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Abstract 

Background:  Day 7 plasma lumefantrine concentration is suggested as a predictor for malaria treatment outcomes 
and a cut-off of ≥ 200 ng/ml is associated with day 28 cure rate in the general population. However, day 7 lumefan-
trine plasma concentration can be affected by age, the extent of fever, baseline parasitaemia, and bodyweight. There-
fore, this study assessed the usefulness of day 7 lumefantrine plasma concentration as a predictor of malaria treat-
ment outcome in under-fives children treated with generic or innovator drug-containing artemether-lumefantrine 
(ALu) in Tanzania.

Methods:  This study was nested in an equivalence prospective study that aimed at determining the effectiveness 
of a generic ALu (Artefan®) in comparison with the innovator’s product (Coartem®). Children with uncomplicated 
malaria aged 6–59 months were recruited and randomized to receive either generic or innovator’s product. Children 
were treated with ALu as per World Health Organization recommendations. The clinical and parasitological outcomes 
were assessed after 28 days of follow up. PCR was performed to distinguish recrudescence and re-infections among 
children with recurrent malaria. Analysis of day 7 lumefantrine plasma concentration was carried out using a high-
performance liquid chromatographic method with UV detection.

Results:  The PCR corrected cure rates were 98.7% for children treated with generic and 98.6% for those treated with 
the innovator product (p = 1.00). The geometric mean (± SD) of day 7 plasma lumefantrine concentration was 159.3 
(± 2.4) ng/ml for the generic and 164 (± 2.5) ng/ml for the innovator groups, p = 0.87. Geometric mean (± SD) day 7 
lumefantrine plasma concentration between cured and recurrent malaria was not statistically different in both treat-
ment arms [158.5 (± 2.4) vs 100.0 (± 1.5) ng/ml, (p = 0.28) for generic arm and 158.5 (± 2.3) vs 251.2 (± 4.2) ng/ml, 
(p = 0.24) for innovator arm]. Nutritional status was found to be a determinant of recurrent malaria (adjusted hazard-
ous ratio (95% confidence interval) = 3(1.1–8.2), p = 0.029.
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Background
Malaria is still a burden disease in sub-Saharan African 
countries including Tanzania [1]. The prevalence of 
the disease in Tanzania is currently decreasing from 
an average of 18% in 2008 to 7% in 2017 in the general 
population [2]. Children below 5 years of age and pregnant 
women are the special populations that are highly 
affected by malaria. The major strategies implemented 
in fighting malaria include mass distribution and use 
of insecticide-treated bed nets (ITNs), indoor residual 
spraying (IRS), intermittent preventive therapy during 
pregnancy using sulfadoxine-pyrimethamine (IPTp-SP), 
seasonal malaria chemoprevention (SMC) and the use 
of artemisinin-based combination therapy (ACT) for 
uncomplicated malaria [3].

Children under 5  years of age are the most affected 
group because of lower immunity against malaria [4]. 
Partial immunity against malaria is acquired during 
childhood, therefore, a majority of malaria cases, 
especially severe malaria with rapid progression to death, 
occur in young children without acquired immunity 
[1]. Fever and headache are the common symptoms of 
uncomplicated malaria in children and sometimes mimic 
other childhood illnesses particularly gastroenteritis, 
meningitis/encephalitis, pneumonia and others [5]. Due 
to low immunity against malaria parasites, malaria in 
children, if not treated timely, can quickly progress to 
complicated malaria [5].

ALu is recommended as the first-line anti-malarial 
drug for the treatment of uncomplicated malaria in 
mainland Tanzania [6]. The combination is used to 
treat patients of all age groups including pregnant 
women, except during the first trimester of pregnancy 
[7, 8]. Artemisinin derivatives, including artemether, are 
responsible for the early parasitological response, due to 
their rapid onset of action [9]. The slowly acting partner 
drug lumefantrine is responsible for the clearance of 
the remnant malaria parasites [10, 11]. This means that 
the therapeutic response of ALu is highly dependent on 
adequate systemic exposure to lumefantrine, preventing 
the chance of treatment failures and the emergence 
of drug-resistant strains [12]. Both artemether and 
lumefantrine are metabolized by the liver through 
oxidation by cytochrome P450 enzymes followed by 
glucuronidation to produce soluble compounds that 

are excreted [13]. Following several preclinical studies, 
malaria infection has been proved to interfere with phase 
I and phase II hepatic metabolism of several anti-malarial 
drugs, including dihydroartemisinin, primaquine, 
pyrimethamine, quinine, and quinidine, as well as their 
biliary excretion as an alternative route [14, 15].

During the introduction of ALu in Tanzania in the 
year 2006, Coartem®, which is a product from the 
innovator company Novartis, was prequalified to be used 
in the country. Due to poor availability and high cost of 
innovator’s product, since 2013 generic ACT medicines 
were approved by the government to be used in the 
management of uncomplicated malaria [16]. In 2012, 
a community pharmacy-based study was conducted in 
Tanzania and found that Artefan®, a generic anti-malarial 
drug-containing ALu was the most widely distributed 
brand compared to other ACT medicines [16]. However, 
substandard and fake anti-malarial generic products were 
previously reported to be available in the drug outlets in 
South East Asia [17] and sub-Saharan African countries 
including Tanzania [18–24].

