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BACKGROUND: The objective of the PERSONAL- CovidBP (Personalised Electronic Record Supported Optimisation When Alone 
for Patients With Hypertension: Pilot Study for Remote Medical Management of Hypertension During the COVID- 19 Pandemic) 
trial was to assess the efficacy and safety of smartphone- enabled remote precision dosing of amlodipine to control blood 
pressure (BP) in participants with primary hypertension during the COVID- 19 pandemic.

METHODS AND RESULTS: This was an open- label, remote, dose titration trial using daily home self- monitoring of BP, drug dose, 
and side effects with linked smartphone app and telemonitoring. Participants aged ≥18 years with uncontrolled hypertension 
(5–7 day baseline mean ≥135 mm Hg systolic BP or ≥85 mm Hg diastolic BP) received personalized amlodipine dose titration 
using novel (1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9 mg) and standard (5 and 10 mg) doses daily over 14 weeks. The primary outcome of the trial 
was mean change in systolic BP from baseline to end of treatment. A total of 205 participants were enrolled and mean BP fell 
from 142/87 (systolic BP/diastolic BP) to 131/81 mm Hg (a reduction of 11 (95% CI, 10–12)/7 (95% CI, 6–7) mm Hg, P<0.001). 
The majority of participants achieved BP control on novel doses (84%); of those participants, 35% were controlled by 1 mg 
daily. The majority (88%) controlled on novel doses had no peripheral edema. Adherence to BP recording and reported adher-
ence to medication was 84% and 94%, respectively. Patient retention was 96% (196/205). Treatment was well tolerated with 
no withdrawals from adverse events.

CONCLUSIONS: Personalized dose titration with amlodipine was safe, well tolerated, and efficacious in treating primary hyper-
tension. The majority of participants achieved BP control on novel doses, and with personalization of dose there were no 
trial discontinuations due to drug intolerance. App- assisted remote clinician dose titration may better balance BP control and 
adverse effects and help optimize long- term care.
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Hypertension is the leading preventable cause 
of morbidity and premature death worldwide.1 
Globally, 1.4 billion people are estimated to have 

hypertension, which caused ≈10.7 million deaths in 
2015 and is projected to affect >1.5 billion people glob-
ally by 2025.2,3 In England, where 13.5 million people 
have hypertension, it causes >50% of all strokes and 
heart disease, accounting for 12% of general practi-
tioner visits and over £2.1 billion of National Health 
Service costs.4 In the United States, it contributed to 
almost half a million deaths in 2018, which cost $131 
billion.5 Hypertension is poorly controlled even when 
identified, and global estimates suggest only 13.8% 
of treated patients achieve blood pressure (BP) con-
trol.1 Management involves repeated visits and BP 
measurements in the clinic and, increasingly, at home. 
Clinician access to patient self- monitored data, quality 
control, and processing of data are all challenging. Self- 
monitoring combined with self- titration of conventional 
antihypertensive drug doses has been shown to lower 

BP in people with hypertension6 but only the most tai-
lored interventions have been effective.7

Among antihypertensive agents, calcium channel 
blockers, such as amlodipine, are first- line recom-
mended drugs in the United Kingdom for people >55 
or Black persons of African- Caribbean origin of any 
age. Amlodipine powerfully prevents cardiovascular 
events,8,9 but ≈20% of patients started on amlodipine 
discontinue after a single prescription.10 Amlodipine 
dosing could be more effective or safer for more pa-
tients if increased dosing precision was available. The 
reduction in BP achieved with amlodipine is propor-
tional to the dose taken but if a critical dose is exceeded, 
patients experience unacceptable side effects.11 The 
most commonly reported side effect hindering com-
pliance with amlodipine is peripheral edema, which is 
strongly dependent on dose.11,12

The usefulness of a therapy depends on a combina-
tion of effectiveness and patient adherence to the reg-
imen. Poor patient adherence to prescribed treatment 
hampers chronic therapy for symptomless risk factors 
such as hypertension.13 Proper evaluation of antihyper-
tensive therapy requires assessment of tolerability and 
effectiveness (BP control). Poor tolerability damages 
patient adherence and “Increasing the availability and 
affordability of these more precise measures of adher-
ence represent a future opportunity to realize more of the 
proven benefits of evidence- based medications…, it is 
important that health care providers focus their attention 
on how to do better with the drugs they have.”14

Hence amlodipine was chosen for precision dosing 
for hypertension using novel doses and personaliza-
tion of dose, for which a digital solution was developed 
for recording wanted and unwanted effects. This tai-
lored digital solution was repurposed for the COVID- 19 
pandemic using a decentralized clinical trial platform 
to allow remote recruitment, remote assessment of 
BP control, and for those found to have poor control 
of BP, a personalized amlodipine dose titration pro-
tocol incorporating novel doses. The key advantage 
of amlodipine in the remote care setting during lock-
down was that it could be introduced more simply than 
most other BP- lowering drugs, in part because blood 
tests to check renal function are not required (which 
are needed before safely starting an angiotensin- 
converting enzyme inhibitor, an angiotensin II receptor 
antagonist, or diuretic drugs). As the titration course 
with amlodipine could last up to 14 weeks, the use of 
a placebo was considered against patients’ interests. 
The resultant PERSONAL- CovidBP (Personalised 
Electronic Record Supported Optimisation When 
Alone for Patients With Hypertension: Pilot Study for 
Remote Medical Management of Hypertension During 
the COVID- 19 Pandemic) trial was designed to evalu-
ate whether a drug plus digital intervention (comprising 
self- monitoring of BP and side effects) and clinician- led 

CLINICAL PERSPECTIVE

What Is New?
• This was the first trial to evaluate milligram- by- 

milligram personalized novel amlodipine dose 
titration for mild–moderate hypertension under 
a remote medical management protocol; novel 
doses of amlodipine were safe and effective 
in precision dosing for hypertension, up to the 
maximum licensed dose.

• This trial demonstrated the ability to remotely 
triage participants according to baseline blood 
pressure control, then adjust and personal-
ize drug dose to optimize clinical outcome 
from information recorded by participants in a 
dedicated smartphone app and transmitted se-
curely to a clinician.

What Are the Clinical Implications?
• Clinicians working remotely using personalized 

dose titration, assisted by a smartphone app, 
can achieve high patient adherence, regardless 
of age, and better balance blood pressure con-
trol and adverse effects to optimize long- term 
care.

Nonstandard Abbreviations and Acronyms

AE adverse event
EOT end of treatment
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drug dose changes would result in lower systolic BP 
(SBP) in people with poorly controlled hypertension.

METHODS
Data that support the findings of this trial are avail-
able from the corresponding author upon reasonable 
request.

Trial Design and Oversight
PERSONAL- CovidBP was an open- label, remote care, 
personalized, nonrandomized, community- based trial, 
which recruited eligible participants from October 2020 
to July 2021.

This trial was reviewed and approved by Dulwich 
Research Ethics Committee, the Health Research 
Authority, and the Medicines and Healthcare Products 
Regulatory Agency, which provided a favorable opin-
ion to conduct this trial in the United Kingdom. Written 
informed consent was obtained from all participants. 
The trial was overseen by a trial steering committee.

The trial was conducted in accordance with ethical 
principles consistent with the Declaration of Helsinki, 
the International Council for Harmonization Good 
Clinical Practice guidelines, and all other relevant 
national and regional guidelines and regulations, in-
cluding The Medicines for Human Use (Clinical Trials) 
Regulations 2004 (SI 2004/1031), and amendments.

All the authors have vouched for the adherence 
to the protocol, for the accuracy and completeness 
of data, and for the reporting of serious adverse 
events (AEs). The authors followed the Consolidated 
Standards of Reporting Trials (CONSORT) guidelines 
while preparing this article.15

The trial design is shown in Figure 1 and described 
next.

Participants
Participants were aged 18 years and older with hy-
pertension defined as either (1) participant account of 
a diagnosis of hypertension consistent with National 
Institute for Health and Care Excellence/British and 
Irish Hypertension Society criteria on either 24 hours 
ambulatory BP monitoring or repeated home meas-
ures of BP, ideally before treatment; or (2) current treat-
ment with antihypertensive medication.

At prescreening, conducted remotely for the major-
ity, participants gave verbal consent to sharing medical 
history and had to have hypertension as defined, which 
could include remote assessment of home recordings 
over 7 days before the screening visit. Main exclusions 
were already being on or above the maximum licensed 
dose of amlodipine (≥10 mg daily), current infection, 
or symptoms suggestive of COVID- 19 at the time of 
screening (rescreening when recovered was allowed), 

not having a suitable smartphone, known severe ad-
verse reaction to amlodipine, and comorbidities in-
compatible with trial participation, including those that 
could result in a participant being unable to complete 
daily entries satisfactorily via their smartphone and also 
such comorbidities as determined by the principal in-
vestigator that could confound trial assessments. All 
other existing BP- lowering drugs that participants were 
receiving were permitted to be continued, providing 
their doses could remain stable for the duration of the 
trial (allowing for unexpected changes for participant 
safety).

Participants who did not have a suitable home 
BP machine (upper arm cuff, validated design, and 
<4–5 years old)16 were sent a new Omron M3 Comfort 
home BP machine with a universal cuff. Training on the 
use of a BP monitor was provided during the screening 
consultation.

