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STUDY PROTOCOL Open Access

Controlled Education of patients after
Stroke (CEOPS)- nurse-led multimodal and
long-term interventional program involving
a patient’s caregiver to optimize secondary
prevention of stroke: study protocol for a
randomized controlled trial
Anne-Marie Mendyk1, Alain Duhamel2, Yannick Bejot3, Didier Leys1, Laurent Derex4, Olivier Dereeper5,
Olivier Detante6, Pierre-Yves Garcia7, Olivier Godefroy8, Francisco Macian Montoro9, Jean-Philippe Neau10,
Sébastien Richard11, Thierry Rosolacci12, Igor Sibon13, Denis Sablot14, Serge Timsit15, Mathieu Zuber16,
Charlotte Cordonnier1, Régis Bordet1* and on the behalf of Strokavenir network

Abstract

Background: Setting up a follow-up secondary prevention program after stroke is difficult due to motor and cognitive
impairment, but necessary to prevent recurrence and improve patients’ quality of life. To involve a referent nurse and a
caregiver from the patient’s social circle in nurse-led multimodal and long-term management of risk factors after stroke
could be an advantage due to their easier access to the patient and family. The aim of this study is to compare the
benefit of optimized follow up by nursing personnel from the vascular neurology department including therapeutic
follow up, and an interventional program directed to the patient and a caregiving member of their social circle, as
compared with typical follow up in order to develop a specific follow-up program of secondary prevention of stroke.

Methods/design: The design is a randomized, controlled, clinical trial conducted in the French Stroke Unit of the
Strokavenir network. In total, 410 patients will be recruited and randomized in optimized follow up or usual follow up
for 2 years. In both group, patients will be seen by a neurologist at 6, 12 and 24 months. The optimized follow up will
include follow up by a nurse from the vascular neurology department, including therapeutic follow up, and a training
program on secondary prevention directed to the patient and a caregiving member of their social circle. After
discharge, a monthly telephone interview, in the first year and every 3 months in the second year, will be performed
by the nurse. At 6, 12 and 24 month, the nurse will give the patient and caregiver another training session. Usual
follow up is only done by the patient’s general practitioner, after classical information on secondary prevention of risk
factors during hospitalization. The primary outcome measure is blood pressure measured after the first year of follow
up. Blood pressure will be measured by nursing personnel who do not know the group into which the patient has
been randomized. Secondary endpoints are associated mortality, morbidity, recurrence, drug side-effects and
medico-economic analysis.
(Continued on next page)
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(Continued from previous page)

Discussion: The result of this trial is expected to provide the benefit of a nurse-led optimized multimodal and long-
term interventional program for management of risk factors after stroke, personalizing the role of the nurse and
including the patient’s caregiver.

Trial registration: ClinicalTrials.gov, NCT 02132364. Registered on 7 May 2014. EUDRACT, A 00473-40.

Keywords: Stroke, Secondary prevention, Nurse, Family caregiver, Multimodal intervention

Background
Strokes are responsible for 9% of deaths worldwide, are the
second cause of mortality after heart disease and the first
cause of disability in adults [1]. The incidence of stroke is
around 50–100 per 100,000 people [2]. Patients with stroke
are prone to recurrence of stroke, contributing to poorer
prognosis and explaining the need for efficacious secondary
prevention of modifiable risk factors. The prevention of re-
current stroke has been one of the major advances in stroke
management in the past 30 years [3]. A secondary preven-
tion follow-up program after stroke is now well-recognized
as an indispensable element in preventing recurrence and,
more generally, in lowering morbidity/mortality, in order to
lower the medical and social load of stroke and improve
patients’ quality of life. A multidomain approach is now re-
quired in post-stroke prevention of recurrence and morbid-
ity [4]. A major therapeutic arsenal is now available for
secondary prevention of stroke, associated with the use of
antihypertensive drugs, lipid-lowering drugs, antiplatelet or
anticoagulant drugs and antidiabetic drugs. In addition to
management with drugs, it is also clearly established that
following lifestyle rules (lowering salt intake, controlling the
intake of carbohydrates and fats, regular physical activity,
withdrawal of tobacco and decreased alcohol consumption)
is an indispensable element in reducing the risk of recur-
rence or the severity of the stroke in the case of recurrence.
Many randomized clinical trials have made it possible to
propose recommendations for the prevention of strokes,
through the correction of risk factors [5].
Unfortunately, even though the secondary prevention

strategy is well-validated on the medical level, the fact
remains that putting it into practice may be difficult,
with a gap between the evidence offered by randomized
clinical trials and recommendations on the one hand,
and reality on the other [6]. Several elements are obsta-
cles to correctly implementing secondary prevention in
cases of stroke, due to motor and cognitive handicaps.
With regard to the patient, age, clinical symptoms - es-
pecially aphasic, depressive or cognitive disorders - a
certain loss of autonomy and psychological difficulties
related to the onset of a stroke are a constraint to cor-
rectly following the treatment, which shows that the so-
cial circle must be involved [7]. These handicaps are a
factor in nonadherence, which has been clearly shown to
constitute a major limit in the follow up and efficacy of

