention in high-, middle- and low-income countries

Secondary fracture prevention

In 2017, Harvey et al. published a review that focused on the following themes [44]:

1. Case finding and management of individuals at high risk of fracture
2. Public awareness of osteoporosis and fragility fractures
3. Reimbursement and health system policy
4. Epidemiology of fracture in the developing world

The authors stated, “Secondary fracture prevention is an obvious first step in the development of a
systematic approach to the prevention of all fragility fractures caused by osteoporosis.” This statement is
supported by meta-analyses that have demonstrated that individuals with an index fracture are
approximately twice as likely to sustain subsequent fractures compared to fracture-free peers [45,46].
From the obverse perspective, we have known since the 1980s that up to half of individuals who
sustain a hip fracture experience a previous fracture in the months or years before breaking their hip
[47e50]. Given that safe and effective pharmacological treatments that significantly reduce the inci-
dence of secondary fractures have been available since the 1990s, the care gap documented by Harvey
et al. for all world regions is all the more remarkable. Disappointingly, as noted in the second edition of
the IOF Compendium of Osteoporosis published in 2019 [51], the post-fracture care gap has proven to
be both persistent and pervasive. A summary of recent, primarily large-scale care gap studies published
during the last three years (mid-2019 to mid-2022) follows, and thereafter a summary of links to
global, regional and national initiatives intended to promote optimal post-fracture care.

The global secondary fracture prevention care gap
In 2021, Wong et al. described a study protocol using a common analytical platform to evaluate

secular trends in hip fracture incidence, mortality and the use of post-fracture pharmacological
treatment across Asia, Oceania, North and South America andWestern and Northern Europe during the
period 2005 to 2018 [52]. Initial findings presented as a late breaking abstract at the 2021 American
Society for Bone and Mineral Research Meeting noted that the overall treatment rate prior to hip
fracturewas one-fifth or less, and 12months after hip fracture varied from 11.5% to 50.3% [53]. By 2018,
the treatment rate in the majority of countries and regions evaluated remained below 40%.

The secondary fracture prevention care gap in Asia Pacific
In 2020, Shimodan et al. described the post-fracture care for 4764 men and women who presented

with hip fracture to seven hospitals in Hokkaido prefecture, Japan, during the period 2008 to 2017 [54].
Prior to hip fracture, 8.4% of patients were receiving osteoporosis-specific therapy, which included
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bisphosphonates, selective estrogen receptor modulators, teriparatide and denosumab. After surgery,
the treatment rate increased to 34.2%, the majority (>80%) being treated with bisphosphonates. Also,
prior to surgery, 6.3% of patients were taking active vitamin D3 or calcium preparations, which
increased to 12.6% after surgery. Notably, treatment rates in the hospitals that introduced Osteoporosis
Liaison Services (OLS) [55] were four times higher than that recorded in the hospitals without an OLS.

In 2021, Nakatoh et al. undertook a big data approach to analyse secondary fracture prevention in
Japan for a very large sample of men and women with hip fractures (n ¼ 941,483), vertebral fractures
(n ¼ 954,789) and mixed fractures, i.e., the individual had sustained two fractures on the same day
(n ¼ 4669) [56]. The analysis was conducted on medical insurance data from the National Database of
Health Insurance Claims and Specific Health Checkups of Japan for the period April 2012 toMarch 2019.
Osteoporosis-specific therapies included bisphosphonates, denosumab, teriparatide, selective estrogen
receptor modulators, active vitamin D3 single-agent (eldecalcitol) and others (alfacalcidol and
menatetrenone). In total, prior to the fracture, 27.4% (n ¼ 520,222) patients received treatment, which
increased to 46.9% (n ¼ 891,443) within 1 year of registration of the fracture. Differences in post-
fracture treatment rate were evident by fracture type, with 31.9%, 61.7% and 46.6% of hip fracture,
vertebral fracture and mixed fracture groups treated, respectively.

In 2019, Kim et al. evaluated diagnosis of osteoporosis in a large sample (n ¼ 77,209) of men and
women who sustained a distal radius fracture in Korea [57]. Data were obtained from the Korean
Health Insurance Review and Assessment Service nationwide claims database for the period 2010 to
2016. Patients with multiple fractures, Paget's disease and cancer, and those who had undergone an
osteoporosis examination before the fracture were excluded. Overall, one quarter (n ¼ 19,305) of
patients underwent diagnostic assessment for osteoporosis within six months of fracture, with the
majority of assessments being bone mineral density (BMD) alone (74.2%) and a minority being
quantitative computed tomography (QCT) alone (17.3%) or BMD plus QCT (8.5%). The proportion of
patients assessed by BMD alone increased from 64.0% in 2011 to 87.0% in 2016. Assessment rates were
higher among patients aged 70e79 years (39.9%) and among those who attended a tertiary hospital
(32.9%), while males were less likely to be assessed than women (10% vs 30%).

In 2020, Wang et al. undertook a retrospective cohort study of post-fracture osteoporosis treatment
among men and women (n ¼ 27,342) aged over 50 years who presented with fragility fracture to
hospitals in Fujian, China, during the period 2010 to 2016 [58]. Data were obtained from the National
Healthcare Big Data electronic health record database, which contains information on more than 23
million patients managed in 37 hospitals. Osteoporosis-specific therapies included bisphosphonates,
calcitonin, selective estrogen receptor modulators, estrogens and strontium ranelate. Overall, 15.6%
(n ¼ 4272) of patients received osteoporosis-specific treatment within 90 days of the first fracture
diagnosis, which did not increase markedly at 1 year (16.7%, n ¼ 4554). At 1 year, treatment rates were
24.5%, 14.2% and 2.3% for hip fracture, vertebral fracture and wrist fracture, respectively. In addition,
35.7% of all fracture patients received calcium or vitamin D within 1 year. Notably, the proportion of
patients receiving osteoporosis specific treatment declined from 18.0% in 2010 to 13.2% in 2016.