Recently, a survey conducted by the ACT watch Group 
in Tanzania indicated that the availability of quality-
assured ACT medicines was a major concern in most 
of the drug outlets [25]. Because of the high-level of 
availability of generic anti-malarial Artefan® in the public 
health facilities, at the Medical Stores Department (MSD) 
and in private pharmacies in Tanzania, its bioequivalence 
with innovator product Coartem® was evaluated in 
2012 [16]. Based on the Food and Drug Authority 
(FDA) criteria of bioequivalence, data did not confirm 
bioequivalence [16]. Failure of the generic product to 
fulfill all FDA stipulated criteria for bioequivalence 
would mean Artefan® was not suitable for use in the 
management of malaria in clinical settings.

To rule out these doubts and create assurance of the 
suitability of the generic product, a study was carried 
out by Kilonzi et al. [26] to assess the malaria treatment 
outcome of Artefan® in comparison with Coartem®. 
In this study, it was reported that both generic and 
innovator products are equivalent and effective in the 
management of uncomplicated malaria in children. The 
observed findings could be due to adequate drug plasma 
concentration during treatment which has been linked 
with good malaria treatment outcomes [12].

Conclusion:  Using the recommended cut-off point of ≥ 200 ng/ml, day 7 plasma lumefantrine concentration failed 
to predict malaria treatment outcome in children treated with ALu in Tanzania. Further studies are recommended to 
establish the day 7 plasma lumefantrine concentration cut-off point to predict malaria treatment outcome in children.

Keywords:  Artemether-lumefantrine, Day 7 plasma lumefantrine concentration, Generic, Innovator, Uncomplicated 
Plasmodium falciparum
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Several factors have been reported to affect day  7 
plasma concentration. These include adherence, when 
ALu is taken unsupervised, age, fever on admission, 
baseline parasitaemia, smoking, body weight, pregnancy 
and concurrent use of ALu with other medicines [27]. 
Children below 5  years of age are among the special 
population with undefined day  7 lumefantrine cut-off 
point below which recurrent malaria is expected to occur 
[28]. Studies reported that children (< 5 years) experience 
lower lumefantrine concentration [27, 29] and among 
the reasons are bioavailability, the volume of distribution 
and clearance of drugs which are all age-related [30]. 
Therefore, this study assessed the usefulness of day  7 
lumefantrine plasma concentration (using 200 µg/ml cut-
off point) as a predictor of malaria treatment outcome 
in children under 5 years of age treated with generic or 
innovator products containing ALu in Tanzania.

Methods
Study design, site, and data collection procedures
This study was part of an equivalence prospective study 
that aimed to determine the effectiveness of anti-malarial 
generic Artefan® in comparison with the innovator’s 
product Coartem® [26]. The study was conducted at 
Kibiti Health Centre in Kibiti district, in the coastal 
region of Tanzania. In 2019, the prevalence of malaria 
in Kibiti district was 10.2%. Patients aged between 6 and 
59  months with uncomplicated malaria) were enrolled 
consecutively in the study. After being examined by a 
physician, screening for malaria positivity was done by 
malaria Rapid Diagnostic Tests (RDTs). A total of 230 
children with confirmed uncomplicated malaria were 
enrolled in the study. Details on the study population, 
sample size calculation, sampling technique, inclusion 
criteria, malaria diagnosis, treatment approach, and 
laboratory investigations have been described elsewhere 
[26].

PCR procedure for the detection of recrudescence 
and re‑infection
PCR procedures to distinguish recrudescence and 
re-infection was performed according to standard 
guidelines on methods and techniques for clinical 
trials on anti-malarial drug efficacy [31, 32] at the 
National Institute for Medical Research (NIMR), Tanga 
Centre, Tanzania. DNA was extracted from filter paper 
(Whatman 3MM) using the QIAamp DNA Mini Kit 
method (Qiagen GmbH, Hilden, Germany) following the 
manufacturer’s instructions. Parasites were genotyped 
for msp-1, msp-2, and glurp to distinguish between 
re-infection and recrudescence. Samples were classified 
as recrudescent infections if there was a complete match 
of the alleles between day 0 and the day of the recurrent 

infection while any mismatch was reported as a new 
infection.

Day 7 lumefantrine plasma concentration quantification
Bioanalytics
On Day  7 from the start of treatment, a venous blood 
sample (3mls) was collected from the study participant 
and placed in ethylenediaminetetraacetic acid (EDTA) 
tube. The sample was then centrifuged for 10  min at 
1000–2000g to obtain plasma. Plasma was aliquoted into 
cryotubes and stored at − 20 ℃ at Kibiti Health Centre 
before being transferred to Muhimbili University of 
Health and Allied Sciences (MUHAS). The samples were 
stored in − 80 ℃ freezer at the MUHAS laboratory before 
analysis. The analysis for determination of lumefantrine 
was conducted at MUHAS Bioanalytical Laboratory) 
using the high-performance liquid chromatography 
(HPLC) method with UV detection as described 
previously [33].

