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Abstract

Objective

To determine whether a one-off, baseline measure of depression and anxiety in a primary

care, coronary heart disease (CHD) population predicts ongoing symptoms, costs, and

quality of life across a 3-year follow-up.

Design

Longitudinal cohort study.

Setting

16 General Practice surgeries across South-East London

Participants

803 adults (70%male, mean age 71 years) contributing up to 7 follow-up points.

Main outcomemeasures

Ongoing reporting of symptoms, health care costs, and quality of life.
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Results

At baseline, 27% of the sample screened positive for symptoms of depression and anxiety,

as measured by the Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale (HADS). The probability of

scoring above the cut-off throughout the follow-up was 71.5% (p<0.001) for those screening

positive at baseline, and for those screening negative, the probability of scoring below the

cut-off throughout the follow-up was 97.6% (p<0.001). Total health care costs were 39%

higher during follow-up for those screening positive (p<0.05). Quality of life as measured by

the SF-12 was lower on the mental component during follow-up for those screening positive

(-0.75, CI -1.53 to 0.03, p = 0.059), and significantly lower on the physical component

(-4.99, CI -6.23 to -.376, p<0.001).

Conclusions

A one-off measure for depression and anxiety symptoms in CHD predicts future symptoms,

costs, and quality of life over the subsequent three-years. These findings suggest symp-

toms of depression and anxiety in CHD persist throughout long periods and are detrimental

to a patient’s quality of life, whilst incurring higher health care costs for primary and second-

ary care services. Screening for these symptoms at the primary care level is important to

identify and manage patients at risk of the negative effects of this comorbidity. Implementa-

tion of screening, and possible collaborative care strategies and interventions that help miti-

gate this risk should be the ongoing focus of researchers and policy-makers.

Introduction
Depression and anxiety symptoms are common in Coronary Heart Disease (CHD) [1] [2]. It is
both a causal factor [3,4] and poor prognostic indicator [5], being associated with a range of
adverse outcomes, including mortality [6,7], but mechanisms for such associations are incom-
pletely understood [8]. Management strategies in patients with comorbid mood disorders and
CHD are problematic [9], partly because of the overlap of symptoms of depression and anxiety
with the symptomatology of long-term heart conditions [10]. Randomised controlled trials
indicate that antidepressants are effective in improving mood in individuals with depression
and CHD [11,12], but have not reduced adverse cardiac outcomes and mortality [13]. There is
as yet inconclusive information regarding the dynamic interaction between symptoms of
depression and anxiety and how they correlate to CHD and its progression.

Screening for depression in CHD has been controversial since its implementation. Citing
the high prevalence of depression in CHD, routine screening for depression in this patient pop-
ulation was recommended by the American Heart Association (AHA) in 2008 [14], but this
was challenged shortly after, pointing to a lack of evidence that screening improved outcomes
[15]. In the UK, screening for depression was adopted on the Quality and Outcomes Frame-
work (QOF) from 2006 [16], but has since been dropped. NICE guidelines do not recommend
screening, although GPs are advised to be alert to depression in at-risk patients (with previous
history of mental illness or chronic physical conditions) [17]. There indeed may be insufficient
evidence from RCTs to support the recommendation of screening in CHD [18], however there
is evidence that screening in conjunction with active management of depression in CHD and
diabetes by means of collaborative care may be associated with improved physical and mental
health outcomes [19].
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One disadvantage of screening is the generation of multiple false positives–i.e. individuals
who have transient distress. There is a shortage of longitudinal analysis than can accurately
assess the persistence symptoms of depression and anxiety in the course of CHD, and whether
an initial screen for these symptoms can predict persistence. Screening might be informative as
the comorbidity between CHD and mental disorders increases readmission rates, and overall
and outpatient healthcare costs [20], and screening could help to identify and diminish these
increased costs. Furthermore, health-related quality of life (QOL) is reduced in CHD patients
who have comorbid mental disorders [21], and it is not known whether a single screening tool
could help identify those at risk for lower quality of life.

