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Abstract
Background  Multimorbidity and frailty are often associated and Comprehensive Geriatric Assessment (CGA) is considered 
the gold standard of care for these patients.
Aims  This study aimed to evaluate the effect of outpatient Comprehensive Geriatric Assessment (CGA) on frailty in com-
munity-dwelling older people with multimorbidity and high health care utilization.
Methods  The Ambulatory Geriatric Assessment—Frailty Intervention Trial (AGe-FIT) was a randomized controlled trial 
(intervention group, n = 208, control group n = 174) with a follow-up period of 24 months. Frailty was a secondary outcome. 
Inclusion criteria were: age ≥ 75 years, ≥ 3 current diagnoses per ICD-10, and ≥ 3 inpatient admissions during 12 months 
prior to study inclusion. The intervention group received CGA-based care and tailored interventions by a multidisciplinary 
team in an Ambulatory Geriatric Unit, in addition to usual care. The control group received usual care. Frailty was measured 
with the Cardiovascular Health Study (CHS) criteria. At 24 months, frail and deceased participants were combined in the 
analysis.
Results  Ninety percent of the population were frail or pre-frail at baseline. After 24 months, there was a significant smaller 
proportion of frail and deceased (p = 0.002) and a significant higher proportion of pre-frail patients in the intervention group 
(p = 0.004). Mortality was high, 18% in the intervention group and 26% in the control group.
Conclusion  Outpatient CGA may delay the progression of frailty and may contribute to the improvement of frail patients 
in older persons with multimorbidity.

Keywords  Comprehensive Geriatric Assessment · Outpatient · Frailty · Multimorbidity · Randomized controlled trial · 
Community dwelling

Introduction

Frailty is associated with functional decline, adverse health 
outcomes, and mortality. Ten percent of all community-
dwelling older people are frail, and the prevalence increases 
with age, affecting one-fourth of the oldest old. The preven-
tion and treatment of frailty thus pose a great challenge to 
future healthcare systems [1–3]. Multimorbidity is a state 
with co-occurrence of multiple chronic diseases in the same 
person. Earlier studies often defines the state by the presence 
of two or more long-term conditions [4]. Multimorbidity 
affects 70% of people older than 80 years, and as reported, 
46% of frail persons [5, 6]. Many of the geriatric patients 
are however affected by more than two chronic diseases at 
the same time. An often used definition of older persons 
with the highest health care utilization in Sweden consists of 
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an age criteria; 75 years or older, a multimorbidity criteria; 
three or more concomitant diseases, and a hospitalization 
criteria; three or more hospitalizations the previous year. 
This definition is often used by the Swedish National Board 
of Health and Welfare to describe the top 4% of people aged 
75 years or older that have the most complex needs of care 
[7]. This definition demarcates a population with a high level 
of multimorbidity and can easily be found in care databases, 
making it a useful definition of old people with multimorbid-
ity to use in research aiming to evaluate interventions for this 
at-risk population. Frail older people and those with mul-
timorbidity are at high risk of several negative health out-
comes and require person-centered care that addresses their 
individual needs. The holistic approach of comprehensive 
geriatric assessment (CGA) suits the need of older at-risk 
patients, and its effectiveness is well-known [8–10]. CGA-
based care results in improved function, decreased institu-
tionalization, and less mortality in aged hospital inpatients 
[8, 9]. Few studies, however, have evaluated CGA or similar 
multidisciplinary interventions in outpatient settings. These 
kind of interventions can possibly slow functional decline, 
reduce disability, and improve mobility in pre-frail and frail 
individuals [11–13]. Knowledge of the effects of outpatient 
CGA on frailty in community-dwelling older individuals 
with a high level of multimorbidity is, however, limited.

The Ambulatory Geriatric Evaluation: a Frailty Inter-
vention Trail (AGe-FIT) studied the effects of CGA-based, 
tailored care to older, at-risk individuals in an outpatient 
setting. It showed that such care, after 3 years had prolonged 
survival and reduced the number of days in hospital and was 
considered reasonably cost-effective [14, 15]. The aim of the 
present study was to analyze the effect of outpatient CGA on 
frailty among community-dwelling older people with mul-
timorbidity and high health care utilization, compared with 
usual care, over a 2-year period.