a secondary prevention strategy [8–10]. Starting second-
ary prevention measures early and development of edu-
cational programs seem to be factors that allow
increased efficacy [11–13]. Nevertheless, it is now recog-
nized that a global and long-term multimodal and inte-
grated intervention is necessary to improve adherence
and efficacy in secondary prevention [14–17].
Although the need for implementing programs to pro-

mote the follow up of secondary prevention measures over
the long term after returning home is well-established, the
methods used and the participants in these programs are,
in the end, rather poorly defined and validated. The inter-
vention need to start in hospital and after discharge, with
coaching of both patients and caregivers [6, 18]. Studies
have shown that educational programs directed to the pa-
tient’s spouse are worthwhile [19, 20]. Caregivers have an
essential role to play in advocacy, family-centered care and
shared decision-making. The relative intensity and thera-
peutic contact during the first 3 months of the intervention
may be particularly helpful to caregivers of stroke survi-
vors, with an impact on outcome [21]. “Vocational educa-
tional” types of intervention delivered to caregivers prior to
the stroke survivor’s discharge from hospital appear to be
the most promising [22]. This may beneficially influence
some specific aspects of stroke patient care such as throm-
boprophylaxis, in particular choices and potentially adher-
ence. Recently, the role of caregiver in thromboprophylaxis
management has been demonstrated [23].
With regard to medical personnel, it is clear that set-

ting up a follow-up and education program takes consid-
erable time, making it necessary to involve nursing
personnel, especially those specializing in neurovascular
pathology [24, 25]. Therapeutic education, an explan-
ation of lifestyle rules, learning ways to monitor the ef-
fects of treatments and training in the detection of
adverse effects of drugs are integral parts of nursing
care. Controlled, randomized studies have been able to
reveal the importance of the management of secondary
prevention of stroke by nurses to improve the efficacy
and conclusive experiments have been conducted in
particular using education-based or telephone-based
improvement [26–28]. Two others studies are ongoing
[29, 30]. Nevertheless, it could be possible to improve
the secondary prevention of stroke by a nurse-led multi-
modal long-term intervention (structured information
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and education, telephone contact, consultation) including
the patient’s social circle, through a caregiver referent [31].
Considering that the involvement of nursing personnel

from the neurovascular pathology department in this fol-
low up could be an advantage due to easier access for
the patient or his family, we hypothesize that assignment
of dedicated nursing personnel to follow up and educate
in the management of risk factors could improve the
patient’s compliance with secondary prevention in good
accordance with their educational role. Considering the
age of the patients and the clinical symptoms, which
may be an obstacle to their understanding and follow up
of therapeutic measures, the role of the patient’s family
circle could also be a determining element, with a need
for making one person in particular responsible. From
these observations arose the hypothesis that post-stroke
follow up of patients by dedicated nursing personnel
with a caretaking member of the social circle could
provide better patient follow up, especially in the man-
agement of such risk factors as high blood pressure,
which is the most easily identifiable element. The main
objective of the “Controlled education of patients after
stroke” (CEOPS) study is to compare the benefit of opti-
mized follow up by nursing personnel from the vascular
neurology department, including therapeutic follow up
and an interventional program directed to the patient and
a caregiving member of their social circle, with that of
typical follow up through an evidence-based, controlled,
randomized, multicenter protocol. The secondary object-
ive is to develop a follow-up program of secondary
prevention specific to the stroke, involving the patient and
also one of his family members/friends, in association with
the general practitioner.

Methods/design
Design
It will involve a controlled, randomized study comparing
typical follow up, and a strategy of optimized patient
follow up involving assigned nursing personnel in associ-
ation with a caregiving member from the social circle.
Patients who have had a stroke and meet the inclusion
criteria will be randomized into two groups when they
leave the hospital: (i) a group benefitting from optimized
follow up for 2 years and (ii) a group of patients having
typical follow up for 2 years (Fig. 1).

Participant eligibility
Patients over the age of 40 years are included, who have
had a first transient or permanent, ischemic or hemorrhagic
stroke, regardless of the cause, who have high blood pres-
sure and have not had sequelae justifying long-term
management in a rehabilitation center. The existence of
other risk factors (diabetes mellitus, lipid disorders) is not a
criterion for exclusion. The patients included must have a

member of their social circle who agrees to invest 2 years
in following up on the patient, in association with the
assigned nursing personnel, even if they are in the end ran-
domized to the group that will have typical follow up, in
order to avoid selection bias. The complete inclusion and
exclusion criteria are described in Table 1.