With this in mind, we explore the extent to which a one-off, baseline measure for depression
and anxiety symptomatology is predictive of future outcome in a cohort of patients with CHD.
Our aims were threefold: Firstly, we aimed to determine the stability of a single positive screen
for depression and anxiety. Secondly, we aimed to determine the difference in healthcare costs
between those positive and those negative at baseline. Thirdly, we aimed to analyse the differ-
ences in quality of life among those measuring positive and those measuring negative. By meet-
ing these objectives we answer how much predictive information a one-off measure of
depression and anxiety in CHD patients can provide, an important matter when considering
the potential of this measure as a future screening tool in these patients.

Methods
The population used for this study is derived from the cohort conducted by the UPBEAT UK
research programme [22]. This cohort consists of participants identified and recruited from
CHD registers in 17 general practices in South London. The sampling frame consisted of 2,938
total number of CHD register patients amongst these 16 practices. These patients were invited
to participate by their local GP, of which 917 agreed to be contacted. Of those contacted, 803
(87.6%) agreed to participate and were recruited into the study, and comprises the population
we used for these analyses.

Each participant had an initial baseline interview which included the Clinical Interview
Schedule Revised (CIS-R) [23], Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale (HADS) [24], and
Patient Health Questionnaire (PHQ-9) [25] to identify depression and anxiety symptoms.
They then had follow-up assessments using the HADS and PHQ-9 at 6, 12, 18, 24, 30, and 36
months, done by phone interviews. Each participant therefore had up to 7 time points recorded
for symptoms of depression and anxiety. Costs were measured using service use data from the
Client Service Receipt Inventory (CSRI) [26], and quality of life data was gathered using the
12-item Short-Form Health Survey (SF-12) [27], both also applied at 6 month intervals.

For the purpose of this analysis, we tested whether a positive result on the HADS at initial
assessment was a useful predictor of future reporting of symptoms, costs, and quality of life,
and thus a potentially reliable tool for screening patients in this population. The HADS has
previously been reported to be a valid screening measure in cardiac patients [28]. Here, we
used the HADS total score—comprised of the sum of the depression (HADS-D) and anxiety
(HADS-A) subscales—as a measure of general distress. Recently HADS has been argued to be
better seen as a general measure of distress in cardiac patients, due in part to the overlapping
symptoms of depression and anxiety that make a separation into subscales unreliable [29].

To determine the best scale and cut-off to be used for screening purposes, we first ran a sensi-
tivity analysis comparing the results of the HADS at baseline to those of the CIS-R, to test whether
the HADS was an accurate measure of depression/anxiety in our patient population. We calcu-
lated the specificity and sensitivity of the HADS with reference to the CIS-R using a Receiver
Operating Characteristic (ROC) curve analysis, and thereafter determined the optimal threshold
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using the ‘point of curve closest to the (0,1)’ criteria [30]. By calculating the distance of each cut-
off point on the HADS to the optimal (0,1) point on the graph, we could determine the cut-off
point which gave the best combination of sensitivity and specificity. The formula used for calculat-
ing the distance was d2 = [(1–Sn)2 + (1 –Sp)2], where Sn = sensitivity and Sp = specificity [30].

Having determined the cut-off for the HADS as our measure for general distress, we pro-
ceeded with the analysis in accordance with our study aims. We tested the initial baseline mea-
surement of the HADS to assess its predictive accuracy across three domains: 1) as a predictor
of ongoing symptoms of depression and anxiety; 2) as a predictor of healthcare costs; and 3) as
a predictor of quality of life. All analyses were conducted using Stata version 11.2.

