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ABSTRACT

Functional gut disorders, including diarrhea-predominant irritable bowel syndrome, are

highly prevalent conditions worldwide that significantly impact health economy and patient

quality of life, yet lacking fully satisfactory therapeutic options. These circumstances

fostered research on various molecules with more specific therapeutic targets, including

opioid receptors. Eluxadoline (Allergan’s Vibercy® in the USA, Truberzi® in Europe) is a

locally-acting mixed - and -opioid receptor agonist, and -opioid receptor antagonist, that

was licensed in 2015 by the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and in 2016 by the

European Medicines Agency (EMA) for use in diarrhea-predominant irritable bowel

syndrome. Eluxadoline provides, with advantage over the current standard of care, control

of both stool consistency and abdominal pain, good tolerability in most cases, and improved

quality of life, hence it deserves consideration when approaching a patient with this

disorder. As with any recently approved therapy, adequate pharmacovigilance is to be

expected, as well as studies to inform on different scenarios such as on-demand therapy,

loss of response assessment, use as rescue therapy for other molecules, and cost-



effectiveness, to further characterize and more accurately position eluxadoline within the

therapeutic spectrum.
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BACKGROUND, JUSTIFICATION, AND POTENTIAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

Functional gut disorders, including diarrhea-predominant irritable bowel syndrome (IBS-D),

are highly prevalent conditions worldwide that significantly impact health economy and

patient quality of life (1), yet lacking fully satisfactory therapeutic options. This prompted

research on various molecules with more specific therapeutic targets, including opioid

receptors. These receptors are found both in the central nervous system and the enteric

nervous system, and play a role in both visceral sensitivity and gut motility control (2).

Eluxadoline (Allergan, Vibercy®, in the USA; Truberzi® in Europe) is a -opioid receptor

agonist and -opioid receptor antagonist, with yet non-fully characterized agonist activity on

-opioid receptors, that was licensed in May 2015 by the FDA and then, in September 2016,

by the EMA for use in diarrhea-predominant irritable bowel syndrome (3-5). Eluxadoline

reduces pain and improves stool consistency for patients with this condition with a favorable

safety profile (6).

The Sociedad Española de Patología Digestiva (SEPD) is a non-profit scientific and

professional organization whose primary goal is the fostering and dissemination of research

and knowledge in the field of digestive system diseases.

It is in this setting that the present perspective article was developed, at the request of the

SEPD president, to provide an independent, objective scientific analysis on the opportunity

of introducing eluxadoline in Spain for the management of patients with diarrhea-

predominant irritable bowel syndrome (IBS-D).

CLINICAL FRAME OF APPLICATION

Irritable bowel syndrome (IBS) is a highly prevalent functional disorder. It is estimated to

involve 10% of the Spanish general population (7). It represents a major reason for care-

seeking within our specialty (8), but remains nevertheless an underdiagnosed disorder. It has



a chronic, intermittent course characterized by abdominal pain in association with changes

in stool frequency and/or consistency (9). Identification and management are challenging in

clinical practice, and require adequate coordination amongst care levels (10).

IBS diagnostic criteria have evolved over the years, and are based on symptoms and time-

related criteria that allow the identification of patients with IBS in clinical practice. These

patients undergo a minimum of lab tests to rule out any organic conditions on a case-by-

case basis. The prior Rome III criteria (11) have been recently replaced by the current Rome

IV ones (12), which are less restrictive and more applicable in clinical practice: they not only

require that pain be improved by defecation but also that pain be modified by or related to

defecation. Similarly, symptom timing is also less restrictive, and symptom onset falls now

within six months before diagnosis rather than 12 months before diagnosis, as was the case

with the prior criteria. Symptoms include recurrent abdominal pain, at least one day weekly

on average for the past three months, with symptom onset within six months before

diagnosis, in association with two or more of the following criteria: pain related to

defecation, with changes in stool frequency or consistency. Stool consistency, according to

the Bristol Stool Form Scale (BSFS), allows IBS subtype (constipation-predominant, diarrhea-

predominant, mixed-type, unclassified) to be established (13).

A review of the literature on the psychosocial impact of IBS reveals the condition has a major

impact on quality of life (14).

