arXiv:1509.03977v1 [stat.ML] 14 Sep 2015

Optimization of anemia treatment in hemodialysis patients via reinforcement learning

Pablo Escandell-Montero^a, Milena Chermisi^b, José M. Martínez-Martínez^a, Juan Gómez-Sanchis^a, Carlo Barbieri^b, Emilio Soria-Olivas^a, Flavio Mari^b, Joan Vila-Francés^a, Andrea Stopper^b, Emanuele Gatti^{b,c}, José D. Martín-Guerrero^a

aIntelligent Data Analysis Laboratory, University of Valencia, Av. de la Universidad s/n, 46100 Burjassot (Valencia), Spain bHealthcare and Business Advanced Modeling, Fresenius Medical Care, Else-Kröner-Strasse 1, 61352 Bad Homburg, Germany cCentre for Biomedical Technology at Danube, University of Krems, Dr.-Karl-Dorrek-Strasse 30, 3500 Krems, Austria

Abstract

Objective: Anemia is a frequent comorbidity in hemodialysis patients that can be successfully treated by administering erythropoiesis-stimulating agents (ESAs). ESAs dosing is currently based on clinical protocols that often do not account for the high inter- and intra-individual variability in the patient’s response. As a result, the hemoglobin level of some patients oscillates around the target range, which is associated with multiple risks and side-effects. This work proposes a methodology based on reinforcement learning (RL) to optimize ESA therapy.

Methods: RL is a data-driven approach for solving sequential decision-making problems that are formulated as Markov decision processes (MDPs). Computing optimal drug administration strategies for chronic diseases is a sequential decision-making problem in which the goal is to find the best sequence of drug doses. MDPs are particularly suitable for modeling these problems due to their ability to capture the uncertainty associated with the outcome of the treatment and the stochastic nature of the underlying process. The RL algorithm employed in the proposed methodology is fitted Q iteration, which stands out for its ability to make an efficient use of data.

Results: The experiments reported here are based on a computational model that describes the effect of ESAs on the hemoglobin level. The performance of the proposed method is evaluated and compared with the well-known Q-learning algorithm and with a standard protocol. Simulation results show that the performance of Q-learning is substantially lower than FQI and the protocol. When comparing FQI and the protocol, FQI achieves an increment of 27.6% in the proportion of patients that are within the targeted range of hemoglobin during the period of treatment. In addition, the quantity of drug needed is reduced by 5.13%, which indicates a more efficient use of ESAs.

Conclusion: Although prospective validation is required, promising results demonstrate the potential of RL to become an alternative to current protocols.

Keywords: reinforcement learning, Markov decision processes, fitted Q iteration, chronic kidney disease, renal anemia, darbepoietin alfa

1. Introduction

Anemia is a common complication characterized by a reduced concentration of hemoglobin (Hb) that occurs in over 90% of patients undergoing hemodialysis [1]. Hemodialysis is the most common treatment for patients in advanced stages of chronic kidney disease (CKD), particularly in its end state, commonly referred as end-stage renal disease (ESRD). In the last years the prevalence of ESRD has increased substantially, reaching more than 1000 per million population in most of the developed countries [2]. In some countries, such as USA and Japan, the current prevalence is over 2000 per million [2]. ESRD involves a gradual loss of kidney function over time, which produces, among other health problems, a poor production of erythropoietin (EPO). This hormone regulates the red blood cell (RBC) production, a class of cells rich in Hb. Low Hb levels are associated with heart disease, poorer overall quality of life, and increased mortality [3, 4].

Current standard treatment of anemia consists mainly of the administration of erythropoiesis-stimulating agents (ESAs).

The response to this kind of drugs is known to have a large inter- and intra-interindividual variability due to differences in background characteristics, disease severity, comorbidities and concurrent medications [5, 6]. Although there exist protocols to help physicians determine the appropriate dose, achieving stable Hb levels within the target range can be complex and often requires dose titration. Results from several studies suggest that a phenomenon known as Hb cycling is a common occurrence in ESA-treated patients [7, 8]. Hb cycling is defined as the cyclical, repeated, up and down movement of Hb levels during ESA treatment. The exact causes of Hb cycling are not yet completely understood; however, a number of possible reasons have been proposed. Fishbane and Berns [9] suggested two ESA management practices as major causes. First, the use of rigid dose adjustment protocols that do not account for the high heterogeneity in patient response. Second, narrow Hb target ranges recommended in clinical guidelines [10, 11], which need frequent dose changes. The effect of an ESA dose change does not reach a steady state until 70-120 days (RBC lifespan).

Preprint submitted to Artificial Intelligence in Medicine August 11, 2020

When doses are changed frequently, it is difficult to take into account the long-term effects of each dose, and often they are ignored [12, 13]. The link between Hb cycling and the development of several diseases [7] together with the high cost of the treatment (e.g., around $2.3 billions per year in USA [2]) justifies the need to improve current protocols.

The widespread use of electronic medical records is giving rise to large amounts of data that could be useful to reduce medical errors, improve treatments and minimize side effects and costs [14]. This work proposes a methodology based on reinforcement learning (RL) to optimize ESA therapy. RL is a data-driven approach for solving sequential decision-making problems that are formulated as Markov decision processes (MDPs) [15]. Computing optimal drug administration strategies for chronic diseases is a sequential decision-making problem in which the goal is to find the best sequence of drug doses. MDPs are particularly suitable for modeling these problems due to their ability to capture the uncertainty associated with the outcome of the treatment and the stochastic nature of the underlying process [16–18]. The standard approach to solve MDPs is dynamic programming (DP); however, the practical application of DP is limited because it cannot deal with large-scale problems and requires full knowledge of the MDP model, including the transition probability function. In contrast, RL (also known as approximate dynamic programming (ADP)) uses function approximation to address large-scale problems and the data sampled from the process to implicitly represent the transition function [19]. RL can exploit the information contained in medical records to compute policies of ESA administration tailored to the individual characteristics of each patient. In addition, the optimization process is made over sequences of doses instead of isolated doses, which is crucial to include the drug long-term effects.

The methodology proposed in this work uses the algorithm fitted Q iteration to learn a policy of ESA administration from a set of medical records. The features employed to define the MDP model are extracted in part from the laboratory tests and in part from a clustering procedure of the patient’s main attributes. In order to test the methodology, a series of experiments has been conducted using a computational model that simulates the response of the patients. The performance has been assessed against the algorithm Q-learning and a standard protocol of dose adjustment.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Next section provides a brief review of related work in this domain. Section 3 introduces the necessary background in RL and briefly explains the algorithms employed in the experiments, namely, Qlearning and fitted Q iteration. The latter algorithm makes use of extremely randomized trees, a supervised learning method that is described in Section 4. Section 5 discusses the computational model used in the experiments to simulate patients’ response to ESA. Anemia management formulation using the MDP framework is presented in Section 6. Experiments carried out are detailed in Section 7. Section 8 shows and discusses the achieved results. Finally, conclusions and proposals for further work are given in Section 9.

2. Literature review

The idea of using a data-driven method to optimize ESA administration is not new. Artificial neural networks have been used by several authors during the last decade to individualize ESA doses [20–22]. In general, those methods used current and previous Hb levels, ESA doses, and other variables that describe the patient’s condition, in order to predict the next Hb level. The goal of those previous works was to select the optimal ESA dose in order to achieve a given Hb level. This approach is suitable only when the optimization horizon is the next time step. On the contrary, the aim of ESA therapy is the long-term Hb stabilization. The same idea has been applied using other machine learning techniques, such as fuzzy logic [23, 24], support vector machines [25] or Bayesian networks [26].

Model predictive control (MPC) is a method of process control whose main advantage is that it incorporates a finite timehorizon in the optimization process. Gaweda et al. [27] showed that MPC may result in improved anemia management. A major difficulty of MPC is the requirement of an accurate system model. Even if the system model is available, RL has shown to be competitive with MPC [28].

RL in the context of anemia management was previously studied by Gaweda et al. [29] and Martín-Guerrero et al. [30]. Both agree in the potential of RL to become an alternative to currently used protocols. The algorithm employed in those works was the popular Q-learning [31]. This algorithm has been widely used in some fields as robotics because it requires little computation and can work in real time. However, Qlearning makes an inefficient use of the data, thus, it is not suitable for problems in which acquiring data is costly [32]. Fitted Q-iteration (FQI) [33] is a relatively new RL algorithm that significantly reduces the quantity of data required to learn useful policies. Recently there has been a growing interest in applying FQI to optimize the treatment of several diseases including HIV/AIDS [34], psychiatric disorders [35], epilepsy [36, 37], schizophrenia [38, 39] or smoking addiction [40]. To the authors’ knowledge, this is the first work that applies FQI to the optimization of anemia treatment.

3. Reinforcement learning

Reinforcement learning (RL) is a general class of algorithms in the field of machine learning for solving decision-making problems where decisions are made in stages [41]. Such problems are present in a wide range of fields, including operations research [42, 43], artificial intelligence [44, 45], automatic control [46], or medicine [30]. The standard RL setting consists of an agent (or controller) in an environment (or system). Each decision (also called action) produces an immediate reward. The agent learns to perform actions in order to maximize the reward collected over time. The goal is defined by the user through the reward function. Contrary to other approaches, RL does not rely on a mathematical model of the system, but is based on experience (or data). The agent obtains experience interacting with the environment. Fig. 1 represents the main RL elements and how they interact. At each stage or discrete time-point k,

Figure 1: Elements of RL and their flow of interaction.

the agent receives the environment’s state, and on that basis selects an action. As a consequence of its action, in the next time step, the agent receives a numerical reward and the environment evolves to a new state. The agent selects actions depending on the environment state using a policy that assigns an action to every state. Typically, the agent modifies the policy as a result of the interactions with the environment.

