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in the Treatment of Hypertensive Patients 
Impacto Clínico de um Programa de Acompanhamento 
Farmacoterapêutico Implementado numa Unidade de Saúde 
Familiar: Resultados de uma Colaboração entre Farmacêutico 
e Médico no Tratamento de Doentes Hipertensos

Abstract
Introduction: The positive impact of pharmacist-physician collaborative care has been reported in the 
international literature, although examples of this impact are limited in Portugal. We aim to underline the 
clinical added value for hypertensive patients that results from pharmacist-physician collaborations.
Methods: A community trial was conducted at a Portuguese family health unit for 19 months. The 
intervention group was randomly selected from the global records and members of the group received 
pharmaceutical care in addition to physician care. The comparison group received only physician care. 
Both groups were comparable at the beginning of the study. In the intervention group, we analysed the 
hypertensive patients to evaluate the impact of pharmacist-physician collaboration on the patients’ blood 
pressure levels. This evaluation was performed by comparing the obtained blood pressure levels with the 
levels at baseline and between the groups. 
Results: A total of 17 patients with hypertension were enrolled in the pharmaceutical care programme, 12 of 
whom were female. The mean age was 68.50±3.26 years and, on average, each patient consumed 6.06±0.93 
medicinal products. Thirteen patients were uncontrolled. Compared with the baseline, the intervention 
group achieved mean reductions of 28.85±5.90 mmHg (p < 0.0005) and 11.23±2.75 mmHg (p < 0.005) in their 
systolic and diastolic blood pressure, respectively. Considering the comparison group, improvements of 
18.63±6.44 mmHg (p = 0.011) in systolic blood pressure and 9.03±2.63 mmHg ( p < 0.005) in diastolic blood 
pressure were observed.
Conclusion: Pharmacist-physician collaborative care adds clinical value to the typical physician care 
provided to hypertensive patients within the context of a Portuguese family health unit. 
Keywords: Blood Pressure; Family Health; Hypertension; Interprofessional Relations; Pharmaceutical 
Services; Pharmacists; Physicians; Portugal; Treatment Outcome 
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Resumo
Introdução: O impacto positivo da colaboração entre farmacêutico-médico para a saúde do doente está 
bem documentado na literatura internacional. Em Portugal, os exemplos de colaboração são limitados. Com 
este trabalho pretendemos sublinhar a mais-valia clínica da colaboração farmacêutico-médico em doentes 
hipertensos.
Métodos: Ensaio comunitário desenvolvido numa unidade de saúde familiar portuguesa, durante 19 meses. 
O grupo de intervenção, selecionado aleatoriamente do ficheiro global, foi submetido a acompanhamento 
farmacoterapêutico pelo farmacêutico. O grupo de comparação recebeu apenas os cuidados médicos 
habituais. Ambos os grupos eram comparáveis à partida. Analisámos os doentes hipertensos para avaliar 
o impacto da colaboração farmacêutico-médico nos níveis de pressão arterial. A avaliação foi efetuada por 
comparação com o ponto de partida e entre os dois grupos.
Resultados: Integraram o programa de acompanhamento farmacoterapêutico, 17 hipertensos, 12 do género 
feminino com idade média de 68,50±3,26 e um consumo médio de medicamentos de 6,06±0,93. Do total, 13 
não estavam controlados. Comparando com o início, o grupo de intervenção reduziu, em média, 28,85±5,90 
mmHg (p < 0,0005) na pressão arterial sistólica e 11,23±2,75 mmHg (p < 0,005) na diastólica. Na comparação 
entre grupos, registou-se uma redução de 18,63±6,44 mmHg (p = 0,011) na pressão arterial sistólica e de 
9,03±2,63 mmHg (p < 0,005) na diastólica.
Conclusão: A colaboração farmacêutico-médico em doentes hipertensos numa unidade de saúde familiar 
Portuguesa acrescentou mais-valia clínica aos cuidados de saúde habitualmente recebidos pelos doentes.
Palavras-chave: Assistência Farmacêutica;  Farmacêuticos; Hipertensão; Médicos; Portugal; Pressão 
Sanguínea; Relações Interprofissionais; Resultado do Tratamento; Saúde Familiar  