At screening, following completion of the written, or 
more usually e- consent process (DocuSign), consent-
ing participants downloaded the app onto their smart-
phone and began a baseline period of recording 3 BP 
measurements each morning and evening over 5 to 
7 days. Home BP readings were manually entered into 
the app. A minimum of 5 days and 24 BP measure-
ments were required to calculate baseline BP and to 
determine eligibility for intervention or observation co-
hort. Participants with a baseline mean of ≥135 mm Hg 
SBP or ≥85 mm Hg diastolic BP (DBP) were enrolled to 
the intervention cohort and received personalized dos-
ing with amlodipine over 14 weeks. Amlodipine dose 
options included novel (1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9 mg) 
and standard daily doses (5 and 10 mg). The treatment 
approach allowed for adjustment of dose to zero when 
necessary to allow participant and clinician to assess 
causality of effects; this allowed continuation in the trial 
and for the reintroduction of amlodipine where pos-
sible and also allowed participants to be open about 
unwillingness to restart amlodipine while remaining ad-
herent to the therapeutic approach.

Participants with controlled BP (mean SBP <135 
and DBP <85 mm Hg) during the 5-  to 7- day base-
line period were entered into an observation cohort. 
Participants in the observation cohort continued to 
use the app as downloaded at screening and contin-
ued to enter BP. Participants in the observation cohort 
were offered entry into the intervention part of the trial 
if their BP subsequently rose to ≥135 mm Hg SBP or 
≥85 mm Hg DBP.

Intervention cohort participants downloaded a new 
version of the app optimized to capture unwanted ef-
fects of amlodipine, drug dose, and time taken as well 
as BP (3 measurements each morning and evening) 
and were provided with liquid amlodipine 1 mg/1 mL 
authorized as a prescription- only medicine in the United 
Kingdom (Rosemont Pharmaceuticals) by courier 
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under appropriate supply chain conditions. Product 
was stored and used in accordance with manufactur-
er’s storage instructions and shelf life (closed bottle/
open bottle) of 3 years/30 days. Amlodipine dose was 
measured using the oral syringe provided by the man-
ufacturer and in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
Patient Information Leaflet (graduated in 1 mg and 
0.5 mg increments).

Suboptimal BP control was defined as mean SBP 
of 135 mm Hg or greater, or mean DBP of 85 mm Hg 
or greater during the run- in period for entry into the 
intervention cohort. This was amended during the trial 
at the trial steering committee’s suggestion from mean 
SBP 140 mm Hg or greater or DBP 90 mm Hg or greater 
to align it with British and Irish Hypertension Society/

National Institute for Health and Care Excellence hy-
pertension diagnostic criteria from self- measured 
home BP.

Trial Procedures
Trial consultations for participants were conducted 
remotely. All contact with the research trial team was 
held remotely via a teleconference using a mobile 
phone, laptop, personal computer, or telephone (in 
practice almost all contact was by telephone). Trial 
participants took part in teleconsultations at agreed- 
upon times. Clinical members of the trial team—clinical 
scientists (n=3), research nurses (n=3), doctors (n=2)—
contacted participants at least once every 2 weeks. 

Figure 1. Trial protocol flow chart.
BP indicates blood pressure.



J Am Heart Assoc. 2024;13:e030749. DOI: 10.1161/JAHA.123.030749 5

Collier et al PERSONAL- CovidBP Remote Personal Amlodipine Dosing

Calls to participants in the observation arm were un-
dertaken by nurses or clinical scientists. Doctors and 
nurses conducted the titration calls to participants in 
the intervention arm.

Intervention cohort participants had a remote con-
sultation via tele- call at least every 2 weeks while on 
treatment (from Baseline [Week 0] to Week 14). This 
involved the review of their BP and adjustment of med-
ication dosage as indicated depending on all other 
smartphone app- recorded data including side effects. 
Trial dose titration teleconsultations (and coinciding 
adherence checks) were scheduled twice weekly as 
pharmacokinetic- pharmacodynamic studies show 
that it may take approximately 2 weeks before am-
lodipine exerts its full effect, which agrees with the clin-
ical experience of the principal investigator. Adherence 
to monitoring routines was checked every 2 weeks 
by completeness of data entry and self- reported out-
comes by the participant. Adjustment of amlodipine 
dose for most participants was completed by the last 
titration visit (Week 12). A follow- up call was made to 
ensure that participants in the intervention cohort were 
stable on posttrial treatment.

The observation cohort was not designed to serve 
as a direct comparator for the interventional cohort, as 
the 2 cohorts were inherently not comparable in terms 
of baseline BP (separation of cohorts was based on 
their baseline BP). Entrants to the observational cohort 
had adequately controlled BP and did not require the 
same frequency of review as those in the interventional 
cohort who had a dose titration consultation at least 
biweekly. The purpose of the observational cohort was 
to provide safety monitoring (3- month) follow- up with 
appropriate consultation frequency (monthly) and also 
to allow participants whose BP control became inad-
equate to be considered for entry to the interventional 
cohort (24 observational cohort participants transi-
tioned to interventional cohort).

Outcomes
The primary outcome was the mean change in SBP. 
This was measured daily at home from baseline to 
the end of treatment (EOT, Week 14) comparing 7- day 
mean SBP at baseline (minimum of 24 values) to 7- day 
SBP mean at EOT.

Secondary outcomes included: mean change in 
daily DBP (measured as previously described for SBP); 
proportion of participants reaching BP targets (either 
SBP <135 mm Hg and DBP <85 mm Hg, or drop in 
SBP ≥10 mm Hg, or drop in DBP ≥5 mm Hg) by EOT; 
treatment- emergent AEs defined as AEs that were 
considered at least possibly related to trial treatment; 
reports of side effects using the app; patient- reported 
outcome data including user experience; adherence 
to medication (% intervention participants reporting 

adherence to prescribed amlodipine dose on 80% or 
more days); adherence to BP monitoring routines (% 
participants making a BP record entry on 80% or more 
occasions, based on 2 occasions/day). The observa-
tion cohort was not designed to assess adherence to 
participants’ background medication usage nor inci-
dence of side effects given the large variation in num-
ber and drug class of antihypertensive background 
medications in use.

Data Collection
After completion of a run- in period of 5 to 7 days, par-
ticipants’ home BP (morning and evening), drug dose, 
and side effects were recorded daily via the app for a 
period of up to 14 weeks.

Statistical Analysis
It was calculated that the enrollment of 200 partici-
pants would provide >90% power to detect a con-
servative change in SBP of 3.0 mm Hg from baseline 
to EOT with an SD of SBP change of 11 mm Hg, at the 
5% significance level. Assumptions for SD were taken 
from the PATHWAY- 2 (Prevention and Treatment of 
Hypertension With Algorithm Based Therapy- 2) trial, 
where a 4.1 mm Hg change in SBP was observed from 
baseline in the placebo arm.17 This sample size allowed 
for >20% missing data from either loss to follow- up or 
noncompliance while maintaining at least 90% power.

For the primary outcome of change in SBP from 
baseline to EOT in the intervention cohort, a partici-
pant’s mean SBP was calculated at baseline and each 
scheduled visit up to EOT visit, as the mean of 7 days 
of SBP measurements preceding each visit, includ-
ing all available BP entries for each participant during 
those time periods. First, all available BP values were 
used within a single routine to calculate a mean for that 
routine (ie, morning and evening each day were sep-
arate routines). Each BP routine would ask the patient 
for 3 BP measurements, with a fourth measurement 
prompted to be taken if the first 3 were substantially 
varied. A mean for a specific time point, for example, 
at baseline or EOT, was then calculated as the mean 
of all routine means over the 7 days (maximum of 14 
routines) for each participant.

The primary end point was analyzed using a linear 
mixed effects model. The outcome in the model was 
SBP level and contained a fixed effect for visit, includ-
ing baseline and each scheduled consultation up to 
EOT, and a random intercept component at the par-
ticipant level to account for correlation between SBP 
measurements across visits within the same partici-
pant. The mean change in SBP between baseline visit 
and EOT visit was estimated from the model as the dif-
ference between SBP level at EOT and baseline, along 
with 95% CI and P value.
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All 205 intervention participants who had BP mea-
surements at least at 1 time point were included in the 
main intention- to- treat analysis. The primary end point 
was reanalyzed for a per protocol population consist-
ing of intervention participants who had at least 24 BP 
measurements in the 7- day window preceding EOT 
visit.

Subgroup analyses were performed for the primary 
outcome on subgroups of age group (<65, 65+ years), 
sex, race (Asian, Black, White, Other/Mixed), diabetes 
status, baseline antihypertensive medication (on no 
antihypertensive medication, on amlodipine [maximum 
5 mg] alone, on amlodipine [maximum 5 mg] in combi-
nation with other antihypertensive[s]; or on other anti-
hypertensive[s] not amlodipine).

All secondary end points were analyzed and pre-
sented as descriptive statistics, without statistical test-
ing, including BP changes in the observation cohort.

Patient and Public Involvement
Patient representatives contributed to several aspects 
of the trial, including approving fractional dosing, app 
design feedback in iterative user experience testing 
with Closed Loop Medicine, trial design and docu-
mentation of the grant bid submitted to Innovate UK, 
the choice of liquid amlodipine delivery (syringe), and 
the patient- facing materials.18 A patient representative 
(N.D.) was an active member of the trial steering com-
mittee. Innovative forum theater techniques were em-
ployed with patients who had had past intolerance to 
amlodipine.19

RESULTS
Between October 2020 and July 2021, a total of 343 
participants were screened. A summary of participant 
disposition is shown in Figure  2. A total of 162 par-
ticipants with controlled BP at baseline were initially 
enrolled in the observation cohort. A total of 205 par-
ticipants were enrolled into the intervention cohort. Of 
these, 181 started with uncontrolled BP at baseline 
and a further 24 became eligible for the intervention 
cohort with uncontrolled BP, having initially been en-
rolled into the observation cohort. All participants were 
followed up over 3 months. November 10, 2021, was 
the last date of follow- up for intervention participants 
and November 19, 2021, for observation participants.