The elements of the RL problem can be formalized using the Markov decision processes (MDPs) framework. Next, in Section 3.1, MDPs are used to formally introduce the basic components of RL. Then, the algorithms used in this work, Q-learning and fitted Q iteration, are briefly described in Section 3.2.

3.1. Markov decision processes

Markov decision processes are a general mathematical framework for modeling sequential decision-making problems. An MDP is defined by the following elements:

• A set of states, S : At each discrete time-point k, the environment occupies a state s_k ∈ S . The state usually is composed by a vector whose components describe the current situation of the environment. As time passes, the vector values evolve in part as consequence of the actions applied by the agent and in part stochastically. The state can simply be a variable observed directly from the environment, or a more complex structure such as a set of variables highly processed which combines information about the current and the past situations of the environment^1.

• A set of actions, A: The agent applies an action a_k ∈ A in each state. The state in the next instant, s_{k+1}, is influenced by the current action. The actions are the mechanism employed by the agent to control or guide the evolution of the environment.

• A transition probability function, P : S ×A×S → [0, 1):

After action a_k is taken in the current state, the transition function gives the probability of the next state, i.e., this function describes how the state evolves.

• A reward function, ρ : S ×A×S → R: Each transition between states generates a reward r_{k+1} = ρ(s_k, a_k, s_{k+1}) that

1The only requirement is that the state should contain enough information to fulfill the Markov property (see Section 6.2 for more details).

evaluates the immediate effect of the transition, but it does not provide information about its long-term effects. The reward function is defined by the user and implicitly codifies the goal of the agent. Notice that the reward function does not describe how to achieve the goal, but the agent must learn how to act from experience.

Suppose a patient suffering from a certain disease that requires long term treatment with a particular drug. Usually, the aim is to administrate a suitable sequence of doses in order to control a variable (or several variables) related to the severity of the disease. For example, in anemic patients, Hb level is used to measure the degree of anemia. The MDP framework can be applied to this problem modeling the patient as the environment. In this case, the state should contain all the information relevant to choose a proper treatment. In addition to the current level of Hb, the state may include other factors that can influence the effect of the treatment such as the physical characteristics of the patients or their nutritional condition. The set of actions are the possible treatments (or drug doses) that can be administered to the patient. After each treatment, the patient status evolves to a new state. The new state will be in part a consequence of the treatment, and in part a consequence of other aspects that cannot be controlled by the agent, like for example the presence of inflammation or blood losses. If the objective of the treatment is to maintain the Hb level within a range, the reward function can be defined to provide a positive reward when the Hb level is between the limits of the target range and a negative reward in otherwise.

The agent selects actions according to its policy π : S → A. The policy is a function that maps states to actions, i.e., for each possible state of the environment, the policy indicates the action that should be performed:

π(s) = a (1)

The objective of the agent is to learn a policy that maximizes the sum of rewards received over time, a quantity known as return. Such a maximizing policy, denoted by π^∗, is said to be optimal. The return usually is computed using the infinitediscounted horizon. In such a case, the return for an initial state s_0 and under the policy π is [47]:

R^π(s_0) = lim_{K→∞} E_{sk+1|sk ,π(sk )} � � � K� k=0 γ^kρ(s_k, π(s_k), s_{k+1}) � � � (2)

where γ ∈ [0, 1) is the discount factor. This parameter can be intuitively interpreted as a way to balance the immediate reward and future rewards. Future rewards are more relevant for the calculation of the return as γ approaches 1.

To find an optimal policy, the agent must explore the environment: the probability of attempting new actions (different from those dictated by the policy) must always be non-zero. Otherwise, some areas of the state-action space may never be visited and the learning process can become stuck in a local optimum. The tradeoff between greedy action choices and exploration is necessary for the performance of any RL algorithm [48]. There exist several strategies to include exploration in the agent’s behaviour, such as ϵ-greedy exploration or Boltzmann exploration [41].

3.2. Solving MDPs

Solving an MDP means to find an optimal policy. There are several methods for solving MDPs, which can be grouped into two classes: dynamic programming (DP) and reinforcement learning (RL). DP methods require knowledge of the full MDP model. Since the transition probability function P rarely is available, this class of methods can only be employed in a limited number of practical problems. On the other hand, RL methods are completely based on experience, which makes them useful when the full MDP model is unknown or difficult to estimate.

Most RL algorithms use Q-functions (also called utility functions) Q^π : S × A → R to find an optimal policy. Given a policy, the Q-function for a particular pair (s, a) is defined as the expected return that is encountered starting from s, taking action a and thereafter following policy π [48]:

Q^π(s, a) = E_s′_{|s,a} � ρ(s, a, s^′) + γR^π(s^′) � (3) where s^′ is the state reached after taking action a in the state s. The Q-function measures the utility (in terms of the expected return) of perform each action in each state.

The optimal Q-function is defined as the best Q-function that can be obtained by any policy:

Q^∗(s, a) = max_π Q^π(s, a) (4)

From the optimal Q-function, an optimal policy can be easily derived choosing in each state the action that maximizes Q^∗:

π^∗(s) = arg max_a Q^∗(s, a) (5)

where arg max_x f (x) stands for the argument x that attains the maximum value of the function f (·). In general, for a given Q-function, a policy that maximizes Q in this way is said to be greedy in Q. Therefore, solving an MDP (i.e., finding an optimal policy) can be done by first finding Q^∗, and then using Eq. (5) to compute a greedy policy in Q^∗.

When MDPs have a small enough number of states and actions, Q-functions can be exactly stored in tables with one entry per state-action pair. Unfortunately, many practical problems contain a very large or infinite (for example when the state space is continuous) number of states; in such a case, Qfunctions must be represented approximately by two reasons. First, suppose that the MDP contains N states, if N is very large, a table with N entries would be intractable due to computational and memory limitations. On the contrary, in a typical approximate representation is only necessary to store a vector of M parameters, being M ≪ N. Second, when the state space is large or continuous, the agent will probably never be exactly on the same state more than once. Therefore, the experience acquired from a set of states should be generalized to other states that have not been seen before. In principle, any function approximation (or regression) method can be used to represent Qfunctions. However, in practice, some RL algorithms impose restrictions about the structure of the approximator.

The remaining of this section describes two RL algorithms for solving MDPs. On the one hand, the well-known Q-learning algorithm [31]. Q-learning is probably the most popular RL algorithm, it has been used in many applications, including the treatment of anemia in hemodialysis patients [29, 30]. On the other hand, fitted Q iteration [33], a more recent algorithm that forms part of the methodology proposed in this paper. Both are offline algorithms, which means that they do not require interacting with the environment during the learning phase, but instead can learn a solution using data collected in advance. The data, or experience, usually is stored as a set of transitions of the form (s, a, r, s^′) sampled from the process. This data set should be representative of the state-action space, i.e., they should contain a certain degree of exploration. Given that the agent cannot interact with the environment when RL algorithms are applied offline, in such a case it is not necessary to include a exploration strategy.

3.2.1. Q-learning

Consider a Q-function approximator denoted by F and parameterized by a d-dimensional vector θ. Every possible vector of parameters θ provides an approximated representation of a corresponding Q-function:

Q̂(s, a) = F_θ(s, a) (6)

where the symbol ^· denotes approximation. In general, the approximator F can be nonlinear in the parameters. However, in some algorithms (e.g., Q-learning) linear approximators are often preferred because they provide better convergence and stability properties [49–51]. A linearly parameterized approximation of the Q-function is expressed as:

F_θ(s, a) = d� l=1 ϕ_l(s, a)θ_l = ϕ^⊤(s, a)θ (7)

where ϕ(s, a) = [ϕ_1(s, a), . . . , ϕ_d(s, a)] is the vector of basis functions (also called features [48]) that are combined using the d-dimensional vector of parameters θ. A common approach to define the basis functions consists in using a regular grid of Gaussian radial basis functions (RBFs) spanned over the stateaction space [41, 52]. In such a case, for some state-action pair x = (s, a), the vector of basis functions is: � � �exp � � �− ||x − c^1||^2 2σ^2_1 � � � , exp � � �− ||x − c^2||^2

2σ^2 � � � , . . . , exp � � �− ||x − c^d||^2 2σ^2_d � � � � � � ⊤ (8) where each RBF is defined by its position or center c and variance σ^2.

The Q-learning algorithm starts with an arbitrary approximation of the optimal Q-function, i.e., an arbitrary vector of parameters θ_0. Then, it uses the data from each transition (s_k, a_k, r_{k+1}, s^′_{k+1}) to update the parameters using the following rule:

θ_{j+1} = θ_j + α � r_{k+1} + γ max_{a′} ϕ^⊤(s_{k+1}, a^′)θ_j

−ϕ^⊤(s_k, a_k)θ_j � ϕ(s_k, a_k) (9) where the index j = 1, . . . , p corresponds with the number of transitions in the data set and α is the learning rate. This learning rule updates the estimation of the optimal Q-function incrementally. Moreover, each update requires little computation and memory resources, which makes possible to apply Qlearning in real-time. On the other hand, the algorithm presents two possible drawbacks: (i) it generally requires many transitions to obtain useful policies, and (ii) the function approximator should be parametric and typically linearly parameterized [48].

3.2.2. Fitted Q iteration

Fitted Q iteration (FQI) is a batch RL algorithm whose main feature lies in the way that it handles the experience [33]. Unlike incremental algorithms, FQI uses the complete set of transitions each time that updates the estimation of the optimal Qfunction. Although this process involves more computation, it allows to extract more information from the stored experience. Consequently, FQI is more data-efficient than other RL algorithms. This feature makes FQI a very suitable algorithm in many application domains. For example, in the problem tackled here, patients are modeled as the environment and the agent has to estimate optimal drug doses. Acquiring experience in this context entails administering a dose, waiting until it takes effect and measuring the variables that define the new patient’s condition. This process is expensive, both in time and money. Thus, reducing the quantity of data required by the algorithm can be crucial.

