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ABSTRACT 

Introduction: between 30 % and 40 % of patients treated 
with infliximab lose response during maintenance. Ther-
apeutic drug monitoring could be used to optimize man-
agement in these situations. However, infliximab serum 
levels are not well defined. The aim of this study was to 
determine the cut-off range of infliximab serum levels 
in Crohn’s disease patients in remission in the clinical 
practice. 

Methods: an observational retrospective study was per-
formed from 2016 to 2017. Patients were included with 
established Crohn’s disease, who had been on a mainte-
nance dose schedule of infliximab. Infliximab levels and 
antibodies to infliximab were measured at least twice in 
all patients, after induction and after six months of treat-
ment. Clinical remission was defined as ≤ 4 using the Har-
vey-Bradshaw index. Cluster analysis was used to analyze 
the results. 

Results: one hundred and five Crohn’s disease patients 
were included in the study; 57.1 % were male with a mean 
age of 39 years (SD ± 12.9). The median (range) time of the 
disease was eleven years (7-15) and the median (range) 
time of follow-up was 32 months (22-38). Patients who 
achieved remission had infliximab serum levels between 
4.26-8.26 ug/ml versus 0.06-1.43 ug/ml in patients who 
did not achieve remission after induction. Infliximab 
serum levels were 2.84-7.75 ug/ml and 0.05-2.69 ug/ml 
in patients who achieved remission versus those who 
did not achieve remission after six months of treatment. 
Overall, 4.26-8.26 ug/ml was found to be the best cut-off 
range for remission.

Conclusions: in our clinical practice, serum levels of inflix-
imab in Crohn’s disease patients should be higher than 4 
ug/ml to achieve clinical remission.

Keywords: Infliximab levels. Infliximab antibodies. Thera-
peutic drug monitoring.

INTRODUCTION 

Biological therapies introduced two decades ago, such as 
monoclonal antibodies targeting TNF, have revolutionized 
the treatment of inflammatory bowel diseases (IBD) (1). 
Infliximab (IFX) was the first drug approved by the Euro-
pean Medicines Agency (EMA) (2) for the treatment of 
moderate to severe Crohn’s disease (CD). In pivotal clinical 
trials, IFX was effective for inducing and maintaining clin-
ical remission (3,4). 

Despite its efficacy, up to 20-40 % (5) of patients who were 
in clinical response will experience a secondary loss of 
response, with an annual risk of loss of response of 13-15 % 
patients/year (6). This loss of response could be due to the 
increased clearance of the drug in the presence of antibod-
ies to IFX (ADA), which has been reported to be around 
5-18 % (7,8). The empiric strategy recommended for the 
management of the secondary loss of response is intensi-
fying the dose (increasing dosage or frequency) as well as 
optimizing the immunosuppressive drugs (9). In fact, the 
success of this strategy has been described in some stud-
ies (10,11). However, some studies have suggested that an 
optimization therapy based on IFX drug monitoring (TDM) 
is a more cost-effective strategy in patients with a loss of 
response (12,13). 

In the post-hoc analysis of the ACCENT-1 trial, the best 
predictive response to IFX therapy was an IFX level of ≥ 
3.5 ug/ml in week 14. Furthermore, in the Trough Concen-
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tration Adapted Infliximab Treatment (TAXIT) (14) study, 
higher sustained remission rates in CD patients with IFX 
levels around 3-7 ug/ml were reported. In the Yarur AJ et 
al. (15) study, IFX levels ≥ 10 ug/ml improved rates of fistu-
la healing. However, the optimal IFX trough levels remain 
unclear. We have been measuring IFX levels and ADA for 
three years to optimize our biological therapy, using the 
ranges obtained in the TAXIT study. Nevertheless, we have 
noticed that the cut-off range both in our patients and in 
our clinical practice are not the same as in the previously 
mentioned study. 

Therefore, the aim of this study was to find the cut-off range 
of IFX serum levels in CD patients in remission in the clin-
ical practice. 