Predicting ongoing symptoms of depression and anxiety
In these analyses we tested the predictive ability of the baseline screen in predicting future
screening results on the same measure. We used a random effects logistic regression model for
this purpose, clustered by participant ID. The logistic regression framework enabled us to
adjust for the effect of time by including it as a covariate in the model. Our predictor variable
was the HADS score at baseline, coded as binary, with a value of 1 if the HADS score was at or
above the cut-off, and with a value 0 if the score was below. Our outcome variable was the
same HADS binary variable measured repeatedly at subsequent follow-up visits, from 6
months to 36 months. This random effects logistic regression model, estimated using maxi-
mum likelihood under missing at random (MAR) assumption, also protects against possible
bias in the estimated parameters due to missing data. Our model, therefore, shows how
strongly baseline ‘caseness’ predicts future ‘caseness’, and concurrently how baseline ‘non-case-
ness’ predicts future ‘non-caseness’. This is a similar concept to the one describing positive and
negative predictive values, where the aim is to determine what percentage of measured cases
are true cases (PPV) according to a gold standard, and what percentage of measured non-cases
are true non-cases (NPV). Here, our aim is to determine how strongly the reporting of symp-
toms of depression and anxiety at baseline screen can predict the future reporting of these
same symptoms. The results can be interpreted as PPV and NPV for the baseline screening if
the follow-up reporting of caseness / non-caseness is treated as the “gold standard”.

For comparison, we also used the same model with the PHQ-9 scale for depression, testing
its ability to predict depression from an initial baseline measure. The cut-off used for the PHQ-
9 was 10, as is the most widely used and recommended [31], and a recent meta-analysis vali-
dated it by showing no significant differences in sensitivity and specificity for cut-off points
between 8–11 [32]. We also tested the model on the subscales of the HADS: both the HADS-D
and HADS-A, using the most widely used cut-off of 8+ [33] to compare the predictive values
of these subscales to the overall score.

We also compared the predictive value of reporting ‘caseness’ and ‘non-caseness’ from a sin-
gle, one-off baseline measure, to the predictive value of two consecutive measures (baseline and
6 month follow-up). This was with the aim to test whether a single measure is enough to pre-
dict continued reporting of symptoms, or if two consecutive measures are needed to more
accurately make that prediction.

Finally, as a sensitivity analysis, we ran the models removing those patients who self-
reported at baseline as being under current treatment for depression (n = 65), to test whether
this had any effect on the results.

Predicting healthcare costs
For the cost analysis, we gathered the data compiled by the CSRI and ran a t-test to determine
the difference in mean costs of patients across the 3-year follow-up between the positive and
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negative baseline measure groups. These included hospital costs (inpatient, outpatient, A&E)
and community costs (GP, district nurse), which add up to the total healthcare costs. Informal
costs (assistance provided by family members or carers in day-to-day activities) were also con-
sidered, and adding these to the healthcare costs made up the total societal costs. We then con-
ducted a generalised linear regression analysis to explore the predictors for total health care
costs. This model was constructed by using costs as the dependent variable, and baseline
HADS as the predictive variable, along with age, sex, and ethnicity as covariates. Unit cost esti-
mates were obtained from the Unit Cost of Health and Social Care 2012 [34] and the NHS Ref-
erence Costs 2011–12 publications [35]. All costs are reported in Pound Sterling (£).

Predicting quality of life
For the QOL analysis, we used the SF-12, and calculated both the physical (PCS) and mental
(MCS) subscores. The PCS uses the bodily pain, physical functioning, and role (physical) com-
ponents of the SF-12, whilst the MCS uses the social functioning, mental health, and role (emo-
tional) components. Both incorporate the general health and vitality components to calculate
the final score. We then constructed a linear regression model, using the baseline HADS (cut-
off 12) binary variable as the predictor variable, and SF-12 as the outcome variable, and con-
trolled for baseline QOL score and time. We then ran the model using sex and age as covariates
to test whether these had any effect on the relationship between quality of life and baseline
distress.