Given a fixed set D = {(s^j_k, a^j_k, r^j_{k+1}, s^j_{k+1}), j = 1, . . . , p} of p transitions and an arbitrary initial Q-function Q_0 (e.g., equal to zero everywhere on S × A), FQI starts by initializing an approximation Q̂_0 of the Q-function Q_0, with Q̂_0(s, a) = 0 for all (s, a) ∈ S ×A. It then iterates over the following three steps [33]:

1. n ← n + 1 2. Build the training set T S = {(input^j, target^j), j = 1, . . . , p} based on the function Q̂_{n−1} and on the full set of transitions D:

input^j = (s^j_k, a^j_k) (10)

target^j = r^j_{k+1} + γ max_{a′} Q̂_{n−1}(s^j_{k+1}, a^′) (11)

3. Use supervised learning to induce from T S the function Q̂_n(s, a)

Q̂_n(s, a) = r_{k+1} + γ max_{a′} Q̂_{n−1}(s_{k+1}, a^′) (12)

The iterative process can be stopped simply by establishing a maximum number of iterations. Another possibility is to fix a threshold value ξ > 0 and stop the loop when the distance between two consecutive estimations of the optimal Q-function drops below the threshold, i.e., |Q̂_n − Q̂_{n−1}| < ξ [33].

FQI, similarly to other RL algorithms, requires a function approximator to represent large or continuous Q-functions. However, on the contrary to Q-learning, it does not impose any constraint on the kind of approximator. In fact, at each iteration n it is possible to change the approximator in order to adapt the resolution (or complexity) of the model so as to reach the best bias/variance tradeoff [33]. Although FQI has been successfully combined with many approximation methods (e.g., neural networks [53] or linear regression [39]), a technique known as extremely randomized trees [54] has shown better performance than other approaches [33, 36]. Therefore, this treebased method, whose details are introduced in the next section, was used in the experiments.

Despite FQI is more data-efficient than other RL algorithms, the number of transitions required to learn optimal policies grows quickly with the state space dimensionality due to the “curse of dimensionality” [55]. This feature is common to all RL algorithms, including also Q-learning. Thus, reducing the number of state variables as much as possible is an important issue. To this end, similarities among patients were exploited by k-means clustering analysis before applying any learning algorithm (see Section 6) [56].

4. Extremely randomized trees

Extremely randomized trees [54] are a tree-based ensemble method for supervised classification and regression problems. It can be considered as an improved version of the popular tree ensemble method Tree Bagging [57]. The algorithm developed to compute this kind of ensembles is called Extra-Trees and, like Tree Bagging, it works by building several (M) trees. A key difference between both approaches lies in the sample used to compute the trees. While Tree Bagging uses a bootstrap sample, Extra-Trees uses the complete data set to built each tree.

Similarly to standard regression trees, each tree is composed of decision nodes, where each node contains a split (or test) of an attribute. The value where such attribute is split is known as cut-point. In order to define a decision node, Extra-Trees generates K splits by choosing K attributes at random and for each attribute a cut-point at random. Then, it calculates a score (based on the explained variance) for each of the K candidate splits and selects the split that obtained the maximum score. This process is repeated until the number of elements in the node is less than the parameter l_{min} [54]. The algorithm has three parameters that need to be specified: the number M of trees to build the ensemble, the number K of candidate tests at each node and the minimal leaf size l_{min}.

5. Erythropoiesis model under darbepoetin alfa treatment

The ability of RL to compute treatment policies was assessed through simulations. Experiments were based on a computational model that describes the effect of darbepoetin alfa on the Hb level. This section presents the main characteristics of the model in order to provide insight into the tackled clinical problem. Appendix A gives a more detailed description of the model.

Several theoretical pharmacodynamic models describing the hematological response to different kinds of ESAs have been developed during the last decades [58–63]. The model introduced in this section is focused in patients undergoing hemodialysis who are treated with intravenous darbepoetin alfa, a second generation ESA drug. The hematopoietic cell populations are natural examples of biological systems governed by lifespan-based processes of cell proliferation, differentiation, maturation, and senescence. The Hb level is proportional to the number of erythrocytes, which are produced primarily from stem cells in bone marrow. During the process of maturation, stem cells undergo a series of differentiations. When they reach the stage of reticulocyte (immature erythrocytes), they begin to circulate in the blood and, after 1-2 days, these ultimately become mature RBCs (erythrocytes). In patients with CKD, erythrocyte lifespan is approximately 70-90 days [58]. The process of erythrocytes production (erythropoiesis) is regulated by the hormone EPO, which is produced in the kidneys. Darbepoetin alfa is a synthetic form of EPO that stimulates erythropoiesis by the same mechanism.

Hb concentration dynamics following the administration of darbepoetin can be described through a multi-compartment model [64]. The different cell types involved in erythropoiesis are grouped into population classes (or compartments) according to their characteristic properties with respect to interaction with EPO. The number of cells in all compartments depends on the plasma concentration of EPO, which consists of the sum of the naturally produced EPO, E p, and the exogenous administered EPO (darbepoetin alfa), E:

E_{tot} = E + E p. (13)

The rate of endogenous EPO production in the kidney is assumed to be constant.

In the case of an intravenous administration, the total amount of darbepoetin alfa is injected into a vein within a very short time interval so that, without loss of generality, it can be assumed that the amount of the exogenous hormone in plasma at t_0, the time when the administration takes place, is exactly equal to the amount of exogenous hormone administered. The result is a sudden rise of the hormone plasma concentration followed by an exponential decay described by a first order ordinary differential equation with a constant elimination rate

E^′(t) = 24 25 log(2)E(t), E(t_0) =

D_0 V_d

, (14)

where E(t) stands for the concentration of exogenous hormone at time t, D_0 the drug dose at t_0, and V_d is the volume of distribution at steady state, which is set to V_d = 52.4 [65].

The total Hb level at time t is proportional to the concentration of erythrocytes R(t):

Hb(t) = MCH · R(t), (15)

where R(t) is the plasma concentration of RBCs and MCH denotes the mean corpuscular Hb concentration [66], chosen as

MCH = � 2.7 g · � 10^{11}cells

�_{−1} for men.

2.4 g · � 10^{11}cells

�_{−1} for women.

(16)

The complete system of delay differential equations (DDE) that describes the cell dynamics in each compartment is included in Appendix A. In addition to endogenous EPO (E p) and the mean corpuscolar hemoglobin concentration (MCH), the individual response of each patient to darbepoetin alfa is defined by two other parameters: C p, a constant that determines the flow of cells in the first compartment of the model (denoted by P), and Cr, which plays a similar role in the last compartment (denoted by R) (see Appendix A for more details). These parameters can be adjusted using clinical and laboratory data of patients. Matlab 7.14 (R2012a) was employed to adjust the parameters and perform simulations. The Matlab DDE solver dde23 was used to compute the solutions of the system of differential equations.

This computational model, as any other model, it is a simplification of the real problem. It makes two basic assumptions: first, each patient maintains a stable level of inflammation, and second, the availability of iron for erythropoiesis is constant. Generally, these assumptions are not met by all patients during all treatment. Nevertheless, the model is able to capture the heterogeneity in the response to darbepoetin alfa and its long-term effects, two factors suggested as principal causes of Hb cycling. Therefore, the model is useful to evaluate the performance of RL in preventing Hb cycling.

6. Problem formulation using the MDP framework

6.1. Anemia management as a sequential decision-making problem The symptoms of anemia and the response to the treatment often vary depending on several factors, such as the physical characteristics of the patient (weight, age, sex, etc.) [67], degree of kidney disease [68] or comorbidities [69]. During the treatment period, the clinical evolution of each patient is typically monitored by monthly reviews. Each review consists of a laboratory test, which measures several variables to assess the patient’s condition, and the drug prescription until the next review. Therefore, each patient generates a sequence of observations and treatments of the form [39]

o^j_1, t^j_1, o^j_2, t^j_2, · · · , o^j_T , a^j_T , o^j_{T +1} (17)

where o^j_k stands for the condition of the j-th patient at month k, t^j_k stands for the dosage t for the same patient and month, and T is the duration of the whole treatment.

A sequential decision-making problem can be easily derived from this set of sequences, where actions (or decisions) correspond to the doses prescribed to each patient in the different months (or stages). Before applying any RL method, it is necessary to define a function s(o_1, a_1, · · · , o_k) that assigns a state to the patient’s current history and a scalar reward function ρ(s_k, a_k, s_{k+1}) that evaluates the transition from s_k to s_{k+1} after taking the action a_k. The result of applying both functions to (17) is a sequence of states, actions and rewards [39]:

s^j_1, a^j_1, r^j_1, s^j_2, a^j_2, r^j_2, · · · , s^j_T , a^j_T , r^j_T (18)

These sequences can be rewritten as a set of transitions (s, a, r, s^′). Then, FQI can be applied to compute a policy that selects optimal drug doses (in view of the data available) depending on the patient’s condition.

The rest of this section details the definition of states, actions and reward function in the context of anemia treatment.

6.2. State and action spaces

The MDP framework assumes that the state transition dynamics and the reward distribution has the Markov property, that is, given the current state s_k and action a_k, the next state s_{k+1} and reward r_k are conditionally independent of all previous states, actions and rewards [41]. An obvious way of defining a state representation that holds the Markov property is to include all past history in s_k. In practice, this is not feasible due to two reasons: (i) as stated in Section 3.2.2, the amount of experience needed to learn useful policies grows exponentially with the number of state dimensions due to the curse of dimensionality, and (ii) the space required to store experience would grow indefinitely as k grows. Therefore, the state should contain enough features to provide a “good summary” of the past history and, at the same time, it should be as compact as possible to allow the learning of useful policies from a limited amount of experience. Despite that RL theory assumes the Markov property, most practical problems that may not fully satisfy this condition can be solved successfully by applying RL methods [41]. For other cases, the MDP framework can be extended to a more general framework using partially observable MDPs (POMDPs) [70].