Information on delivery of secondary fracture prevention in lower-middle and low-income coun-
tries in the Asia Pacific region is sparse. In 2021, Arshad et al. evaluated the post-fracture osteoporosis
treatment of men and women (n ¼ 210) aged 50 years or older who presented with a hip fracture to a
university hospital in Karachi, Pakistan, between mid-2015 and mid-2018 [59]. None of the patients
were taking osteoporosis-specific treatments on admission or discharge from the hospital.

The secondary fracture prevention care gap in Europe
The secondary fracture prevention care gap is well documented in Europe, with recent studies

describing sub-optimal levels of post-fracture care in Austria [60], Denmark [61,62], France [63,64],
Germany [65,66], Malta [67], Spain [68] and Sweden [69]. Summaries of the findings of several very
large-scale studies follow.

In 2021, Skjodt et al. utilised data from the Danish Health Registries to evaluate the post-fracture
osteoporosis treatment of men and women aged 50 years or older who sustained at least one major
osteoporotic fracture (MOF) during the period 2005 to 2014 [62]. For each calendar year, a cross-
sectional design enabled the generation of cohorts of patients who sustained a first MOF, hip,
vertebral, humerus or forearm fracture, which included a total of 236,180 fracture events.
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Osteoporosis-specific treatment was defined as bisphosphonates, raloxifene, teriparatide, denosumab
or strontium ranelate. Little change was evident during the study period in the treatment gap for the
MOF cohorts, which decreased from 85% in 2005 to 79% in 2014. Notably, the 6% decline in the
treatment gap was primarily attributable to a higher proportion of fracture patients being on oste-
oporosis treatment when they sustained their fracture, at 8% in 2005 and 12% in 2014. The proportion
of patients being initiated on treatment within 1 year of fracture was just 7% and 9% in 2005 and 2014,
respectively.

In 2022, Fardellone et al. utilised data from the French Health Insurance Database to undertake a
retrospective cohort study on post-fracture care of men and women (n ¼ 574,133) who had a hospital
discharge diagnosis of osteoporosis with fracture or a fragility fracture during the period 2011 to 2014
[64]. Osteoporosis-specific treatments included bisphosphonates, denosumab, strontium ranelate,
teriparatide and certain selective estrogen receptor modulators. Key findings included:

� Bone mineral density was measured in 5.1% of males and 14.5% of females following the index
fracture.

� Within 1 year of the index fracture, 4.1% of males and 14.0% of females received osteoporosis
treatment.

In 2022, Freyschuss et al. published results of a real-world effectiveness (RWE) analysis of anti-
resorptive treatment in Swedish men and women (n ¼ 9840) aged 50 years or older with incident
fragility fracture [69]. The virtually complete coverage of electronic medical records in Sweden pro-
vides a unique environment in which to conduct RWE analyses. The study was conducted in the
Stockholm region and included 1640 cases who received anti-resorptive treatment after sustaining a
fracture and 8200 controls who did not receive such treatment. A key finding of the study was that in a
region comprising a quarter of the Swedish population less than 10% of patients received anti-
resorptive treatment within 1 year after fragility fracture.

The secondary fracture prevention care gap in Latin America
In 2021, Macias-Hernandez et al. described a retrospective chart review of post-fracture osteopo-

rosis management of men and women (n ¼ 838) aged over 50 years who presented with fragility
fracture to the National Rehabilitation Institute in Mexico City between January 2014 and October 2016
[70]. Overall, on discharge from the hospital, 17.2% of patients were receiving osteoporosis-specific
treatment, defined as a bisphosphonate or denosumab, which subsequently declined to 8.4% and
11.4% at 1 year and 3 years after the incident fracture, respectively.

The secondary fracture prevention care gap in North America
Several recent studies have documented the post-fracture osteoporosis treatment care gap in

Canada [71] and the United States of America [72e74]. A summary of one study from each country
follows.

In 2022, Bell et al. conducted a retrospective chart review of Canadian men and women (n ¼ 778)
with an index fragility fracture that occurred between 2014 and 2016 [71]. Patients were identified
from 76 primary care centres in Canada and followed-up until January 2018. Osteoporosis-specific
treatments included bisphosphonates, denosumab, teriparatide, menopausal hormone therapy,
calcitonin and selective estrogen receptor modulators. Data were collected on all osteoporosis treat-
ments prescribed within 1 year prior to the index fracture and for the duration of post-fracture follow-
up. Key findings included:

� Overall, 27.6% (n¼ 215) continued on a treatment that had been initiated prior to the index fracture,
and 28.8% (n ¼ 224) were initiated on osteoporosis treatment after their index fracture.

� Overall, 11.6% (n ¼ 90) had undergone a FRAX® or CAROC fracture risk assessment within 5 years
before their index fracture, and 16.8% (n¼ 131) underwent fracture risk assessment after their index
fracture.

� Overall, 11.5% (n ¼ 86) of patients with an index fracture sustained a subsequent fracture.
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In 2022, Liu et al. undertook a retrospective cohort study of women (n ¼ 43,193) who had an
outpatient visit in 2011 and had sustained a fracture within 2 years prior to the visit [74]. The Medicare
20% database was used, which comprises a one-fifth random sample of the national Medicare popu-
lation in the United States of America. Osteoporosis-specific treatments included bisphosphonates,
teriparatide, denosumab, calcitonin and raloxifene. Study outcomes included subsequent fracture risk,
all-cause and fracture-related healthcare resource utilisation and cost, and osteoporosis medication
use in the 5 years after the visit. The rate of osteoporosis treatment decreased from 29.1% in year
1e16.9% by year 5. Notably, when compared to the 10-year fracture probability thresholds designated
as very high risk in the 2020 American Association of Clinical Endocrinologists clinical practice
guidelines [75], the observed 5-year fracture probability for patients in the MOF and hip fracture co-
horts in the current study was markedly higher, at 0.36 vs 0.30 for MOF and 0.17 vs 0.045 for hip
fracture, respectively.