The cause of this disorder remains unknown, but significant insights have been gained into

its pathophysiology, which involves both genetic and environmental factors that might

potentially alter intestinal permeability thus inducing micro-inflammatory changes, which in

turn might alter motility, secretion, and visceral sensitivity. Specifically, for diarrhea-

predominant IBS, changes in intestinal permeability have been reported (15). Symptoms,

then, seemingly result from a complex interaction between microbiota dysbiosis, immune

dysfunction at the intestinal mucosa, changes in visceral hypersensitivity, and impaired

intestinal and motor modulation by the central nervous system.

In IBS-D, a highly prevalent IBS subtype, multiple therapy targets have been used involving

non-absorbable antibiotics such as rifaximin and probiotics, with limited benefits over

placebo (16-18), and intestinal motility inhibitors such as loperamide, with rapidly reduced



bowel movements as compared to placebo but an increase in abdominal pain (19,20) and

severe constipation as adverse effects. With other motility inhibitors such as the 5-

hydroxytryptamine 3 (5-HT3) receptor (21) antagonists alosetron and cilansetron

improvements were reported for symptoms, stool consistency, and quality of life versus

placebo in women with severe IBS-D (22). However, alosetron was voluntarily withdrawn

because of reports involving ischemic colitis events, only to be later reintroduced into the US

market under restrictive conditions. Cilansetron failed to complete its development, and was

not licensed by the FDA or the EMA. Furthermore, ramosetron also showed short-term

symptom improvements over placebo with a good safety profile (23). However, it is

marketed only in Asia (Japan, India). A phase II study of the tryptophan inhibitor LX-1031

demonstrated decreases in peripheral serotonin synthesis and stool consistency

normalization, but no follow-up was reported (24). Nevertheless, no significant differences

versus placebo were found for abdominal pain control.

Opioid receptors (, , ) represent another recently selected therapy target; they bind

endogenous opioid peptides that would presumably control intestinal motility and secretion.

Specifically, -opioid receptor agonists inhibit small-bowel peristalsis, thus delaying transit

through the small and large intestines, and increase basal sphincter pressure, among other

effects (25).

From all the above, rifaximin and probiotics, with a very limited edge over placebo, as well as

the other gradually withdrawn drugs, either failed to be licensed or stopped their clinical

development, in addition to providing no overall improvement on the condition (they only

treated diarrhea); hence, there is currently a therapeutic void for patients with IBS-D.

Eluxadoline is then developed with a dual action profile as -opioid agonist and -opioid

antagonist, and an effective action against diarrhea and pain.

Eluxadoline is administered orally at a dose of 100 mg or 75 mg, according to patient needs.

With 100 mg plasma concentration is very low (Cmax 2-4 ng/ml, area under curve (AUC) 12-22

ng-h/ml). It is rapidly absorbed, with a peak concentration after 1.5-2 hours. Fat-rich foods

considerably reduce Cmax (2).

Eluxadoline is excreted primarily in the feces, and less than 1% in the urine. Mean plasma

elimination half-life is 3.7-6 hours.



Administering eluxadoline to patients with impaired liver function (e.g., cirrhosis), or

administering it together with potent P450 cytochrome inhibitors and organic anion

transporting polypeptides (OATP1B1), may increase drug exposure. Extra precautions should

be taken with these patients (3,4).

CLINICAL STUDIES SUPPORTING THE USE OF ELUXADOLINE

Preclinical studies

Eluxadoline was assessed in a murine model of induced stress where it improved intestinal

transit. Eluxadoline normalized stool production, which had increased with stress induction,

using a dose range of 5 to 100 mg/kg. (26). In a rat model of visceral hypersensitivity, using a

pressure balloon as a measure of pseudoaffective response, eluxadoline 50 mg/kg achieved

an antihyperalgesic effect from baseline within 30 minutes.

In another study assessing the drug’s mode of action, eluxadoline and loperamide effects

were comparatively analyzed in wild-type (WT) and delta receptor knock-out mice (27);

eluxadoline was more effective to reduce diarrhea in WT mice where the condition had been

induced using castor oil, which verified both its -opioid agonist (in the absence of -opioid

receptors) properties and its dual action as -opioid/-opioid heteromer.

Clinical studies

Phase 2

A phase 2 randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled study assessed the efficacy, safety

and tolerability of eluxadoline over 12 weeks in 807 patients of both genders who met the

Rome III criteria (28). Patients who daily had stool consistency ≥ 5.5 according to the BSFS (1

= hard feces, 7 = liquid feces), and with abdominal pain worsening ≥ 3 according to the worst

abdominal pain (WAP) scale (0 = no pain, 10 = worst pain imaginable) were included.