Results

Characteristics of study sample
Full characteristics of the cohort have been published elsewhere [36]. In essence the population
is representative of the wider CHD population with a mean age of 70.6 years, a proportion
(69.9%) of males. It is largely of white British ethnicity (87.3%). Most individuals in the cohort
are retired (77.7%), and live with their husband/wife/partner (61.0%) in an owned home
(67.9%). 44.3% reported chest pain at baseline measurement, whilst 42.2% had a documented
myocardial infarction (MI). Most common comorbidities included hypertension (55.4%), dia-
betes (24.9%), renal disease (18.9%), and cancer (12.0%). Around three-quarters of the cohort
were overweight or obese (76.0%). 57.3% were an ex-smoker, whilst 29.9% had never smoked.

The results of the sensitivity analyses are summarised in Fig 1 and Table 1. A cut-off of 12
gave the best combination of sensitivity (85.78%) and specificity (82.55%) when measured
against any diagnosis of depression and anxiety from the CIS-R, and thus we concluded this
was the optimal cut-off point to test for the predictive validity of the HADS in this population.

Depression and anxiety measures of the sample at baseline were the following: HADS total
score had a mean of 8.3 (95% CI: 7.8–8.8) with 26.9% reporting scores at or above 12. 18.6%
had some form of disorder according to the CIS-R, with mixed anxiety and depression as the
most common (8.2%). The mean depression score on the HADS-D was 3.34, whilst 12.8% had
a score above 8 (the accepted cut-off for both subscales of the HADS). The mean anxiety score
on the HADS-A was 4.97, with 24.8% of the sample scoring above 8. The PHQ-9 scores were
above the cut-off for depression in 15.8% of cases, with a mean of 4.64 (95% CI: 4.27–5.02)

Reporting of symptoms of depression/anxiety throughout follow-up
period
Table 2 shows the proportions of patients with positive symptoms of distress at each time
point. The positive scores across the entire cohort ranged from 23.1% (at 12 months) to 27.7%
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(at 24 and 36 months). Females (range of 29.7–37.8%) reported symptoms of distress more fre-
quently than males (range of 19.9–24.3%), whilst non-white ethnicity (range of 35.4–41.2%)
reported higher symptoms compared to whites (range of 21.0–26.5%).

Fig 1. ROC curve analysis measuring predictive accuracy of HADS at baseline with CIS-R based diagnosis as the ‘gold standard’. ROC:
Receiver Operating Characteristic.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0158163.g001

Table 1. Sensitivity, specificity, and distance to (0,1) point of each cut-off point on the HADS.

Cut-off point Sensitivity (%) Specificity (%) Distance to (0,1)

(> = 8) 95.30 68.04 .323

(> = 9) 91.95 72.94 .282

(> = 10) 88.59 77.98 .248

(> = 11) 84.56 82.57 .233

(> = 12) 82.55 85.78 .225

(> = 13) 77.85 89.30 .246

(> = 14) 70.47 91.74 .307

(> = 15) 67.79 94.04 .328

(> = 16) 65.77 95.26 .346

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0158163.t001
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Model predicting future reporting of symptoms according to baseline
measure
The main model is shown in Table 3. It reports that those who have a positive screen at baseline
according to the HADS, with a cut-off of 12+, have a 71.5% probability of continuing to report
symptoms of distress across the follow-up period of 3 years (labelled as the ‘PPV’ on the table).
Conversely, those who have a negative screen at baseline have a 97.6% probability of not
reporting these symptoms across the 3 years (labelled as the ‘NPV’ on the table). We also
applied the model to the subscales of HADS for symptoms of depression and anxiety. Using
the HADS-D, the probability of continued reporting of positive symptoms after a baseline posi-
tive screen (cut-off of 8+) was 61.2%, and the probability of non-reporting of symptoms after a
baseline negative screen was 98.8%. For the HADS-A, the probability of positive symptoms of
anxiety after a baseline positive screen (cut-off of 8+) was 70.0%, and of negative symptoms
after a baseline negative screen was 98.3%. Finally, we used the model with the PHQ-9 to com-
pare the results, and found the PHQ-9 to predict a 57.7% probability of continued positive
symptoms after a baseline positive screen, and a 98.3% probability of continued negative symp-
toms after a baseline negative screen. The sensitivity analysis removing the 65 patients who
reported being under current treatment for depression did not show any significant differences:
the PPV was 67.3% and the NPV was 97.9%.