The secondary fracture prevention care gap and solutions
The studies described above provide a stark illustration of the breadth and depth of the secondary

fracture prevention care gap throughout the world. Subsequent chapters in this issue of Best Practice
Research and Clinical Rheumatology provide the reader with a comprehensive review of solutions to
overcome the care gap. A brief summary of initiatives that have been devised to promote best practice
in post-fracture care follows:

� Global:
➢ Fragility Fracture Network (FFN): The FFN Clinical [76] and Policy Toolkits [77] provide prac-

tical, stepwise advice on establishing systems to implement optimal acutemultidisciplinary care,
rehabilitation and secondary fracture prevention for people who sustain fragility fractures. The
second edition of the textbook on orthogeriatrics provides a comprehensive commentary on the
state-of-the art in all aspects of orthogeriatric care [78].

➢ International Osteoporosis Foundation (IOF): The IOF Capture the Fracture® (CtF) programme
was launched with the publication of the 2012World Osteoporosis Day thematic report [79] and
has become an IOF flagship initiative during the ensuing decade. In 2013, the IOF CtF Best
Practice Framework [80] set - for the first time - an international benchmark for Fracture Liaison
Services (FLS), which defines essential and aspirational elements of service delivery. As of July
2022, 755 FLS from 50 countries feature on the IOF CtF Map of Best Practice [81].

� Regional:
➢ Asia Pacific Fragility Fracture Alliance (APFFA): The APFFA-FFN Hip Fracture Registry Toolbox

provides a distillation of learning from established registries throughout the world and sum-
marises essential components of national quality improvement (QI) programs for hip fracture
care [82]. The Hip Fracture Registry Toolbox is currently available in English, simplified and
traditional Chinese, Japanese and Korean. The APFFA Primary Care Physician (PCP) Education
Toolkit provides PCPs with practical resources to improve the identification, assessment and
ongoing management of individuals at risk of fractures [83].

� National:
➢ Clinical Standards for FLS:National clinical standards for FLS are available in Canada [84], Egypt

[85], Japan [86], New Zealand [87], Spain [88] and the United Kingdom [89].
➢ Secondary fracture prevention registries: National registries for secondary fracture preven-

tion/FLS have been established in Australia [90], Canada [91], Egypt [85], New Zealand [92], the
United Kingdom [93] and the United States of America [94].

Primary fracture prevention

In addition to describing care gaps and solutions relating to secondary fracture prevention, Harvey
et al., ‘s 2017 review [44] also proposed a pragmatic approach to undertake primary fracture prevention
in a systematic fashion, “Equipped with knowledge of which medicines induce osteoporosis, which other
diseases have osteoporosis as a common comorbidity and online access to absolute fracture risk calculators
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to stratify fracture risk in the population, the necessary case-finding tools are now available to develop
effective models of care to prevent the first fracture.” The review summarised studies that evaluated rates
of assessment, diagnosis and/or treatment to prevent bone loss among individuals treated with glu-
cocorticoids, androgen deprivation therapy and aromatase inhibitors. Summaries of two recent studies
follow that sought, at least in part, to identify gaps in primary fracture prevention.

In 2021, McCloskey et al. evaluated the osteoporosis treatment gap inwomen aged 70 years or older
in primary care in 8 European countries [95]. The primary outcome of the study was the proportion of
womenwhowere at increased risk of fragility fracture whowere not receiving osteoporosis treatment.
Increased risk was defined as the presence of at least one of the following three criteria: a history of
fracture after the age 50 years, a 10-year probability of fracture above country-specific FRAX®
thresholds or a bone mineral density DXA T-score � � 2.5 standard deviations below the young adult
normal. Approximately 500 patients were enrolled across 18 to 25 sites in each country, with the
exception of Switzerland, in which 205 patients were enrolled across 6 sites. Key findings included:

� Among the 3798 enrolled patients, 2077 (55%) met one or more of the criteria for increased risk of
fracture, including more than half (n ¼ 1200) with a prior fracture history.

� Overall, 804 patients (21.2%) had a recorded diagnosis of osteoporosis, most of whom were at
increased fracture risk.

� Across all 8 countries, the treatment gap was 74.6%, ranging from 53% in Ireland to 91% in Germany.

Of the 877 womenwithout a history of fracture, 79% (n ¼ 693) were not treated. Accordingly, 71.4%
(n ¼ 343) of the 1200 women with a history of fracture were also not treated, highlighting the sec-
ondary fracture prevention management gap described previously.

In 2022, Cortet et al. described trends in pharmacological management of osteoporosis among
French postmenopausal women during the period 2007 to 2016 [96]. Data were analysed from a
nationwide claims database comprising a 1 in 97 representative sample of the population insured by the
primary French public health insurance schemes, equating to a sample of approximately 600,000 in-
dividuals. The outcome that could provide an indication of the primary fracture prevention care gapwas
the initiation of osteoporosis-specific treatment for women with high-dose use of corticosteroids.
Osteoporosis-specific treatments were defined as bisphosphonates, selective estrogen receptor modu-
lators, strontium ranelate, teriparatide or denosumab. The proportion of womenwith high-dose steroid
usage who initiated any osteoporosis-specific treatment increased from 2.9% in 2007 to 8.4% in 2016.

The primary fracture prevention care gap and solutions
In comparison to the plethora of studies that document sub-optimal care after fragility fracture

worldwide, there is a paucity of data relating to the delivery of evidence-based primary fracture
prevention for individuals at high risk of sustaining a first fragility fracture. As for the secondary
fracture prevention section above, subsequent chapters in this issue of Best Practice Research and
Clinical Rheumatology provide the reader with a comprehensive review of solutions to overcome the
care gap. A brief summary of initiatives that have been devised to promote best practices in primary
fracture prevention follows.

In 2019, the second edition of the IOF Compendium on Osteoporosis [51] proposed 9 key priorities,
of which three related specifically to primary fracture prevention:

� IOF Compendium Priority 2 - Osteoporosis induced bymedicines: “Where treatments are licensed
to prevent osteoporosis induced by medicines, and guidelines have been published to inform best clinical
practice, osteoporosis management must become a standard consideration for clinicians when pre-
scribing medicines with bone-wasting side effects.”