Chromatographic condition
Di-potassium hydrogen phosphate tri-hydrate (4.76  g), 
distilled water (350  ml) and acetonitrile (650  ml) were 
used to prepare the mobile phase. The pH was adjusted 
using ortho-phosphoric acid. LiChrospher 100—RP 18, 
5 μm; 5 × 4 mm pre-column and LiChrospher 100—RP18, 
5  μm; 125 × 4  mm column were used in the analysis. 
Quantification of lumefantrine was done at a wavelength 
of 335 nm, a flow rate of 1.2 ml/min and 20 min run time. 
Details of the analytical method including selectivity, 
specificity, calibration, linearity, accuracy, and precision 
have been reported elsewhere [16, 33].

Method validation
Prior to the analysis of patient samples, partial validation 
of the method was conducted in three inter-day precision 
and accuracy assay batches. Each run consisted of 8 
calibrators in duplicates and four quality controls (QCs) 
levels at 0.05, 0.1, 1.0 and 8.0 μg/ml. The coefficients of 
variation (CV%) for quality control samples (low, medium 
and high) was ≤ 15% and the criteria were applied in all 
three runs performed on different days.

Data analysis
Data were analysed by using statistical package 
for the social sciences (SPSS) software version 20. 
Frequency and percentages were used to summarize 
participants’ demographic characteristics. Independent 
student’s t-test was used to assess differences in the 
geometric mean for log-transformed day  7 plasma 
lumefantrine concentrations between individuals with 
recurrent malaria and those who were cured within 
treatment groups. A cut-off point of 200 µg/ml of day 7 
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plasma lumefantrine concentration was used during 
analysis. Linear regression analysis was used to assess 
determinants of day  7 lumefantrine concentrations in 
children treated with ALu. Cox regression analysis was 
used to determine the factors associated with recurrent 
malaria following treatment with ALu. P-value < 0.05 was 
considered as significant.

Results
Venous blood for quantification of day  7 lumefantrine 
concentration was obtained from 147 study participants. 
Of these, 76 had been randomized to use the generic 
product (Artefan®) and 71 were given the innovator 
product (Coartem®). Due to the inadequate amount of 
plasma obtained, 21 participants in the generic and 22 
in the innovator’s arms of treatment were excluded from 
plasma lumefantrine quantification and subsequent data 
analysis.

Characteristics of study participants
The majority of study participants were aged 
≤ 24  months in the generic (62.5%) and > 24  months in 
innovator (53.1%) product treatment arms. Females 
were the majority (57.1%) in the generic treatment arm, 
while males were 50.9% in the innovator’s treatment 
arm. Most (52.9% on generic and 47.1% on innovator 
arms of treatment) of the study participants had baseline 
temperature of ≥ 37.5 ℃ and the majority had baseline 
parasitaemia of between 1000/µl and 10,000/µl in 
innovator’s treatment arm (70.8%) and ≥ 10,000/µl in the 
generic arm (57.9%), p = 0.025 (Table 1).

Day 28 malaria treatment outcome
The PCR adjusted adequate clinical and parasitological 
response (ACPR) was 98.6% for innovator and 98.7% for 
generic treatment arms (p = 1.00. There was only one 
participant in each treatment arm with recrudescence 
parasitaemia on day  28. Although the difference in 
ACPR was not statistically significant between the two 
treatment arms, re-infection was more prevalent in 
children treated with the innovator (8.5%) than in the 
generic (5.3%) arms of treatment, p = 0.76 (Table 2).

Day 7 plasma lumefantrine concentration and day 28 
malaria treatment outcome
Overall geometric mean (± SD) of day  7 plasma lume-
fantrine concentration were 160.3 (± 2.4) for the cured 
and 173.4 (± 3.3) for those with recurrent malaria 
(p = 0.79). Majority of study participants had day 7 lume-
fantrine concentration of < 200 ng/ml in both treatment 
groups, 31 (56.4%) for generic and 25 (51%) for innova-
tor products (p = 0.59). The geometric mean (± SD) of 
day  7 plasma lumefantrine concentrations were 159.3 

(± 2.4)  ng/ml for the generic and 164 (± 2.5)  ng/ml for 
the innovator groups (p = 0.87). Geometric mean (± SD) 
day 7 lumefantrine plasma concentration between cured 
and recurrent malaria was not statistically different in 
both treatment arms [158.5 (± 2.4) vs 100.0 (± 1.5) ng/
ml, (p = 0.28) for generic arm and 158.5 (± 2.3) vs 251.2 
(± 4.2) ng/ml, (p = 0.24) for innovator arm].