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Study design

This was a retrospective observational study performed at 
the Hospital Virgen Macarena (Seville, Spain) from 2016 to 
2017. The study was approved by the Research Ethics Com-
mittee of the Hospital Virgen Macarena and was performed 
following good clinical practice guidelines. All study partic-
ipants or their legal guardians provided informed written 
consent prior to study enrollment. 

Patients

The cohort included adult patients aged > 18 years with 
established CD who had been on a maintenance dose 
schedule of IFX. The serum trough levels of IFX and its 
antibodies were measured in all patients after induction 
(IFX level I) and after six months of treatment (IFX level II). 
These values were correlated with the clinical status of the 
patient. The Montreal classification status of all patients 
before enrollment was recorded.

Laboratory protocol 

All the blood samples were collected according to standard 
operating outpatient procedures, before IFX infusion. All 
the tests were performed using an enzyme-linked immuno-
sorbent assay (ELISA) with Progenika kits (PROMONITOR®). 

Analysis

Clinical remission was defined using the Harvey-Bradshaw 
index (HBI ≤ 4). IFX levels were measured in all patients at 
two different times, after induction (IFX level I) and after 
six months of treatment (IFX level II). These values were 
correlated with the patient’s clinical status by cluster anal-
ysis. Each IFX level was analyzed and compared with the 
patient’s response. IFX was administered at a standard 
maintenance dose of 5 mg/kg every eight weeks. Chang-
es in dose were administered by the clinicians in order to 
reach clinical remission. 

Statistical analysis

Demographic and nominal results were reported as per-
centages and frequencies. Numerical results were reported 

as the average and standard deviation in cases of a normal 
distribution and as the median and interquartile range (IQR) 
in cases of a skewed distribution. 

Cluster analysis was performed in two phases to find the 
groups with a predictable remission status. The cluster 
analysis used was called two-stage because the algorithm 
used by the SPSS statistical program to obtain the results is 
executed internally in two steps. The first of these consists 
in the formation of pre-conglomerates of the original cases 
and in the second step, the optimal number of conglomer-
ates is determined according to the Bayesian Schwarz Cri-
terion (BIC) or the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC). This 
type of analysis allows us to classify groups by qualitative 
and quantitative criteria. The referral prediction was based 
on IFX levels (level I and level II). 

One of the main reasons for using cluster analysis is that 
since the IFX level is a quantitative variable, it allows ranges 
of values to be obtained according to the IQR in order to 
classify the patients in Remission as YES or NO. This also 
includes an area of uncertainty, where patients cannot be 
classified with a high reliability. Other tools such as logistic 
regression allow the percentage of patients correctly clas-
sified to be obtained, but it does not provide information 
about which patient groups are difficult with a good reli-
ability according to IFX. 

The quality of the results was based on the measure of 
the silhouette of cohesion and separation, referred to by 
Kaufman and Rousseeuw in 1990 (16). Confidence intervals 
(CIs) were calculated at 95 % and the value α = 0.05 was 
adopted as the level of statistical significance. Statistical 
analysis was performed using SPSS 25 (IBM Corporation).

RESULTS

One hundred and five CD patients were included in the 
study; 57.1 % were male, with a mean age of 39 years 
(SD ± 12.9). The median (range) time of the disease was 
eleven years (7-15) and the median (range) time of fol-
low-up was 32 months (22-38). Baseline demographics 
and phenotypic characteristics of the patients are shown 
in table 1; 265 IFX levels were measured during follow-up. 

At the start of the study 61.9 % (65/105) of patients were in 
remission and 62.9 % (66/105) were in remission at the end of 
the study. Also, 61.9 % (65/105) were on the standard main-
tenance dose with IFX at the start of the study. During follow 
up, 24.7 % (26/105) of patients were given an increased dose 
and 7.6 % (8/105) were given a reduced dose. The median of 
IFX level I was 2.8 ug/ml (0.43-7.2) and IFX level II was 4 ug/
ml (0.8-6.8 ug/ml) (Fig. 1). ADAs developed in 8.6 % (9/105) 
of patients, with a median IFX level of 0.01 ug/ml (0.01-2.2 
ug/ml). After induction, five patients developed ADAs with a 
median value of 84.4 U/ml (24-196) and four after six months, 
with a median value of 5.7 U/ml (3.98-58).