The 2 cohorts of participants had similar charac-
teristics, shown in Table  1, apart from their baseline 
BP values and a higher proportion of participants who 
were not treated for hypertension at baseline in the in-
tervention cohort.

The most commonly reported comorbidities of in-
terest were hypercholesterolemia (20% of intervention 

cohort) followed by diabetes (9%). Antihypertensive 
concomitant medication use (other than amlodipine) 
occurred among 45% (92) of the intervention cohort, 
with the following distribution for number of antihyper-
tensive drugs: 1, 29% (60), 2, 15% (31), 3, 1% (2), 4, 
0.5% (1). Antihypertensive drug use at baseline by drug 
class is shown in Table 1.

Of the 205 intervention cohort participants, all were 
included in the main intention- to- treat primary end 
point analysis and safety analysis, and 180 were in-
cluded in the per protocol population. One hundred 
ninety- six intervention cohort participants completed 
the trial and 9 were lost to follow- up, and a further 7 
participants completed the trial with no BP measure-
ments recorded in the past 7 days before the EOT. In 
some instances, participants had an additional titration 
teleconsultation (unscheduled) after the last sched-
uled titration at Week 12. This was done if the clinician 
deemed it appropriate for a patient to have an addi-
tional dose change in order to end the trial on a dose of 
amlodipine that was considered optimal for the post-
trial dose continuation strategy. There were 23 partici-
pants (11.7% of the 196 who completed the intervention 
cohort) who had an additional dose adjustment at an 
unscheduled visit after the last scheduled titration visit 
at Week 12. Secondary end points were assessed on 
all participants with available data for each end point.

Trial Intervention
Adherence to trial interventions was high, with 84% 
(164/196) of participants adherent to BP self- monitoring 
routines and 94% (185/196) of participants adherent 
to medication usage (self- reported). Adherence to BP 
self- monitoring was 75% (70/93) for those under 60 
and was 91% (94/103) for those 60 years and older, 
and adherence to amlodipine medication was 94% 
(87/93) for those under 60 and 95% (98/103) for those 
60 years and older. A post hoc assessment across 
age groups showed a similar level of adherence to BP 
self- monitoring across ages up until 60 years (75% had 
80% or higher, 70/93) and thereafter a substantial in-
crease in adherence was apparent, with 89% (50/56) 
of those aged 60 to 69 having >80% adherence and 
96% (46/48) of those aged 70 years and older having 
>80% adherence. A high level of adherence to the 
completion of routines in- app was sustained over the 
course of the trial (Table 2). Those who finished the trial 
with controlled BP had slightly higher adherence to BP 
monitoring compared with those not controlled at EOT, 
88% compared with 83%, respectively.

Overall patient retention in the intervention cohort 
was 96% (196/205 completing treatment). Adherence 
to BP self- monitoring in the observation cohort over 
the 3- month duration was 76% (101/133).
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Outcomes
Primary and Main Secondary Outcome

Mean BP in the intervention cohort fell from 142/87 
(SBP/DBP) to 131/81 mm Hg (SBP reduced by 11 [95% 
CI 10–12] and DBP reduced by 7 [95% CI, 6–7] mm Hg, 
P<0.001 for both) in the intention- to- treat population. 
The time course and distribution of BP changes from 
baseline to EOT are shown in Figure 3. Estimated BP 
changes were consistent when repeating the analysis 
on the per protocol population consisting of 180 par-
ticipants who had at least 24 BP measurements avail-
able within 7 days of EOT, BP fell from 141/87 (SBP/
DBP) to 130/80 mm Hg (SBP reduced by 11 [95% CI, 
10–12] and DBP reduced by 7 [95% CI, 6–7] mm Hg, 
P<0.001 for both). Similarly, repeating the primary anal-
ysis on the subcohort of participants who were not al-
ready on amlodipine at baseline and who did not have 
a history of intolerance to amlodipine (n=123) made no 
difference in the patterns of BP reduction, falling from 
143/87 (SBP/DBP) to 131/80 mm Hg (SBP reduced by 

12 [95% CI, 10–13] and DBP reduced by 7 [95% CI, 
6–8] mm Hg, P<0.001 for both).

In a subgroup analysis of participants on different 
antihypertensive medication at baseline in the interven-
tion cohort, although baseline SBP was slightly differ-
ent between groups, the mean estimated reduction in 
SBP was very similar in trend and in magnitude over 
the course of the trial (Figure 4). In all subgroup anal-
yses undertaken, there was no evidence for differing 
changes in SBP between groups.

Secondary and Other Outcomes

Most participants in the intervention cohort (152/189, 
80%) achieved BP control (SBP <135 mm Hg and DBP 
<85 mm Hg) during the trial, and a high proportion 
(128/152, 84%) were on novel doses when first achiev-
ing control. Of these 128 participants, 35% (45) were 
controlled by 1 mg daily (Figure 5). The distribution of 
amlodipine doses participants were receiving when 
they first achieved control was similar irrespective of 

Figure 2. CONSORT flow diagram.
CONSORT indicates ITT, intention to treat (analysis population); LTFU, loss to follow- up; and PP, per protocol (analysis population).
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the number (0–3) of background antihypertensive 
medications that participants were receiving during the 
trial (Figure  6). Also, the incremental (mg) amount of 
amlodipine irrespective of whether they were receiving 
amlodipine at baseline or not.

The majority (113/128, 88%) of participants con-
trolled on novel doses had experienced no peripheral 
edema before achieving BP control.

The median time to achieving BP target (either SBP 
<135 mm Hg and DBP <85 mm Hg, or drop in SBP 
≥10 mm Hg, OR drop in DBP ≥5 mm Hg) was 16 days 
(95% CI, 13–21).

At EOT, BP control was attained by 54% (102/189) 
and BP target by 76% (143/189); at Week 8 corre-
sponding outcomes were 47% (90/197) and 68% 
(134/197), respectively.

In the observation cohort, mean BP remained sim-
ilar between baseline and 3- month follow- up, 125/77 
(SBP/DBP) and 124/76 mm Hg, respectively, in those 
who completed 3 months follow- up. When includ-
ing the 17 participants who crossed over into the in-
tervention cohort before completing follow- up in the 
observation cohort, mean BP was again similar be-
tween baseline and the last trial visit attended while 
in the observation cohort, 126/78 (SBP/DBP) and 
125/77 mm Hg, respectively.

Dose- limiting side effects were experienced by 59% 
(112/189) of participants, with 23% (44/189) requiring 
dose reduction and 10% (19/189) requiring pausing of 
amlodipine dosing at various time points during the 
trial (5 temporarily and 14 being on 0 mg at EOT). At 
EOT, 45% (85/189) had achieved BP control without 
experiencing a dose- reducing side effect.

There were 22 participants in the intervention cohort 
who had previous intolerance to amlodipine (18 were not 

Table 1. Demographic and Baseline Characteristics

Cohort

Intervention  
(N=205)

Observation 
(N=162)

Age, y, mean (SD) 60.1 (11.0) 61.6 (9.2)

Sex

Female, n (%) 68 (33.2%) 57 (35.2%)

Male, n (%) 137 (66.8%) 105 (64.8%)

Race

Asian, n (%) 25 (12.2%) 14 (8.6%)

Black, n (%) 20 (9.8%) 19 (11.7%)

Mixed, n (%) 1 (0.5%) 2 (1.2%)

Othera, n (%) 8 (3.9%) 6 (3.7%)

White, n (%) 149 (72.7%) 120 (74.1%)

Unknown/ not reported, 
n (%)

2 (1.0%) 1 (0.6%)

BMI (kg/m2)†, mean (SD) 28.8 (5.3) 28.5 (4.9)

SBP (mm Hg)*, mean (SD) 141.9 (9.7) 126.0 (7.3)

DBP (mm Hg)*, mean (SD) 87.0 (8.1) 77.7 (6.4)

HR (bpm)*, mean (SD) 71.5 (10.9) 69.4 (9.5)

Current smoking

Nonsmoker, n (%) 124 (60.5%) 104 (64.2%)

Previous smoker, n (%) 59 (28.8%) 44 (27.2%)

Current smoker, n (%) 21 (10.2%) 13 (8.0%)

Unknown/not reported, n (%) 1 (0.5%) 1 (0.6%)

Diabetes, n (%) 19 (9.3%) 21 (13.0%)

Kidney dysfunction, n (%) 1 (0.5%) 1 (0.6%)

Peripheral arterial/vascular 
disease, n (%)

3 (1.5%) 0

Hypercholesterolemia, n (%) 42 (20.5%) 45 (27.8%)

Previous stroke, n (%) 0 1 (0.6%)

Previous myocardial infarction, 
n (%)

3 (1.5%) 0

Previous percutaneous 
coronary intervention, n (%)

0 1 (0.6%)

On amlodipine (<10 mg) at 
baseline, n (%)

62 (30.2%) 74 (45.7%)

Class of hypertensive medication at baseline

Alpha blocker, n (%) 8 (3.9%) 4 (2.5%)

Angiotensin- converting 
enzyme inhibitor, n (%)

66 (32.2%) 59 (36.4%)

Angiotensin receptor 
blocker, n (%)

46 (22.4%) 49 (30.2%)

Beta blocker, n (%) 16 (7.8%) 13 (8.0%)

Calcium channel blocker‡, 
n (%)

72 (35.1%) 80 (49.4%)

Diuretic, n (%) 26 (12.7%) 21 (13.0%)

Mineralocorticoid receptor 
antagonists, n (%)

2 (1.0%) 0

Number of classes of medication participants are taking at baseline

None, n (%) 49 (23.9%) 10 (6.2%)

1, n (%) 86 (42.0%) 91 (56.2%)

 (Continued)

Cohort

Intervention  
(N=205)

Observation 
(N=162)

2+, n (%) 69 (33.7%) 61 (37.7%)

BMI indicates body mass index; BP, blood pressure; DBP, diastolic blood 
pressure; HR, heart rate; CI, and SBP, systolic blood pressure.