Recruitment
Patients are recruited through the qualifying centers of
the Strokavenir French network. Strokavenir is a research
network dedicated to translational and clinical research on

Fig. 1 Study design. GP, general practitioner; M6, M12, M24, month
6, month 12, month 24

Table 1 Population criteria

Inclusion criteria

○ Patients over 40 years of age
○ Patients who have had a first stroke, transient or permanent,
ischemic or hemorrhagic, justifying hospitalization

○ Patients with high blood pressure already treated or discovered
at the time of the stroke and justifying the start of treatment

○ Patients who have had a stroke with sequelae allowing
immediate return home or justifying a stay of less than 1 month
in rehabilitation

○ Patient having a member of his social circle who has agreed to
provide follow up for 2 years in association with the assigned
nursing personnel in case of randomization into the “optimized
follow up” group

Exclusion criteria

○ Patients below 40 years of age
○ Patients with a history of stroke
○ Patients who do not have high blood pressure discovered by
treatment prior to the stroke or by abnormal blood pressure
during hospitalization

○ Patients who have had a stroke causing serious sequelae,
justifying an extended stay in a rehabilitation department

○ Patient who has no one in their social circle capable of working
with the assigned nursing personnel, or patient living in an
institution
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stroke. Participating clinical centers are selected on their
ability to recruit patients into clinical trials, with respect
to the use of standard operating procedures and case
report form (CRF) monitoring. For the CEOPS study, all
nurses have been informed about the education guidelines
presented to patients.

Ethical and legal aspects
The CEOPS study falls within the framework of biomed-
ical research, especially given the methodological aspects
of comparison and randomization that lead to setting up
two groups, each with different management. Neverthe-
less, to the extent that there is no proof in the literature
of the superiority of optimized management by a nurse
in association with the patient along with one of their
family members/friends, it is ethical to set up a group to
have typical management. Before inclusion into the
study, tri-fold information will be given to the patient,
the family member agreeing to be part of the pair and
the attending physician. The consent of the patient and
the family member will be collected prior to inclusion in
the study. Considering the status of the study, it will be
declared to the French authorities (Patient Protection
Committee and French Agency for drug safety), and to
the Commission Nationale de l’Informatique (CNIL),
under the aegis of a promotion of the Lille University
Hospital Center and under the aegis of a responsible
physician, a member of the Strokavenir network. The
database will be supported by Lille University Hospital,
in respect of all local and national confidentiality rules.
The database remains the property of Lille University
Hospital, with access limited to the principal investigator
and co-investigator (in accordance with the Sponsor in
regard to the analysis plan for ancillary studies).

Procedure
Patients meeting the inclusion criteria will be identified
during the first days of hospitalization, during which
they will be managed according to the usual procedure
of the departments as to the cause of the stroke as
diagnosed and to the treatment plan (thrombolysis if
possible, management of risk factors according to rec-
ommendations, etc.). The cause of the ischemic or
hemorrhagic stroke will be determined. Diagnosis of
ischemic strokes will be based on the Trial of Org
10172 in Acute Stroke Treatment (TOAST) criteria:
pathologic change in large arteries, pathologic change
in small arteries (lacuna), embolism of cardiac origin,
artery dissection and undetermined origin. Diagnosis of
hemorrhagic strokes will be based on differentiation of
high blood pressure, tumor, vascular malformation,
venous thrombosis, cerebral amyloid angiopathy and
undetermined origin (Fig. 2).

The study will be presented at the time of an interview
with the nursing personnel from the department assigned
to the CEOPS study, in the presence of the doctor from
the department, and a family member/friend likely to par-
ticipate in the optimized follow up will be identified. The
family member/friend is chosen on a voluntary basis, on
the ability to understand and follow the different aspects of
the recommendations, and on the proximity to the patient.
After a period of consideration, the patient and the caregiv-
ing family member/friend will give their consent to partici-
pate in the study. Patients will be randomized into two
groups, “optimized follow up” or “typical follow up.” Before
being discharged, the two training sessions for the patient
and the caregiving family member/friend will be given by
the nursing personnel assigned to the CEOPS study. A let-
ter of information will be sent to the attending physician
and, possibly, to the other specialist physicians involved in
the patient’s management (cardiologist, diabetologist, etc.).
Before being discharged, blood pressure, the abdominal
perimeter, glycosylated hemoglobin, plasma concentrations
of the various lipids, coagulation parameters, the Rankin
score, the quality of life scale and the Montreal Cognitive
Assessment (MoCA) scale will be measured. The treat-
ment upon discharge will be assembled.

Fig. 2 Schedule of enrollment, interventions, and assessments
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In both groups, the patient and the family member/
friend involved in the CEOPS study will be asked to fill
out a follow-up notebook, where the following are to be
noted: monitoring of blood pressure and various exami-
nations performed, all the para-clinical examinations
and consultations the patient has had, the adverse effects
observed and the inter-current events. At each consult-
ation, a report will be sent to the attending physician to
keep the physician informed of the conclusions of the
medical consultation. The nursing personnel assigned to
the CEOPS study can at any time call on the physician
in the department handling the patient’s follow up to
inform the attending physician of the need for a change
in treatment if it is found that the risk factors are not
being properly monitored. One last information session
will provide encouragement to the family member/friend
to continue to be involved in the patient’s follow up in
order to continue optimal monitoring of the risk factors
and the treatment.
An electronic case report form and a computerized