In the anemia management problem, the state space of the MDP was expressed as

s = [Hb_k, ΔHb_k, DA_k, DA_{k−1}, DA_{k−2}, Patient_{group}]

where Hb_k measures the degree of anemia in the current month k. ΔHb_k, defined as the difference between the current Hb level and the previous one, indicates the Hb trend. DA_k is the dose of darbepoetin alfa. Due to the long-term effects of darbepoetin alfa, Hb at month k is not only influenced by the last drug dose, but also by the doses during the two previous months, therefore DA_{k−1} and DA_{k−2} were also included in the state definition. On the other hand, given that the treatment should be tailored to the individual characteristics of each patient, information about such characteristics must be included in the state definition. The computational model employs four variables that describe each patient, namely, MCH, E p, C p and Cr. These variables could be directly introduced as state variables, however, prior knowledge about the problem was used to reduce the state space dimensionality. MCH is a dichotomous variable that depends on the patient’s gender. Therefore, it was decided to remove this variable and compute a policy for men and another for women. The remaining variables (E p, C p and Cr) were analyzed using k-means clustering [56]. The objective was to find groups of patients that respond to the treatment in a similar way and, then, introducing into the state definition only the information about the kind of response instead of the patient’s characteristics directly. Thus, the output of the clustering algorithm, Patient_{group}, also formed part of the state space. The underlying assumption is that the same treatment will produce a comparable effect in patients with similar characteristics.

Regarding the action space, a set of discretized actions was used

A = {0, 0.25, 0.50, 0.70, 1} μg/kg per week.

These values correspond with the doses that can be administered to the patients. It should be noted that these weightnormalized doses are different for each patient depending on the body weight. In practice, using a discrete set of doses can be useful due to the fact that darbepoetin alfa is supplied in prefilled syringes and, if the syringe is partially injected, the rest will be wasted.

6.3. Reward function

The reward function defines the agent’s goal. The aim of ESA treatment is to maintain Hb levels in a healthy range. According to the European Best Practice Guidelines for the Treatment of Anemia in Chronic Kidney Disease [11], Hb concentration should be >11 g/dl for all patients, and no higher than 12 g/dl for patients with comorbidities such as cardiovascular disease, diabetes, etc. Thus, the Hb target range used in this work was [11,12] g/dl. On the other hand, abrupt changes of Hb should be avoided. Specifically, changes (increments and decrements) close to 2 g/dl per month increase the risk of cardiovascular episodes [11].

In order to satisfy both goals, the reward was designed as a piecewise function that depends on the current Hb level Hb_k. The idea is that when Hb_k is close to the target, then the policy should try to reach the target range in the next month. However, if the difference between Hb_k and the target is too large, the Hb change required to reach the target in the next month can be too abrupt and it should be avoided.

The following bell-shaped reward was employed when 10.5 < Hb_k < 12.5:

ρ_{Hb}(s_k, a_k) = 1 − tanh^2 � � � Hb_{k+1} − 11.5 g � � � · w � (19)

w = tanh^{−1} � � � √ 0.95 0.01 � � � where g = 0.5 is a parameter that controls the slope of the function. This function assigns a maximum reward when Hb_{k+1} is equal to 11.5 g/dl (the center of the target range), and it decreases smoothly to zero as Hb_{k+1} differs from 11.5 g/dl, indicating that Hb levels near the target are preferable. Fig. 2a shows the shape of ρ_{Hb}.

If Hb_k ≥ 12.5, the goal was to achieve a decrement of 1 g/dl:

ρ_{−ΔHb}(s_k, a_k) = 1 − tanh^2 � � � ΔHb_{k+1} + 1 g � � � · w � (20)

where g and w are the same as in Eq. (19) and ΔHb_{k+1} is the difference of Hb between the current and the next month, i.e, Hb_{k+1} − Hb_k. Similarly, if Hb_k ≤ 10.5, the agent’s goal was to obtain an increment of 1 g/dl. The complete piecewise reward function is given by

ρ(s_k, a_k) = � � � � � ρ_{Hb} if 10.5 < Hb_k < 12.5 ρ_{−ΔHb} if Hb_k ≥ 12.5 ρ_{+ΔHb} if Hb_k ≤ 10.5

(21)

Fig. 2 depicts each subfunction separately and the complete reward function versus Hb_k and Hb_{k+1}.

7. Experiments

The purpose of the experiments was to assess the proposed method by comparing the quality of the learned policy with the popular Q-learning algorithm and with a standard protocol of dose adjustment. As illustrated in Fig. 3, experiments were carried out in three stages.

First, the computational model was used to generate the experience (data) necessary to apply the RL algorithm. Specifically, 5000 hemodialysis patients treated with darbepoetin alfa during 30 months were simulated. Second, the data were processed in order to obtain a set of states, actions and reward. Then, a drug administration policy was learned from data using FQI. For comparison reasons, this learning process was also carried out using Q-learning. Finally, in the third stage, a new cohort of 60 patients was simulated in accordance with three treatment strategies: the policy learned using FQI, the policy learned using Q-learning, and the treatment recommended in the protocol.

7.1. Experience

The computational model was used to generate a data set that mimics the medical data gathered during common clinical practice. The model uses four parameters (MCH, E p, Cr and C p) to describe the patient’s individual response to anemia treatment. MCH was chosen as indicated in Eq. (16), while the remaining parameters were adjusted employing data extracted from the medical records of 128 patients undergoing hemodialysis and receiving darbepoetin alfa. Data were collected between January 2008 and December 2010 in three hemodialysis centers located in Italy. Table 1 shows the baseline characteristics of patients used to adjust the model parameters, and Table 2 shows a summary of the adjusted parameters.

As the proposed method was applied separately for men and women (see Section 6.2), the data set was split by gender. Due to the high level of similarity between the results obtained in both groups, the rest of the work is focused only on the men’s group. After data splitting, the adjusted parameters were available for 69 male patients. In order to increase the population size, linear interpolation was applied between the parameters of each patient and a patient randomly selected among its 10 nearest neighbors. This process allows to generate artificial patients that are similar to the real ones and, at the same time, it introduces a certain degree of randomness in order to capture the variability of the characteristics among different patients. The process was repeated until the parameters corresponding to 4931 new patients were generated, making a total of 5000

Table 1: Baseline characteristics of the population used to adjust the model parameters.

Characteristic (n = 128)

Age (y) 58.53 ± 15.15 Sex (% male) 53.91 Height (m) 1.62 ± 0.09 Weight (kg) 67.97 ± 12.61 Treatment

Darbepoetin alfa (μ/kg/week) 0.29 ± 0.17 Iron IV (mg/week) 34.74 ± 32.08 Laboratory data

Hemoglobin (g/dl) 11.80 ± 1.16 Ferritin (ng/ml) 430.90 ± 178.96 Serum albumin (g/dl) 4.09 ± 0.29 Phosphate (mg/dl) 4.52 ± 1.03 Leukocytes (cells/mm^3) 6584.1 ± 1260.9 Data are means ± SD.

Table 2: Summary information on the model parameters.

Parameters Value (mean ± SD)

Ep 0.3588 ± 0.0753 Cr 0.1372 ± 0.0520 C p 0.2014 ± 0.0640

patients. Then, patients’ progress over time was simulated during 30 months of treatment^2. The dose of darbepoetin alfa administered during each month was randomly selected among the discrete set A, which introduced a high variability of doses. If all patients had followed an specific treatment protocol, the learned policy would be strongly biased by that protocol. In the actual case, physicians’ prescriptions are based on clinical protocols and in their own experience, therefore it is common to find different doses for patients with similar conditions. Nevertheless, in general, doses prescribed by physicians are closer to the optimal ones, which facilitates the learning process.

Simulations generated a total of 5000 × 30 = 150000 observations and treatments. Due to the randomness of the treatment, in some observations the Hb level was greater than 20 g/dl. These data were removed because they represent unrealistic situations. After this restriction, the data set consisted of 138011 observations.

7.2. Learning

The data generated in the previous stage were used as input of the learning algorithms FQI and Q-learning. To this end, the sequences of observations and treatments were transformed into a set of transitions (s, a, r, s^′) following the methodology introduced in Section 6. Some of the state variables were extracted using the clustering algorithm k-means. The rest of this

2Given that the prevalence of CKD is between 0.1% and 0.2% of the total population, the size of the simulated population is typical from a region with about 5 million inhabitants. On the other hand, patients are often treated for extended periods of time due to the chronic nature of CKD, however, 30 months was enough the generate the amount of data required to learn useful policies

(a) (b)

(c) Figure 2: Reward function. Subfigures (a) and (b) represent the piecewise reward as three separate subfunctions. Function (a) is applied when 10.5 < Hb_k < 12.5 and it varies depending on Hb_{k+1}. Functions (b) are applied when Hb_k ≤ 10.5 (continuous green line) or Hb_k ≥ 12.5 (dashed red line) and they vary depending on ΔHb_{k+1}. Finally, (c) represents the complete reward function versus Hb_{k+1} and Hb_k.

section discusses some practical issues of k-means, FQI and Qlearning.

7.2.1. k-means

The k-means algorithm employed in the clustering analysis starts with an initial estimation of q centroids and then uses an iterative method to optimize the cluster quality. Typically, the number of clusters q is selected empirically. In this work, the clustering analysis was repeated using values of q from 3 until 10. For each value of q, the obtained clusters were analyzed using silhouette plots [71]; finally, q = 5 was selected as the most suitable because it maximizes the within-cluster compactness and the separability among clusters.