*Baseline BP and HR were calculated as the mean of 7 consecutive days 
of home BP measurements leading up to and including the day preceding 
the baseline date for each participant.

†Data are missing for BMI in 7 intervention participants and in 9 observation 
participants.

‡Concomitant (nonamlodipine) calcium channel blocker use at stable dose 
occurred for 7 participants in the trial. Four participants were on felodipine, 
1 on diltiazem, 1 on nifedipine, and 1 on lacidipine, all of whom continued 
at stable dose throughout the trial. Additionally, 3 participants switched 
felodipine for amlodipine equivalent at baseline, 2 who had been taking 5 mg 
felodipine switched to 5 mg amlodipine, and 1 who had been taking 2.5 mg 
felodipine switched to 2 mg amlodipine.

aParticipants selecting “Other” were given a free-text field to provide addi-
tion al information. Responses included Hispanic/Brazilian/Portuguese, Filipino, 
broadly European, Jamaican, Ethiopian (1), Egyptian, African/Caribbean.

Table 1. Continued
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on amlodipine at baseline, 4 were on 5 mg at baseline). 
The majority (16 out of the 18) of participants who had 
a history of amlodipine intolerance and who were not 
receiving amlodipine at baseline ended the trial on am-
lodipine: 1 on 1 mg; 2 on 2 mg; 4 on 3 mg; 1 on 4 mg; 3 
on 5 mg; 1 on 8 mg; 1 on 9 mg; 3 on 10 mg at completion.

In the intervention cohort, the User Experience 
Questionnaire showed positive mean values for all 
scales and was consistent across age cohorts, with 
very positive evaluation (mean scores>1) for attrac-
tiveness, efficiency, dependability, and stimulation, 
with perspicuity (easy/understandable to use) scor-
ing exceptionally highly (mean score>2) (Figure  7). 
Participants in the observation cohort reported very 

similar magnitudes of User Experience Questionnaire 
scores to the intervention cohort on average, also con-
sistent across age cohorts.

Adverse Events
There were 377 treatment- emergent AEs in the in-
tervention cohort, with severity distribution: 269 mild 
(71%); 101 moderate (27%); and 7 severe (2%) in inten-
sity. The most common treatment- emergent AEs by 
frequency were tiredness, fatigue, and weakness (n=76 
events), gastrointestinal disorder (69), and headache 
(55) (Table 3). There were 5 serious AEs in the interven-
tion cohort all considered unlikely or not related to trial 

Table 2. Percentage of Intervention Cohort Participants with 80% or Higher Adherence to BP Data Entry Between Each 
Trial Visit, by Subgroups of BP Control at End of Treatment

Before 
Week 1

Week 1 to 
Week 2

Week 2 to 
Week 4

Week 4 to 
Week 6

Week 6 to 
Week 8

Week 8 to 
Week 10

Week 10 to 
Week 12

Week 12 
to EOT Overall

All (n=189)* 88.4% 93.0% 90.0% 89.4% 90.0% 84.1% 81.0% 79.9% 83.7%

No BP control EOT (n=87) 86.2% 89.7% 87.4% 85.1% 87.4% 80.5% 79.3% 80.5% 82.8%

BP control EOT (n=102) 90.2% 96.1% 92.2% 93.1% 92.2% 87.3% 82.4% 79.4% 88.2%

BP indicates blood pressure; and EOT, end of treatment.
*The total number in this table is 189 intervention cohort participants who completed the trial and had available BP measurements at the EOT. A participant 

was classed as adherent to BP data entry for a particular routine if they entered at least 1 BP measurement. Each day consisted of 2 routines: 1 in the morning 
and 1 in the evening.

Figure 3. Primary and main secondary outcome—blood pressure at each scheduled remote consultation and change in 
blood pressure between baseline and the end of the trial (Week 14) in the intervention cohort.
A, Estimated mean BP and mean change from linear mixed model with random participant component. B, Distribution of SBP 
change from baseline and the end of the trial (Week 14). C, Distribution of DBP change from baseline and the end of the trial (Week 
14). BP indicates blood pressure; DBP, diastolic blood pressure; EOT, end of treatment; IQR, interquartile range; SBP, systolic blood 
pressure; and W, week.
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drug (n=1 ST- segment–elevation myocardial infarc-
tion, n=2 unstable angina, n=1 malignant breast tumor, 
n=1 nephrotic syndrome secondary to Waldenstrom’s 

macroglobulinemia). There were no serious AEs, seri-
ous unexpected adverse reactions, or deaths. There 
were no trial withdrawals due to treatment- emergent 
AEs. There was 1 serious AE (malignant melanoma) in 
the observation cohort.

DISCUSSION
This trial has demonstrated the ability to adjust and 
personalize drug dose to optimize clinical outcome 
from information recorded by participants in a dedi-
cated smartphone app and transmitted securely to a 
clinician. Clinically significant reductions in BP were 
rapidly achieved from the first week using this novel 
titration protocol. Most participants’ BPs were suc-
cessfully controlled despite the cautious dosing regime 
based around 1 to 2 mg increments of amlodipine. 
Personalization of amlodipine dose improved BP con-
trol in participants, including those previously intolerant 
of conventional doses of amlodipine. This trial also es-
tablished remote consent, enrollment, and assessment 
of baseline BP, based on twice- daily measurements (in 
triplicate) over a 5 to 7- day period with successful re-
mote triaging of participants to intervention or obser-
vation based on control of hypertension. A minimum 
of 5 days and 24 BP measurements were required to 
calculate baseline BP and to determine eligibility for 
intervention or observation cohort. This is consistent 
with recently published data showing that 4.5 days of 
home monitoring is the minimum required for a reliable 
estimate of BP level.20

This trial has important strengths. It was the first trial 
to evaluate personalized novel amlodipine dose titration 
for mild–moderate hypertension under a remote med-
ical management protocol. The trial tested the efficacy 
and safety of precision dosing of amlodipine incorpo-
rating novel doses up to the maximum licensed dose 
for hypertension. The trial included remote recruitment 
and triage into cohorts according to BP control, in-
cluding an observation cohort. A limitation of the trial 
was that it did not include a control for comparison to 
the intervention cohort. Use of a placebo control was 
considered unethical, and usual care as a comparator 
during COVID- 19 lockdowns and restrictions was un-
predictable, therefore a randomized controlled design 
was not feasible. Participants were required to pos-
sess a smartphone, which could limit the generalizabil-
ity of the population and had the potential to lead to 
enrollment of a more affluent, younger, and educated 
population. However, smartphone ownership is high 
across demographic and economic groups.21

Most participants achieved BP control with novel 
doses of amlodipine. Small doses (from 1 mg) and small 
increments (1–2 mg) proved effective for gaining BP 
control. This effectiveness of small doses of amlodipine 

Figure 4. Mean change in systolic blood pressure by 
subgroups of participants grouped by their baseline 
antihypertensive medication.
EOT indicates end of treatment; and W, week.

Figure 5. Distribution of novel and standard amlodipine 
doses that participants were prescribed when they first 
achieved blood pressure control.
The figure includes 152 participants who achieved blood 
pressure control during the trial. The “≤1 mg” group contains 
some fractional doses: 2 participants on 0.5 mg and 1 participant 
on 0.25 mg.
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is consistent with a previous meta- analysis11 and may 
reflect the sensitivity of veins to low doses of amlodip-
ine, shifting blood volume from the high pressure (arte-
rial) compartment into the venous system.12,22,23

It is important to note that although some partic-
ipants continued to receive antihypertensive drugs 
during the trial (as per protocol), these were contin-
ued prescriptions from before the start of the trial and 
remained unchanged. Study drug/amlodipine was 
introduced as monotherapy or in addition to other 
BP- lowering drugs that the participant may have been 
receiving. The only in- trial change was dose titration 
of investigational medicinal product, amlodipine. An in-
vestigation was undertaken to assess whether those 
participants on additional hypertensive medications 
differed in achieving BP control compared with those 
on no other antihypertensive medication. The num-
ber of other antihypertensive medications made lit-
tle difference to the distribution of amlodipine doses 
participants were on when they first achieved control. 
In addition, reductions in SBP were similar between 
participants taking other background antihyperten-
sive medications compared with those on amlodipine 

alone. This supports the thinking that amlodipine may 
have an additive effect when added to other back-
ground medication.11

In their meta- analysis of 345 randomized trials, Law 
and colleagues noted that “reduction in BP was only 
about 20% less at half standard dose of calcium chan-
nel blockers (predominantly amlodipine 2.5 mg) than at 
standard dose (5 mg), but adverse effects were much 
less common.”11 In this trial, the personalized novel 
dosing approach enabled effective management of 
emergent side effects including peripheral edema, the 
leading cause of patient discontinuation with amlodip-
ine, to the extent that no trial discontinuations occurred 
that were associated with side effects. Patients with 
hypertension commonly experience unwanted treat-
ment effects and being able to minimize or avoid side 
effects through precision dosing may improve long- 
term adherence to treatment. In the very different set-
ting of patients in secondary care with multiple drug 
intolerances, a case series was published using an 
atypical protocol that incorporated some fractional and 
liquid medications including nifedipine with examples 
of patient benefit.24