Determinants of day 7 lumefantrine plasma concentrations 
in children treated with ALu
A linear regression analysis was conducted to determine 
factors associated with day  7 lumefantrine plasma 
concentration for children treated with ALu. The factors 
included in the analysis were gender, age, body weight, 
mid-upper arm circumference (MUAC), baseline 

Table 1  Study participants’ characteristics (n = 104)

Variables Drug given p-value

Generic n (%) Innovator n (%)

Age (months)

 ≤ 24 25 (62.5%) 15 (37.5%) 0.12

 > 24 30 (46.9%) 34 (53.1%)

Sex

 Female 28 (57.1%) 21 (42.9%) 0.41

 Male 27 (49.1%) 28 (50.9%)

Weight (kg)

 < 15 39 (50.6%) 38 (49.4%) 0.44

 ≥ 15 16 (59.3%) 11 (40.7%)

Baseline temperature

 < 37.5 °C 9 (52.9%) 8 (47.1%) 0.99

 ≥ 37.5 °C 46 (52.9%) 41 (47.1%)

Baseline hemoglobin (g/dl)

 < 11 41 (56.9%) 31 (43.1%) 0.30

 ≥ 11 12 (48%) 13 (52%)

Baseline parasitaemia (/µl)

 < 1000 15 (65.2%) 8 (34.8%)

 1000–10,000 7 (29.2%) 17 (70.8%)

 ≥ 10,000 33 (57.9%) 24 (42.1%) 0.025

Table 2  Day 28 malaria treatment outcome (n = 147)

Variables Day 28 treatment outcomes p-value

Generic n (%) Innovator n (%)

Adequate clinical and 
parasitological response 
(ACPR)

71 (93.4) 64 (90.1) 0.76

Re-infection 4 (5.3) 6 (8.5)

Recrudescence 1 (1.3) 1 (1.4)

PCR corrected cure rate 75 (98.7) 70 (98.6) 1.00
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temperature (fever on admission), baseline haemoglobin 
and parasitaemia. None of the variables was associated 
with day 7 plasma lumefantrine concentration.

Factors determining recurrent malaria in children treated 
with ALu
Several variables were analysed against treatment 
outcome to assess determinants of recurrent malaria in 
children under 5 years of age treated with ALu. Factors 
assessed were gender, age, weight, baseline temperature, 
baseline parasitaemia, baseline haemoglobin, nutritional 
status (MUAC) and day  7 lumefantrine concentration. 
Only nutritional status (MUAC) was found to be a 
determinant of recurrent malaria on multivariate analysis 
with adjusted hazardous ratio (95% confidence interval) 
of 3 (1.1–8.2) at a p-value of 0.029 (Table 3).

Discussion
This study assessed day  7 lumefantrine plasma concen-
tration as a predictor of malaria treatment outcome in 
under-fives children treated with generic and innova-
tor products containing ALu in Tanzania. The find-
ings of this study indicate that the majority of children 
had day  7 plasma lumefantrine plasma concentrations 
below the recommended ≥ 200 ng/ml cut-off point [27] 
in both generic and innovator’s arm. This finding is con-
sistent with what has been reported recently in Uganda 
[34] and by WorldWide Antimalarial Resistance Net-
work (WWARN) 2015 report, in which day  7 plasma 

concentration in children below 5  years of age were 
reported to be low compared to the general population 
[27]. The low day 7 lumefantrine concentration observed 
in this study could be explained by the poor pharmacoki-
netic parameters in children.

Developmental changes in absorptive surfaces in 
children’s gastrointestinal tract affect the rate and extent 
of bioavailability of peroral medications, such as ALu 
[30]. Besides, maturation of metabolizing enzymes 
including cytochrome P450 occurs as a child grow, 
and this has also been associated with the observed 
poor pharmacokinetics of drugs in children [11, 30]. 
Nevertheless, this trial was unsupervised anti-malarial 
treatment whereby only the first dose was administered at 
the clinic and the rest were taken at home. Administering 
medicines to sick children is very difficult and vomiting 
is the major challenge. Hence the observed low day  7 
plasma lumefantrine concentration could be contributed 
by poor adherence as previously reported in Uganda in 
a study on supervised versus unsupervised anti-malarial 
treatment with six-dose ALu [38].

Despite the low day  7 plasma concentration observed 
in both generic and innovator arms of treatment, day 28 
PCR corrected malaria treatment outcome observed 
was excellent. The finding provides assurances of using 
the generic as well as innovator anti-malarial products 
in the management of uncomplicated malaria in chil-
dren despite the bioinequivalent results reported by 
Minzi et al. [16]. Detailed information on the therapeutic 

Table 3  Cox regression analysis showing determinants of recurrent malaria among children (< 5 years) treated with Alu. 
(n = 147)

Variables cHRs (95% CI) p value aHRs (95% CI) p value

Age (months) 1 (0.98–1.05) 0.46 1.3 (0.9–2.0) 0.16

Weight (kg) 1.1 (0.95–1.42) 0.16 0.1 (0.0–1.4) 0.09

WAZ 1.7 (0.94–3.1) 0.08 31 (0.6–1577) 0.09

MUAC​ 1.4 (0.89–2.1) 0.16 3 (1.1–8.2) 0.029

Baseline temperature (°C) 1.0 (0.64–1.7) 0.85 1.0 (0.5–1.9) 0.94

 Baseline parasitemia (g/dl)