Patients were randomized to receive eluxadoline twice daily (5, 25, 100, or 200 mg) or

placebo. The primary endpoint was the percentage of patients achieving clinical response at

week 4, defined as a reduction in abdominal pain > 30% from baseline and a reduction of at

least two points in the pain scale (0-10), as well as a BSFS score of 3 or 4 in at least 66% of

days.



The primary endpoint was achieved in 12.4%, 12%, 11%, and 13.8% of patients randomized

to eluxadoline 5, 25, 100, and 200 mg, respectively, versus 5.7% in the placebo arm;

differences versus placebo were significant for all doses except 100 mg. However, at week

12 the group receiving 100 mg did reach statistical significance over placebo (20.2% vs

11.3%; p = 0.030). Symptom relief was significantly superior with eluxadoline 100 mg and

200 mg as compared to placebo (p = 0.02 and 0.023, respectively). Stool frequency and

urgency (secondary endpoints) were reduced in the eluxadoline arm versus placebo (Table

1).

A post-hoc analysis of the primary endpoint showed that 28% of patients on the 100-mg

dose, and 28.5% of those on the 200-mg dose, had reached said response during the trial’s

12 weeks versus 13.8% on placebo (p = 0.002 for both doses).

Adverse effects were similar in all groups except for the eluxadoline 200-mg arm, where

events were higher and led to drug discontinuations for non-serious digestive and

neurological toxicities. No clear dose-dependent tendency was observed, but serious

adverse events leading to discontinuation and non-serious adverse events gastrointestinal or

neurological in nature were more common in the 200-mg group. Most of the commonly

reported events during the trial occurred in the 200-mg group (a dosage ultimately not

marketed). Overall, most common adverse events included constipation (52%), nausea

(10%), abdominal pain (8%), and vomiting (7%). Five patients discontinued treatment for

constipation (four in the 200-mg group, only in the phase 2 study, and one in the placebo

group). Three cases of acute pancreatitis were identified on-therapy, all in the eluxadoline

group (two with 200 mg, one with 25 mg). All events were rapidly solved without sequelae.

Of these three cases, one was associated with high alcohol blood levels and a history of

hospital admission for alcoholic pancreatitis within two months prior to study onset. A

fourth case of transient acute pancreatitis was identified 15 days after the last dose of

eluxadoline 100 mg, while receiving clarithromycin for bronchitis.

Phase 3

Based on the efficacy and safety results of the above phase 2 study (28), two eluxadoline

doses were selected for two phase 3 prospective, randomized, double-blind, placebo-



controlled studies (IBS-3001, ClinicalTrials.gov record NCT01553591; IBS-3002,

ClinicalTrials.gov record NCT01553747) (6,29). The same inclusion criteria were used: BSFS ≥

5.5, worsening of daily abdominal pain as measured with WAP ≥ 3, and an additional

measurement of overall symptoms (Global Symptom Score [GSS]) as related to diarrhea-

predominant irritable bowel syndrome (IBS-D): GSS ≥ 2 (0 = no symptoms associated with

IBS-D; 4 = severe symptoms associated with IBS-D). Patients with a history of pancreatitis,

sphincter of Oddi dysfunction, post-cholecystectomy pain, and alcohol abuse were excluded.

Patients were randomized to receive eluxadoline 75 or 100 mg versus placebo for 26 weeks.

In the IBS-3001 study, patients underwent an additional 26-week period of double-blind

treatment to assess eluxadoline safety, followed by two more weeks following drug

discontinuation. In the IBS-3002 study, a four-week, single-blind period with placebo

followed the 26-week period of treatment.

The primary endpoint included a composite of improved abdominal pain (30% or greater

reduction in baseline WAP in ≥ 50% of days) and improved stool consistency (mean BSFS < 5)

at week 12 (as requested by the FDA) and week 26 (as requested by the EMA). Secondary

endpoints included improved abdominal pain, improved stool consistency, improved

frequency of bowel movements, and improved GSS response.

A total of 2,428 patients were included in both studies (1,282 in IBS-3001, 1,146 in IBS-3002).