Model using two consecutive measures of distress
When using both the baseline and 6-month measures of distress on the HADS, we found that
for those with two consecutive positive screens (meaning a score at or above 12 at baseline and
then again at 6 months), there was an 86.7% probability of continuing reporting of distress
above the cut-off of 12 for the rest of the follow-up period. Therefore, two consecutive positive
screens are more predictive of future positive screens than a single, baseline screen (86.7 vs
71.5).

Table 2. Reporting of symptoms of distress (HADSwith a cut-off of 12+) across time.

Baseline
(n = 803)

6 months
(n = 731)

12 months
(n = 710)

18 months
(n = 668)

24 months
(n = 632)

30 months
(n = 597)

36 months
(n = 573)

Total sample
(%)

26.9 24.3 23.1 25.6 27.7 27.1 27.7

Males (%) 22.5 19.9 20.3 22.5 24.3 23.8 23.7

Females (%) 37.2 34.7 29.7 33.3 35.9 35.0 37.8

Whites (%) 24.8 22.6 21.0 24.3 26.5 26.1 26.3

Non-whites
(%)

41.2 38.1 38.5 35.4 37.1 35.9 40.7

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0158163.t002

Table 3. Model predicting future reporting of symptoms according to baseline measure.

PPV (95% CI) P value NPV (95% CI) P value

Baseline measure

Distress HADS (cutoff 12+) 71.50 (61.96–81.04) <0.001 97.63 (96.60–98.65) <0.001

Depression HADS-D (8+) 61.19 (45.90–76.48) <0.001 98.79 (98.19–99.41) <0.001

PHQ-9 57.66 (42.22–71.11) <0.001 98.35 (94.17–97.20) <0.001

Anxiety HADS-A (8+) 70.04 (59.49–80.48) <0.001 98.34 (97.54–99.15) <0.001

HADS: Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale, PHQ-9: Patient Health Questionnaire, PPV: Positive Predictive Value, NPV: Negative Predictive Value.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0158163.t003
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Cost analysis
The results from the cost analysis are shown in Tables 4 and 5. Those scoring at or above 12 on
the HADS at baseline had significantly higher costs across all domains. Differences in mean
costs per patient were £202 for primary care, £1,398 for secondary care, £90 for informal care,
and £1,820 for total healthcare. The total societal cost difference between means was £1,910 per
patient. Differences in means between those identified as having any common mental disorder
(CMD) on the CISR and those without a CMD were also highly significant, with a total health-
care and total societal cost difference of £3,136 and £3,305 per patient, respectively (Table 3).
The generalised linear regression analysis shows that scoring at or above our cut-off of 12 on
the HADS at initial assessment significantly increases total health care costs by 39% (p<0.05).
Female sex, age, and non-white ethnicity did not significantly increase or decrease total health
care costs. The sensitivity analysis did not alter the results; the difference between total societal
costs after removing those under self-reported treatment for depression at baseline was £1,630,
which was still significant.

Quality of life analysis
Table 6 summarises the results of the linear regression models used to compare QOL scores
between people with a positive HADS screen at baseline (cut-off 12+), and people with a nega-
tive screen. The first model was adjusted for baseline QOL values and also adjusted for time.
Patients with a score of 12+ on the HADS at baseline had a significantly lower score on both
subscales of the SF-12 across time in comparison to people with a baseline score below 12. On
the mental subcomponent (MCS), the average score was almost one point lower (0.90), whilst
on the physical subcomponent (PCS), the average score was more than 4 points lower (4.62).
When we adjusted for age and sex, the score on the MCS was still lower (0.75) amongst people
with a baseline positive screen for distress, although this was borderline non-significant

Table 4. Comparative 3-year mean healthcare and societal costs (2011–12 prices) between groups of patients with positive and negative results
on HADS (cut-off 12+) and CISR (any CMD).