database will make it possible to collect the combined
data and assessment criteria (with double entry of data
and range checks for data values). In order to make
the collection of certain assessment criteria (adverse
effects, inter-current events, medico-economic index, etc.)
more exhaustive, a follow-up notebook will be given to
the patients, in which should be noted follow-up blood
pressure measurement and the various examinations
performed, all the para-clinical examinations and consul-
tations the patient has had, the adverse effects observed
and the inter-current events. The people involved in col-
lecting the assessment criteria will be different from the
nursing personnel assigned to the CEOPS study and in
charge of the follow up, and will collect the data blinded
to the group to which the patient has been randomized.
A data monitoring committee has not been judged

necessary since there is no intermediate analysis and
because of the lack of assessment of an innovative treat-
ment with safety considerations.

CEOPS intervention
The CEOPS study seeks to compare two strategies of
following up on patients who have had a stroke: (1) opti-
mized follow up of the patient by nursing personnel
associated with a caregiving member of his social circle
and the attending physician and (2) typical follow up.

Procedure for optimized follow up
Before the patient leaves, two 1-hour sessions will allow the
nursing staff member to explain to the patient and to the
family member/friend involved in following up the lifestyle
measures (salt, diet low in fats and carbohydrates, regular
physical exercise, stopping smoking and controlling the in-
take of alcohol) and treatments prescribed (purpose of the

various medications, monitoring and management of intake
to promote compliance, possible adverse effects), the
advantages and methods of self-measurement of blood
pressure and the methods for following up on blood sugar
in cases of diabetes mellitus, or checking the coagulation
parameters if the patient has to receive anticoagulant treat-
ment. The interventional program has been prepared ac-
cording to the international guidelines [3, 4]. The purpose
is also to make the family member/friend aware of the need
to carefully manage the risk factors so that he in turn can
encourage the patient and be able to quickly identify poor
control of risk factors justifying a therapeutic adaptation,
which will be done by the attending physician or the vascu-
lar neurology department.
During the first session, an explanatory brochure made

within the context of the CEOPS study will be given to
the patient and the family member/friend involved in
the follow up. The second session will be to evaluate full
understanding of the information given in the first ses-
sion. Once the patient leaves the hospital, and after
informing the attending physician, a monthly telephone
interview for the first 6 months will make it possible to
answer the questions from the patient and the family
member/friend; explain again, if necessary, the lifestyle
rules or, if necessary, the procedure for monitoring the
risk factors; and identify a possible inter-current event
requiring contact between the medical team from the
vascular neurology department and the attending phys-
ician. In the case of a particular difficulty in the follow
up, direct contact at the department or at home will be
scheduled. In the sixth month, the patient will be seen
in a medical consultation in the presence of the caregiv-
ing family member/friend, at which time the assessment
criteria and another training session by the caregiving
nursing personnel will be evaluated. During the second
6-month follow up, telephone contacts will take place
every 2 months, and another medical consultation will
be scheduled at the end of the 6 months with the same
objectives (assessment criteria, information session).
During the second year of follow up, telephone contacts
will take place every quarter, and a medical consultation
will be scheduled at the end of the second year to evalu-
ate the assessment criteria. Beyond regular contact, the
patient or the family member/friend can, at their initia-
tive, contact the nursing personnel involved in the study
by telephone or email. The contact is essentially a
phone-based contact or a direct contact during the visit
to collect any information even if the patient decides to
discontinue the protocol.

Procedure for typical follow up
Before the patient is discharged, the doctor and the
nursing personnel will explain to the patient, in the pres-
ence of the family member who has agreed to be the
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caregiver, the lifestyle measures (salt, diet low in fats and
carbohydrates, physical exercise) and treatments pre-
scribed (purpose of the various medications, monitoring,
possible adverse effects), the advantages and methods of
self-measurement of blood pressure and the methods for
following up on blood sugar, in cases of diabetes melli-
tus, or the anticoagulant treatment. Follow up will only
be done by the attending physician. Patients, in the pres-
ence of the family member/friend involved in the study,
will be seen again in a medical consultation after 6
months, 1 year and 2 years, at which time the assess-
ment criteria will be evaluated.

Primary outcome
Systolic and diastolic blood pressure will be measured at
the 6-month, 1-year and 2-year visits, by a nurse blinded
to the randomization. The main assessment criterion
will be systolic blood pressure measured after the first
year of follow up, offering a compromise between the
feedback from 1 year, allowing long-term evaluation of
the benefit of the optimized follow up by the pair and
minimizing the risk of losing track, in the case of an
evaluation after 2 years. Blood pressure will be measured
by nursing personnel who do not know the group into
which the patient has been randomized.