Introduction 
Improving patients’ health and quality of life is the 
main objective of all health care professionals. There 
is an extensive body of international literature re-
porting significant health improvements when phar-
macists and physicians cooperate to improve pa-
tients’ health, particularly in the case of hypertensive 
patients.1-3 Moreover, the costs associated with the 
ineffectiveness of medication and safety issues are re-
duced, leading to obvious economic savings for the 
health care system.4-6

Collaborative care between pharmacists and physicians 
has been encouraged by several international institu-
tions, including the World Health Organization (Dec-
laration of Alma-Ata),7 the International Federation 
of Pharmacists8,9 and the World Medical Associa-
tion.10

In Portugal, although such interprofessional collabo-
ration at the primary health care level is not wide-
spread, there have been some short-term studies on 
the issue.11-16

The literature in this regard highlights several key 
factors that affect collaborative care, including trust, 
a clear role specification for each professional and the 
standard of professional interaction.17,18
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Pharmaceutical care refers to the pharmacist’s con-
tribution to the care of individuals, which is intended 
to optimise medicine use and improve health out-
comes.19 It is expected that the implementation of a 
pharmaceutical care programme within a Portuguese 
primary health care institution would promote a 
close professional relationship between the pharma-
cist and the physicians, as well as a clear role speci-
fication for these professionals, thereby contributing 
to additional positive clinical outcomes.
The aim of this report is therefore to underline the 
clinical added value for hypertensive patients that re-
sults from a close collaboration between physicians 
and a pharmacist in a Portuguese family health unit.

Methods
Between January 2010 and August 2011, a commu-
nity trial was conducted by a pharmacist at a family 
health unit in Évora, Portugal. Those patients includ-
ed in the intervention group were enrolled in a phar-
maceutical care programme in addition to receiving 
typical physician care. The comparison patients only 
received the typical physician care.
The intervention group were randomly selected from 
the clinical records of the family health unit (i.e., the 
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physician. The patient’s frequency of pharmaceutical 
consultations was defined based on perceived health 
needs and health problems evolution.
For each uncontrolled patient, a strategic interven-
tion plan was designed. During the subsequent con-
sultations (each approximately 30 minutes in dura-
tion), therapeutic goals and suggested interventions 
were discussed with and approved by the patient. The 
pharmacist interventions were adjusted based on the 
clinical evolution. When related to a healthy lifestyle, 
medication adherence or correct drug intake, the inter-
ventions were directed towards the patients, but when 
a medical evaluation and the prescription of medicinal 
products for untreated health problems or changes in 
the therapeutic scheme already prescribed due to inef-
fectiveness or safety issues (dosage, drug replacement, 
new drug) were required, the pharmacist interventions 
were directed towards the physician (family physician 
or other).
In general, in addition to the pharmacist’s verbal expla-
nation, all the interventions were written down so as to 
minimise message distortion and allow for traceability. 
When directed towards the family physician, previous 
contacts to discuss the case were ensured. Despite the 
pharmacist having interacted with all the family physi-
cians whenever necessary (i.e., due to negative clinical 
outcomes in their patients) during the study period, 
monthly appointments with the facilitator physician 
were arranged in order to analyse the project’s evolu-
tion and discuss complex clinical cases. The facilitator 
physician informed all colleagues about the progress of 
the study every six months. 
The detailed knowledge about the study and its prog-
ress, the frequent professional interactions (in the 
same physical structure, personal contacts) and the 
clear role specification for the pharmacist in the fam-
ily health unit were the tools used to build a close and 
trusting relationship with the physicians. 
Among the numerous health problems recorded for all 
the intervention patients, hypertension was the prob-
lem for which the most pharmaceutical interventions 
were addressed to the physician along with a discus-
sion of each clinical case (close collaborative care be-
tween pharmacist and physician). That is why, in the 
present article, we report only the results for the hyper-
tensive patients by way of an example of collaborative 
care.
The blood pressure levels of the intervention group 
were registered in the pharmacist’s records. For the 
comparison patients, the facilitator physician collected 
similar data from the physician’s records. 