IFX interval concentration

IFX level I and remission status

The quality of the cluster was 0.72 (Fig. 2). Remission was 
achieved in patients who had IFX serum levels between 
4.26-8.26 ug/ml. 
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the patients

Characteristics of CD patients (n = 105) n (%) CI (95 %)

Sex
Males
Females 

60 (57.1)
45 (42.9)

47.2; 67.1
32.9; 52.8

Age 37 (27-47)

Age at diagnosis 
A1 (< 17) 
A2 (17-40)
A3 (> 40) 

11 (10.5)
80 (76.2)
14 (13.3)

4.1; 16.8
67.6; 84.8
6.4; 20.3

Location at diagnosis 

L1 (ileal) 
L2 (colonic)
L3 (ileocolonic) 
L3 + L4 (upper gastrointesinal tract)

29 (27.6)
37 (35.2)
36 (34.3)

3 (2.9)

18.6; 36.6
25.6; 44.9
24.7; 43.8

0.6; 8.1 

Disease behavior 
B1 (nonstricturing, nonpenetrating)
B2 (stricturing) 
B3 (penetrating)

56 (53.3)
23 (21.9)
26 (24.8)

43.3; 63.4
13.5; 30.3
16.0; 33.5

Perianal disease Yes 51 (48.6) 38.5; 58.6

Naive IFX (IFX biosimilar) 42 (40) 30.1; 49.8

Switch IFX 54 (51.2) 41.4; 61.5

Infliximab original (Remicade®) 9 (8.6) 2.7; 14.4

Median age at diagnosis 26 (19-35)

Median age at IFX initiation (IQR) 34 (24-43)

Fig. 1. IFX concentrations.



Cut-off ranges of infliximab serum levels in Crohn’s disease in the clinical practice

REV ESP ENFERM DIG 2020:112(10):756-761 
DOI: 10.17235/reed.2020.6539/2019

759

Patients who did not achieve remission had levels between 
0.06-1.43 ug/ml. The uncertainty zone was between 1.43-
4.26 ug/ml. The uncertainty zone means that there is a 
range of IFX values where the patient is not classified with 
a good reliability. Thus, providing information for the cor-
rect classification with a high success rate for the rest of 
IFX values.

IFX level II and remission status

The quality of the cluster was 0.78 (Fig. 3). Remission was 
achieved in patients who had IFX serum levels between 
2.84-7.75 ug/ml. Patients who did not achieve remission had 
levels between 0.05-2.69 ug/ml. The uncertainty zone was 
between 2.63-2.84 ug/ml. The most restrictive interval of 
IFX concentration related to remission was 4.26-8.26 ug/ml 
(Table 2).

Multivariable analysis 

Age, sex, perianal disease and time under IFX therapy did 
not appear to have any influence on IFX serum levels in the 
multivariable analysis. 

DISCUSSION 

It has been reported that up to 20-40 % (5) of patients who 
were in clinical response will experience a secondary loss 

of response. An annual risk for loss of response could occur 
in around 13-15 % patients/year (6). Therapeutic drug moni-
toring might help us to prevent this loss of response (12,13). 
However, the optimal IFX trough levels remain unclear.

The aim of our study was to obtain evidence of IFX levels 
in our patients in remission and compare them with data 
recently published. In our clinical practice, it was demon-
strated with a high level of certainty that the best range for 
predicting remission was 4.26-8.26 ug/ml. After this anal-
ysis, we have implemented a proactive attitude to TDM in 
our hospital, intensifying IFX treatment in those cases in 
which levels are under this range. 

Over the last few years, most published studies have 
explored the available evidence of the relationship 
between IFX trough levels and remission (17,18). Vande 
Casteele N et al. (19) reported that an IFX concentration of 

Fig. 2. Cluster analysis. IFX levels in time I.

Fig. 3. Cluster analysis. IFX levels in time II.