� IOF Compendium Priority 3 - Primary fracture prevention: “National osteoporosis societies to
incorporate messaging regarding self-assessment of fracture risk with FRAX® into public awareness and
education initiatives, as advocated in Priority 6. National osteoporosis societies to collaborate with
healthcare professional organisations for primary care providers (PCPs) to jointly advocate for PCPs to
routinely undertake fracture risk assessment when interacting with patients aged 50 years and over.”
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� IOF Compendium Priority 6 - Priority 6: Public awareness and education: “National osteoporosis
societies, healthcare professional organisations, policymakers and regulators to collaborate to develop
impactful public awareness campaigns that will empower consumers to take ownership of their bone
health.”

In 2022, Chotiyarnwong and McCloskey et al. published an IOF Epidemiology and Quality of Life
Working Group Position Paper on the potential role of population screening for high hip fracture risk
against well-established criteria [97,98]. The approach to the development of a screening program
advocated by the UK National Steering Committee was employed. The authors concluded “… that
evidence supports the proposal that screening for high fracture risk in primary care should strongly be
considered for incorporation into many health care systems to reduce the burden of fractures, particularly
hip fractures. The key remaining hurdles to overcome are engagement with primary care healthcare pro-
fessionals and the implementation of systems that facilitate and maintain the screening program.”

In 2021, Chandran et al. published the Asia Pacific Consortium on Osteoporosis (APCO) Framework
[99]. The APCO Framework is intended to support national osteoporosis clinical practice guidelines
development groups to draft new, or revise existing, guidelines to be consistent with a set of clear,
concise, relevant and pragmatic clinical standards. As has been done previously in the development of
national clinical standards for FLS [86,87,89], the 16 APCO clinical standards are organised in accor-
dance with so-called “5IQ” approach:

� Identification: Statements relating to which individuals should be identified.
� Investigation: Description of the types of investigations that will be undertaken.
� Information: Description of the types of information to be provided to patients and families.
� Intervention: Description of pharmacological interventions and falls prevention.
� Integration: Statements on the need for integration between primary and secondary care.
� Quality: Description of professional development, audit and peer-review activities.

In addition to addressing secondary fracture prevention in the first APCO clinical standard relating
to individuals who sustain fragility fractures, three other APCO clinical standards recommend the
identification of the primary fracture prevention population. This includes men and women with
common risk factors for osteoporosis, those who take medicines that are associated with bone loss
and/or increased fracture risk, and those who have conditions associated with bone loss and/or
increased fracture risk. APCO has developed comprehensive modules to support peer-to-peer edu-
cation relating to each of the 16 clinical standards, and it has recently launched the APCO Bone Health
QI Tool Kit, which focuses on seven selected standards from the APCO Framework that are applicable
to the clinical setting. All these resources are freely available from the APCO website at www.
apcobonehealth.org.

Summary

As noted by the FFN [76] and the IOF [51], during the first half of the 21st century, humankind is en
route to a new demographic era. A direct consequence of this dramatic change in the age structure of
our global society will be a considerable increase in the number of older people living with chronic
diseases, including osteoporosis and the fragility fractures that result from this condition, which is the
most common bone disease in humans.

In 2018, the Global Call to Action on Fragility Fractures [100] made a case for urgent improvements
in care of the acute fracture episode, rehabilitation and secondary fracture prevention for the many
millions of people who sustain fragility fractures every year. While implementation of provenmodels
of care that have been shown to improve processes and outcomes for fragility fracture patients has
occurred in many countries, there is still much to do. Worldwide, a small minority of patients enjoy
best clinical practice delivered by Orthogeriatric Services, Multidisciplinary Rehabilitation Teams and
FLS. That must change within this United Nations e World Health Organization “Decade of Healthy
Ageing”. There is still work to be done before primary fracture prevention becomes a reality for
individuals with well-documented risk factors for sustaining a first fragility fracture. However,
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advances in information technology to support case finding, a range of established and emerging
diagnostic modalities and readily accessible online fracture risk assessment tools have made wide-
spread implementation of primary fracture prevention measures in reach.

The time has come for care and prevention of fragility fractures to feature in national health and
injury prevention strategies for high-, middle- and low-income countries. The subsequent chapters
of this issue of Best Practice Research and Clinical Rheumatology equip the reader with clinical
knowledge to provide best practice for people who sustain, or are at high risk of sustaining fragility
fractures, and insights to changing the political priority for osteoporosis and fragility fractures in
their countries.

Practice points

� Implementation of a multidisciplinary orthogeriatric approach to the management of in-
dividuals who sustain hip and other major fragility fractures enables the delivery of best
practice throughout the pre-operative, surgical and post-operative phases of care.

� Analysis of current clinical pathways can help to identify issues, such as reasons for surgical
delay, lack of early mobilisation or management of comorbidities.

� Throughout the world, every fragility fracture should be viewed as an opportunity to trigger
osteoporosis management and falls prevention to prevent secondary fractures.

� Benchmarking against clinical standards provides a mechanism to critically evaluate per-
formance and identify opportunities for improvement.

Research agenda

Fracture burden:

� In order to provide policymakers in LMICs that lack epidemiological data on the burden of
fragility fractures, major studies such as the GBD Study could quantify the proportion of all
fractures that occur at the national level among people aged under 50 years and over 50 years
in the supplementary information tables provided for peer-reviewed publications.

� Government departments and public and private health insurance organisations should seek
to quantify the financial burden of fragility fractures in LMICs using claims data.

Management of the acute episode:

� Evaluation of the impact of Clinical Standards for Orthogeriatric Services and Fragility
Fracture Registries to enable benchmarking of acute fracture care.

Secondary and primary fracture prevention:

� Evaluation of the impact of Clinical Standards for FLS and Fragility Fracture Registries to
enable benchmarking of secondary preventive care.

� Evaluation of systematic approaches to primary fracture prevention through the develop-
ment of stratified approaches to case-finding and management, at scale, by primary
healthcare professionals.

