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Geachte mevrouw Van Ark,
De vaste commissie voor Volksgezondheid, Welzijn en Sport heeft een brief ontvangen van Long
Alliantie Nederland (LAN) te Amersfoort d.d. 11 september 2020 met een reactie over de uitvoering
van de motie Van Gerven c.s. over hooggebergtebehandeling bij ernstig astma (29689-1040) (zie
bijgaande kopie).
In de procedurevergadering van 23 september 2020 heeft de commissie besloten graag een reactie
van u op deze brief te ontvangen nog voor het algemeen overleg Medisch specialistische zorg /
ziekenhuiszorg / patiëntveiligheid / medisch beroepsgeheim /medisch tuchtrecht/ kwaliteitszorg d.d. 5
november 2020.
Hierbij breng ik u het verzoek van de commissie over.
Hoogachtend,
de griffier van de vaste commissie voor Volksgezondheid, Welzijn en Sport,

Mw. mr. drs. H.J. Post

Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal
Postbus 20018
2500 EA Den Haag
T. 070-3182211
E. cie.vws@tweedekamer.nl

Aan: Vaste Kamercommissie Volksgezondheid Welzijn en Sport
Betreft: zorgen over uitvoering motie Van Gerven c.s: beschikbaar houden
hooggebergtebehandeling mensen met ernstig astma
Van: Long Alliantie Nederland
Datum: 11 september 2020
Geachte leden van de Vaste Kamercommissie Volksgezondheid, Welzijn en Sport,
Naar aanleiding van het besluit van het Zorginstituut hooggebergtebehandeling voor
mensen met ernstig astma geen onderdeel van het basispakket meer te laten uitmaken,
heeft de Tweede Kamer op 19 december 2019 de motie Van Gerven c.s. met algemene
stemmen aangenomen. De motie, ondertekend door twaalf fracties, roept de minister op:
-

-

tot een op consensus gerichte inhoudelijke dialoog over de JZOJP voor mensen met
astma. Aan de dialoog dienen ZiNL, NVALT, longpatiëntenverenigingen en LAN deel te
nemen.
tot dat moment alles in het werk zal stellen om in overleg met de zorgverzekeraars
de hooggebergtebehandeling beschikbaar te houden voor mensen met ernstig astma.

Toenmalig minister Bruins gaf aan de motie te zullen uitvoeren.
Naar de mening van de Long Alliantie Nederland, het Longfonds en de
astmapatiëntenvereniging Vereniging Nederland Davos is tot op heden de motie niet
uitgevoerd. Het contact met instanties als het Zorginstituut (ZiNL) en de Nederlandse
Zorgautoriteit (NZa) over de hooggebergtebehandeling verloopt stroef en wij hebben
grote zorgen over de beschikbaarheid van deze klinische longrevalidatie voor mensen
met ernstig astma, in 2021 en daarna. In deze brief lichten wij onze zorgen nader toe.
Daarnaast vragen wij aandacht voor nieuw onderzoek dat deze week in een
gerespecteerd tijdschrift is gepubliceerd.
Dit uitkomst van dit onderzoek levert een nieuw feit en zou wat ons betreft aanleiding
moeten zijn voor een heroverweging van het besluit of het nemen van een nieuw besluit.
1. Constructieve en inhoudelijke dialoog over ‘de juiste zorg op de juiste
plaats‘
Sinds de opdracht van uw Kamer doet het collectief van LAN, Longfonds en aangesloten
patiëntenverenigingen pogingen tot een inhoudelijk en constructief gesprek met het
ZiNL. In maart werd gesproken over een apart traject: zinnige zorg astma. Ofschoon er
begrip is voor de vertragende werking van de corona-crisis, stellen we wel vast dat de
inhoudelijke dialoog over de juiste zorg over de juiste plaats nog plaats moet vinden.
De toegezegde onafhankelijke evaluatie over de totstandkoming van het besluit de
hooggebergtebehandeling uit de basisverzekering te schrappen, kent een teleurstellend
verloop. ZiNL heeft de onderzoeksopzet vastgesteld zonder enige betrokkenheid van alle
ándere partijen, advies over de belangrijkste onderzoeksthema’s in de wind geslagen,
geen bereidheid getoond ook naar het inhoudelijke besluit zelf te kijken en heeft ook
eingestandig een bureau geselecteerd, Het collectief heeft over deze gang van zaken
reeds zijn afkeuring uitgesproken en te kennen gegeven geen afgevaardigde aan te
dragen voor de begeleidingscommissie. Uiteraard hebben wij constructief meegewerkt
aan de interviews met het ingehuurde bureau. We spreken alsnog de hoop uit dat de
evaluatie waardevolle informatie oplevert over de opstelling, werkwijze en
totstandkoming van het genomen besluit van het ZiNL.
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2. Gesprekken met de NZa op basis van besluit ZiNL
Het gesprek met de NZA over de herijking van de tarieven loopt, door het genomen
besluit van het ZiNL, ook bijzonder stroef. Reeds afgelopen jaar werd door het
Nederlands Astmacentrum Davos (NAD) al tegen Nederlandse tarieven gecontracteerd:
met de verzekeraars zijn contracten afgesloten voor klinische longrevalidatie waarmee de
zorg en de vergoeding dan ook vanuit het basispakket in 2020 geboden kon worden.
Voor 2021 wordt dat echter een heel ander verhaal. De NZa is bezig met een algemene
kostenherijking voor de hele sector en weigert nu de daadwerkelijke kosten mee te
nemen. Dit terwijl de aparte tariefbeschikking reeds is geschrapt. Door deze benadering
waarbij geen uniforme systematiek wordt gehanteerd en geen eerlijke afweging wordt
gemaakt, valt het tarief zo laag uit, dat het NAD in zijn voortbestaan wordt bedreigd. In
de gesprekken heeft de NZa voorgesteld om een apart zorgproduct in het leven te
roepen waarmee het NAD de rekening voor het niet meenemen van de werkelijke kosten
bij de patiënt kan leggen; de inschatting daarvan is nu dat dit betekent dat deze
patiënten, een zeer kwetsbare groep, tussen de € 5.000-15.000 zelf zullen moeten
betalen.
Wanneer de uitvoering van de Kamermotie zo geïnterpreteerd wordt dat patiënten van
de hooggebergtebehandeling een eigen bijdrage van € 5.000- 15.000 moeten gaan
betalen, dan is dat wat ons betreft een miskenning van het gevoerde debat en de oproep
vanuit uw Kamer. Als het uitgangspunt niet de patiënt is maar kosteneffectiviteit dan zal
het Nederlands Astma Centrum davos (NAD) niet overleven met deze tarieven.
Het NAD overweegt een rechtszaak tegen de handelswijze van het NZa, die zich baseert
op het besluit van het ZiNL. Wij steunen het NAD hierin, maar het heeft onze sterke
voorkeur dat het voeren van een rechtszaak niet nodig is om de
hooggebergtebehandeling beschikbaar te houden voor de jaarlijks circa 100 kwetsbaarste
astmapatiënten. Daarvoor vragen wij echter wel de hulp van de Kamer.
3. Klinisch onderzoek naar meerwaarde hooggebergtebehandeling
Het Zorginstituut stelt ter onderbouwing van zijn besluit dat er geen wetenschappelijk
bewijs is dat hooggebergtebehandeling meerwaarde levert ten opzichte van standaard
longrevalidatie voor patiënten met ernstig refractair astma. Met dit besluit zijn wij het
nooit eens geweest omdat zowel de klinische praktijk van patiënten en zorgverleners
alsmede wetenschappelijk onderzoek –uitgevoerd op advies van het ZiNL- deze
meerwaarde wel aantoont.
Wij vragen met deze brief aandacht voor de publicatie van de Refrast studie:
‘Effectiveness of pulmonary rehabilitation at high-altitude compared to sea-level in adults
with severe refractory asthma’. Dit onderzoek, dat is uitgevoerd door een groep
vooraanstaande onafhankelijke artsen/onderzoekers van UMCU en IRAS, laat zien dat de
meerwaarde van de hooggebergtebehandeling wel degelijk wordt aangetoond. Deze
studie is gepubliceerd in het Respiratory Magazine van september 2020. Een peerreviewed internationaal wetenschappelijk tijdschrift. Bijgaand ontvangt u het artikel.
We hebben dit onderzoek uiteraard ook gedeeld met het ZiNL en de NZa en hopen op
een positieve reactie.
Tot slot
De Minister heeft uw Kamer toegezegd de hooggebergtebehandeling voor chronisch
astmapatiënten beschikbaar te zullen houden. U begrijpt dat wij op basis van
bovenstaande ons grote zorgen maken over die beschikbaarheid.
Wij zien nog meer zorgwekkende ontwikkelingen in de zorg voor longziekten en astma.
Met het uitbreken van de coronapandemie is de behoefte aan klinische longrevalidatie
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alleen maar toegenomen. Deze ontwikkeling vraagt juist om verbreding van de discussie
en méér urgentie bij alle betrokken partijen, in plaats van minder. Helemaal nu de
meerwaarde van de hoogtebehandeling voor chronisch astmapatiënten wetenschappelijk
is aangetoond.
Wij vragen u wederom om uw hulp. Veel van de correspondentie hebben wij vanwege de
ernst van het onderwerp al eerder met u gedeeld, maar we voegen deze in het kader van
transparantie en onafhankelijke oordeelsvorming nogmaals toe. Vanzelfsprekend zijn wij
altijd tot nadere toelichting bereid.
Hartelijke groet,
Long Alliantie Nederland