An intent-to-treat (ITT) analysis was performed in 2,425 patients (1,280 from IBS-3001, 1,145

from IBS-3002). With the follow-up suggested by the FDA, the patients in the eluxadoline 75

mg/12 h group had a significantly superior response as compared to placebo during weeks 1-

12 (23.9% vs 17.1% in IBS-3001, p = 0.01; 28.9% vs 16.2% in IBS-3002, p < 0.001). The same

was the case with patients who received 100 mg/12h versus placebo during weeks 1-12

(25.1% vs 17.1% in IBS-3001, p = 0.004; 29.6% vs 16.2% in IBS-3002, p < 0.001).

At 26 weeks, the cut-off suggested by the EMA, the response rate versus placebo for 100

mg/12h was 29.3% vs 19%, and 32.7% vs 20.2%, respectively, in IBS-3001 and IBS-3002 (p <

0.001 in both studies). In the IBS-3002 study significant differences versus placebo were

indeed found for 75 mg/12 h (30.4% vs 20.2%, p < 0.001), not so in IBS-3001 with this

dosage. Both with 100 mg and 75 mg significant differences versus placebo were seen for

the secondary endpoints of improved stool consistency and frequency (Fig. 1 and Table 1).



Side effects were comparable to those of placebo with both 75 and 100 mg. Most common

adverse events included constipation (7% for 75 mg, 8% for 100 mg), nausea (8% for 75 mg,

7% for 100 mg), and abdominal pain (7% for both doses). However, the proportion of drug

discontinuations for constipation was not significantly different versus placebo (1.1, 1.7, and

0.2% with eluxadoline 75 mg, 100 mg, and placebo, respectively).

There were five cases of pancreatitis in the eluxadoline group (0.2% for 75 mg, 0.3% for 100

mg). None of these led to organ failure or to either local or systemic complications, and all

five subsided within a week. All these patients had biliary changes (sphincter of Oddi spasms,

bile sludge) or alcohol abuse (three of five cases).

The risk of habituation to this therapy was subsequently assessed in patients included in

phase 2 and phase 3 studies, and no differences in withdrawal symptoms were found

between eluxadoline and placebo (30).

VALIDITY AND CLINICAL APPLICABILITY OF THE RESULTS OBTAINED

Eluxadoline improves both abdominal pain and stool consistency in patients with IBS-D

without inducing significant constipation in contrast to other antiperistaltic drugs.

Eluxadoline offers similar efficacy when compared to 5-HT3 antagonists for the management

of IBS-related diarrhea. However, pain control is superior with eluxadoline, as the results

from phase 2 and 3 studies reflect (Table 1). Furthermore, 5-HT3 antagonists cannot be

currently considered as a therapy option given their absence from the Spanish market.

Constipation, a most relevant side effect for patients with increased visceral sensitivity, is

less of an issue when compared to other medications such as loperamide, which are used for

associated diarrhea but are not specifically indicated in IBS-D (because of no effect on

abdominal pain). Furthermore, this drug seems to induce no withdrawal syndrome with any

of the dosages assessed.

Also, improved quality of life may represent a milestone with this molecule, as patients

suffering from IBS-D usually present with concomitant depression and anxiety.

Based on the results from pivotal phase 3 studies, the EMA recommends that therapy be

generally initiated with 100 mg BID, at breakfast and dinner (31). For patients intolerant of

100 mg and those with mild-moderate liver impairment, 75 mg BID, at breakfast and dinner,



is recommended. Both these doses have been marketed in Europe. Both the EMA, in the

Summary of Product Characteristics (32), and the FDA, from March 2017 (33) following a

revision of the original 2015 conditions of use, currently recommend that eluxadoline not be

used in cholecystectomized individuals.

Since pancreatitis development (0.3%) and altered transaminases (0.5%) are both

uncommon events, routine radiographic studies before eluxadoline onset does not seem to

be a cost-effective measure (30). Notwithstanding, in addition to the contraindication for

cholecystectomized individuals, the drug is also contraindicated in cases of potential bile

duct obstruction or sphincter of Oddi dysfunction, in patients on potent inhibitors of

OATP1B1 (e.g., cyclosporine), and in patients with a history of pancreatitis or liver

dysfunction. Similarly, extra precautions should be taken in alcohol-drinking patients, and its

use should be excluded in severe drinkers. Finally, the drug should be discontinued in the

presence of severe constipation to prevent the risks associated with potential bowel

obstruction.

The ability of eluxadoline to control not only abdominal pain but also stool consistency in

contrast to other molecules makes this medication an attractive option for use in IBS-D.