Table 2. Intervals of infliximab concentration (ug/ml)

Crohn’s disease

IFX level I IFX level II Intervals Clinical response

0.06-1.43 0.05-2.69 0.06-1.43 No remission

1.43-4.26 2.69-2.84 1.43-4.26 Uncertainty zone

4.26-8.26 2.84-7.75 4.26-8.26 Remission
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> 2.79 μg/ml (AUC = 0.681; 95 % CI: 0.632-0.731) and ADA 
concentration of < 3.15 U/ml (AUC = 0.632; 95 % CI: 0.589-
0.676) were associated with remission. In the multivariable 
analysis, they showed that the drug concentration and ADA 
were independent predictors of remission. Some years lat-
er, the same authors reported that patients reaching drug 
concentrations between 3-7 ug/ml were more likely to 
maintain remission (14). In our study, using cluster anal-
ysis, it was determined with a high level of certainty that 
IFX levels between 0.06-1.43 ug/ml were associated with 
no response. However, an important area of uncertainty 
between 1.43-4.26 ug/ml was found that should be fur-
ther discussed. Perhaps, patients with mild CD could be in 
remission with this range. Unfortunately, no answer to this 
was found in this study. Some authors suggest that higher 
levels are likely needed compared to the levels required for 
clinical remission in order to neutralize systemic inflam-
mation and achieve deep remission with mucosal healing 
(20-22). Furthermore, Roblin et al. (23) showed in a pro-
spective study that the trough levels of IFX differ according 
to the therapeutic outcomes expected in patients under IFX 
maintenance therapy. Patients who were in clinical remis-
sion with normal CRP and fecal calprotectine had higher 
IFX-levels (5.9 versus 2.1 ug/ml, p < 0.001) in comparison 
to those who were in clinical remission without strictly 
normal biomarkers. In our study, the therapeutic outcome 
was only clinical remission, which could be considered as 
a study limitation. 

The American Gastroenterological Association (AGA) pre-
sented its guidelines on TDM in IBD in 2017. They sug-
gested that trough concentrations of ≥ 5 ug/ml should be 
achieved in patients who are experiencing secondary loss 
of response in order to obtain remission (24). These levels 
could be considered as similar to ours. 

There are some predictors of loss of response of anti-TNF 
therapies such as patient factors (gender, smoking, weight), 
disease characteristics (type, location, severity) and drug 
factors (pharmacokinetic, pharmacodynamics, immunoge-
nicity) (25,26). Immunogenicity, the propensity for patients 
to develop anti-drug antibodies against the monoclonal 
agents, can result in increased drug clearance that direct-
ly leads to reduced trough levels. This can lead to loss of 
response, infusion reactions and the need for dose inten-
sification or the need to switch to another therapy (27). 
Antibodies against IFX can be found in 8-60 % of patients 
(8,20) and may form soon after the first infusion. In our 
study, 8.6 % of patients developed ADAs with a median IFX 
level of 0.01 ug/ml. Our patients had a median ADA level 
of 84.40 U/ml and 5.55 U/ml at the first and second tests, 
respectively. It is known that low IFX levels (< 1 μg/ml) and 
the presence of detectable antibodies are associated with 
worse clinical outcomes (8). Steenholdt et al. (28) conclud-
ed that IFX < 0.5 μg/ml associated to anti-IFX antibodies ≥ 
10 U/ml yielded the highest overall accuracy to determine 
loss of response. 

Our study is inherently limited by the retrospective nature 
of the design. The data were recorded using the clinical 
electronic records of patients and this could result in a loss 
of information. Furthermore, another important limitation 
of our study is that remission was based only on clinical 
symptoms and biomarkers were not used in this study. 
Therefore, IFX levels and biomarkers of remission such as 

PCR, fecal calprotectine or mucosal heading were not cor-
related. On the other hand, we consider that this study is 
very useful in our clinical practice, because we have imple-
mented a proactive attitude to TDM based on our results. 

In conclusion, this study provides valuable data on the lev-
els of IFX, which should be reached in patients with CD in 
our clinical practice. Likewise, it has been possible to estab-
lish the cut-off points of IFX for which clinical remission is 
expected for patients with CD (4.26-7.75 μg/ml). These data 
closely resemble those reported by the reference studies in 
this field of work and therefore, could be used in our clinical 
practice to optimize treatment with IFX.