Methods

Study design and setting

The AGe-FIT was a prospective, randomized, controlled 
and assessor-blinded, single-center trial involving two par-
allel groups. Data collection took place between February 
2011 and December 2013. Participants were enrolled con-
tinuously during the whole year of 2011. Outcomes were 
assessed at baseline, 12 and 24 months after inclusion date. 
The study was conducted in Norrköping, a municipality in 
southern Sweden with 130,000 residents. In 2010, about 8% 
of residents were aged ≥ 75 years. The county council of 
Östergötland provided tax-funded healthcare to all residents 
at 10 primary care centers and a hospital with 300 beds and 
24-h admittance for emergencies. The Geriatric Department 

at the hospital had a memory clinic and an orthogeriatric 
ward. The study protocol and results on the primary out-
come (number of hospitalizations), other health-related out-
comes and cost effectiveness have previously been published 
[14–17].

Participants and randomization

Community-dwelling persons aged ≥ 75 years, who had been 
hospitalized three or more times in the previous year, and 
had three or more current medical diagnoses according to 
the International Classification of Diseases, 10th Revision 
(ICD-10), were eligible for study participation. Potential 
participants (n = 837) were identified using a population-
based administrative database maintained by the county 
council. Randomization to the intervention group (IG) and 
control group (CG) was performed using a random list gen-
erated by SPSS software (PASW Statistics 18; IBM Corpo-
ration, Chicago, IL, USA). A total of 382 (45%) participants 
were included in the IG (n = 208) and CG (n = 174).

Frailty assessments

Assessments at baseline and 24 months were conducted by 
blinded research nurses or an occupational therapist, not 
involved in the care of study participants. Frailty was meas-
ured using the criteria from the Cardiovascular Health Study 
(CHS): weight loss, weakness, exhaustion, slowness, and 
low activity level [18]. Measurements for slowness and low 
activity were measured differently from the original CHS 
criteria. At baseline, unintentional weight loss was assessed 
by participants’ estimation of weight loss in the previous 
year, and current weight was measured using a portable 
beam scale. The percentage of weight loss was calculated as 
estimated weight loss / estimated weight one year previously. 
At 24 months, current weight was measured and the propor-
tion of weight loss was calculated using the value obtained 
at 12 months: (weight at 12 months – weight at 24 months)/
weight at 12 months. A weight loss of ≥ 5% was the cutoff 
value for frailty. Weakness was measured in kilograms using 
a Jamar handheld dynamometer; the greatest value of two 
attempts with the dominant hand was used. The cutoff values 
were defined according to the weakest quintile in the study 
conducted by Fried et al. [18] Exhaustion was assessed by 
two statements from the Center for Epidemiological Studies 
Depression Scale (CES-D) (“I felt that everything I did was 
an effort” and “I could not get going”). Response options 
ranged from 0 to 3 (0 = rarely or none of the time, 1 = some 
or little of the time, 2 = moderately or much of the time, 
3 = most or almost all the time) [19]. A response of alterna-
tive 2 or 3 to either statement (or both statements) fulfilled 
the frailty criterion. Slowness was evaluated using gait 
speed measurement over a distance of 4 m. Participants were 
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instructed to walk at their normal pace, with a walking aid if 
used in daily life, and a time ≥ 5 s was categorized as slow. 
This cutoff value is recommended by the International Acad-
emy for Nutrition and Ageing (IANA) [20]. Participants’ 
activity levels were assessed using the International Physical 
Activity Questionnaire–Short Form (IPAQ-SF), a validated 
self-report instrument that summates the duration (minutes) 
and frequency (days) of different kinds of activity, leading to 
the categorization of activity level as high, moderate, or low 
[21, 22]. A low activity level fulfilled the frailty criterion. 
Participants were classified as robust (no criterion fulfilled), 
pre-frail (one to two criteria fulfilled), or frail (three or more 
criteria fulfilled), regardless of missing data.