P.J. Mitchell, D.-C.(D. Chan, J.-K. Lee et al. Best Practice & Research Clinical Rheumatology xxx (xxxx) xxx

12



Acknowledgements

The authors express their sincere thanks to the numerous investigators whose work has been
summarised in this review. Special thanks go to Professor Eugene McCloskey (University of Sheffield,
UK) and Dr. James O'Kelly (Amgen, UK) for insights specifically relating to the primary fracture pre-
vention care gap observed in the analysis of the osteoporosis treatment gap inwomen aged 70 years or
older in primary care in 8 European countries [95].

References

[1] Wu A-M. GBD 2019 Fracture Collaborators. Global, regional, and national burden of bone fractures in 204 countries and
territories, 1990-2019: a systematic analysis from the Global Burden of Disease Study 2019. Lancet Healthy Longev 2021;
2(9):e580e92.

[2] Cheung CL, Ang SB, Chadha M, et al. An updated hip fracture projection in Asia: the Asian Federation of Osteoporosis
Societies study. Osteoporos Sarcopenia 2018;4(1):16e21.

[3] Lesnyak O, Bilezikian JP, Zakroyeva A. Report on the audit on burden of osteoporosis in eight countries of the eurasian
region: Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz republic, the Russian federation, and Uzbekistan.
Arch Osteoporos 2020;15(1):175.

[4] Kanis JA, Norton N, Harvey NC, et al. Scope 2021: a new scorecard for osteoporosis in Europe. Arch Osteoporos 2021;
16(1):82.

[5] Aziziyeh R, Amin M, Habib M, et al. The burden of osteoporosis in four Latin American countries: Brazil, Mexico,
Colombia, and Argentina. J Med Econ 2019;22(7):638e44.

[6] Hansen D, Bazell C, Pelizzari P, et al. Milliman Research Report: Medicare cost of osteoporotic fractures - the clinical and
cost burden of an importatnt consequence of osteoporosis. Seattle: Milliman; 2019.

[7] Sprague S, McKay P, Li CS, et al. International orthopaedic multicenter study in fracture care: coordinating a large-scale
multicenter global prospective cohort study. J Orthop Trauma 2018;32(Suppl 7):s58e63.

[8] Pouramin P, Li CS, Sprague S, et al. A multicenter observational study on the distribution of orthopaedic fracture types
across 17 low- and middle-income countries. OTA Int 2019;2(3):e026.

[9] Veronese N, Smith L, Barbagallo M, et al. Sarcopenia and fall-related injury among older adults in five low- and middle-
income countries. Exp Gerontol 2021;147:111262.

[10] Shlisky J, Mandlik R, Askari S, et al. Calcium deficiency worldwide: prevalence of inadequate intakes and associated
health outcomes. Ann N Y Acad Sci 2022;15(1):10e28. https://doi.org/10.1111/nyas.14758.

[11] Jiang Z, Pu R, Li N, et al. High prevalence of vitamin D deficiency in Asia: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Crit Rev
Food Sci Nutr 2021:1e10.

[12] Meara JG, Leather AJ, Hagander L, et al. Global Surgery 2030: evidence and solutions for achieving health, welfare, and
economic development. Int J Obstet Anesth 2016;25:75e8.

[13] Rose J, Chang DC, Weiser TG, et al. The role of surgery in global health: analysis of United States inpatient procedure
frequency by condition using the Global Burden of Disease 2010 framework. PLoS One 2014;9(2):e89693.

[14] Borgstrom F, Karlsson L, Ortsater G, et al. Fragility fractures in Europe: burden, management and opportunities. Arch
Osteoporos 2020;15(1):59.

[15] Tarrrant SM, Ajgaonkar A, Babhulkar S, et al. Hip fracture care and national systems: Australia and Asia. OTA International
2020;3(1).

[16] Cortez KA, Lai JGL, Tabu IA. Economic burden and the effects of early versus delayed hospitalization on the treatment cost
of patients with acute fragility hip fractures under the UPM-PGH Orthogeriatric Multidisciplinary Fracture Management
Model and Fracture Liaison Service. Osteoporos Sarcopenia 2021;7(2):63e8.

[17] Mithal A, Ebeling P, Kyer CS. The Asia-pacific regional audit: epidemiology, costs and burden of osteoporosis in 2013.
Nyon, Switzerland: International Osteoporosis Foundation; 2013.

[18] Tabu IA, Alpuerto BB, Araneta KS, et al. Fragility hip fracture management during the COVID-19 pandemic: a multi-center
experience from a country with an emerging economy herdin PLus2021 [Available from: https://www.herdin.ph/index.
php/registry?view¼research&layout¼details&cid¼3609.

[19] Pandey D, Barakoti R, Upreti A, et al. A retrospective look at fragility hip fractures in elderly. J Orthop Dis 2021;4(1):1e3.
[20] Cordero J, Maldonado A, Iborra S. Surgical delay as a risk factor for wound infection after a hip fracture. Injury 2016;

47(Suppl 3):s56e60.
[21] Klestil T, R€oder C, Stotter C, et al. Impact of timing of surgery in elderly hip fracture patients: a systematic review and

meta-analysis. Sci Rep 2018;8(1):13933.
[22] Leung F, Lau TW, Kwan K, et al. Does timing of surgery matter in fragility hip fractures? Osteoporos Int 2010;21(Suppl 4):

S529e34.
[23] Liu SK, Ho AW, Wong SH. Early surgery for Hong Kong Chinese elderly patients with hip fracture reduces short-term and

long-term mortality. Hong Kong Med J 2017;23(4):374e80.
[24] Rai SK, Varma R, Wani SS. Does time of surgery and complication have any correlation in the management of hip fracture

in elderly and can early surgery affect the outcome? Eur J Orthop Surg Traumatol 2018;28(2):277e82.
[25] Tian M, Gong X, Rath S, et al. Management of hip fractures in older people in Beijing: a retrospective audit and com-

parison with evidence-based guidelines and practice in the UK. Osteoporos Int 2016;27(2):677e81.
[26] Wu X, Tian M, Zhang J, et al. The effect of a multidisciplinary co-management program for the older hip fracture patients

in Beijing: a "pre- and post-" retrospective study. Arch Osteoporos 2019;14(1):43.
[27] Lekamwasam S, Sabapathippillai S. Mortality and physical dependence following fragility hip fracture: data from a

regional hip fracture registry in Sri Lanka. Arch Osteoporos 2019;14(1):97.