Secondary outcomes
Several secondary endpoints will be recorded at the
different visits: glycosylated hemoglobin at 6 months, 1
year and 2 years to assess glucose metabolism; the
plasma lipid parameters (total cholesterol, low-density
lipoprotein (LDL) cholesterol, high-density lipoproteins
(HDL) cholesterol and triglycerides); anticoagulant treat-
ment monitoring, if relevant; waist circumference; thera-
peutic compliance (8-item Morisky scale); mortality;
occurrence of a new stroke or myocardial infarction; and
occurrence of adverse effects from medications (with
validation by a regional drug monitoring center). Func-
tional disability will be assessed by the Rankin score,
cognitive state by the MoCA scale and quality of life by
the Euroqol 5-Dimension (EQ-5D) questionnaire. The
medico-economic impact will be assessed by a specific
questionnaire filled out by the caregiver, with informa-
tion on number of consultations (general practitioner,
specialized consultations), home nurse time, physiother-
apy consultation, number of para-clinical examinations,
number of hospitalizations, professional inability, assign-
ment of loss of autonomy (housekeeper, help with
personal hygiene, medical device) and remote alarm.
The analysis will be also based on an estimation of
time spent by the caregiver (personal time, profes-
sional impact) and the impact on the caregiver’s own
health status.

Sample size consideration
A population of 410 patients (205 in each arm) will be
included in the study. The number of subjects necessary
was calculated to show a difference in systolic blood
pressure of 5 mmHg between the group with optimized
follow up and the group with typical follow up, with an
alpha risk of 5% and a beta risk of 20%. The variance in
systolic blood pressure (18 mmHg) was calculated in the
first 45 patients included in the study, in whom mean
systolic blood pressure was 139.9 mmHg. The choice of
the expected difference was justified by three reasons.
First, there is a link between increase in blood pressure
and the risk of stroke. Second, the Prediva study showed
recently that a 2-mmHg decrease in blood pressure was
unable to impact cognitive morbidity in the general
population [32]. Third, with a 5-mmHg decrease in
blood pressure, mean blood pressure should reach 135
mmHg, a level that is recommended in the guidelines
and is in good accordance with a previous study [28].

Analysis strategy
Data will be analyzed by an analysis committee that will
be blind to the groups studied, which will be called
Groups A and B during the analysis. The assessment
criteria will be expressed as quantitative values (mean
and standard deviation) or as qualitative values (percent-
age). The variables expressed quantitatively will be blood
pressure (systolic, diastolic, mean), glycosylated hemoglobin
concentration, concentration of the various lipid parame-
ters and scores on different scales (Rankin, MoCA, EQ-
5D). The variables expressed qualitatively will be mortality
rate, percentage of patients having another stroke, percent-
age of patients having blood pressure below the limit set by
international guidelines, percentage of patients with normal
glycosylated hemoglobin, percentage of patients with LDL
cholesterol below 1 g/L and percentage of patients having a
cognitive disorder (MoCA score <26). Quantitative data
will be compared between the two groups using analysis of
variance, with post-hoc analysis using Fisher’s least signifi-
cant difference test in Prism (PLSD). Qualitative data will
be compared between the two groups based on the chi-
squared test and calculation of odds ratios. Sub-group
analyses will be planned secondarily, depending on the
cause of the stroke or depending on the patient’s cognitive
state.

Discussion
The purpose is to show that optimized follow up of pa-
tients after a stroke involving nursing personnel assigned
to the department and a family member/friend of the
patient can, in association with the vascular neurologist
and the attending physician, better control the risk
factors and improve the prognosis in terms of morbid-
ity/mortality. This will make it possible to validate and
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evaluate the advantage of greater involvement by nursing
personnel specializing in vascular pathology in following
up on patients who have had a stroke. This demonstra-
tion, based on a comparative, randomized study, will
provide an answer with a greater level of proof than a
simple observational study. On the medico-economic
level, it will be possible to bring in objective elements to
show that the cost invested in involving nursing
personnel in post-stroke follow up can provide savings
by reducing the costs related to post-stroke morbidity/
mortality, while at the same time improving patients’
health and quality of life. In addition, performing this
study will optimize the organization of the research
network on nursing care in the Strokavenir network.
The involvement of both the dedicated nursing personnel

and a designated member of the patient’s family circle is an
original approach to optimized follow up of patients who
have had a stroke. Although nursing personnel have already
been involved in therapeutic educational action or follow
up in a network of patients who have had a stroke, this is,
as far as we know, the first actual comparative, multicenter
study, which will give important solidity to the possible dif-
ferences observed. On an international level, a comparative
study is in progress in Canada but is based on follow up by
a volunteer outside the family, and has no nurse involve-
ment. A recent study involving nurses in multidomain
vascular care to prevent dementia had negative results, but
it was a study conducted in the general population while
the CEOPS study will focus on a stroke patient population
in which secondary prevention is crucial, with effectiveness
already demonstrated.
The purpose of the study is to lower the morbidity/

mortality, which may follow the onset of a first stroke,
using optimized follow up. Considering the complexity
of the morbidity/mortality criterion and the necessary
feasibility criterion in terms of the number of subjects
needed, the choice of the main assessment criterion,
blood pressure, offers the dual advantage of being
strongly correlated with risk in terms of morbidity/mor-
tality and of being a relevant criterion in nursing care.
Nevertheless, the results obtained in the Prediva study
prompted us to consider a greater decrease in blood
pressure as a primary endpoint, in the perspective of the
impact on morbidity/mortality, but with reasonable ob-
jective since a too important blood pressure decrease is
able to induce a deleterious effect. Parameters that are
the domain of both medical and nursing care have been
considered as secondary criteria. In the case of positive
results, the CEOPS will constitute the basis of validated
guidelines to optimize a multidomain intervention pro-
gram for the follow up of patients after stroke, which is
now a recommendation and a legal obligation in France.
The preliminary descriptive analysis suggests a target
population focused on younger patients with less severe

stroke, which is the population needing optimal care to
avoid recurrence and cognitive decline (Additional file 1).