However, as with any recently developed therapy, studies providing further information on

certain scenarios are still lacking, which prevent us to accurately position eluxadoline in the

therapeutic armamentarium. Such scenarios include on-demand therapy, loss of response

assessment, use as rescue for other molecules, and cost-effectiveness estimation.

Consequently, its use should be considered on a case by case basis, also as potential rescue

therapy for conventional treatment failures or as first-line option for severe patients.

CONCLUSION

Eluxadoline, as compared to the other products used for IBS-D, provides control both of

stool consistency and abdominal pain, with good tolerability in most cases, and improves

quality of life for IBS patients, thus being a molecule deserving consideration in the

management of IBS-D.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS



We are grateful to Joaquín León for his documental support; to the New England Journal of

Medicine (NEJM) for their permission to reproduce figure 1; to the members of the SEPD

Executive Committee, Board of Trustees, and Scientific Committee, most particularly to

Francesc Casellas and Antonio Velasco, for their constructive, rewarding inputs, and to the

reviewers who suggested improvements.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST STATEMENT

The undersigned act on behalf of the Sociedad Española de Patología Digestiva (SEPD) to

provide a review perspective on a new drug in the process of being incorporated into the

therapeutic arsenal. Neither the SEPD nor any of the authors have links whatsoever with the

companies developing drugs for IBS-D in general, or with Allergan, the company marketing

eluxadoline in Spain, in particular. Neither the SEPD nor any of the authors hold financial

interests in the companies that researched such drugs, albeit they maintain an ongoing

relationship with said companies for education, research, and improved clinical practice

purposes in the promotion of digestive health. Finally, both the SEPD and the undersigned

authors declare that the development of the present report was completed independently

of third parties both during the preliminary discussions and the final writing of its contents,

which were revised by the SEPD before effective publication in the Revista Española de

Enfermedades Digestivas.

REFERENCES

1. Lowel RM, Ford AC. Global prevalence of and risk factors for irritable bowel

syndrome: A meta-analysis. Clin Gastroenterol Hepatol 2012;10:712-21. DOI:

10.1016/j.cgh.2012.02.029

2. Scarpellini E, Laterza L, Ianiro G, et al. Eluxadoline for the treatment of diarrhoea-

predominant irritable bowel syndrome. Expert Opin Pharmacother 2016;17(10):1395-402.

DOI: 10.1080/14656566.2016.1182982

3. Actavis. Actavis receives FDA approval for VIBERZI (eluxadoline) for the treatment of

irritable bowel syndrome with diarrhea (IBS-D) in adults. 27 mayo 2015. Disponible en:

http://www.actavis.com



4. U.S. Food and Drug Administration. FDA approves two therapies to treat IBS_D. 27

mayo 2015. Disponible en:

https://www.fda.gov/newsevents/newsroom/pressannouncements/ucm448328.htm

5. Truberzi. Initial Public Assessment Report. (EMA/549473/2016). 21 julio 2016.

Disponible en: http://www.ema.europa.eu/docs/en_GB/document_library/EPAR_-

_Public_assessment_report/human/004098/WC500213370.pdf

6. Lembo AJ, Lacy BE, Zucherman MJ, et al. Eluxadoline for irritable bowel syndrome

with diarrhea. N Engl J Med 2016;374:242-53. DOI: 10.1056/NEJMoa1505180

7. Mearín F, Badia X, Balboa A, et al. Irritable bowel syndrome prevalence varies

enormously depending on the employed diagnostic criteria: Comparison of Rome II versus

previous criteria in a general population. Scand J Gastroenterol 2001;36:1155-61. DOI:

10.1080/00365520152584770

8. Almansa C, Díaz-Rubio M, Rey E. The burden and management of patients with IBS:

Results from a survey in Spanish gastroenterologists. Rev Esp Enferm Dig 2011;103:570-5.

DOI: 10.4321/S1130-01082011001100003

9. Mearin F. Irritable bowel syndrome (IBS) subtypes: Nothing resembles less an IBS

than another IBS. Rev Esp Enferm Dig 2016;108(2):57-8.

10. Mira JJ, Guilabert M, Sempere L, et al. The irritable bowel syndrome care process

form the patients and professionals views. Rev Esp Enferm Dig 2015;107:202-10.