 < 1000 0.0 (0.0–) 0.98 0.0 (0.00–) 0.96

 1000–10,000 0.9 (0.2–3.2) 0.83 0.7 (0.2–3.5) 0.69

 ≥ 10,000 1 1

Sex

 Female 0.7 (0.2–2.3) 0.58 1.2 (0.3–5.2) 0.82

 Male 1

Treatment arm

 Artefan® 0.7 (0.2–2.1) 0.47 0.5 (0.1–2.3) 0.57

 Coartem® 1 1

Baseline hemoglobin (g/dl) 1.2 (0.8–1.6) 0.34 1.3 (0.8–2.0) 0.24

 Day 7 plasma lumefantrine concentration 
(ng/ml) (n = 104)

1.2 (0.24–5.9) 0.83 1.3 (0.2–8.1) 0.81
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outcomes between generic and innovator anti-malarial 
product when used in the management of uncomplicated 
malaria has been described elsewhere [26]. The observed 
high cure rates in this study are comparable to a 95% 
cure rate which was reported in Ethiopia among patients 
treated with ALu for management of uncomplicated 
malaria [35, 36].

The good treatment outcome observed in this study 
could be due to the activity of the active metabolite 
of lumefantrine (desbutyl-lumefantrine) [37]. Indeed, 
studies have reported that desbutyl-lumefantrine (DBL) 
has greater anti-malarial potency and mildly synergistic 
effect with dihydroartemisinin in  vitro [38, 39]. 
Furthermore, a study of day  7 plasma concentration of 
the metabolite and adequate clinical and parasitological 
response suggests that DBL could be used as an 
alternative to lumefantrine as part of ACT programme 
[37].

In the current study, most of the observed recurrent 
malaria was due to re-infection and only 1 recrudescence 
was observed in each group of treatment arms on day 28. 
The observed small number of recrudescence indicates 
that the artemisinin derivative (artemether) is still 
effective in Tanzania. Recrudescence after being treated 
with ALu is highly observed in areas with reported 
emergence of artemisinin resistance [27, 40]. This study 
was conducted in the coastal region of Tanzania where 
there are no reports of resistance of Plasmodium species 
to artemisinins, therefore supporting the observed high 
cure rate. Despite these findings, it was observed that 
there were re-infections in some children. This could be 
explained by the endemicity of malaria in the study area 
as well as the vulnerability of children under 5  years of 
age, due to inadequate immunity to malaria [1, 4].

Linear regression analysis indicated that age, gender, 
weight, and MUAC, baseline haemoglobin, temperature, 
and parasitaemia have no association with day 7 plasma 
lumefantrine concentration. These results are contrary 
to the findings from the general population where 
factors such as baseline parasitaemia, unsupervised 
administration of ALu, and baseline haemoglobin levels 
have been reported to affect day 7 plasma concentration 
and malaria treatment outcome [27].

In this study, weight, baseline temperature, baseline 
parasitaemia, baseline haemoglobin, day  7 plasma 
lumefantrine concentration and nutritional status 
(MUAC) were assessed against recurrent malaria using 
Cox regression analysis. All factors except nutritional 
status were not determinants of recurrent malaria. This 
finding is in line with previously reported observations in 
which children with malnutrition were found to be at a 
high risk of acquiring malaria infection [41]. Malnutrition 
weakens immunity development [42, 43] and is probably 

one of the reasons why children with poor nutritional 
status suffer recurrent malaria after treatment with ALu.

Limitations
The sample size calculation did not take into account 
different age groups for children aged < 5  years. This 
probably impaired the power of the study to establish the 
effect of age on day 7 plasma lumefantrine concentration 
and treatment outcome in young children. Because it 
takes up to 2  years for children to acquire premunition 
immunity against malaria following several exposures, 
the larger sample size is recommended in future studies. 
The trial was unsupervised and parents/guardians were 
asked to bring medicine blister packs with children on 
day 3 for assessment of adherence. Due to limitations of 
pill count as a method for assessment of adherence, it 
could not be verified with certainty whether all children 
were administered ALu tablets by parents or guardians as 
prescribed. In addition, the nutritional status of the study 
participants was measured using MUAC only.

Conclusion
Using the recommended cut-off point of ≥ 200  ng/
ml, day  7 plasma lumefantrine concentration failed to 
predict malaria treatment outcome in children treated 
with generic or innovator products containing ALu 
for uncomplicated malaria in Tanzania. Nevertheless, 
day  7 plasma lumefantrine concentration levels were 
comparable in both generic and innovator product 
treatment arms. The study to establish the day 7 plasma 
lumefantrine concentration cut-off point to predict 
malaria treatment outcome in children, as well as the 
role of DBL in the treatment of malaria, is recommended. 
Taken together, the findings of this study indicate that 
the use of ALu generic products should be continued for 
the management of uncomplicated malaria in children in 
Tanzania.