Trial status
Among the 410 planned patients, we have already re-
cruited 215 patients. The first patients were included on
27 January 2014 in the Lille center. The 14 other centers
activated recruitment between 14 November 2014 and
27 October 2016. The success and speed of trial imple-
mentation is resulting from the hospital organization, in
particular nurse activities that remain heterogeneous
between the different centers. The mean number of pa-
tients recruited per center is 14. We planned to achieve
the recruitment target by June 2019.

Additional file

Additional file 1: SPIRIT 2013 Checklist: Recommended items to address
in a clinical trial protocol and related documents*. (PDF 120 kb)

Abbreviations
EQ-5D: EuroQoL 5-Dimension questionnaire; GP: General practitioner;
HDL: High-density lipoprotein; LDL: low-density lipoprotein; MoCA: Montreal
Cognitive Assessment; TOAST: Trial of Org 10172 in Acute Stroke Treatment

Funding
The CEOPS study is supported by French Health Ministry (PHRIP, PHRC) and
Bayer SA. The study sponsor is Lille University Hospital. Sponsors and funders
contribute to review the protocol design. The Sponsor is involved in ethical
application, data management and data monitoring.

Availability of data and materials
Not applicable.

Authors’ contributions
Design and redaction of the protocol, RB, AD, DL, CC and AMM; coordination
of the study, RB and AMM; review of the protocol, MG, LD, OG, J-PN and ST;
center coordination MG, LD, ODer, ODet, P-YG, OG, FMM, J-PN, SR, TR, IS, DS, ST
and MZ). All authors read and approved the final manuscript. All these authors
will be authors of the final article reporting the data.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The protocol has been approved by CPP Nord-Ouest IV on 2012 (A00473 40)
with 11 approved modifications (in particular for recruitment of new centers).
The last version of the protocol was approved on 23 may 2017. All patients
and caregivers have to give their consent before inclusion.

Consent for publication
The authors have been informed of the publication and gave their consent.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

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

Author details
1University Lille, Inserm, CHU, U1171 ‘Degenerative and vascular cognitive
disorders’, F-59000 Lille, France. 2University Lille, CHU, EA2694, F-59000 Lille,
France. 3University Hospital and Medical School of Dijon, University of
Burgundy, Digon, France. 4Department of Stroke Medicine, Université Lyon 1,
Lyon, France. 5Stroke Unit, Neurology Department, Calais Hospital, Calais,
France. 6Université Grenoble Alpes, Grenoble Institut des Neurosciences, GIN,

Mendyk et al. Trials  (2018) 19:137 Page 7 of 8

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13063-018-2483-0


Grenoble, France. 7Stroke Unit, Neurology Department, Compiègne Hospital,
Compiègne, France. 8Department of Neurology and Functional Neuroscience
Laboratory EA 4559, Amiens University Medical Center, Amiens, France.
9Stroke Unit, University Hospital of Limoges, Limoges, France. 10Department
of Neurology, CHU of Poitiers, University of Poitiers, Poitiers, France. 11Stroke
unit, Department of Neurology, CHU of Nancy, Lorraine University, Nancy,
France. 12Stroke Unit, Neurology Department, Maubeuge Hospital,
Maubeuge, France. 13Department of Neurology, Bordeaux University Hospital,
University of Bordeaux, Bordeaux, France. 14Stroke Unit, Neurology
Department, Perpignan Hospital, Perpignan, France. 15CHRU Brest,
Department of Neurology and Stroke Unit, Université de Bretagne
Occidentale, Brest, France. 16Department of Neurology, Saint-Joseph Hospital
Center, AP - HP, Université Paris-Descartes, INSERM UMR S 919, Paris, France.

Received: 2 September 2017 Accepted: 11 January 2018

References
1. Donnan GA, Fisher M, Macleod M, Davis SM. Stroke. Lancet. 2008;371:1612–23.
2. Leys D, Béjot Y, Debette S, Giroud M. Burden of stroke in France. Int J

Stroke. 2008;3:117–9.
3. Furie KL, Kasner SE, Adams RJ, Albers GW, Bush RL, Fagan SC, Halperin JL,

Johnston SC, Katzan I, Kernan WN, Mitchell PH, Ovbiagele B, Palesch YY,
Sacco RL, Schwamm LH, Wassertheil-Smoller S, Turan TN, Wentworth D, on
behalf of the American Heart Association Stroke Council, Council on
Cardiovascular Nursing, Council on Clinical Cardiology, and Interdisciplinary
Council on Quality of Care and Outcomes Research. Guidelines for the
prevention of stroke in patients with stroke or transient ischemic attack: a
guideline for healthcare professionals from the American Heart Association/
American Stroke Association. Stroke. 2011;42:227–76.