Figure 6. Distribution of novel and standard amlodipine doses that participants were prescribed when they first achieved 
blood pressure control for subgroups by baseline amlodipine use and by number of background antihypertensive 
medications received during the trial.
The “≤1 mg” group contains some fractional doses: 2 participants on 0.5 mg and 1 participant on 0.25 mg. A, Achieved control at 
some point (n=152). B, Achieved control at some point & amlodipine naive at baseline (n=103). C, Achieved control at some point & 
on amlodipine at baseline (n=49). D, Achieved control at some point & on no other antihypertensive medication (n=49). E, Achieved 
control at some point & on 1 other antihypertensive medication (n=72). F, Achieved control at some point and on 2/3 antihypertensive 
medications (n=31).
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This trial’s optimized 1 to 10 mg precision dosing 
regimen delivered efficacy (47% with BP control and 
68% BP responders at 8 weeks) within the mid to 

upper range of outcomes reported in the literature for 
standard of care: 5 to 10 mg amlodipine (28%–54.9% 
BP control and 21.1%–73% BP responders).6,25–29 

Figure 7. User Experience Questionnaire.
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Precision dosing delivered incremental improvement 
through to the end of the titration period (54% con-
trolled and 76% responders at Week 14). In standard 
of care early dose titration studies, 61% to 88% of 
patients required titration from 5 to 10 mg amlodip-
ine due to lack of BP control.30–32 Of the participants 
who achieved control by EOT, 48% of these were con-
trolled on lower doses (1–5 mg) illustrating the poten-
tial of determining the optimal dose on an individual 
patient basis, informed through aggregated daily BP 
self- monitoring and side effect reporting.

It is acknowledged that the absence of a comparator 
group means it is not possible to measure the amount 
of BP response attributable to amlodipine intervention 
directly, that is distinct from other factors including re-
gression to the mean, placebo effect, and changes 
in lifestyle/behavior and other factors that may influ-
ence BP. However, the magnitude in BP change ob-
served over the trial duration is encouraging, as it is far 
greater than other studies have observed in a placebo 
group.28,29 Moreover, the minimization of regression to 
the mean was sought through the trial design. The trial 
benefited from using a high number of BP measure-
ments to calculate a baseline BP for trial inclusion that 

was more likely to reflect individuals’ true underlying 
BP levels, that is, reducing measurement error, reduc-
ing the likelihood of recruitment of participants based 
on random high BP measurements, and hence reduc-
ing the likely effect of regression to the mean from this 
cause.33

In the minority of patients not successfully controlled 
by amlodipine dose titration, whether as antihyperten-
sive monotherapy or in addition to other BP- lowering 
drugs that the participant may have been receiving, 
the addition of another antihypertensive drug may 
be warranted according to the clinician’s judgment. 
Indeed some patients may require treatment with 2 or 
more drugs to achieve BP control and some treatment 
guidelines now recommend initial combination ther-
apy. However, where the combination includes a cal-
cium channel blocker such as amlodipine, managing 
tolerability and unwanted effects through optimal dose 
provision can present a significant obstacle, which this 
dose titration approach may address.

Although the TASMIN H4 trial showed a small, statis-
tically significant benefit from self- monitoring compared 
with usual care at 13 months, the addition of telemon-
itoring gave no clear additional benefit.34 Similarly, BP 
HOME, a large, recent randomized trial showed that 
standard self- measurement of BP was not improved by 
using a BP measurement device paired with a smart-
phone application.35 In the United Kingdom, the Home 
BP study added a preplanned series of drug uptitra-
tions for those patients in intervention, as well as alerts 
for clinicians if BP warranted uptitration, and achieved 
worthwhile reductions in BP related to increased titra-
tion of medication in the intervention group.36 An indi-
vidual patient- level meta- analysis of self- monitored BP 
interventions has already shown that the highest level 
individual support (cointerventions) provided to partici-
pants is linked to greater BP reductions.7 The interven-
tion in PERSONAL- CovidBP would be in their highest 
category (level 4).

This optimized precision dosing regimen delivered 
100% retention rate to amlodipine treatment. No par-
ticipants discontinued from the trial due to treatment- 
related side effects over the 14- week trial period. For 
standard of care, several studies have reported the 
percentage (0%–4%) of participants receiving amlodip-
ine who discontinued during the treatment period due 
to side effects at 8 weeks of treatment.37–42 Two stud-
ies examining 12 weeks of treatment (6% discontin-
ued) and 2 studies focusing on 26 weeks of treatment 
(15%–33%) have also reported rates of discontinua-
tion due to side effects increasing over time.10,43–45 In 
this trial, adherence over the 14- week trial period was 
high (94%), whereas the scientific literature is lacking in 
studies reporting adherence to amlodipine monother-
apy. Adherence to antihypertensive medications has 
been widely assessed, with a number of high- quality 

Table 3. Treatment Emergent Adverse Events in the 
Intervention Cohort

Adverse event type

Number of 
participants 
(N=205)

Number of 
adverse 
events

Tiredness, fatigue, and weakness 70 (34%) 76

Headaches 52 (25%) 55

Ankle edema and other swelling 51 (25%) 52

Gastrointestinal disorder 45 (22%) 69

Skin reaction, rash, itching, and 
sweating

21 (10%) 23

Musculoskeletal and connective tissue 
disorder

16 (8%) 18

Dizziness 15 (7%) 15

Breathlessness and cough 13 (6%) 13

Anxiety and sleep disorders 11 (5%) 11

Blurred or abnormal vision and dry 
eyes

8 (4%) 8

Cardiac disorder 7 (3%) 7

Urinary frequency and nocturia 6 (3%) 7

General disorder 6 (3%) 6

Nervous system disorder 4 (2%) 5

Metabolism and nutrition disorder 4 (2%) 4

Erectile dysfunction 2 (1%) 2

Facial flushing 2 (1%) 2

Hearing impairment (tinnitus) 1 (<0.5%) 2

Hypotension 1 (<0.5%) 1

Labyrinthitis 1 (<0.5%) 1

Total 137 (67%) 377
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systematic reviews and meta- analyses assessing ad-
herence through the use of validated questionnaires 
and prescribing records, reporting adherence rates: 
between 51% and 64%, far lower than seen in this 
trial.46–49 Encouragingly the adherence rate of older 
participants was actually higher than their younger 
peers, which is fortunate as the cardiovascular events 
in outcome trials using amlodipine are dominated by 
those over 65 years of age.50

A small number of studies have assessed adher-
ence to recording of BP by telemonitoring. These 
studies show adherence rates of 40% to 72% among 
patients reporting BP more than 80% of the time with 
telemonitoring in periods ranging from 3 to 20 weeks.51–

54 Adherence in the trial was high, with 84% of partici-
pants adherent to BP self- monitoring routines captured 
in the smartphone app record over the 14- week trial 
period. Adherence to BP recordings in the observation 
cohort was also higher than reported in previous stud-
ies and not related to age.

As may be apparent, these are very high adherence 
levels in both groups, and overall app use was very well 
maintained. Adherence to the app remained high over 
the course of the trial, reducing slightly over time. In the 
Intervention cohort, the proportion of participants with 
80% or higher BP data entry (at each routine) was 88% 
in the first week of the trial, remaining high at around 
90% until there was a slight decline after Week 8 to 
80% in the final 2 weeks of the trial.

There is an important question as to whether higher 
levels of BP measuring and engagement lead to bet-
ter BP outcomes for patients, again adherence to BP 
data entry was high in general, but there was a slight 
difference in adherence between those who achieved 
BP control at EOT and those who did not. For example, 
in those achieving BP control by EOT, the proportion of 
participants with 80% or higher BP data entry (at each 
routine) was 93% in the first 2 weeks and 79% in the past 
2 weeks, and in those who did not achieve BP control 
at EOT, the proportion was 88% in the first 2 weeks and 
80% in the past 2 weeks. Therefore, adherence to re-
porting BP and amlodipine dosage appears to be similar 
whether participants achieved BP control or not.

Higher levels of AEs were observed than in pre-
viously published studies given the required daily 
self- reporting of side effects by participants. Results 
from this trial agree with the daily angina scoring on 
an electronic diary recently developed for the ongoing 
ORBITA- 2 (A Placebo- Controlled Trial of Percutaneous 
Coronary Intervention for the Relief of Stable Angina) 
trial in stable angina and suggest an underrepresen-
tation of AEs in standard of care studies and the need 
to improve the design of future studies to ensure the 
capture of AEs for standard of care.55,56 In standard of 
care trials, AEs have been typically reported at clinic 
visits at 4-  and 8- week time points. In the trial AEs were 

assessed at least twice weekly and side effects were 
entered daily in the smartphone app that in turn in-
formed AE reporting. With standard of care there are 
participant discontinuations due to AEs, whereas in this 
trial there were no such discontinuations. Moreover, 
being able to adjust dose with precision to minimize 
drug intolerance enables participants to remain on 
therapy rather than discontinue.

The recent Food and Drug Administration precision 
dosing public meeting highlighted the potential im-
portance of developing more precise dosing for drug- 
disease targets where the potential outcome from 
under-  or overdosing could result in serious morbid-
ity.57 A senior Food and Drug Administration physician 
indicated this could be the third major milestone (the 
age of dosing individualization) in drug development 
and regulation after the ages of safety in 1938 and ef-
ficacy in 1962. Feedback- based precision dosing for 
amlodipine and other drugs offers the ultimate dosing 
solution. In this trial, the treatment benefit appears to 
be associated with a high level of adherence, minimiz-
ing treatment discontinuation, leading to lowered BP 
and the prospect of long- term control and cardiovas-
cular event prevention. The psychological impact of 
abandoning a drug because it was intolerable, rather 
than trying to optimize its use, may reduce patients’ 
convincement about treatment for this asymptomatic 
condition. More precise amlodipine dosing as trialed 
offers the prospect of improved patient outcomes and 
reduction in major cardiovascular events (stroke, myo-
cardial infarction, death).