7.2.2. Fitted Q iteration

FQI is based on an iterative procedure and the designer must decide when to stop the iterations. The algorithm starts with an arbitrary approximation of the optimal Q-function that is improved at each iteration. Thus, the number of iterations should be enough to allow convergence to the optimal Q-function. Convergence can be measured in terms of distance between consecutive approximations of the Q-function, defined as

dist(Q̂_n, Q̂_{n−1}) =

�_{(s,a)∈S i×A} �^ Q_n(s, a) − Q̂_{n−1}(s, a)

�_2

#(S^i × A)

(22)

Figure 4: Fitted Q iteration convergence measured as the distance between Q̂_n and Q̂_{n−1} versus number of iterations.

where S^i × A are the state-actions pairs contained in the set of transitions [33].

Fig. 4 shows the convergence of FQI versus the number of iterations, where it can be observed that the approximated Qfunction remains almost stable after 35 iterations. In view of this, the number of iterations was fixed to 40. On the other hand, the discount factor γ was empirically set to 0.9, this value was enough to incorporate the long-term effects of each dose in the optimization process. 9

Figure 3: Experiments were carried out in three stages. First, the computational model was used to simulate a cohort of patients that are treated during a period of time, gathering the records generated by each patient in a database. Secondly, the records were processed to produce a set of transitions of the form (s, a, r, s^′), and then FQI algorithm was applied. For comparison reasons, the learning process was also repeated using Q-learning. Third, the policies learned from the data were evaluated and compared with a standard protocol using a new cohort of simulated patients.

Extra-Tree algorithm parameters were chosen following the procedure described in [33]. The number of trees in the ensemble was set to M = 50, the parameter K was set equal to the dimension of the input space, i.e, K = 6, and the minimal leaf size was selected among the values l_{min} = [5, 10, 50, 100] using cross-validation in each iteration of FQI. Experiments showed that these default values are a good choice [54].

7.2.3. Q-learning

Q-learning is also based on an iterative procedure that estimates the optimal Q-function. However, as each transition (s, a, r, s^′) is only used one time, when the number of transitions is limited the algorithm simply iterates over the complete set of transitions. Thus, it is not necessary to implement a strategy to stop the iterative procedure.

The Gaussian RBF network with fixed bases employed to approximate the Q-function requires the definition of the number of Gaussian functions, their centers and standard deviations. This process typically requires trial and error experimentation with various configurations. The number of functions should be enough to provide a smooth interpolation over the entire stateaction space. If the Gaussians are too peaked, it will be necessary to employ a very large number of functions to cover the entire space. On the other hand, if they are too flat, the RBF network will not be flexible enough to approximate abrupt changes of the Q-function. Thus, it is necessary to reach a compromise between locality and smoothness.

After experimenting with several configurations, the selected RBF network architecture employed 4096 Gaussian functions whose centers were distributed in a regular grid over the state space. The inputs were normalized to the range [−1, 1] and all the standard deviations were set to σ = 1.1. The discount factor was fixed as in the FQI algorithm (γ = 0.9). Additionally, Q-learning introduces a new parameter that should be tuned: the learning rate α. A large value of α usually results in faster convergence, but when it exceeds a certain critical value, the algorithm becomes unstable. Fig. 5 shows the convergence of Q-learning (measured using Eq. (22)) when α = 0.2. The figure suggests that Q-learning has not converged after 138011 iterations.

It is worth noting that each iteration of Q-learning (Fig. 5) employs only a transition of the data set; whereas in FQI

Figure 5: Q-learning convergence measured as the distance between Q̂_n and Q̂_{n−1} versus number of iterations.

(Fig. 4) each iteration is based on the complete data set. Hence, despite the number of iterations shown in both figures, the convergence process of FQI is much larger than in the case of Qlearning.

7.3. Evaluation

The policy learned with the proposed methodology based in FQI was evaluated in a cohort of 60 new patients using the computational model. Similar to Section 7.1, the parameters corresponding to these patients were generated by linear interpolation. The evolution of each patient was simulated during 30 months of treatment using the drug doses indicated by the RL policy. For comparison purposes, the same cohort of patients was simulated according to the policy learned with Qlearning and the treatment recommended by a standard protocol. The protocol was extracted from the European Medicines Agency [72] and it describes the dosage regimen for Aranesp^{TM} (a commercial form of darbepoetin alfa) as follows:

• The initial dose for patients on dialysis should be 0.45 μg/kg body weight administered weekly.

• If the increase in Hb is inadequate (less than 1 g/dl in four weeks) the dose should be increased by approximately 25%.

• The dose must not be increased more frequently than once every 4 weeks.

• If the Hb rises more than 2 g/dl in a period of 4 weeks, the dose should be reduced by 25%.

• If the Hb level is greater than 12 g/dl, the dose should be reduced by 25%. After this reduction, if the Hb level continues rising, the treatment should be temporarily interrupted until the level starts to decline, moment in which the treatment should be resumed with a dose approximately 25% lower than the previous dose.

When the computational model that simulates the patients is initialized, the level of Hb is determined by the initial conditions. These conditions are equal for all the patients (see Appendix A), i.e., at month zero all the patients have the same Hb level. In order to have a cohort of patients with a heterogeneous initial state, the 60 patients were treated during four months with a random treatment before starting the evaluation process. Thus, the protocol recommendation for the initial dose was never applied because the patients had already received some previous doses of ESA when beginning the evaluation.

8. Results and discussion

This section assesses the proposed methodology by comparing the policy learned using FQI (π_{FQI} ) with the policy learned using Q-learning (π_{Q-learning}) and extracted from the protocol (π_{protocol}). All results shown correspond with the cohort of 60 simulated patients used for validation purposes and 30 months of treatment.

As a first approach to compare the behavior of the three policies, the Hb levels obtained with each policy were represented in a box plot. This kind of representation graphically depicts a set of data values through their quartiles, allowing to visually estimate the degree of dispersion and skewness. Fig. 6 shows the box plot corresponding to π_{Q-learning}, π_{FQI} and π_{protocol}. In the three cases the median falls within the desired range of Hb (indicated by two horizontal dashed lines at 11 and 12 g/dl) and the Hb levels are approximately symmetrically distributed. The main difference observed among the three policies is the large dispersion of π_{Q-learning}, which means that many of the patients treated with this policy have Hb levels away from the target range. In the other two policies there are also Hb levels substantially different from the target range; however, these values can be considered outliers (shown as red crosses) from the complete set of observations and are likely due to the initial states of the patients.

The low performance of Q-learning is probably a consequence of the limited amount of transitions available to estimate the policy. In principle, both RL algorithms (Q-learning and FQI) should be able to find similar policies in a given problem. In fact, other authors found that, given enough data, the policy learned by Q-learning was superior than the protocol [29, 30]. Nonetheless, a key advantage of FQI is that it makes a more efficient use of the data, which can be crucial in problems where obtaining data is a non-trivial task. A second factor that may be

Figure 6: Box plot representation of the Hb levels corresponding to 60 simulated patients during 30 months of treatment. Patients were treated according to π_{Q-learning}, π_{FQI} and π_{protocol}. The two horizontal lines (dashed black) indicate the Hb target range.

related with the superiority of FQI is its flexibility to approximate the Q-functions. In Q-learning it is necessary to define an a priori approximator structure that remains fixed over the learning process. On the contrary, in each iteration FQI selects the approximator structure that provides the best approximation of the current Q-function.

Since FQI outperforms Q-learning considerably, the rest of this section is focused only on analyzing the differences between the policy obtained using FQI and the protocol of dose adjustment.

A limitation of the box plot representation is that the temporal information is lost. In order to compare the performance of the two policies along time, a better approach consists in representing the Hb levels during the treatment. Fig. 7 shows this information for π_{FQI} and π_{protocol}. For the sake of simplicity, Fig. 7 represents the Hb of only a subset of 19 patients randomly selected. The figure also includes two horizontal lines (dashed black) at 11 and 12 g/dl that indicate the target range. During the first months of treatment, Hb was shifted towards the target range with either of the two policies. In this sense, π_{FQI} was more effective than π_{protocol} because, in general, it required less time to reach the target. After seven months of treatment, several signs of Hb cycling appeared in some of the patients treated with π_{protocol}. On the contrary, π_{FQI} was able to prevent or drastically reduce Hb cycling. As expected, the extreme values of Hb previously shown as outliers in the box plot are mainly concentrated in the first months of the treatment.

Fig. 8 also shows the variation of Hb over time, but in this case in terms of the mean (solid lines) and standard deviation (shadow areas) for the complete group of patients. Again, it can be observed that π_{FQI} stabilizes the Hb levels within the target range whereas the protocol produces oscillations. The large standard deviation corresponding to π_{protocol} indicates that there are patients with dangerous Hb levels in all months. Although the Hb cycling produced by π_{protocol} diminishes slightly over time, after 30 months it is still noticeable. Hb variability in

(a)

(b) Figure 7: Hb level evolution during 30 months of treatment for 19 simulated patients randomly chosen from the test group. In (a), the patients were treated according to the policy learned with the proposed method, π_{FQI} . While in (b) they were treated according to the policy extracted from the protocol, π_{protocol}. The two horizontal lines (dashed black) indicate the Hb target range.

patients treated with π_{FQI} was significantly lower (p < 0.0001, one-tailed paired F-test) than those treated with π_{protocol}.

A second metric employed to compare both policies was the number of months or observations in which the patients presented an adequate Hb level. Fig. 9 presents this information by means of a bar chart. Five ranges of Hb grouped into three categories were defined: the category suitable includes the target range [11,12] g/dl; unsuitable consists of the two ranges contiguous to the target range, that is, (10,11) and (12,13) g/dl; and dangerous contains the rest of Hb levels. Fig. 9 shows two bars corresponding with π_{FQI} (light gray) and π_{protocol} (dark gray) in each one of the five ranges. Ideally, all patient observations should be within the category suitable. When the patients were treated with π_{FQI} , their Hb level was within the target range in 82.1% of the observations, which represents an important improvement compared with the 54.5 % achieved by π_{protocol}. The rest of patient observations were mainly located in the category unsuitable, specifically, 11.02% for π_{FQI} and 34.1% for π_{protocol}. This percentage indicates that π_{protocol} also achieved a reasonable outcome. Finally, a minor percentage of patient observations was in the category dangerous; however, Figs. 7 and 8 shows that these observations corresponds mainly with the initial months of treatment, when the drug administered has not yet produced any effect.