Clémence Ross- Van Dorp
voorzitter
Long Alliantie Nederland
De Long Alliantie Nederland (LAN) is de federatieve vereniging van vooraanstaande
partijen in Nederland op het gebied van chronische longzorg. De doelen van de LAN zijn:
- Het terugdringen van het aantal mensen met chronische longaandoeningen;
- Het terugdringen van de ernst van hun ziekte en het aantal sterfgevallen als gevolg
van chronische longaandoeningen;
- Het bevorderen van de kwaliteit van leven van mensen met chronische
longaandoeningen.
Leden van de Long Alliantie Nederland
Gewone leden:
- Kenniscentra Complex Chronische Longaandoeningen;
- Longfonds;
- Longkanker Nederland;
- Koninklijk Nederlands Genootschap voor Fysiotherapie;
- Koninklijke Nederlandse Maatschappij ter Bevordering der Pharmacie;
- Nederlands Instituut van Psychologen;
- Nederlands Respiratoir Samenwerkingsverband;
- Nederlandse Vereniging van Artsen voor Longziekten en Tuberculose;
- Nederlandse Vereniging van Diëtisten;
- Nederlandse Vereniging van Longfunctieanalisten;
- Nederlandse Vereniging voor Kindergeneeskunde;
- Stichting Inhalatie Medicatie School;
- Stichting COPD en Astma Huisartsen Adviesgroep (CAHAG) namens het Nederlandse
Huisartsen Genootschap (NHG) en de Landelijke Huisartsen Vereniging (LHV)
- Verpleegkundigen & Verzorgenden Nederland;
- Vereniging Nederland-Davos.
Bedrijfsleden:
- ALK-Abéllo;
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-

AstraZeneca;
BENU;
Boehringer Ingelheim;
Chiesi Pharmaceuticals;
Covis Pharmaceuticals;
Focus Care Pharmaceuticals;
GSK;
Medidis;
Mediq / Tefa;
MSD;
Mundipharma Pharmaceuticals;
Novartis;
Sandoz;
Sanofi Genzyme;
Teva Pharma Nederland;
Vivisol.

In Artikel 3 van de statuten is bepaald dat de Long Alliantie Nederland gewone,
buitengewone en bedrijfsleden kent. Al deze leden hebben gemeen dat zij als lid van de
LAN bijdragen aan de preventie en de zorg bij mensen met een chronische
longaandoening. Gewone en buitengewone leden worden onderscheiden in de mate
waarin zij bijdragen aan deze zorg. Bij gewone leden moeten doelstelling en/of de
feitelijke werkzaamheden geheel of in belangrijke mate op die zorg zijn gericht, bij
buitengewone leden hoeft dit slechts in
enige mate het geval te zijn.
De statuten bepalen dat gewone en buitengewone leden geen commerciële oogmerken
mogen hebben, bedrijfsleden wel. Voorts mag op het beleid van gewone leden en van
buitengewone leden geen bijzondere invloed worden uitgeoefend door één of meer
bedrijven.
Niet alleen de gewone leden maar ook de buitengewone en bedrijfsleden hebben de
mogelijkheid kennis en expertise in te brengen binnen de LAN. Zo kunnen zij een
waardevolle bijdrage leveren aan de doelstellingen van de LAN. Zij hebben echter
formeel geen stemrecht, want uitsluitend gewone leden zijn volgens de statuten leden
van de LAN in de zin van de wet. Buitengewone en bedrijfsleden participeren dus niet in
de formele beleidsbepaling van de Long Alliantie Nederland. Zo is de onafhankelijkheid
van de LAN gewaarborgd.
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Effectiveness of pulmonary rehabilitation at high-altitude compared to
sea-level in adults with severe refractory asthma
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A R T I C L E I N F O