Intervention and control procedures

Participants in the IG received the CGA-based intervention 
in addition to usual care. CGA-based care was provided at 
an ambulatory geriatric unit (AGU) opened specially for 
the AGe-FIT, in a real-life, non-academic setting. Patients 
were assessed according to a standardized procedure [16]. 
Initially, a nurse and a social worker went home to each 
participant and administered a survey of health, functional 
status and need for social care. A pharmacist collected 
information on compliance with the use of prescribed and 
non-prescription drugs by telephone. This information was 
conveyed to the physician, who consulted patients at their 
homes or at the AGU as part of the initial CGA-based evalu-
ation. All information gathered was discussed at the follow-
ing interdisciplinary team meeting; two such meetings were 
held per week. Decisions regarding interventions were made 
at these meetings, often involving the need for additional 
assessments, for example, by a physiotherapist, occupational 
therapist, and/or dietician. When needed, participants were 
referred to specialized medical care. Personalized care and 
follow-up plans were created and revised when required, 
and all participants were offered annual medical evaluations. 
The tailored interventions were often of preventive nature, 
such as reduction of polypharmacy, advice on exercise or 
diet, provision of adaptive equipment, and increased social 
support. Participants could reach nurses at the AGU directly 
by telephone during office hours.

Participants in the control group received medical and 
social care as usual. Healthcare was provided by the acute 
care hospital, 10 primary care centers, and at home. In most 
cases, it was initiated by the patients or their relatives.

Sample size

Sample size calculation for the AGe-FIT study was based on 
a two-tailed significance level of 5%, power of 80%, and an 
expected detectable effect over 24 months of a 20% reduc-
tion in primary outcome mean hospital admission rate, from 

five to four admissions per year. The result of a minimum 
of 142 subjects per arm was increased to 200, considering 
an estimated 40% attrition rate over the study period due to 
death, withdrawal, and relocation to nursing homes.

Statistical analyses

Pearson’s chi-squared test was used to compare categorical 
data between the IG and CG. Adjusted residuals (z scores) 
were calculated for each cell in the contingency tables and 
then converted into p values. The independent-samples t test 
was used for comparison of means of continuous variables. 
The significance level was set to p ≤ 0.05 for all analyses. 
Participants with measurements for frailty at baseline and at 
24 months were included in the analysis. At 24 months, frail 
participants were combined with deceased participants, to 
minimize the risk of mortality bias and to describe the most 
negative outcomes. Analyses were also performed where 
frail and deceased participants were analyzed as separate 
groups. The analysis was made accordingly to the intention-
to-treat (ITT) principle. Data were stored and analyzed using 
SPSS Statistics 22 (IBM Corporation, Armonk, NY, USA).

Results

The mean age of study participants was 82.5 years, and 
52% of participants were women. No difference in base-
line characteristic was observed between groups (Table 1). 
Baseline data on frailty were available for 360 (94%) par-
ticipants (IG, n = 198; CG, n = 162). Of these, 187 (52%) 
participants were frail, 130 (36%) were pre-frail, and 43 
(12%) participants were robust, with no significant differ-
ence between the IG and CG. Eleven participants in the IG 
did not receive the intervention because they later declined 
to participate. They were however included in the analy-
sis. Frailty data at the 24-month time point were available 

Table 1   Baseline basic characteristics of the intervention and control 
groups

Characteristics Intervention Control

No. 208 174
Age (years), mean (SD) 82.3 (4.6) 82.7 (5.1)
Sex (female), n (%) 108 (47) 81 (50)
Living alone, n (%) 102 (49) 93 (54)
Primary school only, n (%) 127 (62) 109 (63)
Hearing impairment with hearing aid, n (%) 75 (36) 59 (34)
Vision impairment with glasses, n (%) 49 (24) 56 (32)
Mini-Mental State Examination score, 

mean (SD)
26.2 (3.3) 26.6 (3.0)