REFERENCES 

1.	 Sandborn WJ, Targan SR. Biologic therapy of inflammatory bowel disease. 
Gastroenterology 2002;122(6):1592-608. DOI: 10.1053/gast.2002.33426

2.	 European Medicines Agency. European public assessment reports - Inflixi-
mab. Accessed on January 23rd, 2017. Available from: http://www.ema.
europa.eu/ema/index.jsp?curl=pages/medicines/landing/epar_search.
jsp&mid=WC0b01ac058001d124&source=homeMedSearch&keyword=In-
fliximab&category=human&isNewQuery=true

3.	 Hanauer S, Feagan B, Lichtenstein G, et al. Maintenance infliximab for Cro-
hn’s disease: the ACCENT I randomised trial. Lancet 2002;359(9317):1541-
9. DOI: 10.1016/S0140-6736(02)08512-4

4.	 Sands B, Anderson F, Bernstein C, et al. Infliximab maintenance therapy 
for fistulizing Crohn’s disease. N Engl J Med 2004;350(9):876-85. DOI: 
10.1056/NEJMoa030815

5.	 Ben-Horin S, Chowers Y. Review article: loss of response to anti-TNF treat-
ments in Crohn’s disease. Aliment Pharmacol Ther 2011;33:987-95. DOI: 
10.1111/j.1365-2036.2011.04612.x

6.	 Gisbert JP, Panes J. Loss of response and requirement of infliximab 
dose intensification in Crohn’s disease: a review. Am J Gastroenterol 
2009;104(3):760-7.

7.	 Roda G, Jharap B, Neeraj N, et al. Loss of response to anti-TNFs: definition, 
epidemiology, and management. Clin Trans Gastroenterol 2016;7(1):e135. 
DOI: 10.1038/ctg.2015.63

8.	 Hanauer SB, Wagner Cl, Bala M, et al. Incidence and importance of an-
tibody response to infliximab after maintenance or episodic treatment in 
Crohn’s disease. Clin Gastroentrol Hepatol 2004;2:542-43. DOI: 10.1016/
S1542-3565(04)00238-1

9.	 Ben-Horin S, Mao R, Chen M. Optimizing biologic treatment in IBD: ob-
jective measures, but when, how and how often? BMC Gastroenterol 
2015;15:178.

10.	 Colombel J, Sandborn W, Reinisch W, et al. Infliximab, azathioprine, or 
combination therapy for Crohn’s disease. N Engl J Med 2010;362(15):1383-
95. DOI: 10.1056/NEJMoa0904492

11.	 Chaparro M, Panes J, García V, et al. Long-term durability of infliximab 
treatment in Crohn’s disease and efficacy of dose “escalation” in patients 
losing response. J Clin Gastroenterol 2011;45(2):113-8. DOI: 10.1097/
MCG.0b013e3181ebaef9

12.	 Ding N, Hart A, De Cruz P. Systematic review: predicting and optimizing 
response to anti-TNF therapy in Crohn’s disease - Algorithm for practical 
management. Alimet Pharmacol Ther 2016;43(1):30-51. DOI: 10.1111/
apt.13445

13.	 Steenholdt C, Brynskov J, Thomsen OØ, et al. Individualised therapy is 
more cost-effective than dose intensification in patients with Crohn’s di-
sease who lose response to anti-TNF treatment: a randomised, controlled 
trial. Gut 2014;63(6):919-27. DOI: 10.1136/gutjnl-2013-305279

14.	 Vande Casteele N, Ferrante M, Van Assche G, et al. Trough concentra-
tions of infliximab guide dosing for patients with inflammatory bowel 



Cut-off ranges of infliximab serum levels in Crohn’s disease in the clinical practice

REV ESP ENFERM DIG 2020:112(10):756-761 
DOI: 10.17235/reed.2020.6539/2019

761

disease. Gastroenterology 2015;148(7):1320-9.e3. DOI: 10.1053/j.gas-
tro.2015.02.031

15.	 Yarur AJ, Kanagala V, Stein DJ, et al. Higher infliximab trough levels are 
associated with perianal fistula healing in patients with Crohn’s disease. 
Aliment Pharmacol Ther 2017;45(7):933-40. DOI: 10.1111/apt.13970

16.	 Kaufman L, Rousseeuw PJ. Finding groups in data. An introduction to clus-
ter analysis. New York: John Wiley & Sons; 1990.