11. Drossman DA, Corazziari E, Delvaux M, et al. Rome III. The functional gastrointestinal

disorders. Gastroenterol 2006;130:1377-556. DOI: 10.1053/j.gastro.2006.03.008

12. Lacy BE, Mearin F, Chang L, et al. Bowel disorders. Gastroenterology 2016;150:1393-

407. DOI: 10.1053/j.gastro.2016.02.031

13. Blake MR, Raker JM, Whelan K. Validity and reliability of the Bristol Stool Form Scale

in healthy adults and patients with diarrhoea-predominant irritable bowel syndrome.

Aliment Pharmacol Ther 2016;44(7):693-703. DOI: 10.1111/apt.13746

14. Ballou S, Bedell A, Keefer L. Psychosocial impact of irritable bowel syndrome: A brief

review. World J Gastrointest Pathophysiol 2015;6(4):120-3. DOI: 10.4291/wjgp.v6.i4.120

15. Martínez C, Lobo B, Pigrau M, et al. Diarrhoea-predominant irritable bowel

syndrome: An organic disorder with sctructural abnormalities in the jejunal epitelial barrier.



Gut 2013;62(8):1160-8. DOI: 10.1136/gutjnl-2012-302093

16. Lembo A, Pimentel M, Raso SS, et al. Efficacy and safety of repeat treatment with

rifaximin for diarrhea-predominant irritable bowel syndrome (IBS-D): Results of the Target 3

study. Paper presented at the 2014 Annual Scientific Meeting of the American College of

Gastroenterology. Philadelphia 2014.

17. Kane JS, Ford AC. Rifaximin for the treatment of diarrhea-predominant irritable

bowel syndrome. Expert Rev Gastroenterol Hepatol 2016;10(4):431-42. DOI:

10.1586/17474124.2016.1140571

18. Tiequn B, Guanqun C, Shuo Z. Therapeutic effects of Lactobacillus in treating irritable

bowel syndrome: A meta-analysis. Intern Med 2015;54:243-9. DOI:

10.2169/internalmedicine.54.2710

19. Hanauer SB. The role of loperamide in gastrointestinal disorders. Rev Gastroenterol

Disord 2008;8:15-20.

20. Efskind PS, Bernklev T, Vatn MH. A double-blind placebo-controlled trial with

loperamide in irritable bowel syndrome. Scand J Gastroenterol 1996;31:463-8. DOI:

10.3109/00365529609006766

21. Brandt LJ, Chey WD, Foxx-Orenstein AE, et al. An evidence-based position statement

on the management of irritable bowel syndrome. Am J Gastroenterol 2008;104:S1-S35. DOI:

10.1038/ajg.2008.122

22. Ford AC, Brandt LJ, Young C, et al. Efficacy of 5-HT3 antagonist and 5-HT4 agonist in

irritable bowel syndrome: Systematic review and meta-analysis. Am J Gastroenterol

2009;104:1831-43. DOI: 10.1038/ajg.2009.223

23. Chiba T, Yamamoto K, Sato S, et al. Long-term efficacy and safety of ramosetron in

the treatment of diarrhea-predominant irritable bowel syndrome. Clin Exp Gastroenterol

2013;6:123-8. DOI: 10.2147/CEG.S32721

24. Brown PM, Drossman DA, Wood AJ, et al. The tryptophan hydrolase inhibitor LX1031

shows clinical benefit in patients with nonconstipating irritable bowel syndrome.

Gastroenterol 2011;141:507-16. DOI: 10.1053/j.gastro.2011.05.005

25. Wood JD, Galligan JJ. Function of opioids in the enteric nervous system.

Neurogastroenterol Motil 2004;16(Supl. 2):17-28. DOI: 10.1111/j.1743-3150.2004.00554.x



26. Wade PR, Palmer JM, McKenney S, et al. Modulation of gastrointestinal function by

MuDelta a mixed mu opioid receptor agonist/delta opioid receptor antagonist. Br J

Pharmacol 2012;167:1111-25. DOI: 10.1111/j.1476-5381.2012.02068.x

27. Fujita W, Gomes I, Dove LS, et al. Molecular characterization of eluxadoline as a

potential ligand targeting mu-delta opioid receptor heteromers. Biochem Pharm

2014;92:448-56. DOI: 10.1016/j.bcp.2014.09.015

28. Dove LS, Lembo A, Randall CW, et al. Eluxadoline benefits patients with irritable

bowel with diarrhea in a Phase 2 study. Gastroenterol 2013;145:329-38. DOI:

10.1053/j.gastro.2013.04.006

29. Lacy BE. Emerging treatment in neurogastroenterology: Eluxadoline, a new

therapeutic option for diarrhea predominant IBS. Neurogastroenterol Motil 2016;28:26-35.