In addition to stabilizing the Hb level inside the target range, the treatment must avoid abrupt Hb changes. The difference between π_{FQI} and π_{protocol} concerning this aspect was negligible. Both policies were really effective in avoiding Hb changes greater than 2 g/dl per month, more than 99.5% of state transitions met this condition.

Due to the high costs of darbepoetin alfa, another point to take into account when comparing both policies is the quantity of drug used. There was a highly significant difference (p < 0.0001, one-tailed paired t-test) of 5.13% between the mean dose recommended by π_{protocol} (0.39 μg/kg/week) and π_{FQI} (0.37 μg/kg/week). Thus, the treatment recommended by the RL policy not only produced better outcomes but also generated lower costs.

Finally, a particular case was studied in detail to obtain more insight into the behavior of each policy. Table 3 shows how the Hb level of a patient and the dose of drug administered varies along 15 months of treatment. The goal of this table was to compare the treatment recommended by both policies in a case where π_{protocol} caused Hb cycling. The months where Hb level

Figure 8: Mean Hb level (solid lines) and standard deviation (shaded areas) over time for 60 patients simulated according π_{FQI} (in green) and π_{protocol} (in red).

Figure 9: Comparison of the observed monthly Hb for the patients simulated following π_{FQI} and π_{protocol} during 30 months. Ideally, all Hb observations should be in the range [11, 12] g/dl.

was within the target range are highlighted in bold. It can be observed that, in the fifth month, π_{protocol} started to increase the darbepoetin dose because Hb < 11 g/dl, and it continued increasing the dose in months 6 and 7 because the Hb level had not yet reached the target range. Then, after reaching the target (month 8), the Hb level continued rising despite drug dose was decreased (months 9 and 10). This phenomenon is due to the delay between drug administration and its effects in Hb. On the other hand, the doses administered by π_{FQI} suggest that the long-term effects are taken into account. For example, in months 7 and 8 the dose is maintained constant despite the low Hb level. In consequence, the Hb level in the next months increases and is stabilized within the target.

The experiments reported in this paper were based on a computational model that simulates the patients’ response to the treatment with darbepoetin alfa. Although the proposed

Table 3: Comparison of the treatment and clinical evolution of a patient treated according to π_{FQI} and π_{protocol}. The Hb levels within the target range are highlighted in bold.

Month FQI Dose adjustment protocol Hb (g/dl)

Drug dose (μg/kg/week) Hb (g/dl)

Drug dose (μg/kg/week)

1 12.65 0.50 12.65 0.75 2 12.78 0.75 12.91 0.56 3 11.77 0.75 12.43 0.42 4 11.28 0.50 11.36 0.42 5 11.80 0.50 10.44 0.52 6 11.43 0.50 10.13 0.65 7 10.89 0.50 10.57 0.82 8 10.91 0.50 11.52 0.82 9 11.06 0.50 12.72 0.61 10 11.22 0.50 13.50 0.46 11 11.39 0.50 13.14 0.34 12 11.56 0.50 12.11 0.34 13 11.73 0.25 11.24 0.34 14 11.74 0.50 10.90 0.43 15 11.19 0.25 11.00 0.54

methodology is valid for the case of actual patients, certain aspects should be modified. The main differences between simulated and real patients are discussed below.

The inclusion of the model parameters (MCH, E p, C p, Cr) in the definition of the state space is likely the most important difference between applying the proposed system to simulated and real patients. These parameters, which are related to the patients’ individual characteristics, are used to find groups of patients that respond to the treatment in a similar way. In practice, the parameters cannot be directly measured. One option would be to adjust them as in the simulated case; however, a more effective solution is to employ the variables commonly measured in the monthly reviews which provide the same information. For example, the level of C-reactive protein, serum albumin and leukocytes can be used as an indicator of inflammation level. Thus, the clustering analysis should be performed using those variables as inputs instead of the model parameters.

Some elements of the MDP, such as the reward function and the discount factor, should be carefully chosen to provide the desired outcomes. When using a computational model, trialand-error procedures can be used to adjust them. On the contrary, this approach is not viable in real domains. Thus, despite the valuable experience gained with simulated patients, the expertise and advice of physicians are still necessary to design the MPD in the real case.

Finally, a third issue that should be noticed is the two assumptions made by the model: stable level of inflammation and constant iron availability. As previously mentioned, these assumptions may are not met in the real case. The only requirement to overcome both assumptions is that the clinical data employed to learn the policy must contain enough examples of patients in which assumptions are violated, i.e, with variable levels of inflammation and iron availability.

9. Conclusions and future work

This work has proposed a methodology based on RL to optimize anemia treatment in hemodialysis patients. After formulating the problem using the MDP framework, RL was able to learn automatically near-optimal treatments from clinical data. Contrary to other techniques to solve MPDs, RL does not require a complete knowledge of the system dynamics, a feature that can be crucial in medical problems. More specifically, the methodology uses the algorithm FQI, which stands out for its ability to make an efficient use of data. FQI was combined with a function approximator based on regression trees in order to deal with the continuous state space and to generalize the learned policy to the cases not covered by the data set. The state variables of the MDP were extracted partly from the laboratory tests and partly from a clustering analysis of the patient’s main attributes.

The proposed methodology was evaluated through a computational model that describes the effect of darbepoetin alfa on the concentration of Hb. In addition to FQI, the experiments were also performed using the well-known Q-learning algorithm. A standard protocol of dose adjustment was used for baseline comparison. The quality of the policy obtained with Q-learning, π_{Q-learning} was considerably inferior in comparison to the other two policies (π_{FQI} and π_{protocol}). When comparing π_{FQI} and π_{protocol}, the policy obtained with FQI increased by 27.6% the proportion of patients with an adequate level of Hb and, at the same time, it reduced the amount of drug used by 5.13%.

The simulation results suggest that the FQI policy can deal with the long-term effects of darbepoetin alfa and the high variability in the patient’s response. These features, which are absent in standard dosing protocols, had been suggested as a major cause of Hb cycling. As a result, the proposed methodology was more effective than the standard-use tested protocol in maintaining stable Hb levels and preventing Hb cycling. On the other hand, the drug is prescribed in a more efficient way since the treatment achieves better outcomes with less amount of darbepoetin alfa.

The computational model used in the experiments has several limitations owing to the assumptions on which it is grounded and, therefore, does not represent all possible patients. Nevertheless, it reproduces some important difficulties present in actual cases that may cause Hb cycling. Thus, although prospective validation is required, experiments have shown the potential benefits of RL in anemia treatment.

The positive results obtained in this work using simulated patients have motivated further research in applying the proposed methodology to actual patients. Currently, a tool for clinical decision support based on FQI is being validated through a clinical evaluation in five hemodialysis centers from three European countries.

Although this work has been focused in renal anemia, the methodology can be extended to other types of anemia. For example, oncology patients who also receive darbepoetin alfa treatment, or even to other complex problems of drug administration such as warfarin therapy to prevent venous thromboembolism. Another interesting line of future research is to include other optimization aspects in the reward function, in addition to those related to the patients’ health, like the cost of the treatment.

Acknowledgements

The authors thank the reviewers from Artificial Intelligence in Medicine Journal, whose insightful and helpful comments were of great value for the preparation of the final manuscript.

Appendix A. Erythropoiesis model

Many mathematical models have been developed to simulate the process of erythropoiesis in different physiological scenarios [60, 73, 74]. The most common approach is the use of age-structured models [75–77]. The model presented in this section is focused in patients undergoing hemodialysis who are treated with intravenous darbepoetin alfa. In addition, it incorporates the effects of iron availability and level of inflammation, although both are considered constant. Similar to [59], the stimulating action of the drug is described through a multicompartment model. Three different cell classes or compartments are considered:

• P is the bone marrow concentration of progenitor cells (BFU-E and CFU-E) and precursor cells (proerythroblast and basophilic erythroblast) that depend on EPO for their survival and differentiation to the next compartment.

• M comprises the remaining erythroblasts (polychromatic and orthochromatophilic) and marrow reticulocytes which are iron-responsive. As it is assumed that all patients have sufficient iron available, this compartment only serves as delay on the differentiation until the next compartment.

• R is the plasma concentration of red blood cells.

The equations governing the evolution of the number of cells in each population are simply balance equations [59]. Each compartment of cells is fed by an entering flow of fresh cells and is emptied by the outgoing flow of differentiated or apoptotic cells.

The fundamental assumption is that every cell in each population lives for the same period of time, which is constant and denoted by T_P for cells P and T_R for cells R [59]. This assumption determines the cell elimination rate since the number of cells that are lost at time t must be equal to the number of cells that are born at the same time delayed by the appropriate lifespan. The loss process is modeled by means of weighted averages of the previous day incoming rates in order to take into consideration that cells actually have different exposition times to the drug. Such exposition time varies according to their internal maturity level at the time of the administration.

The flow entering the P compartment depends on the progenitors response to the stimulatory effect of erythropoietin. According to [59], this response can be described by the Hill function H(E_{tot}) := E_{tot}/(E_{50} + E_{tot}), where E_{tot}, which is defined as in Eqs. (13) and (14), represents the total plasma concentration of EPO, and E_{50} = 100/V_d. The sensitivity E_{50} is the halfmaximal effective concentration, a parameter commonly used as a measure of drug’s potency.

The outgoing flow of the P compartment is also the feeding flow to the R compartment delayed by T_M , as it is assumed that, up to a proportionality factor (describing a proliferation activity of M cells), as many M cells as P cells are produced.

At the last stage of their lifespan, RBCs become senescent and are cleared from the blood. The rate at which RBCs are cleared is a weighted average of the previous incoming rates. Such a average is a convex combination with coefficients given by a Gaussian distribution with mean equal to the RBC mean lifespan and variance 30. The Gaussian distribution indicates that the drug effects are stronger on T_R-day old cells.