P.J. Mitchell, D.-C.(D. Chan, J.-K. Lee et al. Best Practice & Research Clinical Rheumatology xxx (xxxx) xxx

13

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref9
https://doi.org/10.1111/nyas.14758
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref17
https://www.herdin.ph/index.php/registry?view=research%50layout=details%50cid=3609
https://www.herdin.ph/index.php/registry?view=research%50layout=details%50cid=3609
https://www.herdin.ph/index.php/registry?view=research%50layout=details%50cid=3609
https://www.herdin.ph/index.php/registry?view=research%50layout=details%50cid=3609
https://www.herdin.ph/index.php/registry?view=research%50layout=details%50cid=3609
https://www.herdin.ph/index.php/registry?view=research%50layout=details%50cid=3609
https://www.herdin.ph/index.php/registry?view=research%50layout=details%50cid=3609
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref27


[28] Pouramin P, Li CS, Busse JW, Sprague S, et al. Delays in hospital admissions in patients with fractures across 18 low-
income and middle-income countries (INORMUS): a prospective observational study. Lancet Global Health 2020;8(5):
e711e20.

[29] Kulshrestha V, Sood M, Kumar S, et al. Outcomes of fast-track multidisciplinary care of hip fractures in veterans: a
geriatric hip fracture program report. Clin Orthop Surg 2019;11(4):388e95.

[30] Sura-Amonrattana U, Tharmviboonsri T, Unnanuntana A, et al. Evaluation of the implementation of multidisciplinary
fast-track program for acute geriatric hip fractures at a University Hospital in resource-limited settings. BMC Geriatr
2021;21(1):548.

[31] Ong T, Khor HM, Kumar CS, et al. The current and future challenges of hip fracture management in Malaysia. Malays
Orthop J 2020;14(3):16e21.

[32] Downey C, Kelly M, Quinlan JF. Changing trends in the mortality rate at 1-year post hip fracture - a systematic review.
World J Orthoped 2019;10(3):166e75.

[33] Moran CG, Wenn RT, Sikand M, et al. Early mortality after hip fracture: is delay before surgery important? J Bone Joint
Surg Am 2005;87(3):483e9.

[34] Dhibar DP, Gogate Y, Aggarwal S, et al. Predictors and outcome of fragility hip fracture: a prospective study from North
India. Indian J Endocrinol Metab 2019;23(3):282e8.

[35] Penafort R, Hussein AM, Sengupta S, et al. One year outcome of hip fractures in the elderly. Med J Malaysia 2002;57:
39e47.

[36] Pereira SR, Puts MT, Portela MC, et al. The impact of prefracture and hip fracture characteristics on mortality in older
persons in Brazil. Clin Orthop Relat Res 2010;468(7):1869e83.

[37] Garcia R, Leme MD, Garcez-Leme LE. Evolution of Brazilian elderly with hip fracture secondary to a fall. Clinics 2006;
61(6):539e44.

[38] Jamal Sepah Y, Umer M, Khan A, et al. Functional outcome, mortality and in-hospital complications of operative treat-
ment in elderly patients with hip fractures in the developing world. Int Orthop 2010;34(3):431e5.

[39] Sadat-Ali M, Alfaraidy M, AlHawas A, et al. Morbidity and mortality after fragility hip fracture in a Saudi Arabian pop-
ulation: report from a single center. J Int Med Res 2017;45(3):1175e80.

[40] Elhadi AS, Abdelgadir AH, Elbushra EM, et al. Outcome of primary cemented bipolar hemiarthroplasty in older patients
with unstable hip fracture: a prospective study. J Musculoskelet Surg Res 2019;3:2.

[41] Daraphongsataporn N, Saloa S, Sriruanthong K, et al. One-year mortality rate after fragility hip fractures and associated
risk in Nan, Thailand. Osteoporos Sarcopenia 2020;6(2):65e70.

[42] Abdelnasser MK, Khalifa AA, Amir KG, et al. Mortality incidence and its determinants after fragility hip fractures: a
prospective cohort study from an Egyptian level one trauma center. Afr Health Sci 2021;21(2):806e16.

[43] Magaziner J, Chiles N, Orwig D. Recovery after hip fracture: interventions and their timing to address deficits and desired
outcomes–evidence from the Baltimore hip studies. Nestle Nutr Inst Workshop Ser 2015;83:71e81.

[44] Harvey NC, McCloskey EV, Mitchell PJ, et al. Mind the (treatment) gap: a global perspective on current and future
strategies for prevention of fragility fractures. Osteoporos Int 2017;28(5):1507e29.

[45] Klotzbuecher CM, Ross PD, Landsman PB, et al. Patients with prior fractures have an increased risk of future fractures: a
summary of the literature and statistical synthesis. J Bone Miner Res 2000;15(4):721e39.

[46] Kanis JA, Johnell O, De Laet C, et al. A meta-analysis of previous fracture and subsequent fracture risk. Bone 2004;35(2):
375e82.

[47] Gallagher JC, Melton LJ, Riggs BL, et al. Epidemiology of fractures of the proximal femur in Rochester, Minnesota. Clin
Orthop Relat Res 1980;150:163e71.

[48] Port L, Center J, Briffa NK, et al. Osteoporotic fracture: missed opportunity for intervention. Osteoporos Int 2003;14(9):
780e4.

[49] McLellan A, Reid D, Forbes K, et al. Effectiveness of strategies for the secondary prevention of osteoporotic fractures in
scotland (CEPS 99/03). NHS Quality Improvement Scotland; 2004.

[50] Edwards BJ, Bunta AD, Simonelli C, et al. Prior fractures are common in patients with subsequent hip fractures. Clin
Orthop Relat Res 2007;461:226e30.