A B S T R A C T
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Background: Beneficial effects of pulmonary rehabilitation at high-altitude (HAPR) in patients with severe re
fractory asthma have been reported earlier, but evidence for the effectiveness is limited.
Aim: To investigate the effectiveness of high-altitude pulmonary rehabilitation to comparable treatment at sealevel (LAPR) on patient outcome parameters.
Methods: Adults with severe refractory asthma living in The Netherlands were included. Treatment consisted of a
12-week personalized multidisciplinary rehabilitation program either at high-altitude (Davos Switzerland) (n =
93) or in a tertiary lung center at sea-level in The Netherlands (n = 45). At baseline, after treatment, and during
12 months follow-up asthma related quality of life (AQLQ), asthma control (ACQ), pulmonary function and OCSdose were assessed. Patients could not be randomized resulting in different asthma populations. Groups were
compared using linear regression analysis (ANCOVA) adjusted for baseline values, in addition to age, atopy,
smoking history, BMI and gender.
Results: After treatment, and at 12 months follow-up, improved AQLQ(0.92,p < 0.001 and 0.82,p = 0.001,
respectively), ACQ(-0.87,p < 0.001 and − 0.69,p = 0.008, respectively) and lower maintenance OCS dose (Un
adjusted linear regression analysis-5.29 mg, p = 0.003 and Crude Odds Ratio-1.67, p = 0.003, respectively) were
observed in the HAPR-group compared to the LAPR group. Patients receiving HAPR also had less asthma ex
acerbations (≥1 exacerbation: 20% vs 60%,p < 0.001) and showed improvement in lung function (%predFEV1
3.4%,p = 0.014) compared to the LAPR group, but at 12 months no differences between groups were observed.
Conclusion: HAPR resulted in a larger improvement in patient outcome parameters compared to LAPR, on the
long run the improvement in patient reported symptoms and lower maintenance OCS-dose persists. Underlying
factors that explain this observed effect need to be investigated.

1. Introduction
Difficult-to-treat asthma is characterized by difficulty to achieve
disease control despite high-dose inhaled corticosteroids (ICS), longacting bronchodilators or adding oral corticosteroids (OCS). In pa
tients with severe refractory asthma, the disease remains uncontrolled

despite addressing and removing all possible factors that might aggra
vate the underlying disease [1]. Severe refractory asthma imposes a
substantial burden due to symptoms, exacerbations and medication
side-effects, which have profound consequences for mental and
emotional health, relationships and careers [2]. It is estimated that 3.6%
of the adults with asthma living in the Netherlands have severe

Abbreviations: ANCOVA, analysis of covariance; ACQ, Asthma control; AQLQ, Asthma related Quality of Life scores; BMI, Body Mass Index; FEV1, forced expi
ratory volume in 1 s; LAPR, pulmonary rehabilitation at sea-level; HAPR, pulmonary rehabilitation at high-altitude; PR, Pulmonary rehabilitation; OCS, oral cor
ticosteroids; SD, standard deviation.
* Corresponding author. Department of Respiratory Medicine, University Medical Center Utrecht, Heidelberglaan 100, Postbus 85500, 3508, GA Utrecht, the
Netherlands.
E-mail address: H.G.M.Heijerman@umcutrecht.nl (H.G.M. Heijerman).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rmed.2020.106123
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refractory asthma but their care is estimated to account for more than
60% of the costs associated with asthma [1,3].
Treatment of patients with severe refractory asthma is challenging.
In the last decade several biologicals have been proven effective for this
patient group, resulting in lower exacerbation frequency besides
decrease of OCS-dependency [4]. Also non-pharmacological add-on in
terventions, such as pulmonary rehabilitation and allergen avoidance
are recommended [5,6]. Pulmonary rehabilitation is defined as a
comprehensive intervention based on a thorough patient assessment
followed by patient-tailored therapies, which include but are not limited
to, exercise training, education and behavior change, designed to
improve the physical and psychological condition of patients with
chronic respiratory disease and to promote the long-term adherence of
health-enhancing behaviors [7]. Beneficial effects of asthma rehabili
tation at high-altitude (HAPR) in adults with severe refractory asthma
have been observed. Of interest, several studies showed an improvement
in asthma control, a decrease in corticosteroid use and an increase in
pulmonary function after pulmonary rehabilitation at high-altitude
[8–10]. The rationale behind this treatment lies in the unique climatic
conditions at high-altitude that are supposed to be beneficial for patients
with allergic asthma [11]. However, several studies suggest that
avoidance or reduction of allergen exposure is not the only driver for a
successful outcome of this treatment modality [12–15]. For example,
less pollution at high altitude may also play an important role [29]. The
improvement of asthma related quality of life after HAPR is independent
of the asthma phenotype suggesting that non-specific aspects of this
treatment, such as reduction of non-allergic inflammatory triggers could
be responsible for a positive treatment effect [16]. Moreover, a decrease
in the number of exacerbations and sustained improvement in asthma
control up to 12 months after HAPR was found in a population of adults
with severe refractory asthma [17]. The exact determinants associated
with the observed effects of asthma rehabilitation in a high-altitude
environment are unknown. To that end a comparison between an
inpatient rehabilitation program at high-altitude and sea-level is
needed.
The aim of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of a 12
week personalized pulmonary rehabilitation at high-altitude in com
parison with a comparable personalized pulmonary rehabilitation pro
gram that is offered at sea-level in the Netherlands in a population of
adults with severe refractory asthma on patient outcome parameters.
After treatment disease outcomes were measured for an additional 12
months.

systematic protocol. Demographic and social characteristics, clinical
history and medical consumption over the preceding 12 months were
assessed at entry. Atopic asthma was defined as a positive serum IgE
level to a mix of common aero-allergens (house dust mite, mixed grass
and birch, pollen, cat and dog dander and cladosporium). Asthma
related quality of life (AQLQ) and asthma control (ACQ) questionnaires
were obtained at entry, every 3 weeks during the treatment period and
during follow-up. Rhinosinusitis-related quality-of-life (SNOT), use of
corticosteroids, pulmonary function and exercise tolerance were
assessed at entry, after the 12-week asthma rehabilitation program and
every follow-up visit. Exacerbations during the treatment period were
prospectively assessed.
2.2. Patients
Adults with severe refractory asthma who were referred by their
pulmonologist in the Netherlands to a tertiary asthma clinic, either the
Dutch Asthma Centre in Davos, Switzerland, or the Merem Asthma
Center in Hilversum, The Netherlands, were recruited between October
1, 2015 and February 1, 2018. Patient’s eligibility was discussed in a
staff meeting with pulmonologists from both centers. If needed, the
referring pulmonologist was asked for additional information. In case of
doubt, an expert panel consisting of 3 pulmonologists from other asthma
expert-centers in The Netherlands verified the eligibility criteria. Pa
tients who met both the inclusion and exclusion criteria were asked to
participate in the trial. Baseline measurements were performed at the
site of treatment.
Adults (aged 18–75 years) were able to participate in the study if
they had a diagnosis of severe refractory asthma according to the ERS/
ATS criteria [1]. All patients used long-acting bronchodilators and high
dose inhaled corticosteroids (ICS, ≥ 1000 μg fluticasone daily or
equivalent) with or without oral corticosteroids (OCS, ≥ 6 months/
year). All patients were symptomatic and had uncontrolled asthma.
Uncontrolled asthma was defined by the presence of at least two of the
following criteria [1]: poor symptom control defined as an ACQ-score ≥
1.5 or an ACT-score < 20 [2], frequent severe exacerbations defined as 2
or more bursts of OCS (>3 days) in the previous year [3], serious ex
acerbations defined as at least one hospitalization or ICU stay or me
chanical ventilation in the previous year because of an asthma
exacerbation and/or [4] persistent airflow limitation (post
bronchodilator FEV1 < 80% of predicted or a FEV1/FVC z-score < 1.64).
All patients were either nonsmokers or ex-smokers for >6 months.
Before being referred to a tertiary asthma clinic, inhalation technique,
adherence to medication and optimal avoidance of exposure to allergens
and cigarette smoke was checked using a questionnaire completed by
the referring pulmonologist. In addition, treatment of comorbidity was
optimized before taking part in the study. Exclusion criteria were
alcohol abuse or a severe unstable psychiatric condition requiring
treatment, participation in a clinical trial in the preceding three months,
unstable cardiovascular status, pregnancy or planning to become preg
nant, suffering from another lung disease that had impact on asthma
symptoms and use of long-term oxygen therapy at sea-level.
The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the Academic
Medical Center of the University of Amsterdam (Amsterdam, the
Netherlands) and was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of
Helsinki. All patients provided written informed consent before taking
part in the study. This study was registered at The Netherlands Trial
Register, www.trialregister.nl under NTR 5182.