CONCLUSIONS
In conclusion, the ability to define dose response at 
individual patient level for both BP control and side ef-
fects allows precision control of BP while minimizing 
or avoiding side effects. Precision dosing provides a 
means to improve a drug’s risk–benefit profile in real 
world use. The data generated in this trial can be used 
to develop a product that will deliver precision control 
of BP at population health scale. Precision dose titra-
tion enabled by a dedicated smartphone app offers 
significant benefits enabling patients to personalize 
and optimize their therapy routine. Personalized digital 
plus drug combination health care solutions may offer 
the prospect to improve outcomes for patients and cli-
nicians with significant potential utility for hypertension 
and other indications.

ARTICLE INFORMATION
Received August 3, 2023; accepted November 30, 2023.

Affiliations
William Harvey Research Institute, Queen Mary University of London, 
London, UK (D.J.C., T.G., J.S., R.J., Y.C., P.E., V.M., M.P., J.P., R.P., A.F., C.D., 



J Am Heart Assoc. 2024;13:e030749. DOI: 10.1161/JAHA.123.030749 15

Collier et al PERSONAL- CovidBP Remote Personal Amlodipine Dosing

M.S., M.J.C.); Closed Loop Medicine, London, UK (M.T., L.R., J.S., G.T., P.G.); 
TrialsConnect, London, UK (N.D.); Imperial College Clinical Trials Unit, School 
of Public Health, Imperial College London, London, UK (N.R.P.); Wolfson 
Institute of Population Health, Queen Mary University of London, London, UK 
(R.G.); and Nuffield Department of Primary Care Health Sciences, University 
of Oxford, Oxford, UK (R.J.M.).

Acknowledgments
The authors are grateful for support from the Barts Cardiovascular Clinical 
Trials Unit (CVCTU), part of Barts Clinical Trials Unit (UKCRC Registered 
unit number 4) for protocol input, database and statistics support from 
Thomas Godec (Statistician), Anna Bellin (Trial Manager), and Ajay Gupta 
(CVCTU Clinical Senior Lecturer). This work acknowledges the support of 
the National Institute for Health Research Barts Biomedical Research Centre 
(NIHR203330) and Barts Charity, which supports the CVCTU and Barts 
Clinical Trials Unit. Patients were involved in the design, choice of dosing 
method, workshop design and delivery, video production, trial steering com-
mittee membership (Nicholas Deeming), website landing page for radio ad-
vert, trial summary page, and design and delivery of posttrial training (Trial 
sConn ect. org) for this research. A patient representative was always on the 
daily research calls for Barts Health/QMUL during Covid- 19 emergency. 
Coauthor Jane Pheby died February 18, 2022.

Sources of Funding
The trial was funded by Innovate UK (project number: 105319- 23487) and 
Closed Loop Medicine.

Disclosures
Authors M. Taylor, L. Richardson, J. Siddle, G. Timlin, and P. Goldsmith are 
employed by and receive income from Closed Loop Medicine. N.R. Poulter 
has received financial support from several pharmaceutical companies that 
manufacture blood pressure- lowering agents, for consultancy fees (Servier), 
research projects and staff (Servier, Pfizer) and for arranging and speak-
ing at educational meetings (AstraZeneca, Lri Therapharma, Napi, Servier, 
Sanofi, Eva Pharma, Pfizer, Alkem Laboratories, and Glenmark Pharma). 
He holds no stocks and shares in any such companies. He was supported 
by the National Institute for Health Research Senior Investigator Awards, 
Biomedical Research Centre funding, and the British Heart Foundation 
Research Centre Excellence Award. Dr McManus has worked with Omron 
Healthcare and Sensyne on telemonitoring interventions for which his institu-
tion receives funds including licensing. He is a National Institute for Health 
Research Senior Investigator and receives support from Oxford and Thames 
Valley National Institute for Health Research Applied Research Collaboration.

REFERENCES
 1. Mills KT, Stefanescu A, He J. The global epidemiology of hypertension. 

Nat Rev Nephrol. 2020;16:223–237. doi: 10.1038/s41581- 019- 0244- 2
 2. Mills KT, Bundy JD, Kelly TN, Ree JE, Kearney PM, Reynolds K, Chen J, He 

J. Global disparities of hypertension prevalence and control. Circulation. 
2016;134:441–450. doi: 10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.115.018912

 3. Public Health England. Health matters: combating high blood pressure. 
2017. Accessed September 20, 2023. https:// www. gov. uk/ gover nment/  
publi catio ns/ healt h-  matte rs-  comba ting-  high-  blood -  press ure/ healt h-  
matte rs-  comba ting-  high-  blood -  pressure.

 4. Boffa RJ, Constanti M, Floyd CN; Wierzbicki AS Guideline Committee. 
Hypertension in adults: summary of updated NICE guidance. BMJ. 
2019;367:l5310. doi: 10.1136/bmj.l5310

 5. Ahmad FB, Anderson RN. The leading causes of death in the US for 
2020. JAMA. 2021;325:1829–1830. doi: 10.1001/jama.2021.5469

 6. McManus RJ, Mant J, Haque MS, Bray EP, Bryan S, Greenfield SM, 
Jones MI, Jowett S, Little P, Penaloza C, et al. Effect of self- monitoring 
and medication self- titration on systolic blood pressure in hyperten-
sive patients at high risk of cardiovascular disease: the TASMIN- SR 
randomized clinical trial. JAMA. 2014;312:799–808. doi: 10.1001/
jama.2014.10057

 7. Tucker KL, Sheppard JP, Stevens R, Bosworth HB, Bove A, Bray EP, 
Earle K, George J, Godwin M, Green BB, et al. Self- monitoring of blood 
pressure in hypertension: a systematic review and individual patient 
data meta- analysis. PLoS Med. 2017;14:e1002389. doi: 10.1371/journal.
pmed.1002389

 8. ALLHAT Officers and Coordinators for the ALLHAT Collaborative 
Research Cohort. The Antihypertensive and Lipid- Lowering Treatment 
to Prevent Heart Attack Trial. Major outcomes in high- risk hyperten-
sive patients randomized to angiotensin- converting enzyme inhibitor 
or calcium channel blocker vs diuretic: the Antihypertensive and Lipid- 
Lowering Treatment to Prevent Heart Attack Trial (ALLHAT). JAMA. 
2002;288(23):2981–2997. Erratum in: JAMA 2003; 289:178. Erratum in: 
JAMA. 2004; 291:2196.

 9. Dahlöf B, Sever PS, Poulter NR, Wedel H, Beevers DG, Caulfield M, 
Collins R, Kjeldsen SE, Kristinsson A, McInnes GT, et  al. Prevention 
of cardiovascular events with an antihypertensive regimen of amlodip-
ine adding perindopril as required versus atenolol adding bendroflu-
methiazide as required, in the Anglo- Scandinavian Cardiac Outcomes 
Trial- Blood Pressure Lowering Cohort (ASCOT- BPLA): a multicentre 
randomised controlled trial. Lancet. 2005;366:895–906. doi: 10.1016/
S0140- 6736(05)67185- 1

 10. Leonetti G. Tolerability of long- term treatment with lercanidipine versus 
amlodipine and lacidipine in elderly hypertensives. Am J Hypertens. 
2002;15:932–940. doi: 10.1016/S0895- 7061(02)03000- 5

 11. Law MR, Wald NJ, Morris JK, Jordan RE. Value of low dose combi-
nation treatment with blood pressure lowering drugs: analysis of 
354 randomised trials. BMJ. 2003;326:1420–1427. doi: 10.1136/
bmj.326.7404.1427

 12. Menzin J, Lang K, Elliott WJ. Adherence to calcium channel blocker 
therapy in older adults: a comparison of amlodipine and felodipine. J Int 
Med Res. 2004;32:233–239. doi: 10.1177/147323000403200301

 13. Burnier M, Egan BM. Adherence in hypertension. Circ Res. 
2019;124:1124–1140. doi: 10.1161/CIRCRESAHA.118.313220

 14. Sica DA. Calcium channel blocker- related peripheral edema: 
can it be resolved? J Clin Hypertens. 2003;5:291–295. doi: 
10.1111/j.1524- 6175.2003.02402.x

 15. Moher D, Hopewell S, Schulz KF, Montori V, Gøtzsche PC, Devereaux 
PJ, Elbourne D, Egger M, Altman DG. CONSORT 2010 explanation and 
elaboration: updated guidelines for reporting parallel group randomised 
trials. BMJ. 2010;340:c869. doi: 10.1136/bmj.c869

 16. Hodgkinson JA, Lee MM, Milner S, Bradburn P, Stevens R, Hobbs 
FR, Koshiaris C, Grant S, Mant J, McManus RJ. Accuracy of blood- 
pressure monitors owned by patients with hypertension (ACCU- RATE 
study): a cross- sectional, observational study in central England. Br J 
Gen Pract. 2020;70:e548–e554. doi: 10.3399/bjgp20X710381

 17. Williams B, MacDonald TM, Morant S, Webb DJ, Sever P, McInnes G, 
Ford I, Cruickshank JK, Caulfield MJ, Salsbury J, et al. Spironolactone 
versus placebo, bisoprolol, and doxazosin to determine the optimal 
treatment for drug- resistant hypertension (PATHWAY- 2): a randomised, 
double- blind, crossover trial. Lancet. 2015;386:2059–2068. doi: 
10.1016/S0140- 6736(15)00257- 3

 18. TrialsConnect. PERSONAL- COVIDBP Study Summary. 2020. Accessed 
15 December 2023. https:// www. trial sconn ect. org/ Study Pages/  perso 
nal-  covid bp. html.