Abbreviations
ACPR: Adequate clinical and parasitological response; ACTs: Artemisinin 
combination therapies; ALu: Artemether-lumefantrine; AUC​: Area under the 
concentration–time curve; BE: Bioequivalence; Cmax: Maximum plasma 
concentration; CV: Coefficients of variation; DBL: Desbutyl-lumefantrine; DNA: 
Deoxyribonucleic acid; EDTA: Ethylenediaminetetraacetic acid; FDA: Food and 
drug authority; HPLC: High-performance liquid chromatography; IPTP –SP: 
Sulfadoxine-pyrimethamine; IRS: Indoor residual spraying; ITNs: Insecticide-
treated bed nets; MS: Microsoft; MSD: Medical stores department; MSP: 
Merozoite surface protein; MUAC​: Mid-upper arm circumference; MUHAS: 
Muhimbili University of Health and Allied Sciences; NIMR: National Institute 
of Medical Research; NTD: Neglected tropical diseases; PCR: Polymerase chain 
reaction; RDT: Rapid diagnostic tests; SD: Standard deviation; SMC: Seasonal 
malaria chemoprevention; SPSS: Statistical package for social sciences; 
SSA: Sub-Saharan African; UV: Ultraviolet; WHO: World Health Organization; 
WWARN: World Wide Antimalarial Resistance Network.



Page 7 of 8Kilonzi et al. Malar J           (2020) 19:66 	

Acknowledgements
We thank the Swedish research agency for developing countries (Sida) 
through Malaria and Neglected Tropical Diseases Sub-programme at 
Muhimbili University of Health and Allied Sciences for providing financial 
support for this study. The authors thank the parents and guardians of the 
children and the district medical and administrative leaders in Kibiti for 
supporting the study. We are also grateful to the research assistants that gave 
support during the recruitment of study participants, treatment, collection of 
blood samples and analysis at the study site. Dorisia Nanage for supporting 
the HPLC analysis.

Authors’ contributions
MK, OM, AK, and EA conceived and designed the study. MK participated in 
data collection. MK, RM, and VB participated in data analysis. All authors read 
and approved the final manuscript.

Funding
This study was funded by the Swedish International Development 
Cooperation Agency (Sida) through Malaria and Neglected Tropical 
Diseases (NTD) Sub-programme at MUHAS (Sida-MUHAS Malaria and NTD 
sub-programme).

Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and/or analysed during the current study are available from 
the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The study protocol was reviewed and approved by the Research and 
Publication Committee of the Muhimbili University of Health and Allied 
Sciences and permission was obtained from the Kibiti district council. 
Informed consent forms signed by parents or guardians of study participants 
were obtained before commencing the study. For confidentiality purposes, 
each participant was assigned an identification number instead of his/her 
name.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Author details
1 Department of Clinical Pharmacy and Pharmacology, School of Pharmacy, 
Muhimbili University of Health and Allied Sciences, P. O. BOX 65013, Dar es 
Salaam, Tanzania. 2 Department of Research, National Institute of Medical 
Research, Tanga Centre, P O Box 5004, Tanga, Tanzania. 3 Department 
of Clinical Pharmacology, School of Medicine, Muhimbili University 
of Health and Allied Sciences, P. O. BOX 6515, Dar es Salaam, Tanzania. 
4 Division of Clinical Pharmacology, Department of Laboratory Medicine, 
Karolinska Institutet, Karolinska University Hospital-Huddinge, C1:68, SE‑141 
86 Stockholm, Sweden. 

Received: 16 August 2019   Accepted: 4 February 2020

References
	1.	 WHO. World malaria report 2018. Geneva: World Health Organization; 

2018.
	2.	 Tanzania national malaria control programme. Malaria surveillance bul-

letin 2018. Dar es Salaam: Tanzania national malaria control programme; 
2019.

	3.	 Roberts D, Matthews G. Risk factors of malaria in children under the age 
of five years old in Uganda. Malar J. 2016;15:246.

	4.	 CDC. Global Health—Division of Parasitic Diseases and Malaria. Atlanta: 
CDC; 2012.

	5.	 Schumacher RF, Spinelli E. Malaria in children. Mediterr J Hematol Infect 
Dis. 2012;4:1.

	6.	 Ministry of Health, Community Development, Gender, Elderly and Chil-
dren. Standard treatment guidelines and national essential medicines list, 
Tanzania mainland. Dar es Salaam. 2017; 36.

	7.	 Mosha D, Mazuguni F, Mrema S, Sevene E, Abdulla S, Genton B. Safety 
of artemether-lumefantrine exposure in first trimester of pregnancy: an 
observational cohort. Malar J. 2014;13:197.

	8.	 Manyando C, Njunju EM, Virtanen M, Hamed K, Gomes M, Van Geer-
truyden JP. Exposure to artemether lumefantrine (Coartem®) in first 
trimester pregnancy in an observational study in Zambia. Malar J. 
2015;14:77.

	9.	 Nosten F, White NJ. Artemisinin-based combination treatment of falcipa-
rum malaria. Am J Trop Med Hyg. 2007;77:181–92.

	10.	 White NJ, van Vugt M, Ezzet F. Clinical pharmacokinetics and pharma-
codynamics and pharmacodynamics of artemether-lumefantrine. Clin 
Pharmacokinet. 1999;37:105–25.