2. Methods
2.1. Study design
The study was initially set up as a parallel, clinical trial with random
allocation to asthma rehabilitation in a high-altitude center or asthma
rehabilitation center at sea-level.
However, randomization frequently turned out to be not feasible for
several reasons. First, a number of patients had a decided preference for
one one of the two locations. Second, some of the referring pulmonol
ogists referred patients specifically for rehabilitation at high or low
altitude. This resulted in a proportion of about 75% of all referred pa
tients that could not be randomized. Because of this high proportion of
patients that could not be randomized, we concluded that randomiza
tion had failed and considered that the study fell back to an observa
tional design and was analyzed and interpreted accordingly. The small
group of patients (~25%) which could be randomized was too small to
obtain sufficient statistical power and this was a strong argument against
an independent analysis for this part of the study. The treatment lasted
for a total of 12 weeks. After treatment, patients were followed for an
additional 12 months with a follow-up visit every 3 months at the sealevel treatment location in The Netherlands.
Patients were assessed and evaluated in accordance with a

2.3. Treatment
All included patients were living in The Netherlands. Treatment
consisted of a multidisciplinary pulmonary rehabilitation program with
a duration of 12 weeks either in the high-altitude asthma center in
Davos, Switzerland, or in the tertiary asthma clinic at sea-level in Hil
versum, The Netherlands. The patients who were treated at sea-level
2
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went home in the weekend while the patients who were treated in Davos
stayed for the full 3 months period of the treatment. Both treatment
options were fully covered by Dutch mandatory health insurance, except
for costs to travel home in the weekends when attending the facility at
sea-level.
The centers maintained their usual pretreatment assessment pro
cedures. Before treatment started in Switzerland, patients had an intake
interview with a specialized nurse in The Netherlands and an interview
by video conference with the pulmonologist in Switzerland. The pro
cedure of the center in The Netherlands consisted of a home visit by a
specialized social worker followed by an intake interview with the
pulmonologist and finally, a 3-day assessment in the treatment center,
consisting of, but not limited to psychological assessment through intake
by a psychologist, including a psychological questionnaire, lung func
tion testing, cardio-pulmonary exercise testing, blood tests, including if
needed allergy screen, and an interview by a pulmonary nurse. After this
pretreatment assessment procedure 8 patients were referred for another
treatment option.
Both centers supply structured, quality-controlled, personalized
treatment for adults with severe asthma, which includes attempts to
achieve optimal asthma control and to reduce (oral) corticosteroids to
the lowest effective level, exercise training, asthma education including
self-management and psychological support. Treatment in both centers
was personalized by using a modular approach with standardized
treatment modules. Standardized treatment included 9 basic modules
(medication and inhalation; exacerbation; self-management; physical
fitness; daily physical activity; functional-ADL-training, dyspnea man
agement; food and diet; coping; psychological support). During followup, patients were treated by their referring pulmonologist in The
Netherlands according to (international) guidelines.

defined as the number of periods of deterioration of asthma symptoms
which requires the use of oral corticosteroids for at least 5 days, or an
increase from a stable maintenance dose for at least 5 days, the use of
oral antibiotics or hospitalization. The number of exacerbations before
treatment and during follow-up was based on self-report and defined by
the number of oral corticosteroids bursts in the previous 3 months and
the number of asthma-related hospitalizations.
The use of ICS was expressed as equivalent doses beclomethasone
and the use of oral corticosteroids was expressed as equivalent doses
prednisone. Steroid dependent asthma was defined as ≥ 6 months/year
daily use of oral corticosteroids in the past 12 months prior to treatment.
The OCS dose was recorded at entry and after a treatment period of 12
weeks. Every 3 months during follow up the OCS dose was recorded only
in those who fulfill the criteria of OCS dependent asthma at entry.
2.7. Functional characteristics
2.7.1. Pulmonary function and exercise tolerance
Pulmonary function was measured according to international rec
ommendations using the Masterscreen PFT (Jaeger Viasys, Germany)
[22]. Forced vital capacity (FVC) and Forced expiratory volume in 1 s
(FEV1) was assessed after inhaled administration of 400 μg salbutamol
and expressed as percentage of predicted value [23].
Exercise tolerance was measured with the incremental shuttle walk
test (ISWT) [24]. The walking distance is recorded. At entry, patients
were asked to complete the test twice with the best result recorded. At
sea-level, patients performed the test in groups, while at high-altitude
the patients did an individual test. The MCID for the ISWT is consid
ered to be 47.5 m [25].
2.8. Sample size calculation

2.4. Primary outcomes

The sample size was estimated using a covariance analytic model for
the AQLQ. Assumptions on the variability of AQLQ scores were made
based on a previous study [8]. The minimal clinical important AQLQ
difference (MCID) was assumed to be 0.5 point [19]. In the estimation
process we let the SD vary between 1 and 1.3 by 0.1 steps and the R2
value between 0.1 and 0.4 by 0.1 steps. Allocation ratio was 1:1, α was
set at 5% and 1-ß at 80%. These calculations indicated that 160 subjects
(80 per group) would be sufficient. Post hoc analyses indicate that
achieved sample size reached a power of 86% to detect a difference in
AQLQ of 0.5 point.