 19. TrialsConnect. Personalised medicine the future …? 2020. Accessed 15 
December 2023. https:// vimeo. com/ 70567 0197.

 20. Groenland EH, Bots ML, Visseren FLJ, McManus RJ, Spiering W. 
Number of measurement days needed for obtaining a reliable esti-
mate of home blood pressure and hypertension status. Blood Press. 
2022;31:100–108. doi: 10.1080/08037051.2022.2071674

 21. Statista. Mobile phone usage in the United Kingdom (UK) 2022, by 
socio- economic group. Accessed September 20, 2023. https:// www. 
stati sta. com/ stati stics/  300384/ mobil e-  phone -  usage -  in-  the-  uk-  by-  
socio -  econo mic-  group/  .

 22. Wolff CB, Green DW, Paton GFR, Collier DJ. A new radically improved 
model of the circulation with important clinical implications. Am J Surg 
Clin Case Rep. 2020;2:1–25.

 23. Wolff CB, Green DW, Paton JFR, Collier DJ. New understanding 
of circulatory blood flow and arterial blood pressure mechanisms. 
Cardiovasc Res. 2022;118:e29–e31. doi: 10.1093/cvr/cvab363

 24. Saxena M, Antoniou S, Hamedi N, Robinson P, Singh H, Mukhtar O, Kapil 
V, Lobo MD. Multiple drug- intolerant hypertension: a case series utilis-
ing a novel- treatment algorithm. Br J Gen Pract. 2016;66:e285–e287. 
doi: 10.3399/bjgp16X684709

 25. Sohn IS, Kim CJ, Ahn T, Youn HJ, Jeon HK, Ihm SH, Cho EJ, Chung WB, 
Chae SC, Kim WS, et al. Efficacy and tolerability of combination ther-
apy versus monotherapy with candesartan and/or amlodipine for dose 
finding in essential hypertension: a phase II multicenter, randomized. 

http://trialsconnect.org
http://trialsconnect.org
https://doi.org//10.1038/s41581-019-0244-2
https://doi.org//10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.115.018912
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-combating-high-blood-pressure/health-matters-combating-high-blood-pressure
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-combating-high-blood-pressure/health-matters-combating-high-blood-pressure
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-combating-high-blood-pressure/health-matters-combating-high-blood-pressure
https://doi.org//10.1136/bmj.l5310
https://doi.org//10.1001/jama.2021.5469
https://doi.org//10.1001/jama.2014.10057
https://doi.org//10.1001/jama.2014.10057
https://doi.org//10.1371/journal.pmed.1002389
https://doi.org//10.1371/journal.pmed.1002389
https://doi.org//10.1016/S0140-6736(05)67185-1
https://doi.org//10.1016/S0140-6736(05)67185-1
https://doi.org//10.1016/S0895-7061(02)03000-5
https://doi.org//10.1136/bmj.326.7404.1427
https://doi.org//10.1136/bmj.326.7404.1427
https://doi.org//10.1177/147323000403200301
https://doi.org//10.1161/CIRCRESAHA.118.313220
https://doi.org//10.1111/j.1524-6175.2003.02402.x
https://doi.org//10.1136/bmj.c869
https://doi.org//10.3399/bjgp20X710381
https://doi.org//10.1016/S0140-6736(15)00257-3
https://www.trialsconnect.org/StudyPages/personal-covidbp.html
https://www.trialsconnect.org/StudyPages/personal-covidbp.html
https://vimeo.com/705670197
https://doi.org//10.1080/08037051.2022.2071674
https://www.statista.com/statistics/300384/mobile-phone-usage-in-the-uk-by-socio-economic-group/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/300384/mobile-phone-usage-in-the-uk-by-socio-economic-group/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/300384/mobile-phone-usage-in-the-uk-by-socio-economic-group/
https://doi.org//10.1093/cvr/cvab363
https://doi.org//10.3399/bjgp16X684709


J Am Heart Assoc. 2024;13:e030749. DOI: 10.1161/JAHA.123.030749 16

Collier et al PERSONAL- CovidBP Remote Personal Amlodipine Dosing

Double- Blind Clinical Trial Clin Ther. 2017;39:1628–1638. doi: 10.1016/j.
clinthera.2017.06.014

 26. Huang QF, Sheng CS, Li Y, Dou Y, Zheng MS, Zhu ZM, Wang JG; 
Amlodipine Morning Blood Pressure Surge Trial (COHORTORS) 
Investigators. A randomized controlled trial on the blood pressure- 
lowering effect of amlodipine and nifedipine- GITS in sustained hyper-
tension. J Clin Hypertens (Greenwich). 2019;21:648–657. doi: 10.1111/
jch.13543

 27. Hong SJ, Sung KC, Lim SW, Kim SY, Kim W, Shin J, Park S, Kim HY, 
Rhee MY; HM_APOLLO Investigators. Low- dose triple antihyperten-
sive combination therapy in patients with hypertension: a randomized, 
double- blind, phase II trial. Drug Des Devel Ther. 2020;14:5735–5746. 
Erratum in: Drug Des Devel Ther. 2021; 15:1477.

 28. Philipp T, Smith TR, Glazer R, Wernsing M, Yen J, Jin J, Schneider 
H, Pospiech R. Two multicenter, 8- week, randomized, double- blind, 
placebo- controlled, parallel- cohort studies evaluating the efficacy and 
tolerability of amlodipine and valsartan in combination and as mono-
therapy in adult patients with mild to moderate essential hypertension. 
Clin Ther. 2007;29:563–580. doi: 10.1016/j.clinthera.2007.03.018

 29. Lee HY, Kim YJ, Ahn T, Youn HJ, Chull Chae S, Seog Seo H, Kim KS, 
Rhee MY, Choi DJ, Kim JJ, et al. A randomized, multicenter, double- 
blind, placebo- controlled, 3 × 3 factorial design, phase II trial to evaluate 
the efficacy and safety of the combination of fimasartan/amlodipine in 
patients with essential hypertension. Clin Ther. 2015;37:2581–2596. doi: 
10.1016/j.clinthera.2015.02.019

 30. de Bruijn B, Cocco G, Tyler HM. Multicenter placebo- controlled com-
parison of amlodipine and atenolol in mild to moderate hypertension. J 
Cardiovasc Pharmacol. 1988;12:S107–S109. doi: 10.1097/00005344- 19
8812007- 00024

 31. Lorimer AR, Smedsrud T, Walker P, Tyler HM. Comparison of amlodip-
ine and verapamil in the treatment of mild to moderate hypertension. J 
Cardiovasc Pharmacol. 1988;12:S89–S93. doi: 10.1097/00005344- 198
812007- 00020

 32. Glasser SP, Chrysant SG, Graves J, Rofman B, Koehn DK. Safety and 
efficacy of amlodipine added to hydrochlorothiazide therapy in es-
sential hypertension. Am J Hypertens. 1989;2:154–157. doi: 10.1093/
ajh/2.3.154

 33. Barnett AG, van der Pols JC, Dobson AJ. Regression to the mean: 
what it is and how to deal with it. Int J Epidemiol. 2005;34:215–220. doi: 
10.1093/ije/dyh299

 34. McManus RJ, Mant J, Franssen M, Nickless A, Schwartz C, Hodgkinson 
J, Bradburn P, Farmer A, Grant S, Greenfield SM, et al. TASMINH4 in-
vestigators. Efficacy of self- monitored blood pressure, with or without 
telemonitoring, for titration of antihypertensive medication (TASMINH4): 
an unmasked randomised controlled trial. Lancet. 2018;391:949–959. 
doi: 10.1016/S0140- 6736(18)30309- X

 35. Pletcher MJ, Fontil V, Modrow MF, Carton T, Chamberlain AM, Todd J, 
O’Brien EC, Sheer A, Vittinghoff E, Park S, et al. Effectiveness of standard 
vs enhanced self- measurement of blood pressure paired with a con-
nected smartphone application: a randomized clinical trial. JAMA Intern 
Med. 2022;182:1025–1034. doi: 10.1001/jamainternmed.2022.3355

 36. McManus RJ, Little P, Stuart B, Morton K, Raftery J, Kelly J, Bradbury 
K, Zhang J, Zhu S, Murray E, et al. HOME BP investigators. Home 
and Online Management and Evaluation of Blood Pressure (HOME 
BP) using a digital intervention in poorly controlled hypertension: ran-
domised controlled trial. BMJ. 2021;372:m4858. doi: 10.1136/bmj.
m4858

 37. Frick MH, McGibney D, Tyler HM. Amlodipine: a double- blind evaluation 
of the dose- response relationship in mild to moderate hypertension. J 
Cardiovasc Pharmacol. 1988;12:S76–S78. doi: 10.1097/00005344- 198
812007- 00017

 38. Pool J, Kaihlanen P, Lewis G, Ginsberg D, Oparil S, Glazer R, Messerli 
FH. Once- daily treatment of patients with hypertension: a placebo- 
controlled trial of amlodipine and benazepril vs amlodipine or benazepril 
alone. J Hum Hypertens. 2001;15:495–498. doi: 10.1038/sj.jhh.1001217