	11.	 White NJ, Stepniewska K, Barnes K, Price RN, Simpson J. Simplified 
antimalarial therapeutic monitoring: using the day-7 drug level? Trends 
Parasitol. 2008;24:159–63.

	12.	 Fogg C, Bajunirwe F, Piola P, Biraro S, Checchi F, Kiguli J, et al. Adher-
ence to a six-dose regimen of artemether-lumefantrine for treatment 
of uncomplicated Plasmodium falciparum malaria in Uganda. Am J Trop 
Med Hyg. 2004;71:525–30.

	13.	 Nyunt MM, Nguyen VK, Kajubi R, Huang L, Ssebuliba J, Kiconco S, et al. 
Artemether-lumefantrine pharmacokinetics and clinical response 
are minimally altered in pregnant Ugandan women treated for 
uncomplicated falciparum malaria. Antimicrob Agents Chemother. 
2016;60:1274–82.

	14.	 Murdoch RT, Ghabrial H, Mihaly GW, Morgan DJ, Smallwood RA. Malaria 
infection impairs glucuronidation and biliary excretion by the isolated 
perfused rat liver. Xenobiotica. 1991;21:1571–82.

	15.	 Batty KT, Ilett KF, Edwards G, Powell SM, Maggs JL, Park BK, Davis TME. 
Assessment of the effect of malaria infection on hepatic clearance of 
dihydroartemisinin using rat liver perfusions and microsome. Br J Phar-
macol. 1998;125:159–67.

	16.	 Minzi OMS, Marealle IA, Shekalaghe S, Juma O, Ngaimisi E, Chemba M, 
et al. Comparison of bioavailability between the most available generic 
tablet formulation containing artemether and lumefantrine on the Tanza-
nian market and the innovator’s product. Malar J. 2013;12:174.

	17.	 Dondorp AM, Newton PN, Mayxay M, Van Damme W, Smithuis FM, Yeung 
S, et al. Fake antimalarials in Southeast Asia are a major impediment to 
malaria control: multinational cross-sectional survey on the prevalence of 
fake antimalarials. Trop Med Int Health. 2004;9:1241–6.

	18.	 Minzi OM, Massele A, Temu MJ, Ericsson O, Gustafsson LL. Existence of 
antimalarial formulations with low bioavailability in Tanzania. Trop Doct. 
2006;36:93–7.

	19.	 Amin AA, Kokwaro GO. Antimalarial drug quality in Africa. J Clin Pharma-
col Ther. 2007;32:429–40.

	20.	 Shakoor O, Taylor RB, Behrens RH. Assessment of the incidence of 
substandard drugs in developing countries. Trop Med Int Health. 
1997;2:839–45.

	21.	 Mwesiga J, Parikh S, McGee B. Pharmacokinetics of artemetherlume-
fantrine and artesunate-amodiaquine in children in Kampala. Uganda. 
Antimicrob Agents Chemother. 2010;54:52–9.

	22.	 Bate R, Coticelli P, Tren R, Attaran A. Antimalarial drug quality in the 
most severely malarious parts of Africa – A six country study. PLoS ONE. 
2008;3:e2132.

	23.	 Kongthaisong M, Na-Bangchang K, Mungthin M, Sinchaipainid N, Tan-
Ariya P. Comparison of the Bioequivalence of three formulations of dihy-
droartemisinin based on ex vivo blood schizontocidal activities against 
Plasmodium falciparum. Am J Trop Med Hyg. 2004;71:703–10.

	24.	 Basco LK. Molecular epidemiology of malaria in Cameroon. XIX. Quality 
of antimalarial drugs used for self-medication. Am J Trop Med Hyg. 
2004;70:245–50.

	25.	 ACTwatch Group, Michael D, Mkunde SP. The malaria testing and treat-
ment landscape in mainland Tanzania, 2016. Malar J. 2017;16:202.

	26.	 Kilonzi M, Minzi O, Mutagonda R, Sasi P, Kamuhabwa A, Aklillu E. 
Comparison of malaria treatment outcome of generic and innovator’s 
anti-malarial drugs containing artemether–lumefantrine combination in 
the management of uncomplicated malaria amongst Tanzanian children. 
Malar J. 2019;18:133.



Page 8 of 8Kilonzi et al. Malar J           (2020) 19:66 

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your research ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

	27.	 WorldWide Antimalarial Resistance Network, Lumefantrine PK/PD Study 
Group. Artemether-lumefantrine treatment of uncomplicated Plasmo-
dium falciparum malaria: a systematic review and meta-analysis of day 7 
lumefantrine concentrations and therapeutic response using individual 
patient data. BMC Med. 2015;13:227.

	28.	 Checchi F, Piola P, Fogg C, Bajunirwe F, Biraro S, Grandesso F, et al. 
Supervised versus unsupervised antimalarial treatment with six-dose 
artemether-lumefantrine: pharmacokinetic and dosage-related findings 
from a clinical trial in Uganda. Malar J. 2006;5:59.