2.4.1. Asthma related quality of life
The asthma related quality of life was measured by the Juniper
Asthma Quality of Life Questionnaire (AQLQ), an asthma specific ques
tionnaire that measures symptoms, activity limitations, emotional
functioning and environmental stimuli [18]. The mean of the 32 items in
the AQLQ between 1 (very poor asthma related quality of life) and 7
(best asthma related quality of life) was used. The minimally clinical
important difference (MCID) for AQLQ is considered to be 0.5 [19].
2.5. Secondary outcomes

2.9. Statistical analysis

2.5.1. Patient reported symptoms

Differences between groups were tested using an unpaired t-test or
Mann-Whitney U test and within groups using a paired t-test. For com
parison of proportion between groups, chi-square test was used. Changes
from baseline were analyzed using an unpaired t-test or Wilcoxon signed
rank test, depending on the distribution of the variable. Linear regres
sion analysis was performed using analysis of covariance (ANCOVA).
The structural part of the regression model can be described as follows:

2.5.1.1. Asthma control. The level of asthma control was assessed using
the Juniper ACQ-6 score, a 6-item version of the ACQ questionnaire with
the FEV1 question omitted [20]. In this questionnaire, patients recall
their experiences over the past 7 days and respond to each question on a
7-point Likert scale, where 0 represents no impairment and 6 represents
maximum impairment. The MCID for ACQ is considered to be 0.5 [20].
2.5.2. Rhinosinusitis-related quality of life
The 22-question Sino-Nasal Outcome test (SNOT-22) was used to
measure rhinosinusitis-related quality-of-life. The mean total score
ranges from 0 (no symptoms) to 5 (severe symptoms) and is calculated
by averaging an individual’s responses to all questions [21]. The MCID
for SNOT-22 is considered to be 0.4 [21].

E(AQLQfu) = b0 + b1*AQLQ0 + b2*I
In this model, the dependent variable is the AQLQ score at t = 12
(post treatment) or t = 64 (post follow-up) while the covariates are the
baseline AQLQ (t = 0) and the intervention status I (0 = sea-level, 1 =
high mountain) (plus any confounders). The same structure was used for
the ACQ data. Both ACQ and AQLQ were approximately normally
distributed. Sensitivity analyses were performed using a repeated linear
mixed model analysis using the three-week interval AQLQ and ACQscores. These analyses resulted in comparable results. In addition, sub
group analysis was performed in the group in which treatment alloca
tion was randomized. In this group differences in baseline AQLQ and
ACQ scores between the HAPR and LAPR-group were found. We

2.6. Medical consumption
2.6.1. Exacerbations, hospitalizations and the use of corticosteroids
The number of exacerbations during 12-week treatment in the
specialized third line asthma center was prospectively assessed and
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entry (n = 2 HAPR and n = 3 LAPR) and were excluded from analyses
with respect to OCS use on the long run. There were no differences be
tween the groups with respect to the season in which the treatment was
started. In the high-altitude group 50% of the population underwent
previous treatment at high-altitude in the preceding 6 years while none
of the patients treated at sea-level underwent previous treatment at sealevel in the preceding 6 years.

concluded that randomization failed and the study should be considered
as an observational study.
All secondary outcome measures (with repeated measurements
before and after treatment) were analyzed by analysis of covariance.
Missing data or in case of re-admission to an inpatient asthma rehabil
itation program values were imputed by the most recent previous data
(Last Observation Carried Forward).
3. Results

3.2. High-altitude pulmonary rehabilitation

3.1. Flow chart and baseline characteristics

Changes in patient reported outcomes within the high-altitude group
are shown in Table 2. After 12 weeks of HAPR, significant improvements
in AQLQ, ACQ and SNOT were observed. A part of these effects was still
present twelve months after treatment (= 64 weeks after entry). No
differences in the dose of ICS was found after treatment at high-altitude.
Within the group of patients with OCS dependent asthma (n = 46) there
was a significant reduction in OCS dose after HAPR, which was still
present after twelve months. After treatment at high-altitude there was
an improvement in FEV1 and ISWT-distance, which sustained during the
follow-up period. Furthermore, a reduction in the number of OCS bursts
was found twelve months after treatment at high altitude as compared to
before treatment. No significant difference in the number of hospitali
zations before and 12 months after treatment at high altitude was found.
The results of AQLQ, ACQ, SNOT, FEV1 and ISWT distance within the
high-altitude group are visualized in Figs. 2 and 3. During the 12 months
follow-up, three patients were re-admitted to HAPR.

One hundred and seventy-three patients were enrolled in this study.
Thirty patients dropped out prior to the treatment for several reasons
(Fig. 1). There were no differences in demographic characteristics be
tween the patients who dropped out and the patients who were enrolled.
Treatment was started in 143 patients (n = 97 HAPR vs n = 46 LAPR).
After admission, 5 patients were incorrectly included (n = 4 HAPR vs n
= 1 LAPR). In these 5 patients, it appeared that the criteria described in
the study protocol were not met. A total of 138 patients (n = 93 HAPR vs
n = 45 LAPR) completed the treatment period. In both groups the me
dian treatment time was 11 weeks with a IQR of 11–12 weeks in the
high-altitude group versus 9–12 weeks in the sea-level group.
One hundred and twenty-seven patients participated in the follow-up
part of the study (n = 88 HAPR vs n = 39 LAPR). During follow-up 9
patients were lost to follow-up and 1 patient was excluded due to co
morbidity unrelated to the study. There were no differences in de
mographic or clinical characteristics between those who dropped out
and those who completed follow-up. A total of 117 patients (n = 79
HAPR and n = 38 LAPR) completed follow-up.
The baseline characteristics are described in Table 1. Patients in the
high-altitude group were younger, were less often an ex-smoker, were
more often atopic and had more frequent chronic rhinosinusitis or
eczema comorbidity as compared to patients in the sea-level group. At
entry the high-altitude group used higher dosages of ICS and demon
strated a lower AQLQ and higher ACQ as compared to the sea-level
group. Biologicals were more often used in the high-altitude group
and were temporally stopped during HAPR. During follow-up 9 patients
started with a biological treatment (n = 5 HAPR versus n = 4 LAPR). Five
of those patients had oral corticosteroid (OCS)-dependent asthma at

3.3. Pulmonary rehabilitation at sea-level
Changes in patient reported outcomes within the sea-level group are
shown in Table 3. After twelve weeks of LAPR, significant improvements
were found in AQLQ, ACQ, SNOT and ISWT distance. After 12 months
follow-up, these effects could no longer be demonstrated. No difference
in the dose of ICS or FEV1 was found after LAPR. Within the group of
patients with OCS dependent asthma (n = 17) there was a significant
reduction in OCS dose after treatment at sea-level, but there was no such
effect during follow-up. In addition, no significant differences were
found in the number of OCS bursts or hospitalizations before and 12
months after treatment at sea-level. The results of AQLQ, ACQ, SNOT,
FEV1 and ISWT distance within sea-level group are visualized in Figs. 2

Fig. 1. Number of patients who were screened, enrolled and completed the study.
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(Table 4), adjusted for potential baseline confounders. One year after
treatment there was still a higher improvement in AQLQ (− 0.82, p =
0.001) and ACQ (− 0.69, p = 0.008) in the HAPR group compared to the
LAPR group. Fewer asthma exacerbations occurred during treatment at
high-altitude compared to sea-level (OR = − 1.45, P < 0.001) although
no difference were observed between the groups in the number of OCS
bursts or hospitalizations during follow-up. Repeating the analyses
taking into account the number of OCS burst or hospitalization in the
previous year leads to comparable results. No differences could be
observed between treatment groups with respect to ICS-dose or walking
distance during the ISWT.