DOI: 10.1111/nmo.12716

30. Fant RV, Henningfield JE, Cash BD, et al. Eluxadoline demonstrates a lack of abuse

potential in phase 2 and 3 studies of patients with irritable bowel syndrome with diarrhea.

Clin Gastroenterol Hepatol 2017. pii: S1542-3565(17)30134-9. E-pub ahead of print. DOI:

10.1016/j.cgh.2017.01.026

31. Truberzi. Eluxadoline. EPAR Summary for the public. EMA/CHMP/517539/2016

(EMEA/H/C/004098). Sept 2016. Disponible en:

http://www.ema.europa.eu/ema/index.jsp?curl=/pages/medicines/human/medicines/0040

98/human_med_002025.jsp&mid=WC0b01ac058001d124

32. Product information: Truberzi. EMEA/H/C/004098 -IB/0002/G. (Primera publicación:

29 sept 2016; última actualización: 15 mar 2017). Disponible en:

http://www.ema.europa.eu/ema/index.jsp?curl=/pages/medicines/human/medicines/0040

98/human_med_002025.jsp&mid=WC0b01ac058001d124

33. Viberzi (eluxadoline): Drug Safety Communication - Increased risk of serious pancreatitis

in patients without a gallbladder. FDA. 15 mar 2017. Disponible en:

https://www.fda.gov/safety/medwatch/safetyinformation/safetyalertsforhumanmedicalpro

ducts/ucm546771.htm

http://www.ema.europa.eu/ema/index.jsp?curl=/pages/medicines/human/medicines/0040
https://www.fda.gov/safety/medwatch/safetyinformation/safetyalertsforhumanmedicalproducts/ucm546771.htm
https://www.fda.gov/safety/medwatch/safetyinformation/safetyalertsforhumanmedicalproducts/ucm546771.htm


Table 1. Efficacy results from phase II & III studies of eluxadoline

Study n Time Dose

(mg)

Primary

endpoint

clinical

response*

/placebo

week 4

p Primary

endpoint

clinical

response

*/placebo

week 12

p Primary

endpoint

clinical

response

*/placebo

week 26

p Secondary

endpoints

(frequency,

stools, urgency)

Phase

2 (22)

807 12 w 5

25

100

200

12.4%-

5.7%

12%-5.7%

11%-5.7%

13.8%-

5.7%

ns

0.04

1

ns

0.01

5

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

ns

ns

20.2-11.3 (p <

0.05)

ns

Phase

3 (23) 1,28 26 w 75 - - 23.9-17.1 p = 23.4-19 ns 30-22 (p =



15

IBS-

3001

IBS-

3002

2

1,14

6

52 w

100

75

100

Place

bo

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

25.1-17.1

p = 0.004

18.9-16.2

29.6-16.2

0.01

p =

0.004

p <

0.001

p <

0.001

29.3-19

30.4-20.2

32.7-20.2

p <

0.001

p <

0.001

p <

0.001

0.008)

34-21 (p <

0.001)

37-21 (p ≤

0.001)

36-21 (p ≤

0.001)

Primary endpoint: clinical response*, defined as a reduction in abdominal pain > 30% from baseline, with at least a reduction of two

points in a pain scale, and a BSFS score of 3 or 4 in at least 66% of days. In the phase II study, clinical response was assessed at week 4,

whereas in phase III studies response was assessed at weeks 12 and 26.





Fig. 1. Phase-III clinical trial results of eluxadoline 75 or 100 mg versus placebo in the IBS-

3001 and IBS-3002 studies. Reproduced (6) with permission from the Massachusetts Medical

Society. The New England Journal of Medicine, Lembo AJ et al., Eluxadoline for irritable

bowel syndrome with diarrhea, volume 374, page 248. Copyright© (2016) Massachusetts

Medical Society. Primary endpoint: proportion of patients achieving a ≥ 30% reduction from

baseline of abdominal pain, as measured by a worst abdominal pain (WAP) score in almost

50% of evaluation days, and < 5 in a stool consistency score in those same days, over 1-12

weeks in the upper panel and 1-26 weeks in the lower panel. *= p < 0.05; **= p < 0.001.