The evolution laws of the compartment P and R are the following: � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �

P^′(t) = C_p

E_{tot}(t) E_{50} + E_{tot}(t)

P(t)

−C_p 1 T_P

T_P�

T_j=1

E_{tot}(t − T_j) E_{50} + E_{tot}(t − T_j)

P(t − T_j)

R^′(t) = C_r

E_{tot}(t − (T_P + T_M )) E_{50} + E_{tot}(t − (T_P + T_M ))

P(t − (T_P + T_M ))

− C_r S_{P,M,R}

T_P+T_M +T_R � T_j=T_P +T_M +1

g_{T j}

E_{tot}(t − T_j) E_{50} + E_{tot}(t − T_j)

P(t − T_j)

where g_{T j} := G(T_j − (T_P + T_M ))), G(T ) is the Gaussian distribution with mean T_R and variance 30 evaluated at time T , and S_{P,M,R} is a normalization factor given by

S_{P,I,R} :=

T_P+T_M +T_R � T_j=T_P +T_M +1 G � T_j − (T_P + T_M ) � = T_R�

T_j=1 G � T_j � . In the present study, (T_P, T_M , T_R) = (9, 4, 70). At the time t_0 of the first administration, P_0 = 1 and R_0 = 1 (i.e., there are 10^{11} cells maturing from class P to R). The remaining parameters, E p, C p and Cr, are estimated for each patient. The solution of the model, given in Eq. (15), is fitted in the least square sense using the first six Hb levels of each patient measured through laboratory tests. Then, the model can be used to simulate the response of that patient to the treatment.

The basic assumptions of the model are that each patient maintains a stable level of inflammation and that iron availability for erythropoiesis is constant. However, dialysis patients often have multiple comorbidities (such as hypertension, diabetes or cardiovascular disease) that may produce fluctuating levels of inflammation and reduce the availability of iron, which limits the usefulness of the model.

On the other hand, when the assumptions are met, the model is able to reproduce the variability among patients in drug response and the long-term effect produced by the drug. Fig. A.10 shows four cases in which the assumptions are reasonably well met. As it can be observed, in general, the model (continuous blue line) is able to simulate the Hb level measured by laboratory tests (res asterisks).

Figure A.10: Hb level simulated using the model (blue line) and measured by laboratory tests (red asterisks) corresponding to four patients during approximately 26 months of treatment. In the four cases, model’s assumptions are approximately met.

References

[1] O’Mara NB. Anemia in patients with chronic kidney disease. Diabetes Spectrum 2008;21(1):12–9.

[2] USRDS . USRDS 2013 annual data report: Atlas of chronic kidney disease and end-stage renal disease in the united states. Tech. Rep.; National Institutes of Health, National Institute of Diabetes and Digestive and Kidney Diseases; Bethesda, MD; 2013.

[3] Bárány P, Pettersson E, Konarski-Svensson JK. Long-term effects on quality of life in haemodialysis patients of correction of anaemia with erythropoietin. Nephrology, dialysis, transplantation: official publication of the European Dialysis and Transplant Association - European Renal Association 1993;8(5):426–32.

[4] Foley RN, Parfrey PS, Harnett JD, Kent GM, Murray DC, Barre PE. The impact of anemia on cardiomyopathy, morbidity, and and mortality in end-stage renal disease. American journal of kidney diseases: the official journal of the National Kidney Foundation 1996;28(1):53–61.

[5] Koch KM, Patyna WD, Shaldon S, Werner E. Anemia of the regular hemodialysis patient and its treatment. Nephron 1974;12(5):405–19.

[6] Ifudu O, Feldman J, Friedman EA. The intensity of hemodialysis and the response to erythropoietin in patients with end-stage renal disease. The New England journal of medicine 1996;334(7):420–5.

[7] Macdougall IC, Wilson P, Roche A. Impact of hemoglobin variability in haemodialysis patients receiving erythropoiesis stimulating agents for the management of renal anaemia. J Am Soc Nephrol 2005;16:899–911.

[8] Collins AJ, Brenner RM, Ofman JJ, Chi EM, Stuccio-White N, Krishnan M, et al. Epoetin alfa use in patients with ESRD: an analysis of recent US prescribing patterns and hemoglobin outcomes. American journal of kidney diseases: the official journal of the National Kidney Foundation 2005;46(3):481–8.

[9] Fishbane S, Berns JS. Evidence and implications of haemoglobin cycling in anaemia management. Nephrology Dialysis Transplantation 2007;22(8):2129–32.

[10] KDOQI . KDOQI clinical practice guidelines and clinical practice recommendations for anemia in chronic kidney disease. American journal of kidney diseases: the official journal of the National Kidney Foundation 2006;47(5 Suppl 3):11–145.

[11] Locatelli F, Aljama P, Bárány P, Canaud B, Carrera F, Eckardt KU, et al.

Revised european best practice guidelines for the management of anaemia in patients with chronic renal failure. Nephrology, Dialysis, Transplantation: Official Publication of the European Dialysis and Transplant Association - European Renal Association 2004;19 Suppl 2:1–47.

[12] Kalicki RM, Uehlinger DE. Red cell survival in relation to changes in the hematocrit: more important than you think. Blood Purification 2008;26(4):355–60.

[13] Daugirdas JT. Handbook of Chronic Kidney Disease Management.

Philadelphia, PA, USA: Lippincott Williams & Wilkins; 1 ed.; 2011. ISBN 1582558930.

[14] Patel VL, Shortliffe EH, Stefanelli M, Szolovits P, Berthold MR, Bellazzi R, et al. The coming of age of artificial intelligence in medicine. Artificial intelligence in medicine 2009;46(1):5–17.

[15] Puterman ML. Markov Decision Processes: Discrete Stochastic Dynamic Programming. New York, NY, USA: Wiley-Interscience; 1 ed.; 2005. ISBN 0471727822.

[16] Hauskrecht M, Fraser H. Planning treatment of ischemic heart disease with partially observable markov decision processes. Artificial intelligence in medicine 2000;18(3):221–44.

[17] Alagoz O, Hsu H, Schaefer AJ, Roberts MS. Markov decision processes:

A tool for sequential decision making under uncertainty. Medical Decision Making 2010;30(4):474–83.

[18] Bennett CC, Hauser K. Artificial intelligence framework for simulating clinical decision-making: a markov decision process approach. Artificial intelligence in medicine 2013;57(1):9–19.

[19] Szepesvári C. Algorithms for reinforcement learning. Synthesis Lectures on Artificial Intelligence and Machine Learning 2010;4(1):1–103.

[20] Jacobs A, Lada P, Zurada JM, Brier ME, Aronoff GR. Predictors of hematocrit in hemodialysis patients as determined by artificial neural networks. Journal of American Nephrology 2001;12:387–95.

[21] Martín-Guerrero JD, Olivas ES, Valls GC, Serrano López AJ, Pérez Ruixo JJ, Torres NVJ. Use of neural networks for dosage individualisation of erythropoietin in patients with secondary anemia to chronic renal failure. Computers in Biology and Medicine 2003;33(4):361–73.

[22] Gabutti L, Lotscher N, Bianda J, Marone C, Mombelli G, Burnier M.

Would artificial neural networks implemented in clinical wards help nephrologists in predicting epoetin responsiveness? BMC Nephrology 2006;7:13–26.

[23] Gaweda AE, Jacobs AA, Brier ME. Application of fuzzy logic to predicting erythropoietic response in hemodialysis patients. The International journal of artificial organs 2008;31(12):1035–42.

[24] Gaweda A, Jacobs A, Brier M. Fuzzy rule-based approach to automatic drug dosing in renal failure. In: IEEE International Conference on Fuzzy Systems; vol. 2. St. Louis, MO, USA; 2003, p. 1206–9.

[25] Martín-Guerrero JD, Camps-valls G, Soria-Olivas E, Serrano-López AJ, Pérez-Ruixo JJ, Jiménez-Torres NV. Dosage individualization of erythropoietin using a profiledependent support vector regression. IEEE Transactions on Biomedical Engineering 2003;50:1136–42.

[26] Bellazzi R. Drug delivery optimization through bayesian networks: An application to erythropoietin therapy in uremic anemia. Computers and Biomedical Research 1993;26(3):274–93.

[27] Gaweda AE, Jacobs AA, Aronoff GR, Brier ME. Model predictive control of erythropoietin administration in the anemia of ESRD. American Journal of Kidney Diseases: The Official Journal of the National Kidney Foundation 2008;51(1):71–9.

[28] Ernst D, Glavic M, Capitanescu F, Wehenkel L. Reinforcement learning versus model predictive control: a comparison on a power system problem. Trans Sys Man Cyber Part B 2009;39(2):517–29.

[29] Gaweda AE, Muezzinoglu MK, Aronoff GR, Jacobs AA, Zurada JM, Brier ME. Individualization of pharmacological anemia management using reinforcement learning. Neural Netw 2005;18(5-6):826–34.

[30] Martín-Guerrero JD, Gomez F, Soria-Olivas E, Schmidhuber J, Climente- Martí M, Jiménez-Torres NV. A reinforcement learning approach for individualizing erythropoietin dosages in hemodialysis patients. Expert Syst Appl 2009;36(6):9737–42.

[31] Watkins CJCH, Dayan P. Technical note: Q-learning. Machine Learning 1992;8(3-4):279–92.

[32] Lange S, Gabel T, Riedmiller M. Batch reinforcement learning. In: Wiering M, Otterlo Mv, editors. Reinforcement Learning. No. 12 in Adaptation, Learning, and Optimization; Berlin, Germany: Springer. ISBN 364227644X; 2012, p. 45–73.

[33] Ernst D, Geurts P, Wehenkel L. Tree-based batch mode reinforcement learning. Journal of Machine Learning Research 2005;6:503–56.