Barthel index score, mean (SD) 89.6 (14.8) 92.0.(9.9)
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for 232 participants (135 in the IG/97 in the CG) (Fig. 1). 
Of these participants, 108 (47%) were frail, 97 (42%) were 
pre-frail, and 27 (11%) were robust. At 24 months the IG 
contained a significantly greater proportion of pre-frail indi-
viduals than did the CG (p = 0.004; Fig. 2). The proportion 
of frail and deceased combined was also significantly lower 
in the IG (p = 0.002; Fig. 2). When frail and deceased par-
ticipants were analyzed as separate groups, there were no 
significant differences in proportions between the IG and 
CG (frail, p = 0.19, deceased, p = 0.051). Mortality rates 
were high; 35 (18%) participants in the IG and 42 (26%) 
participants in the CG died, with no significant difference 
between groups (p = 0.051). Very few participants classified 
as robust at baseline became frail or died. Pre-frail partici-
pants mainly stayed pre-frail or became frail. The majority 
of those classified as frail at baseline, stayed frail or died. 
More frail participants in the IG improved to pre-frail or 
robust (n = 19, 24%), compared with the CG (n = 11, 13%) 
but this difference in proportions was not statistically sig-
nificant (p = 0.09). The development of frailty status from 
baseline to 24 months follow-up is illustrated in Fig. 3.

The amounts of missing data were 15.4% (IG) and 16.7% 
(CG), deceased participants not included. The distribution 
of categories with missing data was similar in both groups, 
at baseline and 24 months.

Discussion

This study showed that outpatient CGA affects frailty in 
older individuals. At follow-up, the IG contained signifi-
cantly more pre-frail and less frail/deceased participants 
than expected. We attribute these results to the effect of the 
intervention, which was able to delay progression to frailty 

Fig. 1   Flowchart of partici-
pant selection, frailty assess-
ment and missing data on 
frailty.*Community dwelling, 
≥ 75 years, having received 
inpatient hospital care ≥ three 
times during the past 12 months 
and having ≥ three concomitant 
medical diagnoses identi-
fied from a population-based, 
administrative database. 
†Population-based, admin-
istrative database run by the 
County Council. ‡After three 
phone calls, no further attempts 
to reach the participants in 
baseline

Eligible patients* identified by the local healthcare 
register † (n=837)

Intervention group (n=208)
Missing/inconclusive data on frailty (n=10)
Included in the analysis (n=198)

Control group (n=174)
Missing/inconclusive data on frailty (n=12)
Included in the analysis (n=162)

Excluded (n=241)
• Declined participation (n=177)
• Moved to institution (n=35) or 

died (n=6) during the inclusion 
period

• Unavailable (n=23) 

Excluded (n=214)
• Declined participation (n=148)
• Moved to institution (n=44) or 

died (n=13) during the
inclusion period

• Unavailable (n=9)‡

Control group (n=415)Intervention group (n=422)

Randomisation

Baseline (n=382)

Follow-up at 24 
months (n=232)

Participants with data on frailty at 
baseline and at 24 months (n=97)

Participants with data on frailty at 
baseline and at 24 months (n=135)

Lost before follow-up (n=63)
• Died (n=35)
• Declined (n=17)
• No data on frailty (n=4)
• Inconclusive data on frailty (7)

Lost before follow-up (n=65)
• Died (n= 42)
• Declined (n =16)
• No data on frailty (n=3)
• Inconclusive data on frailty (4)

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

Interven�on n = 198 Control n = 162 Interven�on n = 173 Control n= 142

Baseline 24 months

Robust Pre-frail Frail or dead

* p = 0,004

* p = 0,002

Fig. 2   Frailty distributions at baseline and 24 months presented as 
proportions. At 24 months frail and deceased participants were com-
bined to minimize mortality bias. There was a significant difference 
between the intervention group and the control group in the distribu-
tion of outcomes at 24 months. The proportion of pre-frail partici-
pants were larger in the IG (p = 0.004) and the proportion of frail and 
deceased participants were smaller (p = 0.002)
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in pre-frail patients. Our findings support previous studies 
showing that intervention against frailty is possible, and that 
CGA, applied in the present study as outpatient care, could 
be care approach of choice for older at-risk patients [23]. 
There was also a tendency to improvement of frailty, but not 
statistically significant in this small sample.