[51] Cooper C, Ferrari S. IOF Compendium of osteoporosis. Nyons. International Osteoporosis Foundation; 2019.
[52] Sing CW, Lin TC, Bartholomew S, et al. Global epidemiology of hip fractures: a study protocol using a common analytical

platform among multiple countries. BMJ Open 2021;11(7):e047258.
[53] Sing C-W, Lin T-CL, Bartholomew S, et al. Hip fractures: initial report of trends in incidence, treatment, and mortality in

multiple countries using a common analytical platform. San Diego California: American Society for Bone and Mineral
Research Annual Meeting; 2021.

[54] Shimodan S, Sato D, Takahashi K, et al. Ten years change in post-fracture care for hip fracture patients. J Bone Miner
Metabol 2020;38(2):222e9.

[55] Hagino H, Wada T. Osteoporosis liaison service in Japan. Osteoporos Sarcopenia 2019;5(3):65e8.
[56] Nakatoh S, Fujimori K, Ishii S, et al. Insufficient increase in bone mineral density testing rates and pharmacotherapy after

hip and vertebral fracture: analysis of the National Database of Health Insurance Claims and Specific Health Checkups of
Japan. Arch Osteoporos 2021;16(1):130.

[57] Kim DG, Seo GW, Nam HW. Trends in the diagnosis of osteoporosis in patients with distal radius fractures based on a
national claims database. J Bone Metab 2019;26(4):247e52.

[58] Wang X, Li C, He Y, et al. Anti-osteoporosis medication treatment pattern after osteoporotic fracture during 2010-2016 in
Fujian, China. Arch Osteoporos 2020;15(1):134.

[59] Arshad A, Ibrahim MT, Arshad H, et al. Clinical characteristics and outcomes of patients presenting with hip fractures at a
tertiary care hospital in Pakistan. Arch Osteoporos 2021;16(1):25.

[60] Malle O, Borgstroem F, Fahrleitner-Pammer A, et al. Mind the gap: incidence of osteoporosis treatment after an osteo-
porotic fracture - results of the Austrian branch of the international costs and utilities related to osteoporotic fractures
study (ICUROS). Bone 2019:115071.

P.J. Mitchell, D.-C.(D. Chan, J.-K. Lee et al. Best Practice & Research Clinical Rheumatology xxx (xxxx) xxx

14

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref52
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref54
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref56
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref60


[61] Kristensen PK, Ehrenstein V, Shetty N, et al. Use of anti-osteoporosis medication dispensing by patients with hip fracture:
could we do better? Osteoporos Int 2019;30(9):1817e25.

[62] Skjodt MK, Ernst MT, Khalid S, et al. The treatment gap after major osteoporotic fractures in Denmark 2005-2014: a
combined analysis including both prescription-based and hospital-administered anti-osteoporosis medications. Osteo-
poros Int 2021;32(10):1961e71.

[63] Briot K, Grange L, Cortet B, et al. Real-world care for individuals aged over fifty with fractures in France: evidence for a
wide care gap-The EPIFRACT Study. Joint Bone Spine 2020;87(5):467e73.

[64] Fardellone P, Barnieh L, Quignot N, et al. Exploring the treatment gap among patients with osteoporosis-related fractures
in France. Arch Osteoporos 2022;17(1):29.

[65] Mevius A, Heidbrede T, Gille P, et al. Real-world treatment and fracture incidence in postmenopausal womenwith severe
osteoporosis at high risk of fracture: a retrospective claims data analysis. Ger Med Sci 2021;19:Doc15.

[66] Bocker W, Doobaree IU, Khachatryan A, et al. Fractures in untreated patients with osteoporosis in Germany: an InGef
healthcare insurance database analysis. Osteoporos Int 2022;33(1):77e86.

[67] Bugeja M, Curmi A, Desira D, et al. Hip fractures in Malta: are we missing an opportunity? Surg J 2021;7(3):e184e90.
[68] Hurtado I, Garcia-Sempere A, Peiro S, et al. Trends and geographical variability in osteoporosis treatment after hip

fracture: a multilevel analysis of 30,965 patients in the region of valencia, Spain. J Bone Miner Res 2020;35(9):1660e7.
[69] Freyschuss B, Svensson MK, Cars T, et al. Real-world effectiveness of anti-resorptive treatment in patients with incident

fragility fractures-the STORM cohort-A Swedish retrospective observational study. J Bone Miner Res 2022;37(4):649e59.
[70] Macias-Hernandez SI, Degollado-Rodriguez MM, Maldonado-Sanchez H, et al. The yawning gap between osteoporosis

diagnosis and treatment after a fragility fracture in Mexico. Arch Osteoporos 2021;16(1):59.
[71] Bell A, Kendler DL, Khan AA, et al. A retrospective observational study of osteoporosis management after a fragility

fracture in primary care. Arch Osteoporos 2022;17(1):75.
[72] Malik AT, Retchin S, Phillips FM, et al. Declining trend in osteoporosis management and screening following vertebral

compression fractures - a national analysis of commercial insurance and medicare advantage beneficiaries. Spine J 2020;
20(4):538e46.

[73] Ross BJ, Lee OC, Harris MB, et al. Rates of osteoporosis management and secondary preventative treatment after primary
fragility fractures. JB JS Open Access 2021;6(2).

[74] Liu J, Gong T, Xu X, et al. Heavy clinical and economic burden of osteoporotic fracture among elderly female Medicare
beneficiaries. Osteoporos Int 2021;33(2):413e23.

[75] Camacho PM, Petak SM, Binkley N, et al. American association of clinical Endocrinologists/American college of endo-
crinology clinical practice guidelines for the diagnosis and treatment of postmenopausal osteoporosis-2020 update
executive summary. Endocr Pract 2020;26(Suppl 1):1e46. https://doi.org/10.4158/GL-2020-0524SUPPL.