Table 1
Baseline characteristic of the study population.
Patients (n)
Age (years)*
Gender (% female)
Adult-onset asthma (%)
BMI*
Ex-smoker (%)
Social-economic status
Single house holding (%)
Payed job (%)
Welfare benefit (%)
Unemployment benefit (%)
Atopic
Atopic asthma (%)
IgE#
Comorbidities
Fear/depression (%)
Chronic rhinosinusitis (%)
Diabetes mellitus (%)
Eczema (%)
Sleep apnea (%)
Thyroid problems (%)
Diseases of the musculoskeletal
(%)
Use of medication
Chronic use of Oral
corticosteroids (n/%)
Dose of Oral corticosteroids
(mg)#1
Dose of inhaled corticosteroids
(μg/day)#
Use of biologicals (%)
Nasal corticosteroids (%)
Reflux medication (%)
Asthma exacerbations < 12
mths
Number of OCS bursts (%)
- 0–2
- 3–4
-≥5
Number of hospitalizations (%)
-0
- 1–2
-≥3
Patient reported symptoms
AQLQ-score*
ACQ-score*
SNOT-score*
Functional characteristics
FEV1 (% pred)*
FVC (% pred)*
distance ISWT (m) #
Inflammatory markers
FeNO (ppb)#
Blood eosinophils (109/l)

High-altitude

Sea-level

p-value

93
44 ± 14.1
76
36
29.6 ± 5.6
14

45
51 ± 14.2
62
47
31.2 ± 5.3
53

0.003
0.08
0.21
0.10
<0.001

24
24
15
47

24
27
15
49

0.99
0.68
0.99
0.81

72
176 (47–526)

53
112 (28–426)

0.03
0.12

12
72
12
41
14
11
29

18
53
7
7
20
7
36

0.34
0.03
0.35
<0.001
0.37
0.44
0.44

48/52%

17/38%

0.13

10 (9.3–23.8)

10 (7.5–17.5)

0.63

1600
(1200–3200)
222
58
57

1600
(800–2400)
7
53
58

0.03

17
20
63

18
37
45

42
35
24

40
35
25

3.9 ± 0.9
3.1 ± 0.9
2.3 ± 0.8

4.5 ± 0.9
2.4 ± 0.9
2.0 ± 0.8

0.001
<0.001
0.10

86 ± 20.3
89 ± 14.8
390 (250–560)

84 ± 25.41
92 ± 20.0
450 (260–680)

0.74
0.28
0.32

20 [12–40]
0.2 (0.1–0.3)

17 [11–38]
0.2 (0.1–0.2)

0.71
0.67

3.5. Sub-group analysis in patients with OCS-dependent asthma
Within the group of patients with OCS- dependent asthma at entry (n
= 65), a higher reduction in OCS dose was found in the HAPR compared
to the LAPR group (Unadjusted linear regression analysis (n = 65):-5.29
mg, p = 0.003). Five patients with OCS-dependent asthma at entry
started mepolizumab during follow-up and were excluded from further
analysis regarding reduction of OCS dose. One year after treatment a
significant lower OCS dose was found in the HAPR group compared to
the LAPR group (Unadjusted Odds Ratio (n = 60): − 1.67, p = 0.003)
(Table 5).
4. Discussion
In this longitudinal observational study we compared the results of a
multidisciplinary pulmonary rehabilitation program at high-altitude
(HAPR) to a comparable treatment program at sea-level (LAPR) in
adults with severe refractory asthma. Randomization was not feasible
leading to two different study populations. The HAPR-group was more
often atopic and characterized by younger age, lower percentage exsmoker, higher symptom expression, poor quality of life and higher
medication requirement compared to the LAPR-group. After adjustment
for differences in baseline characteristics, HAPR showed larger effects in
asthma outcome parameters compared to LAPR and on the long run the
improvement of patient reported symptoms and a reduction in chronic
OCS-use sustained longer in the HAPR group. One year after HAPR
clinical relevant improvements could still be demonstrated for patient
reported outcomes compared to baseline. This could not be demon
strated in the LAPR-group.
Our study was based on the Dutch situation in which two regular
treatment options for patients with severe refractory asthma were
compared. Randomization failed and patients treated at high-altitude
were significantly younger and had a higher ACQ at entry. These are
all characteristics that are known predictors of a higher beneficial
treatment effect at high-altitude as shown by Hashimoto et al. [16]. The
majority of the patients with OCS-dependent asthma treated at
high-altitude were able to reduce their OCS-dose even 1 year after
treatment while maintaining the level of asthma control. Our study
shows that pulmonary rehabilitation is effective extending previous
studies in patients with asthma [6,26–30]. There is only one study
comparing HAPR to LAPR in a RCT investigating the effects of a short
(3-week) HAPR (3100 m) vs. LAPR (710 m). There were similar im
provements in asthma control at both low and high altitude. Greater
improvements of exercise capacity and airway inflammation were found
in the HAPR-group and, after controlling for relevant confounders, it
was suggested that patients with higher baseline PEF-variability values
benefit more from HAPR [16]. This study was performed in Kyrgyzstan
at very different “low”- and “high” altitudes and the PR-period was only
3 weeks, so comparison to our results is hampered. We also found an
improvement in FEV1 after HAPR which was not present in the sea-level
group which is in concordance with a previous meta-analysis [9].
Interestingly, HAPR leads to an increase in patient reported asthma
related quality of life and asthma control, which effects were still present
12 months after treatment extending two previous studies in a

0.03
0.60
0.93
0.10

0.98

*

Mean/SD.
Median/interquartile range (IQR).
1
Dose within the group of patients with OCS dependent asthma.
2
Biologicals stopped during treatment at high-altitude. Abbreviations: ACQ,
Asthma Control Questionnaire scores; AQLQ, Asthma related Quality of Life
scores; BMI, Body Mass Index; FeNO, fraction of exhaled Nitric oxide; FEV1,
forced expiratory volume in 1 s; FVC, forced vital capacity; ISWT, incremental
shuttle walk test; OCS, oral corticosteroids; SABA, short-acting beta agonist; SD,
standard deviation; SNOT-22, Sino-Nasal Outcome Test.
#

and 3. During the 12 months follow-up, three patients were admitted to
HAPR.
3.4. Pulmonary rehabilitation at high-altitude versus sea-level
Patients receiving HAPR had higher improvement in AQLQ (0.92, p
< 0.001), ACQ (− 0.87, p < 0.001), SNOT (− 0.86, p < 0.001) and lung
function (%pred FEV1 3.4, p = 0.014) compared to the LAPR group
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Table 2
Clinical and functional changes within the high-altitude group.
Patient reported symptoms
AQLQ-score
ACQ-score
SNOT-22 score

Number (n)