As in other studies of multicomponent interventions, 
however, which component(s) of the CGA-based interven-
tion had the most impact is unclear. As the interventions 

were tailored to the patients’ needs, as in real-life healthcare, 
participants did not receive standardized treatment that could 
be evaluated easily. Many patients received interventions 
that counter frailty, such as physiotherapy, advice on diet, 
nutritional support, and pharmacological optimization [23]. 
Personal factors known to influence health, such as self-effi-
cacy, coping, and resilience, were not measured in this study. 
Future studies should seek to clarify which interventions are 
most effective in which patients, to aid the implementation 
of cost-effective preventive measures.

Frailty was more prevalent in this study than in other 
studies conducted using the CHS criteria of Fried et al., 
which could be explained by the selection of patients with 
multimorbidity and a high mean age in the present study 
[18, 24].

The high mortality in this study was expected, consid-
ering the high risk of mortality related to old age, multi-
morbidity, and frailty. We noted a tendency toward better 
survival in the IG in this study but after 36 months, the 
follow-up study found a significant difference in mortality 
between IG and CG, (p = 0.026) [14]. Possibly, the present 
study was underpowered due to missing data and shorter 
follow-up. This finding may indicate that complex interven-
tions such as CGA take time to implement and have effect 
on already frail and pre-frail patients.

The inclusion criteria applied in this study has been 
used in studies and governmental reports on older people 
with multimorbidity in Sweden. Data used to identify these 
patients (age, diagnoses, and hospitalizations) are readily 
available in the medical data warehouse of Sweden’s health-
care system, and perhaps also in other countries and settings. 
In the present study, this definition generated a population of 
which 90% of participants were pre-frail or frail. Thus, this 
definition appears to be useful for the identification of older 
patients in need of CGA.

Limitations

Some aspects of this study limit the interpretation of the 
results. First, it was a single-center study with a study popu-
lation of older individuals with multimorbidity, which some-
what hampers generalization of the results. However, the 
study population is very similar to the patients at a geriatric 
clinic, and this real-life setting was an important factor for 
the success of this intervention study. Second, the amount 
of missing data is high but the proportions of patients that 
declined, had no data or had inconclusive data on frailty 
were similar in both groups at baseline and at 24 months. 
Because of this, we do not attribute the missing data as 
caused by the intervention itself. Some patients were too 
weak to perform parts of the assessments, which may have 
resulted in underestimation of the number of frail partici-
pants in both groups.

robust 2yr
pre-frail 2yr

frail 2yr
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Fig. 3   The change in frailty status over 24-months in percent accord-
ing to baseline status. The figure includes deceased participants and 
missing data
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The original operationalization of the frailty phenotype 
is seldom used, as researchers adapt the measures to their 
own settings, with the risk of generating slightly differ-
ent populations of frail individuals [24]. In this study, 
two CHS frailty criteria (slowness and low activity level) 
were modified, and weight loss at baseline was estimated 
by patients, rather than measured directly. Weakness and 
exhaustion were assessed in manner similar to those devel-
oped by Fried et al. [18]. This limitation, which is not 
exclusive to this study, limits the comparability of studies 
using the CHS definition [24]. However, it does not detract 
from the main findings of this study.

The CHS criteria do not address all factors described 
as having important effects on frailty, such as cognition 
and multimorbidity. This was compensated for somewhat 
in this study, as all participants had multimorbidity. The 
mean MMSE score at baseline was 26, suggesting that the 
study population was characterized by slightly reduced 
cognitive function.

Conclusion

This study has shown that a multidisciplinary intervention 
in an outpatient setting had positive effects on frail older 
people with multimorbidity and high health care utiliza-
tion. We conclude that outpatient CGA delays the pro-
gression of frailty and may contribute to the improvement 
of frailty status. Future studies should consider longer 
follow-up periods and also focus on what interventions 
within outpatient CGA are the most effective.

Acknowledgements  This study was accomplished within the context 
of the “Swedish National Graduate School for Competitive Science 
on Ageing and Health” (SWEAH) funded by the Swedish Research 
Council. The authors would like to thank Mitra Unosson, for invalu-
able participation in discussions on study design and for help with 
manuscript revision and Michael Mazya, for reviewing the manuscript.