Scale result n Primary care Secondary care Informal care Total healthcare Total societal

HADS (12+) negative 587 £513.53 £3,852.87 £112.67 £4,941.08 £5,053.76

positive 216 £715.98 £5,250.85 £202.76 £6,761.15 £6,963.92

t-test 0.001 0.044 0.011 0.019 0.015

CISR (Any CMD) negative 654 £516.06 £3,808.35 £105.67 £4,848.70 £4,954.37

positive 149 £795.91 £6,074.84 £274.01 £7,985.08 £8,259.09

t-test <0.001 0.004 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

HADS: Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale, CISR: Client Service Receipt Inventory, CMD: Common Mental Disorder.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0158163.t004

Table 5. Impact on total health care costs of people scoring above the cut-off (12+) on HADS at initial
assessment.

Variable Exp. Coeff. (SE) 95% Conf. Interval

HADS (12+) 1.388 (.206)1 (1.037–1.857)

Sex (Female) 1.086 (.152) (0.825–1.430)

Age (continuous) 1.002 (.005) (0.991–1.014)

Ethnicity (non-white) 0.898 (.176) (0.612–1.319)

1 p<0.05.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0158163.t005
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(p = 0.059). However, the PCS score was almost 5 points lower (4.99), and this remained highly
statistically significant. When removing patients with a self-reported treatment for depression
at baseline, the results remained significant: the first model showed a PCS of 4.43 points lower,
and when adjusting for age and sex the PCS was 4.91.

Discussion
We have demonstrated that a 12-item questionnaire on depression and anxiety symptoms,
which is simple and quick to complete in a primary care setting, is a valid measure with an opti-
mal cut-off of 12 in a CHD population. This measure is predictive of future symptoms of dis-
tress, healthcare costs, and quality of life.

This study has several strengths. It is the first to report on the effect of a baseline measure
for continuing reporting of symptoms of depression and anxiety over a multi-wave follow-up.
It also shows how the reporting of these symptoms negatively affects quality of life and
increases primary and secondary healthcare costs, using repeated measures across time We
achieved satisfactory response rates considering this was done in a primary care setting, con-
strained with an opt-in recruitment method, and follow-up rates were high throughout the
course of the study. Whilst the HADS showed good reliability as compared to the CIS-R at
baseline, and we selected the cut-off point with the best overall balance of sensitivity and speci-
ficity, we did not have a gold-standard measure to compare HADS to across time. This not-
withstanding is counteracted by the fact that we aimed primarily to test whether the results of
one baseline measure held firm across time and could predict the persistence of these symp-
toms, which our data suggests was indeed the case. The study population represents a primary
care sample, and whilst patients were recruited directly from the surgeries based solely on an
existing diagnosis of CHD, it does not necessarily represent the CHD register as a whole. We
also did not remove patients with a positive diagnosis for mood disorders, or under current
treatment for depression and/or anxiety from the main analysis, as our data regarding these
circumstances was unreliable. However, some authors have suggested removing patients with
diagnosis of depression from screening instruments [37], as this would lessen the probability of
a selection bias affecting the results, and thus we ran the analysis removing those patients with
current treatment for depression, using self-report data. This sensitivity analysis showed no
effect on our results on future reporting of symptoms, costs, or quality of life.

Most studies in the existing literature regarding depression and anxiety in the context of
CHD use a single assessment and follow-up over time to determine results. We used a multi-
wave, repeated measures sample with which we can assess the pattern of reporting of symp-
toms over time, and have been able to track the results of validated measures of distress, costs,
and quality of life, able in this way to accurately assess differences across time between those
patients with symptoms of distress at baseline and those without these symptoms.