4. Brainin M, Matz K, Nemec M, Teuschl Y, Dachenhausen A, Asenbaum-Nan S,
Bancher C, Kepplinger B, Oberndorfer S, Pinter M, Schnider P, Tuomilehto J,
ASPIS Study Group. Prevention of poststroke cognitive decline: ASPIS–a
multicenter, randomized, observer-blind, parallel group clinical trial to
evaluate multiple lifestyle interventions–study design and baseline
characteristics. Int J Stroke. 2015;10(4):627–35.

5. Eckel RH, Jakicic JM, Ard JD, de Jesus JM, Houston Miller N, Hubbard VS, Lee
IM, Lichtenstein AH, Loria CM, Millen BE, Nonas CA, Sacks FM, Smith SC Jr,
Svetkey LP, Wadden TA, Yanovski SZ, Kendall KA, Morgan LC, Trisolini MG,
Velasco G, Wnek J, Anderson JL, Halperin JL, Albert NM, Bozkurt B, Brindis
RG, Curtis LH, DeMets D, Hochman JS, Kovacs RJ, Ohman EM, Pressler SJ,
Sellke FW, Shen WK, Smith SC Jr, Tomaselli GF, American College of
Cardiology/American Heart Association Task Force on Practice Guidelines.
2013 AHA/ACC guideline on lifestyle management to reduce cardiovascular
risk: a report of the American College of Cardiology/American Heart
Association Task Force on Practice Guidelines. Circulation. 2014;129(25 Suppl
2):S76–99. 12

6. Cameron JI, O’Connell C, Foley N, Salter K, Booth R, Boyle R, Cheung D,
Cooper N, Corriveau H, Dowlatshahi D, Dulude A, Flaherty P, Glasser E,
Gubitz G, Hebert D, Holzmann J, Hurteau P, Lamy E, LeClaire S, McMillan T,
Murray J, Scarfone D, Smith EE, Shum V, Taylor K, Taylor T, Yanchula C,
Teasell R, Lindsay P, Heart and Stroke Foundation Canadian Stroke Best
Practice Committees. Canadian Stroke Best Practice Recommendations:
Managing transitions of care following Stroke, Guidelines Update 2016. Int J
Stroke. 2016;11:807–22.

7. Jamison J, Graffy J, Mullis R, Mant J, Sutton S. Barriers to medication
adherence for the secondary prevention of stroke: a qualitative interview
study in primary care. Br J Gen Pract. 2016;66:e568–76.

8. Ostwald SK, Davis S, Hersch G, Kelley C, Godwin KM. Evidence-based
educational guidelines for stroke survivors after discharge home. J Neurosci
Nurs. 2008;40:173–9.

9. Jönsson AC, Höglund P, Brizzi M, Pessah-Rasmussen H. Secondary
prevention and health promotion after stroke: can it be enhanced? J Stroke
Cerebrovasc Dis. 2014;23:2287–95.

10. Hornnes N, Larsen K, Boysen G. Blood pressure 1 year after stroke: the need
to optimize secondary prevention. J Stroke Cerebrovasc Dis. 2011;20:16–23.

11. Rahiman A, Saver JL, Porter V, Buxton W, McNair N, Razinia T, Ovbiagele B.
In-hospital initiation of secondary prevention is associated with improved
vascular outcomes at 3 months. J Stroke Cerebrovasc Dis. 2008;17:5–8.

12. Touzé E, Coste J, Voicu M, Kansao J, Masmoudi R, Doumenc B, Durieux P,
Mas JL. Importance of in-hospital initiation of therapies and therapeutic

inertia in secondary stroke prevention: implementation of prevention after a
cerebrovascular event (IMPACT) study. Stroke. 2008;39:1834–43.

13. Sullivan KA, Katajamaki A. Stroke education: retention effects in those at
low- and high-risk of stroke. Patient Educ Couns. 2009;74:205–12.

14. Lager KE, Mistri AK, Khunti K, Haunton VJ, Sett AK, Wilson AD. Interventions
for improving modifiable risk factor control in the secondary prevention of
stroke. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2014;5:CD009103.

15. Lawrence M, Pringle J, Kerr S, Booth J, Govan L, Roberts NJ. Multimodal
secondary prevention behavioral interventions for TIA and stroke: a
systematic review and meta-analysis. PLoS One. 2015;10:e0120902.

16. De Simoni A, Hardeman W, Mant J, Farmer AJ, Kinmonth AL. Trials to
improve blood pressure through adherence to antihypertensives in stroke/
TIA: systematic review and meta-analysis. J Am Heart Assoc. 2013;2:e000251.