Funding  The clinical part of the study was funded by the Swedish 
Government as a part of several projects aiming to provide better care 
to older people.

Compliance with ethical standards 

Conflict of interest  The authors declare that they have no conflict of 
interest.

Statement of human rights  All procedures performed in studies involv-
ing human participants were in accordance with the ethical standards of 
the institutional and/or national research committee and with the 1964 
Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or comparable ethical 
standards. The study protocol was approved by the Ethical Review 
Board in Linköping, Sweden (Dnr. 2011/41-31) and is registered at 
clinicaltrials.gov (NCT01446757).

Informed consent  All participants provided written informed consent 
prior to baseline assessment.

Open Access  This article is distributed under the terms of the Crea-
tive Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (http://creat​iveco​
mmons​.org/licen​ses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribu-
tion, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate 
credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the 
Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.

References

	 1.	 Bandeen-Roche K, Seplaki CL, Huang J et al (2015) Frailty in 
older adults: a nationally representative profile in the United 
States. J Gerontol Ser a Biol Sci Med Sci 70:1427–1434. https​://
doi.org/10.1093/geron​a/glv13​3

	 2.	 Morley JE (2013) Frailty consensus: a call to action. J Am Med 
Dir Assoc 14. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamda​.2013.03.022

	 3.	 Collard RM, Boter H, Schoevers RA et al (2012) Prevalence 
of frailty in community-dwelling older persons: a systematic 
review. J Am Geriatr Soc 60:1487–1492. https​://doi.org/10.111
1/j.1532-5415.2012.04054​.x

	 4.	 Yarnall AJ, Sayer AA, Clegg A et al (2017) New horizons in 
multimorbidity in older adults. Age Ageing 46:882–888. https​://
doi.org/10.1093/agein​g/afx15​0

	 5.	 Boeckxstaens P, De Graaf P (2011) Primary care and care for 
older persons: position paper of the European Forum for Primary 
Care. Qual Primary Care 19:369–389

	 6.	 Fried LP, Ferrucci L, Darer J et al (2004) Untangling the concepts 
of disability, frailty, and comorbidity: implications for improved 
targeting and care. J Gerontol Se A Biol Sci Med Sci 59:255–263

	 7.	 Gurner U, Thorslund M (2001) Holistic perspective is needed in 
care of multiimpaired elderly. A proposal for structural change of 
the organization of care in the county of Stockholm. Lakartidnin-
gen 98:2596–2602

	 8.	 Ellis G, Whitehead MA, O’Neill D et al (2011) Comprehen-
sive geriatric assessment for older adults admitted to hospital. 
Cochrane Database Syst Rev. https​://doi.org/10.1002/14651​858.
CD006​211.pub2

	 9.	 Stuck AE, Siu AL, Wieland GD et al (1993) Comprehensive 
geriatric assessment: a meta-analysis of controlled trials. Lancet 
342:1032–1036

	10.	 Baztan JJ, Suarez-Garcia FM, Lopez-Arrieta J et al (2009) Effec-
tiveness of acute geriatric units on functional decline, living at 
home, and case fatality among older patients admitted to hospital 
for acute medical disorders: meta-analysis. BMJ 338:b50. https​://
doi.org/10.1136/bmj.b50

	11.	 Huss A, Stuck AE, Rubenstein LZ et al (2008) Multidimensional 
preventive home visit programs for community-dwelling older 
adults: a systematic review and meta-analysis of randomized con-
trolled trials. J Gerontol Ser A Biol Sci Med Sci 63:298–307

	12.	 Reuben DB, Frank JC, Hirsch SH et al (1999) A randomized clini-
cal trial of outpatient comprehensive geriatric assessment coupled 
with an intervention to increase adherence to recommendations. J 
Am Geriatr Soc 47:269–276

	13.	 Tikkanen P, Lonnroos E, Sipila S et al (2015) Effects of compre-
hensive geriatric assessment-based individually targeted interven-
tions on mobility of pre-frail and frail community-dwelling older 
people. Geriatr Gerontol Int 15:80–88. https​://doi.org/10.1111/
ggi.12231​