Baseline

12 weeks

Difference (SE)

p-value

93
93
91

3.9 ± 0.9
3.1 ± 0.9
2.3 ± 0.8

5.8 ± 0.9
1.2 ± 1.0
1.2 ± 0.9

1.96 (0.11)
− 1.91 (0.12)
− 1.07 (0.11)

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

48
93

48 out of 93
17.9 ± 15.7
1600 (1200–3200)

20 out of 93
5.4 ± 7.1
800 (800–2800)

− 12.58 (1.75)
− 116.1 (122.7)

<0.001
<0.001
0.35

93
91

86 ± 20
418 ± 224

90 ± 20
575 ± 261

3.98 (0.70)
156.9 (20.1)

<0.001
<0.001

Number (n)

Baseline

64 weeks

Difference (SE)

p-value

79
79
78

3.9 ± 1.0
3.1 ± 0.9
2.3 ± 0.8

4.9 ± 1.2
2.2 ± 1.3
1.9 ± 1.0

1.02 (0.12)
− 0.91 (0.14)
− 0.39 (0.10)

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

46
70
78

46 out of 86
18.3 ± 16.0
2 [1–3]
0 (0–1)

25 out of 86
7.5 ± 10.1
0 (0–2)
0 (0–0)

− 10.80 (1.89)
− 0.49 (0.16)
− 0.13 (0.09)

<0.001
<0.001
0.003
0.17

79
79

86 ± 21
425 ± 214

89 ± 22
561 ± 263

3.2 (1.1)
135.7 (24.5)

0.003
<0.001

Number (n)

12 weeks

64 weeks

Difference (SE)

p-value

79
79
78

5.8 ± 0.9
1.3 ± 1.0
1.2 ± 0.9

4.9 ± 1.2
2.2 ± 1.3
1.9 ± 1.0

− 0.87 (0.11)
0.90 (0.15)
0.73 (0.12)

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

46

20 out of 86
5.0 ± 7.1

25 out of 86
7.5 ± 10.1

2.54 (1.01)

0.06
0.01

79
79

90 ± 21
578 ± 259

89 ± 22
561 ± 263

− 1.1 (1.0)
− 16.9 (16.7)

0.27
0.31

Medical consumption
Chronic use of OCS (n)
OCS dose (mg)1
ICS dose (μg/day)
Functional characteristics
FEV1 (% pred)
distance ISWT (m)
Patient reported symptoms
AQLQ-score
ACQ-score
SNOT-22 score
Medical consumption
Chronic use of OCS (n)
OCS dose (mg)1
OCS bursts <3 months#
Asthma related hospitalizations < 3 months#
Functional characteristics
FEV1 (% pred)
distance ISWT (m)
Patient reported symptoms
AQLQ-score
ACQ-score
SNOT-22 score
Medical consumption
Chronic use of OCS (n)
OCS dose (mg)1
Functional characteristics
FEV1 (% pred)
distance ISWT (m)

Data expressed as mean/SD.
#
Median/interquartile range (IQR).
1
Mean dose within the group of patients with OCS dependent asthma at entry.

comparable population [8,17].
The strength of our study is that it is the first study comparing short
and long-term effects of HAPR with a comparable treatment at sea-level.
Only patients with severe refractory asthma were included. These pa
tients were referred by their pulmonologist for treatment in a tertiary
asthma clinic since they did not sufficiently respond to regular maximal
medical and non-medical treatment (GINA step 4).
Randomization of the study population was not sufficiently possible,
potentially leading in baseline differences in population characteristics.
As a result, differences in change in outcome may be influenced by
differences at baseline. Treatment allocation was based on the prefer
ence of the referring pulmonologist and the patients preference. Within
the HAPR group 50% of the population underwent previous treatment at
high-altitude while none of the patients treated at sea-level underwent
previous treatment at sea-level in the 6 year prior to the study. It is
unknown to what extent patient experiences from previous treatment
leads to selection bias and have influenced our results. Although treat
ment was standardized using the same protocol, both centers used a
different pre-assessment procedure leading to a higher drop out in the
sea-level group and possibly to selection bias.
Furthermore, follow-up treatment was standard care by their refer
ring pulmonologist, indicated by (inter) national asthma guidelines,
which implies no differences in treatment during follow-up between the
two treatment groups. Finally, biologicals were more frequently used in
the high-altitude group and mepolizumab became available during the

study which may have influenced our results, especially when analyzing
the long-term effect in patients with OCS-dependent asthma. Repeating
the primary analysis (patient reported outcomes) without patients using
a biological did not lead to other results (data not shown).
There are several potential explanations for the observed effect of
HAPR. First, environmental trigger of asthma may differ between re
gions. All included patients were living in The Netherlands and moved to
the Alps, an area with considerably less air pollution [31], which can
ameliorate the bronchial hyperresponsiveness and type 2 inflammation
and therefore asthma control. It has also been hypothesized that a
high-altitude environment is characterized by lower concentrations of
house dust mite, molds and tree/grass pollen due to decreased humidity
and climatic differences compared to sea-level. However, Grafetstatter
et al. [32] did not find lower house dust mite allergens levels with rising
altitude in alpine regions suggesting that differences in house dust mite
exposure between study groups cannot explain the results of our study.
Rijssenbeek et al. [8] showed that the benefit of HAPR was comparable
between patients with and without house dust mite sensitization, in a
population of adults with severe refractory asthma. Second, psycho
logical factors may play a role. The high-altitude group is away from
worries and work or family-related conflicts leading to a reduced psy
chological stress level [33]. Psychological stress factors have been
shown to increase maladaptive coping styles in patients with severe
asthma [34]. Finally, patients receiving HAPR had a larger improvement
in lung function, less asthma exacerbation and they were able to lower
6
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Fig. 2. AQLQ-score (a), ACQ- (b) and SNOT (c) presented as mean/standard deviation during asthma rehabilitation (gray) up to 12 months after for high altitude
(left) and sea-level (right) populations.
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Fig. 3. FEV1 (% predicted) (a) and distance ISWT (m) (b) presented as mean/standard deviation before and after asthma rehabilitation (gray) up to 12 months after
for high-altitude (left) and sea-level (right) populations.