17. McAlister FA, Grover S, Padwal RS, Youngson E, Fradette M, Thompson A,
Buck B, Dean N, Tsuyuki RT, Shuaib A, Majumdar SR. Case management
reduces global vascular risk after stroke: secondary results from the the
preventing recurrent vascular events and neurological worsening through
intensive organized case-management randomized controlled trial. Am
Heart J. 2014;168:924–30.

18. Bushnell C, Arnan M, Han S. A new model for secondary prevention of
stroke: transition coaching for stroke. Front Neurol. 2014;5:219.

19. Larson J, Franzen-Dahlin A, Billing E, Arbin M, Murray V, Wredling R. The
impact of nurse-led support and education programme for spouses of
stroke patients: a randomized controlled trial. J Clin Nurs. 2005;14:995–1003.

20. Franzen-Dahlin A, Larson J, Murray V, Wredling R, Billing E. A randomized
controlled trial evaluating the effect of a support and education programme
for spouses of people affected by stroke. Clin Rehabil. 2008;22:722–30.

21. Pfeiffer K, Beische D, Hautzinger M, Berry JW, Wengert J, Hoffrichter R,
Becker C, van Schayck R, Elliott TR. Telephone-based problem-solving
intervention for family caregivers of stroke survivors: a randomized
controlled trial. J Consult Clin Psychol. 2014;82:628–43.

22. Legg LA, Quinn TJ, Mahmood F, Weir CJ, Tierney J, Stott DJ, Smith LN,
Langhorne P. Non-pharmacological interventions for caregivers of stroke
survivors. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2011;5:CD008179.

23. Ferguson C, Inglis SC, Newton PJ, Middleton S, Macdonald PS, Davidson PM.
The caregiver role in thromboprophylaxis management in atrial fibrillation: a
literature review. Eur J Cardiovasc Nurs. 2015;14:98–107.

24. Malfitano J, Turner BS, Piper E, Burlingame PA, D’Angelo E. Improving stroke
education performance measures scores: the impact of a stroke nurse
coordinator. J Neurosci Nurs. 2013;45:332–7.

25. Perry L, Hamilton S, Williams J, Jones S. Nursing interventions for improving
nutritional status and outcomes of stroke patients: descriptive reviews of
processes and outcomes. Worldviews Evid-Based Nurs. 2013;10:17–40.

26. Tonstad S, Alm CS, Sandvik E. Effect of nurse counselling on metabolic risk
factors in patients with mild hypertension: a randomised controlled trial. Eur
J Cardiovasc Nurs. 2007;6:160–4.

27. Green T, Haley E, Eliasziw M, Hoyte K. Education in stroke prevention:
efficacy of an educational counselling intervention to increase knowledge
in stroke survivors. Can J Neurosci Nurs. 2007;29(2):13–20.

28. Irewall AL, Ögren J, Bergström L, Laurell K, Söderström L, Mooe T. Nurse-led,
telephone-based, secondary preventive follow-up after stroke or transient
ischemic attack improves blood pressure and LDL cholesterol: results from
the first 12 months of the randomized, controlled NAILED stroke risk factor
trial. PLoS One. 2015;10:e0139997.

29. Fukuoka Y, Hosomi N, Hyakuta T, Omori T, Ito Y, Uemura J, Kimura K,
Matsumoto M, Moriyama M, DMP Stroke Trial Investigators. Baseline feature
of a randomized trial assessing the effects of disease management
programs for the prevention of recurrent ischemic stroke. J Stroke
Cerebrovasc Dis. 2015;24:610–7.

30. Joubert J, Davis SM, Hankey GJ, Levi C, Olver J, Gonzales G, Donnan GA.
ICARUSS, the Integrated Care for the Reduction of Secondary Stroke trial:
rationale and design of a randomized controlled trial of a multimodal
intervention to prevent recurrent stroke in patients with a recent
cerebrovascular event, ACTRN = 12611000264987. Int J Stroke. 2015;10:773–7.

31. Johnson C, Lane H, Barber PA, Charleston A. Medication compliance in
ischaemic stroke patients. Intern Med J. 2012;42:e47–52.

32. Moll van Charante EP, Richard E, Eurelings LS, van Dalen JW, Ligthart SA,
van Bussel EF, Hoevenaar-Blom MP, Vermeulen M, van Gool WA.
Effectiveness of a 6-year multidomain vascular care intervention to prevent
dementia (preDIVA): a cluster-randomised controlled trial. Lancet. 2016;388:
797–805.

Mendyk et al. Trials  (2018) 19:137 Page 8 of 8


	Abstract
	Background
	Methods/design
	Discussion
	Trial registration

	Background
	Methods/design
	Design
	Participant eligibility
	Recruitment
	Ethical and legal aspects
	Procedure
	CEOPS intervention
	Procedure for optimized follow up
	Procedure for typical follow up

	Primary outcome
	Secondary outcomes
	Sample size consideration
	Analysis strategy

	Discussion
	Trial status

	Additional file
	Abbreviations
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors’ contributions
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Publisher’s Note
	Author details
	References