Table 6. Quality of life (QOL) models comparing mean scores across time on MCS and PCS subscales of SF-12, according to baseline HADS (cut-
off 12).

Model (covariates) SF-12 subscore Coefficient (95% CI) p value

Model 1 (baseline QOL, time) MCS -0.90 (-1.71 to -0.09) 0.029

PCS -4.62 (-5.83 to -3.41) <0.001

Model 2 (baseline QOL, time, age, sex) MCS -0.75 (-1.53 to 0.03) 0.059

PCS -4.99 (-6.23 t-3.76) <0.001

Model 1 used only baseline score and time as covariates, while Model 2 adjusted for age and sex. SF-12: 12-item Short Form Health Survey, MCS: Mental

Component Summary, PCS: Physical Component Summar.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0158163.t006
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We echo the recommendations made by previous authors regarding screening for depres-
sion in primary care [18], and add that in patients with CHD, anxiety symptoms are equally
important and screening should incorporate both. We have shown the HADS to be a reliable
predictive measure as a screening tool for symptoms of distress, and to have a cut-off with suf-
ficient sensibility and specificity to identify these symptoms.

This study suggests that the screening of symptoms of depression and anxiety in this popu-
lation may identify those who are at risk for continuing reporting of these symptoms, and addi-
tionally, identify those with a lower quality of life, and those accruing a higher cost to the
healthcare system. Furthermore, the HADS is a simple and often-used tool to detect symptoms
of depression and anxiety, and we found a score of 12 and above to be a reliable cut-off in this
population. This combined depression/anxiety score could perhaps serve better as a screening
tool, and we recommend exploring its use further amongst GPs in primary care practice, as
well as considering its inclusion in future revisions of the QOF.

We suggest a procedure to dictate future policy in these patients. After a baseline screen, our
data suggest that after a negative screen for depression and anxiety symptoms, more follow-
ups are not immediately necessary. However, patients who screen positive should be reassessed
and followed up for further symptomatology. If they continue to report symptoms at next fol-
low-up, the call is to manage their symptoms actively, rather than risk the effect these symp-
toms have on negative outcomes.

There have been previous studies arguing for the use of the HADS as a screening instrument
in cardiac patients of both sexes [38]. However, there are still questions that remain answering.
For example, after screening positive, what is the intervention needed to reduce these symp-
toms of distress and prevent detrimental disease-specific outcomes and higher mortality risk?
This question lies at the core of the suggestion to remove screening for depression in patients
with CHD, as there are no reliable management strategies in place after these patients are iden-
tified. Indeed, screening only as part of an ‘enhanced care’ package was suggested soon after it
was initially implemented in the 2006 QoF [39]. Future research should focus on RCTs that
provide interventions for patients who screen positive and analyse the effect on the symptoms
themselves, and outcomes of the underlying CHD. A recent pilot study of a personalised care
intervention for CHD patients with depression (identified by HADS-D) and current chest pain
was found to be feasible and cost-effective in a primary care setting [40].

Ongoing research will analyse the data presented further. For example, the question of cau-
sality still remains unanswered, and we will explore whether these symptoms of depression and
anxiety are an effect of the underlying physical condition and diminishing quality of life, or the
symptoms themselves are worsening the physical condition and lowering the quality of life in
these patients. This is especially relevant given the interesting finding that the physical compo-
nent of the SF-12 has such a strong association to the HADS. We also aim to investigate further
into the distinct trajectories of depression and anxiety symptoms that these patients present,
and how to interpret those patients which have consistent positive or negative symptoms in
comparison to those whose HADS score fluctuates across time.

In the meantime, the identification of concurrent mood disorders in patients with chronic
conditions, such as CHD, should be prioritised, in an attempt to turn the tide on the long-term
detrimental effects this comorbidity has—both on patients’ lives and the healthcare system as a
whole.
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