17.	 Maser EA, Villela R, Silverberg MS, et al. Association of trough serum 
infliximab to clinical outcome after scheduled maintenance treatment 
for Crohn’s disease. Clin Gastroenterol Hepatol 2006;4(10):1248-54. DOI: 
10.1016/j.cgh.2006.06.025

18.	 Bortlik M, Duricova D, Malickova K, et al. Infliximab trough levels may pre-
dict sustained response to infliximab in patients with Crohn’s disease. J 
Crohns Colitis 2013;7(9):736-43. DOI: 10.1016/j.crohns.2012.10.019

19.	 Vande Casteele N, Gils A. Pharmacokinetics of anti-TNF monoclonal anti-
bodies in inflammatory bowel disease: adding value to current practice. J 
Clin Pharmacol 2015;55(Suppl 3):S39-S50. DOI: 10.1002/jcph.374

20.	 Vande Casteele N, Khanna R, Levesque BG, et al. The relationship be-
tween infliximab concentrations, antibodies to infliximab and disease 
activity in Crohn’s disease. Gut 2015;64(10):1539-45. DOI: 10.1136/gut-
jnl-2014-307883

21.	 Ward MG, Warner B, Unsworth N, et al. Infliximab and adalimumab drug 
levels in Crohn’s disease: contrasting associations with disease activity 
and influencing factors. Aliment Pharmacol Ther 2017;46(2):150-61. DOI: 
10.1111/apt.14124

22.	 Ungar B, Levy I, Yavne Y, et al. Optimizing anti-TNFα therapy: serum le-
vels of infliximab and adalimumab associate with mucosal healing in 
patients with inflammatory bowel diseases. Clin Gastroenterol Hepatol 
2016;14:550-7. DOI: 10.1016/j.cgh.2015.10.025

23.	 Roblin X, Boschetti G, Duru G, et al. Distinct thresholds of infliximab trough 
level are associated with different therapeutic outcomes in patients with 
inflammatory bowel disease: a prospective observational study. Inflamm 
Bowel Dis 2017;23(11):2048-53. DOI: 10.1097/MIB.0000000000001223

24.	 Feuerstein JD, Nguyen GC, Kupfer SS, et al. American Gastroenterolo-
gical Association Institute Guideline on Therapeutic Drug Monitoring in 
Inflammatory Bowel Disease. Gastroenterology 2017;153(3):827-34. DOI: 
10.1053/j.gastro.2017.07.032

25.	 Sprakes M, Ford A, Warren L, et al. Efficacy, tolerability, and predictors 
of response to infliximab therapy for Crohn’s disease: a large single 
centre experience. J Crohn Colitis 2012;6(2):143-53. DOI: 10.1016/j.cro-
hns.2011.07.011

26.	 Moran G, Dubeau M, Kaplan G, et al. Phenotypic features of Crohn’s di-
sease associated with failure of medical treatment. Clin Gastroenterol 
Hepatol 2014;12(3):434-42. DOI: 10.1016/j.cgh.2013.08.026

27.	 Tighe D, McNamara D. Clinical impact of immunomonitoring in the treatment 
of inflammatory bowel disease. World J Gastroenterol 2017;23(3):414-25. 
DOI: 10.3748/wjg.v23.i3.414

28.	 Steenholdt C, Bendtzen K, Brynskov J, et al. Cut-off levels and diag-
nostic accuracy of infliximab trough levels and anti-infliximab antibo-
dies in Crohn’s disease. Scand J Gastroenterol 2011;46:310-8. DOI: 
10.3109/00365521.2010.536254