	29.	 Barnes KI, Lindegardh N, Ogundahunsi O, Olliaro P, Plowe CV, Randrianari-
velojosia M, et al. World Antimalarial Resistance Network (WARN) IV: 
clinical pharmacology. Malar J. 2007;6:122.

	30.	 Fernandez E, Perez R, Hernandez A, Tejada P, Arteta M, Ramos JT. Factors 
and mechanisms for pharmacokinetic differences between pediatric 
population and adults. Pharmaceutics. 2011;3:53–72.

	31.	 WHO. Methods and techniques for clinical trials on antimalarial drug effi-
cacy: Genotyping to identify parasite populations. Geneva: World Health 
Organization; 2007.

	32.	 Brockman A, Rel P, Anderson PTC, Hackford I, Phaiphun L, Looareesuwan 
S, et al. Application of genetic markers to the identification of recrudes-
cent Plasmodium falciparum infections on the Northwestern border of 
Thailand. Am J Trop Med Hyg. 1999;60:14–21.

	33.	 Minzi O, Ngaimisi E, Shewiyo DH, Sasi P, Ignace AM. Interlaboratory 
development and cross validation of a chromatographic method for 
determination of lumefantrine in human plasma-a proficient capacity 
assessment of bioanalytical laboratories in East Africa. J Anal Bioanal Tech. 
2012;3:131.

	34.	 Tchaparian E, Sambol NC, Arinaitwe E, McCormack SA, Bigira V, Wanzira H, 
et al. Population pharmacokinetics and pharmacodynamics of lumefan-
trine in young Ugandan children treated with artemether-lumefantrine 
for uncomplicated malaria. J Infect Dis. 2016;214:1243–51.

	35.	 Mekonnen SK, Medhin G, Berhe N, Clouse RM, Aseffa A. Efficacy of 
artemether-lumefantrine therapy for the treatment of uncomplicated 
Plasmodium falciparum malaria in Southwestern Ethiopia. Malar J. 
2015;14:317.

	36.	 Kinfu G, Gebre-Selassie S, Fikrie N. Therapeutic efficacy of artemether-
lumefantrine for the treatment of uncomplicated Plasmodium falciparum 
malaria in Northern Ethiopia. Malar Res Treat. 2012;2012:548710.

	37.	 Wong RPM, Salman S, Ilett KF, Siba PM, Mueller I, Davis TME. Desbutyl-
lumefantrine is a metabolite of lumefantrine with potent in vitro anti-
malarial activity that may influence artemether-lumefantrine treatment 
outcome. Antimicrobial Agents Chemother. 2011;55:1194–8.

	38.	 Kyavar L, Rojanawatsirivet C, Kollaritsch H, Wernsdorfer G, Sirichaisinthop 
J, Wernsdorfer WH. In vitro interaction between artemisinin and chloro-
quine as well as desbutyl-benflumetol in Plasmodium vivax. Wien Klin 
Wochenschr. 2006;118:62–9.

	39.	 Müller G, Wernsdorfer G, Sirichaisinthop J, Starzengruber P, Congpuong 
K, Wernsdorfer WH. Synergism between monodesbutyl-benflumetol 
and artemisinin in Plasmodium falciparum in vitro. Wien Klin Wochenschr. 
2008;20:80–4.

	40.	 Ouji M, Augereau JM, Paloque L, Benoit-Vical F. Plasmodium falcipa-
rum resistance to artemisinin-based combination therapies. Parasite. 
2018;25:24.

	41.	 Tonglet R, Mahangaiko Lembo E, Zihindula PM, Wodon A, Dramaix M, 
Hennart P. How useful are anthropometric, clinical and dietary measure-
ments of nutritional status as predictors of morbidity of young children in 
central Africa? Trop Med Int Health. 1999;4:120–30.

	42.	 Tréluyer JM, Roux A, Mugnier C, Flouvat B, Lagardère B. Metabolism of 
quinine in children with global malnutrition. Pediatr Res. 1996;40:558–63.

	43.	 Walker O, Dawodu AH, Salako LA, Alván G, Johnson AO. Single-dose 
disposition of chloroquine in kwashiorkor and normal children–evi-
dence for decreased absorption in kwashiorkor. Br J Clin Pharmacol. 
1987;23:467–72.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.


	Usefulness of day 7 lumefantrine plasma concentration as a predictor of malaria treatment outcome in under-fives children treated with artemether-lumefantrine in Tanzania
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Methods: 
	Results: 
	Conclusion: 

	Background
	Methods
	Study design, site, and data collection procedures
	PCR procedure for the detection of recrudescence and re-infection
	Day 7 lumefantrine plasma concentration quantification
	Bioanalytics
	Chromatographic condition
	Method validation
	Data analysis


	Results
	Characteristics of study participants
	Day 28 malaria treatment outcome
	Day 7 plasma lumefantrine concentration and day 28 malaria treatment outcome
	Determinants of day 7 lumefantrine plasma concentrations in children treated with ALu
	Factors determining recurrent malaria in children treated with ALu

	Discussion
	Limitations
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References