the OCS dose compared to the sea-level group suggesting that the
high-altitude climate may have a direct physiological and
anti-inflammatory effect. This has been also observed in previous
studies, treatment at high altitude resulted in reduced bronchial
hyperresponsiveness, lower total blood eosinophils and lower eosino
philic cation protein [8,12,13,35,36]. Recently, during HAPR a reduc
tion in systemic activation of T cell, ILC2 and monocytes was found
suggesting that type 2 inflammation in patients with asthma was
reduced [37].
What are the clinical implications of our study? Our study indicates
that adults with asthma benefit from an individual personalized pul
monary rehabilitation program extending previous studies [38,39].
Despite new treatment options such as biologicals, there is still a group
of severe asthma patients who do not sufficiently respond to treatment

with medication including biologicals [40]. In patients with
OCS-dependent asthma sustained effects in OCS-dose were found 1 year
after HAPR compared to LAPR. Despite our data must be interpreted
with caution since the low number of patients with OCS-dependent
asthma in the sea-level group, it might be speculated that HAPR has
comparable effects on OCS use as biologicals. However, for the indi
vidual patient the best treatment option needs to be determined based
on future studies investigating the underlying mechanisms for
improvement.
In conclusion, a 12-week inpatient pulmonary rehabilitation pro
gram is followed by improvement in patient reported parameters at both
high-altitude and sea-level. HAPR showed a higher degree of improve
ment in asthma outcome parameters after a 12-week rehabilitation
program compared to LAPR, after 12 months the improvement in
8
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Table 3
Clinical and functional changes within the sea-level group.
Patient reported symptoms
AQLQ-score
ACQ-score
SNOT-22 score
Medical consumption
Chronic use of OCS (n)
OCS dose (mg)1
ICS dose (μg/day)
Functional characteristic
FEV1 (% pred)
distance ISWT (m)
Patient reported symptoms
AQLQ-score
ACQ-score
SNOT-22 score
Medical consumption
Chronic use of OCS (n/%)
OCS dose (mg)1
OCS bursts <3 months#
Asthma related hospitalizations < 3 months#
Functional characteristics
FEV1 (% pred)
distance ISWT (m)
Patient reported symptoms
AQLQ-score
ACQ-score
SNOT-22 score
Medical consumption
Chronic use of OCS (n/%)
OCS dose (mg)1
Functional characteristics
FEV1 (% pred)
distance ISWT (m)

Number (n)

Baseline

12 weeks

Difference (SE)

p-value

44
42
33

4.5 ± 0.9
2.4 ± 0.9
2.0 ± 0.8

5.3 ± 0.9
1.8 ± 0.9
1.8 ± 0.9

0.82 (0.10)
− 0.60 (0.11)
− 0.24 (0.09)

<0.001
<0.001
0.01

17
45

17 out of 45
12.4 ± 8.0
1600 (800–2400)

14 out of 45
8.5 ± 5.4
1600 (1200–2500)

− 3.92 (1.63)
71 (139)

0.25
0.02
0.61

44
41

81 ± 26
492 ± 305

81 ± 21
549 ± 324

0.49 (0.84)
57.6 (16.0)

0.56
<0.001

Number (n)

Baseline

64 weeks

Difference (SE)

p-value

35
35
27

4.5 ± 0.8
2.4 ± 0.9
2.0 ± 0.7

4.6 ± 1.0
2.4 ± 1.0
2.0 ± 1.0

0.05 (0.16)
0.08 (0.17)
− 0.03 (0.17)

0.77
0.63
0.87

14
33
35

14 out of 36
13.9 ± 8.4
1 (0–2)
0 (0–1)

12 out of 36
12.7 ± 9.4
0 (0–2)
0 (0–0)

− 1.25 (1.75)
− 0.16 (0.18)
0.04 (0.09)

0.50
0.48
0.37
0.62

37
34

84 ± 26
496 ± 290

85 ± 26
539 ± 282

1.0 (2.1)
42.4 (35.6)

0.63
0.24

Number (n)

12 weeks

64 weeks

Difference (SE)

37
35
27

5.3 ± 0.9
1.8 ± 0.9
1.8 ± 0.9

4.6 ± 1.0
2.4 ± 1.0
2.0 ± 1.0

− 0.72 (0.13)
0.62 (0.14)
0.24 (0.15)

<0.001
<0.001
0.11

14

12 out of 36
9.1 ± 5.2

12 out of 36
12.7 ± 9.4

3.57 (1.77)

1.00
0.05

37
34

85 ± 25
559 ± 314

85 ± 26
539 ± 282

0.0 (2.2)
− 20.0 (32.9)

1.00
0.54

Data expressed as mean/SD.
#
Median/interquartile range (IQR).
1
Mean dose within the group of patients with OCS dependent asthma at entry.
Table 4
Comparison short and long-term effectiveness between pulmonary rehabilitation at high-altitude and pulmonary rehabilitation at sea-level.
Treatment effect (12 weeks after entry)

Patient reported symptoms
AQLQ-score
ACQ-score
SNOT-22 score
Medical consumption
ICS dose (μg/day)
Number of asthma exacerbations during treatment1
Functional characteristics
FEV1 (% pred)
distance ISWT (m)
Long-term effect (64 weeks after entry)
Patient reported symptoms
AQLQ-score
ACQ-score
SNOT-22 score
Medical consumption
Number of OCS bursts < 3 months
Number of asthma related hospitalizations < 3 months
Functional characteristics
FEV1 (% pred)
distance ISWT (m)

UNADJUSTED

ADJUSTED VALUES

Number (n)

Coefficient

SE

p-value

Coefficient

SE

p-value

137
135
124

0.81
− 0.83
− 0.70

0.16
0.16
0.17

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

0.92
− 0.87
− 0.86

0.18
0.20
0.19

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

138
138

4.47
− 1.16

182
0.30

0.979
<0.001

13.14
− 1.45

206.79
0.35

0.95
<0.001

137
132

3.70
91.95

1.17
31.86

0.002
0.005

3.35
46.01

1.35
36.37

0.014
0.21

116
114
105

0.79
− 0.68
− 0.29

0.20
0.24
0.20

<0.001
0.005
0.14

0.82
− 0.69
− 0.30

0.23
0.26
0.22

0.001
0.008
0.18

91
97

− 0.15
− 0.13

0.23
0.40

0.52
0.74

− 0.08
− 0.17

0.28
0.46

0.77
0.71

114
106

2.30
76

2.15
43.6

0.288
0.084

1.46
42.0

2.40
49.6

0.54
0.40

Footnote Table 4: Values from linear regression analysis (ANCOVA) between pulmonary rehabilitation at high-altitude and treatment at level in each outcome. The
unadjusted model included the baseline value at 12 weeks or at 64 weeks as covariate. The adjusted model included the outcome at 12 weeks or 64 weeks and as
covariate the baseline value, corrected for age, atopy, smoking history, BMI and gender.1 Results from linear regression analysis using an ordinal model.
1
Calculated using an ordinal multivariable model.
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Table 5
Subgroup analysis. Comparison of short (12-weeks after entry) and long-term
effectiveness (64-weeks after entry) between pulmonary rehabilitation at highaltitude and sea-level in patients with OCS-dependent asthma.
Treatment effect
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UNADJUSTED
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Coefficient

SE

p-value

OCS-dose (mg)
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− 5.29

1.73

0.003

Long-term effect
OCS-dose (mg)1

60

− 1.67

0.57

0.003

Footnote Table 4: values form unadjusted linear regression.
1
Calculated using a crude odds ratio model.

chronic OCS-use and patient reported symptoms sustained. Which fac
tors are associated with this observed effect still needs to be elucidated.
To that end, further studies should focus on understanding which
mechanisms could explain the effect of pulmonary rehabilitation at
high-altitude in a population of adults with severe asthma.
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