 39. Chrysant SG, Marbury TC, Robinson TD. Antihypertensive efficacy and 
safety of olmesartan medoxomil compared with amlodipine for mild- 
to- moderate hypertension. J Hum Hypertens. 2003;17:425–432. doi: 
10.1038/sj.jhh.1001577

 40. Messerli FH, Staessen JA. Amlodipine better than lisinopril? How one ran-
domized clinical trial ended fallacies from observation studies. Hypertension. 
2006;48:359–361. doi: 10.1161/01.HYP.0000238045.76905.94

 41. Chrysant SG, Melino M, Karki S, Lee J, Heyrman R. The combination of 
olmesartan medoxomil and amlodipine besylate in controlling high blood 
pressure: COACH, a randomized, double- blind, placebo- controlled, 8- 
week factorial efficacy and safety trial. Clin Ther. 2008;30:587–604. doi: 
10.1016/j.clinthera.2008.04.002

 42. Littlejohn TW 3rd, Jones SW, Zhang J, Hsu H, Keefe DL. Efficacy and 
safety of aliskiren and amlodipine combination therapy in patients with 
hypertension: a randomized, double- blind, multifactorial trial. J Hum 
Hypertens. 2013;27:321–327. doi: 10.1038/jhh.2012.42

 43. Kes S, Caglar N, Canberk A, Deger N, Demirtas M, Dortlemez H, Kiliccioglu 
B, Kozan O, Ovunc K, Turkoglu C. Treatment of mild- to- moderate hy-
pertension with calcium channel blockers: a multicentre comparison of 
once- daily nifedipine GITS with once- daily amlodipine. Curr Med Res 
Opin. 2003;19:226–237. doi: 10.1185/030079903125001677

 44. White WB, Duprez D, St Hillaire R, Krause S, Roniker B, Kuse- 
Hamilton J, Weber MA. Effects of the selective aldosterone blocker 
eplerenone versus the calcium antagonist amlodipine in systolic 
hypertension. Hypertension. 2003;41:1021–1026. doi: 10.1161/01.
HYP.0000067463.13172.EA

 45. Halimi JM, Giraudeau B, Buchler M, Al- Najjar A, Etienne I, Laouad I, 
Bruyère F, Lebranchu Y. Enalapril/amlodipine combination in cyclosporine- 
treated renal transplant recipients: a prospective randomized trial. Clin 
Transpl. 2007;21:277–284. doi: 10.1111/j.1399- 0012.2007.00643.x

 46. Lemstra M, Alsabbagh MW. Proportion and risk indicators of nonad-
herence to antihypertensive therapy: a meta- analysis. Patient Prefer 
Adherence. 2014;8:211–218. doi: 10.2147/PPA.S55382

 47. Mahmood S, Jalal Z, Hadi MA, Khan TM, Haque MS, Shah KU. 
Prevalence of non- adherence to antihypertensive medication in Asia: 
a systematic review and meta- analysis. Int J Clin Pharm. 2021;43:486–
501. doi: 10.1007/s11096- 021- 01236- z

 48. Abegaz TM, Shehab A, Gebreyohannes EA, Bhagavathula AS, Elnour 
AA. Nonadherence to antihypertensive drugs: a systematic review 
and meta- analysis. Medicine (Baltimore). 2017;96:e5641. doi: 10.1097/
MD.0000000000005641

 49. Nielsen JØ, Shrestha AD, Neupane D, Kallestrup P. Non- adherence 
to anti- hypertensive medication in low-  and middle- income countries: 
a systematic review and meta- analysis of 92443 subjects. J Hum 
Hypertens. 2017;31:14–21. doi: 10.1038/jhh.2016.31

 50. Collier DJ, Poulter NR, Dahlöf B, Sever PS, Wedel H, Buch J, Caulfield 
MJ, Investigators ASCOT. Impact of amlodipine- based therapy 
among older and younger patients in the Anglo- Scandinavian Cardiac 
Outcomes Trial- Blood Pressure Lowering Arm (ASCOT- BPLA). J 
Hypertens. 2011;29:583–591. doi: 10.1097/HJH.0b013e328342c845

 51. Milot JP, Birnbaum L, Larochelle P, Wistaff R, Laskine M, Van Nguyen 
P, Lamarre- Cliche M. Unreliability of home blood pressure measure-
ment and the effect of a patient- oriented intervention. Can J Cardiol. 
2015;31:658–663. doi: 10.1016/j.cjca.2015.03.006

 52. Park S, Kum HC, Morrisey MA, Zheng Q, Lawley MA. Adherence to 
telemonitoring therapy for medicaid patients with hypertension: case 
trial. J Med Internet Res. 2021;23:e29018. doi: 10.2196/29018

 53. Warner BE, Velardo C, Salvi D, Lafferty K, Crosbie S, Herrington WG, 
Haynes R. Feasibility of telemonitoring blood pressure in patients with 
kidney disease (Oxford Heart and Renal Protection Trial- 1): observation 
trial. JMIR Cardio. 2018;2:e11332. doi: 10.2196/11332

 54. Moon EW, Tan NC, Allen JC, Jafar TH. The use of wireless, smartphone 
app- assisted home blood pressure monitoring among hypertensive 
patients in Singapore: pilot randomized controlled trial. JMIR Mhealth 
Uhealth. 2019;7:e13153. doi: 10.2196/13153

 55. Nowbar AN, Howard JP, Shun- Shin MJ, Rajkumar C, Foley M, Basu A, 
Goel A, Patel S, Adnan A, Beattie CJ, et al. Daily angina documentation 
versus subsequent recall: development of a symptom smartphone app. 
Eur Heart J Digit Health. 2022;3:276–283. doi: 10.1093/ehjdh/ztac015

 56. Rajkumar CA, Foley MJ, Ahmed- Jushuf F, Nowbar AN, Simader FA, Davies 
JR, O’Kane PD, Haworth P, Routledge H, Kotecha T, et al. A placebo- 
controlled trial of percutaneous coronary intervention for stable angina. N 
Engl J Med. 2023;389:2319–2330. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa2310610

 57. Office of Translational Sciences, US Food and Drug Administration. 
Precision dosing: defining the need and approaches to deliver indi-
vidualized drug dosing in the real- world setting. 2019. Accessed 20 
September 2023. https:// www. fda. gov/ drugs/  preci sion-  dosin g-  defin 
ing-  need-  and-  appro aches -  deliv er-  indiv idual ized-  drug-  dosin g-  real-  
world -  setting.

https://doi.org//10.1016/j.clinthera.2017.06.014
https://doi.org//10.1016/j.clinthera.2017.06.014
https://doi.org//10.1111/jch.13543
https://doi.org//10.1111/jch.13543
https://doi.org//10.1016/j.clinthera.2007.03.018
https://doi.org//10.1016/j.clinthera.2015.02.019
https://doi.org//10.1097/00005344-198812007-00024
https://doi.org//10.1097/00005344-198812007-00024
https://doi.org//10.1097/00005344-198812007-00020
https://doi.org//10.1097/00005344-198812007-00020
https://doi.org//10.1093/ajh/2.3.154
https://doi.org//10.1093/ajh/2.3.154
https://doi.org//10.1093/ije/dyh299
https://doi.org//10.1016/S0140-6736(18)30309-X
https://doi.org//10.1001/jamainternmed.2022.3355
https://doi.org//10.1136/bmj.m4858
https://doi.org//10.1136/bmj.m4858
https://doi.org//10.1097/00005344-198812007-00017
https://doi.org//10.1097/00005344-198812007-00017
https://doi.org//10.1038/sj.jhh.1001217
https://doi.org//10.1038/sj.jhh.1001577
https://doi.org//10.1161/01.HYP.0000238045.76905.94
https://doi.org//10.1016/j.clinthera.2008.04.002
https://doi.org//10.1038/jhh.2012.42
https://doi.org//10.1185/030079903125001677
https://doi.org//10.1161/01.HYP.0000067463.13172.EA
https://doi.org//10.1161/01.HYP.0000067463.13172.EA
https://doi.org//10.1111/j.1399-0012.2007.00643.x
https://doi.org//10.2147/PPA.S55382
https://doi.org//10.1007/s11096-021-01236-z
https://doi.org//10.1097/MD.0000000000005641
https://doi.org//10.1097/MD.0000000000005641
https://doi.org//10.1038/jhh.2016.31
https://doi.org//10.1097/HJH.0b013e328342c845
https://doi.org//10.1016/j.cjca.2015.03.006
https://doi.org//10.2196/29018
https://doi.org//10.2196/11332
https://doi.org//10.2196/13153
https://doi.org//10.1093/ehjdh/ztac015
https://doi.org//10.1056/NEJMoa2310610
https://www.fda.gov/drugs/precision-dosing-defining-need-and-approaches-deliver-individualized-drug-dosing-real-world-setting
https://www.fda.gov/drugs/precision-dosing-defining-need-and-approaches-deliver-individualized-drug-dosing-real-world-setting
https://www.fda.gov/drugs/precision-dosing-defining-need-and-approaches-deliver-individualized-drug-dosing-real-world-setting

	Personalized Antihypertensive Treatment Optimization With Smartphone-Enabled Remote Precision Dosing of Amlodipine During the COVID-19 Pandemic (PERSONAL-CovidBP Trial)
	Methods
	Trial Design and Oversight
	Participants
	Trial Procedures
	Outcomes
	Data Collection
	Statistical Analysis
	Patient and Public Involvement

	Results
	Trial Intervention
	Outcomes
	Primary and Main Secondary Outcome
	Secondary and Other Outcomes

	Adverse Events

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	Sources of Funding
	Disclosures
	REFERENCES