[34] Ernst D, Stan GB, Gongalves J, Wehenkel L. Clinical data based optimal STI strategies for HIV: a reinforcement learning approach. In: Decision and Control, 2006 45th IEEE Conference on. 2006, p. 667–72.

[35] Murphy SA, Oslin DW, Rush AJ, Zhu J. Methodological challenges in constructing effective treatment sequences for chronic psychiatric disorders. Neuropsychopharmacology 2006;32(2):257–62.

[36] Guez A, Vincent RD, Avoli M, Pineau J. Adaptive treatment of epilepsy via batch-mode reinforcement learning. In: Fox D, Gomes CP, editors. Proceedings of the 20th national conference on Innovative applications of artificial intelligence - Volume 3. Chicago, Illinois: AAAI Press. ISBN 978-1-57735-368-3; 2008, p. 1671–8.

[37] Pineau J, Guez A, Vincent R, Panuccio G, Avoli M. Treating epilepsy via adaptive neurostimulation: a reinforcement learning approach. International Journal of Neural Systems 2009;19(4):227–40.

[38] Shortreed SM, Laber E, Lizotte DJ, Stroup TS, Pineau J, Murphy SA. Informing sequential clinical decision-making throughreinforcement learning: an empirical study. Machine Learning 2010;84:109–36.

[39] Lizotte DJ, Bowling M, Murphy SA. Linear fitted-q iteration with multiple reward functions. Journal of Machine Learning Research 2012;13:3253–95.

[40] Chakraborty B, Strecher V, Murphy SA. Bias correction and confidence intervals for fitted q-iteration. In: Koller D, Schuuurmans D, Bengio Y, Bottou L, editors. Neural Information Processing Systems - Workshop on Model Uncertainty and Risk in Reinforcement Learning. Cambridge, MA, USA: The MIT Press; 2008,.

[41] Sutton RS, Barto AG. Reinforcement Learning: An Introduction. Cambridge, MA, USA: The MIT Press; 1998. ISBN 0262193981.

[42] Demircan S, Aydin M, Durduran SS. Finding optimum route of electrical energy transmission line using multi-criteria with Q-learning. Expert Systems with Applications 2011;38(4):3477–82.

[43] Bernardo F, Agustí R, Pérez-Romero J, Sallent O. An application of reinforcement learning for efficient spectrum usage in next-generation mobile cellular networks. IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics, Part C: Applications and Reviews 2010;40(4):477–84.

[44] Peters J, Schaal S. Reinforcement learning of motor skills with policy gradients. Neural networks: the official journal of the International Neural Network Society 2008;21(4):682–97. doi:\bibinfo{doi}{10.1016/j.neunet. 2008.02.003}.

[45] Gu D, Hu H. Integration of coordination architecture and behavior fuzzy learning in quadruped walking robots. IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics, Part C: Applications and Reviews 2007;37(4):670–81.

[46] Hernández-del Olmo F, Llanes FH, Gaudioso E. An emergent approach for the control of wastewater treatment plants by means of reinforcement learning techniques. Expert Systems with Applications 2012;39(3):2355– 60. [47] Bertsekas DP. Dynamic Programming and Optimal Control, Vol. II.

Nashua, NH, USA: Athena Scientific; 3rd ed.; 2007. ISBN 1886529302. [48] Busoniu L, Babuska R, Schutter BD, Ernst D. Reinforcement Learning and Dynamic Programming Using Function Approximators. Boca Raton, FL, USA: CRC Press; 1 ed.; 2010. ISBN 1439821089.

[49] Boyan JA, Moore AW. Generalization in reinforcement learning: Safely approximating the value function. In: Touretzky DS, Mozer MC, Hasselmo ME, editors. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems; vol. 7. Cambridge, MA, USA: The MIT Press; 1995, p. 369–76.

[50] Sutton RS. Generalization in reinforcement learning: Successful examples using sparse coarse coding. In: Touretzky DS, Mozer MC, Hasselmo ME, editors. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems; vol. 8. Cambridge, MA, USA: The MIT Press; 1995, p. 1038–44.

[51] Tsitsiklis J, Van Roy B. An analysis of temporal-difference learning with function approximation. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control

1997;42(5):674–90.

[52] Lagoudakis MG, Parr R. Least-squares policy iteration. Journal of Machine Learning Research 2003;4:1107–49.

[53] Riedmiller M. Neural fitted Q iteration first experiences with a data efficient neural reinforcement learning method. In: Gama J, Camacho R, Brazdil P, Jorge A, Torgo L, editors. 16th European Conference on Machine Learning. Berlin, Germany: Springer; 2005, p. 317–28.

[54] Geurts P, Ernst D, Wehenkel L. Extremely randomized trees. Machine Learning 2006;63(1):3–42.

[55] Bellman R. Dynamic Programming. Princeton, NJ, USA: Princeton University Press; 1957. ISBN 0691146683.

[56] Alpaydin E. Introduction to Machine Learning. Cambridge, MA, USA:

The MIT Press; 2004. ISBN 0262012111.

[57] Breiman L. Bagging predictors. Machine Learning 1996;24(2):123–40. [58] Uehlinger DE, Gotch FA, Sheiner LB. A pharmacodynamic model of erythropoietin therapy for uremic anemia. Clinical pharmacology and therapeutics 1992;51(1):76–89.

[59] Krzyzanski W, Ramakrishnan R, Jusko WJ. Basic pharmacodynamic models for agents that alter production of natural cells. Journal of pharmacokinetics and biopharmaceutics 1999;27(5):467–89.

[60] Krzyzanski W, Jusko WJ, Wacholtz MC, Minton N, Cheung WK. Pharmacokinetic and pharmacodynamic modeling of recombinant human erythropoietin after multiple subcutaneous doses in healthy subjects. European journal of pharmaceutical sciences: official journal of the European Federation for Pharmaceutical Sciences 2005;26(3-4):295–306.

[61] Perez-Ruixo JJ, Kimko HC, Chow AT, Piotrovsky V, Krzyzanski W, Jusko WJ. Population cell life span models for effects of drugs following indirect mechanisms of action. Journal of pharmacokinetics and pharmacodynamics 2005;32(5-6):767–93.

[62] Krzyzanski W, Perez-Ruixo JJ. An assessment of recombinant human erythropoietin effect on reticulocyte production rate and lifespan distribution in healthy subjects. Pharmaceutical research 2007;24(4):758–72.

[63] Woo S, Jusko WJ. Interspecies comparisons of pharmacokinetics and pharmacodynamics of recombinant human erythropoietin. Drug metabolism and disposition: the biological fate of chemicals 2007;35(9):1672–8.

[64] Jacquez JA. Compartmental analysis in biology and medicine. Ann Arbor, MI, USA: University of Michigan Press; 1985. ISBN 0472100637.

[65] Allon M, Kleinman K, Walczyk M, Kaupke C, Messer-Mann L, Olson K, et al. Pharmacokinetics and pharmacodynamics of darbepoetin alfa and epoetin in patients undergoing dialysis. Clinical pharmacology and therapeutics 2002;72(5):546–55.

[66] Goldman L, Schafer AI. Goldman’s Cecil Medicine: Expert Consult Premium Edition. Philadelphia, PA, USA: Saunders; 24 ed.; 2011. ISBN 1437716040.

[67] Hsu Cy, McCulloch CE, Curhan GC. Epidemiology of anemia associated with chronic renal insufficiency among adults in the united states: results from the third national health and nutrition examination survey. Journal of the American Society of Nephrology 2002;13(2):504–10.

[68] Stenvinkel P, Bárány P. Anaemia, rHuEPO resistance, and cardiovascular disease in end-stage renal failure; links to inflammation and oxidative stress. Nephrology, dialysis, transplantation: official publication of the European Dialysis and Transplant Association - European Renal Association 2002;17 Suppl 5:32–7.

[69] Locatelli F, Andrulli S, Memoli B, Maffei C, Del Vecchio L, Aterini S, et al. Nutritional-inflammation status and resistance to erythropoietin therapy in haemodialysis patients. Nephrology, dialysis, transplantation: official publication of the European Dialysis and Transplant Association - European Renal Association 2006;21(4):991–8.

[70] Kaelbling LP, Littman ML, Cassandra AR. Planning and acting in partially observable stochastic domains. Artificial Intelligence 1998;101(12):99–134.

[71] Rousseeuw PJ. Silhouettes: A graphical aid to the interpretation and validation of cluster analysis. Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics 1987;20:53–65.

[72] EMA . European medicines agency, summary of product characteristics document. 2013. Http://www.ema.europa.eu/docs/en GB/document lib rary/EPAR - Product Information/human/000332/WC500026149.pdf (accessed July 9, 2013).

[73] Ramakrishnan R, Cheung WK, Wacholtz MC, Minton N, Jusko WJ. Pharmacokinetic and pharmacodynamic modeling of recombinant human erythropoietin after single and multiple doses in healthy volunteers. Journal of clinical pharmacology 2004;44(9):991–1002.

[74] Woo S, Krzyzanski W, Jusko WJ. Pharmacokinetic and pharmacodynamic modeling of recombinant human erythropoietin after intravenous and subcutaneous administration in rats. The Journal of pharmacology and experimental therapeutics 2006;319(3):1297–306.

[75] Blair J, Mackey MC, Mahaffy JM. Age-structured and two-delay models for erythropoiesis. Mathematical biosciences 1995;128(1-2):317–46.

[76] Banks HT, Cole CE, Schlosser PM, Tran HT. Modeling and optimal regulation of erythropoiesis subject to benzene intoxication. Mathematical biosciences and engineering: MBE 2004;1(1):15–48.

[77] Ackleh AS, Deng K, Ito K, Thibodeaux J. A structured erythropoiesis model with nonlinear cell maturation velocity and hormone decay rate. Mathematical biosciences 2006;204(1):21–48.