[76] Mitchell PJ, Magaziner J, Costa M, et al. FFN clinical Toolkit. 2020. Zurich.
[77] Tate J, Harding E, Krishnaswamy P, et al. FFN policy Toolkit. 2020. Zurich.
[78] Marsh D, Mitchell PJ, Falaschi P, et al. In: Falaschi P, Marsh DR, editors. Orthogeriatrics: the management of older patients

with fragility fractures. second ed. Cham, Switzerland: Springer International Publishing; 2020. p. 357.
[79] Akesson K, Mitchell PJ. Capture the Fracture: a global campaign to break the fragility fracture cycle. Nyon. International

Osteoporosis Foundation; 2012.
[80] Akesson K, Marsh D, Mitchell PJ, et al. Capture the Fracture: a Best Practice Framework and global campaign to break the

fragility fracture cycle. Osteoporos Int 2013;24(8):2135e52.
[81] International Osteoporosis Foundation. IOF capture the Fracture®: Map of best practice Nyons2022 [Available from:

https://www.capturethefracture.org/map-of-best-practice.
[82] Close JCT, Seymour H, Mitchell PJ, et al. Hip fracture registry Toolbox: a collaboration between the APFFA hip fracture

registry working group and the FFN hip fracture audit special interest group. first ed. Kuala Lumpur: Asia Pacific Or-
thopaedic Association; 2021.

[83] Asia Pacific Fragility Fracture Alliance. Primary care physician education Toolkit. Kuala lumpur. Asia Pacific Fragility
Fracture Alliance; 2020.

[84] Osteoporosis Canada. Essential elements of fracture Liaison services (FLS). 2021. Toronto.
[85] Gadallah N, El Miedany Y. Operative secondary prevention of fragility fractures: national clinical standards for fracture

liaison service in Egyptdan initiative by the Egyptian Academy of Bone Health. Egyptian Rheumatology and Rehabili-
tation 2022;49(1):11.

[86] Arai H, Ikeda S, Okuro M, et al. Clinical standards for fracture Liaison services (FLS) in Japan. Tokyo: Japan Osteoporosis
Society and FFN Japan; 2019.

[87] Fergusson K, Gill C, Harris R, et al. Clinical standards for fracture Liaison services in New Zealand. second ed. Wellington:
Osteoporosis New Zealand; 2021.

[88] Naranjo A, Ojeda S, Giner M, et al. Best practice framework of fracture liaison services in Spain and their coordination
with primary care. Arch Osteoporos 2020;15(1):63.

[89] Gallacher SJ, Alexander S, Beswetherick N, et al. Effective secondary prevention of fragility fractures: clinical standards
for fracture Liaison services. Camerton: Royal Osteoporosis Society; 2019.

[90] Australian and New Zealand Fragility Fracture Registry Steering Group. Australian Fragility Fracture Registry website
2022 [Available from: https://fragilityfracture.com.au/.

[91] Osteoporosis Canada. Canadian FLS Registry 2022 [Available from: https://fls.osteoporosis.ca/canadian-fls-registry/.
[92] Australian and New Zealand Fragility Fracture Registry Steering Group. New Zealand fragility fracture registry website.

2022 [Available from: https://fragilityfracture.co.nz.
[93] Royal College of Physicians. Fracture Liaison Service Database (FLS-DB) website London. 2022 [Available from:https://

www.rcplondon.ac.uk/projects/fracture-liaison-service-database-fls-db.
[94] Carlson BC, Robinson WA, Wanderman NR, et al. The American Orthopaedic Association's Own the Bone(R) database: a

national quality improvement project for the treatment of bone health in fragility fracture patients. Osteoporos Int 2018;
29(9):2101e9.

P.J. Mitchell, D.-C.(D. Chan, J.-K. Lee et al. Best Practice & Research Clinical Rheumatology xxx (xxxx) xxx

15

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref64
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref66
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref67
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref68
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref69
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref74
https://doi.org/10.4158/GL-2020-0524SUPPL
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref76
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref77
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref78
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref80
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref80
https://www.capturethefracture.org/map-of-best-practice
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref82
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref83
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref84
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref85
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref86
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref88
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref89
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref89
https://fragilityfracture.com.au/
https://fls.osteoporosis.ca/canadian-fls-registry/
https://fragilityfracture.co.nz
https://www.rcplondon.ac.uk/projects/fracture-liaison-service-database-fls-db
https://www.rcplondon.ac.uk/projects/fracture-liaison-service-database-fls-db
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref94
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref94
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref94
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref94


[95] McCloskey E, Rathi J, Heijmans S, et al. The osteoporosis treatment gap in patients at risk of fracture in European primary
care: a multi-country cross-sectional observational study. Osteoporos Int 2021;32(2):251e9.

[96] Cortet B, Schott AM, Desamericq G, et al. Trends in postmenopausal osteoporosis treatment in France during the period
2007-2016: a nationwide claims database analysis. Bone 2022;154:116255.

[97] Chotiyarnwong P, McCloskey EV, Harvey NC, et al. Is it time to consider population screening for fracture risk in post-
menopausal women? A position paper from the International Osteoporosis Foundation Epidemiology/Quality of Life
Working Group. Arch Osteoporos 2022;17(1):87.

[98] McCloskey EV, Chotiyarnwong P, Harvey NC, et al. Population screening for fracture risk in postmenopausal women d a
logical step in reducing the osteoporotic fracture burden? Osteoporos Int 2022:1e7. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00198-022-
06419-6.

[99] Chandran M, Mitchell PJ, Amphansap T, et al. Development of the Asia Pacific Consortium on Osteoporosis (APCO)
Framework: clinical standards of care for the screening, diagnosis, and management of osteoporosis in the Asia-Pacific
region. Osteoporos Int 2021;32(7):1249e75.

[100] Dreinhofer KE, Mitchell PJ, Begue T, et al. A global call to action to improve the care of people with fragility fractures.
Injury 2018;49(8):1393e7.

P.J. Mitchell, D.-C.(D. Chan, J.-K. Lee et al. Best Practice & Research Clinical Rheumatology xxx (xxxx) xxx

16

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref95
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref96
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref97
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref97
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00198-022-06419-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00198-022-06419-6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref99
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1521-6942(22)00036-5/sref100

	The global burden of fragility fractures – what are the differences, and where are the gaps
	Mitchell_Elsevier_Statement_includes_Creative_Commons_License
	Mitchell_2022_TheGlobal