	14.	 Ekdahl AW, Alwin J, Eckerblad J et  al (2016) Long-term 
evaluation of the ambulatory geriatric assessment: A Frailty 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1093/gerona/glv133
https://doi.org/10.1093/gerona/glv133
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamda.2013.03.022
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.2012.04054.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.2012.04054.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afx150
https://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afx150
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD006211.pub2
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD006211.pub2
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.b50
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.b50
https://doi.org/10.1111/ggi.12231
https://doi.org/10.1111/ggi.12231


525Aging Clinical and Experimental Research (2019) 31:519–525	

1 3

Intervention Trial (AGe-FIT): clinical outcomes and total costs 
after 36 months. J Am Med Dir Assoc 17:263–268. https​://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jamda​.2015.12.008

	15.	 Lundqvist M, Alwin J, Henriksson M et al (2018) Cost-effec-
tiveness of comprehensive geriatric assessment at an ambulatory 
geriatric unit based on the AGe–FIT trial. BMC Geriatr 18:32. 
https​://doi.org/10.1186/s1287​7-017-0703-1

	16.	 Mazya AL, Eckerblad J, Jaarsma T et al (2013) The Ambulatory 
Geriatric Assessment–a Frailty Intervention Trial (AGe–FIT)—a 
randomised controlled trial aimed to prevent hospital readmis-
sions and functional deterioration in high risk older adults: a study 
protocol. Eur Geriatr Med 4:242–247. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.
eurge​r.2013.05.004

	17.	 Ekdahl AW, Wirehn AB, Alwin J et al (2015) Costs and effects of 
an Ambulatory Geriatric Unit (the AGe-FIT Study): a randomized 
controlled trial. J Am Med Dir Assoc 16:497–503. https​://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jamda​.2015.01.074

	18.	 Fried LP, Tangen CM, Walston J et al (2001) Frailty in older 
adults: evidence for a phenotype. J Gerontol Ser A Biol Sci Med 
Sci 56:M146–M156

	19.	 Radloff LS (1977) The CES-D Scale: a self-report depression 
scale for research in the general population. Appl Psychol Meas 
1:385–401. https​://doi.org/10.1177/01466​21677​00100​306

	20.	 Abellan van Kan G, Rolland Y, Andrieu S et al (2009) Gait speed 
at usual pace as a predictor of adverse outcomes in community-
dwelling older people an International Academy on Nutrition and 
Aging (IANA) Task Force. J Nutr Health Aging 13:881–889

	21.	 Ekelund U, Sepp H, Brage S et al (2006) Criterion-related validity 
of the last 7-day, short form of the International Physical Activity 
Questionnaire in Swedish adults. Public Health Nutr 9:258–265

	22.	 Craig CL, Marshall AL, Sjostrom M et al (2003) International 
Physical Activity Questionnaire: 12-country reliability and valid-
ity. Med Sci Sports Exerc 35:1381–1395

	23.	 Clegg A, Young J, Iliffe S et al (2013) Frailty in elderly peo-
ple. Lancet 381:752–762. https​://doi.org/10.1016/S0140​
-6736(12)62167​-9

	24.	 Theou O, Cann L, Blodgett J et al (2015) Modifications to the 
frailty phenotype criteria: Systematic review of the current lit-
erature and investigation of 262 frailty phenotypes in the Sur-
vey of Health, Ageing, and Retirement in Europe. Age Res Rev 
21:78–94. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.arr.2015.04.001

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamda.2015.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamda.2015.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-017-0703-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurger.2013.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurger.2013.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamda.2015.01.074
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamda.2015.01.074
https://doi.org/10.1177/014662167700100306
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)62167-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(12)62167-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.arr.2015.04.001

	Outpatient comprehensive geriatric assessment: effects on frailty and mortality in old people with multimorbidity and high health care utilization
	Abstract
	Background 
	Aims 
	Methods 
	Results 
	Conclusion 

	Introduction
	Methods
	Study design and setting
	Participants and randomization
	Frailty assessments
	Intervention and control procedures
	Sample size
	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements 
	References