selection was not based on any specific disease). The in-
clusion criteria were: being aged over 18 years, the avail-
ability of telephone contact (due to logistical issues) 
and the ability to autonomously visit the family health 
unit. The exclusion criteria were: a cognitive disability 
diagnosed by a physician (e.g., Alzheimer’s disease), be-
ing bedridden and having a family relationship with any 
of the health unit’s care professionals.
In the present article, we only report the results of those 
patients diagnosed by a physician as having arterial hy-
pertension. 
The patients randomised to the intervention group 
(provided they met the inclusion criteria) were invited 
to participate in the pharmaceutical care programme via 
telephone contact made by the pharmacist. A maximum 
of three attempts was made to contact each patient. 
Due to the high dispersion of diseases in the patients 
belonging to the intervention group (selected from 
the global clinical records), comparison patients were 
only selected at the end of the study, matching essential 
characteristics: general practitioner, gender, age group 
and diagnosed diseases. A list of possible comparison 
patients with the relevant characteristics was generated 
for each intervention patient using the physician’s soft-
ware. The respective comparator was the first on the list 
who exhibited the most matching characteristics.
A family physician – referred to as the facilitator phy-
sician – was appointed to follow the entire study and 
to provide the requested information from the clinical 
records, since the pharmacist cannot access the physi-
cian’s records due to ethics issues.

Pharmacist intervention
The pharmaceutical consultations were carried out in 
a private office (independently from the family physi-
cian consultation) and they took place for 4 hours ev-
ery week over the course of 19 months. The service was 
provided through a patient-centred strategy using logi-
cal and methodological reasoning (based on Dáder’s 
method20), as well as specific skills, to detect, prevent 
and solve negative clinical outcomes.
During the first consultation (60 minutes in dura-
tion), the pharmacist recorded the patient’s sociode-
mographic data, personal and family disease history, 
clinical and pharmacotherapeutic history, lifestyle 
and allergies. All the health problems were classified 
according to the ICPC-2 classification scheme.21 The 
achievement of therapeutic goals (based on specific 
guidelines) was assessed through the measurement of 
health parameters during the consultation or through 
laboratory tests that were regularly requested by the 



ARTIGO ORIGINAL

10

Main outcome measure
The added value for blood pressure control that re-
sulted from the collaborative care intervention was 
assessed by comparing the blood pressure levels be-
tween the intervention and comparison groups (all 
hypertensive patients). For the intervention patients, 
a comparison of the blood pressure levels after fol-
low-up with those at baseline (uncontrolled patients 
only) was also performed.

Procedures for blood pressure measurement 
and devices
The patients’ blood pressure levels were assessed 
with a Tensoval Duo Control™ device. After a five-
minute rest in the correct position and using the cor-
rect cuff size, three measurements were taken in the 
non-dominant arm and the mean value was recorded. 
The therapeutic goals and different hypertension 
grades were based on European guidelines for the 
management of hypertension.22,23

Statistical analysis
The statistical data analysis was performed using a 
two-tailed Student’s t-test for paired comparisons. 
Significance levels of  p = 0.05 were used. The con-
tinuous variables were expressed as the mean ± the 
standard error of the mean.

Ethical considerations
The regional health administration and the fam-
ily health unit’s physicians discussed and accepted 
the project. The National Commission for Data  
Protection also authorised the collection of the pa-
tients’ data. All patients who agree to participate in 
the study signed an informed consent form.

Results
From the initial random list of 400 persons, a total of 39 
patients accepted the pharmacist’s invitation to partici-
pate in the pharmaceutical care programme and signed 
the informed consent form. Seventeen patients had hy-
pertension and hence were analysed. Fig. 1 illustrates 
the flow of patient enrolment in the study. 
Of the 17 hypertensive patients who were analysed 
(Table 1), 12 were female. The mean age was 68.50±3.26 
years, and the most common educational level was 
the compulsory 1st to 9th year education (11 patients). 
Regarding cardiovascular events, a personal history of 
stroke and myocardial infarction was registered for one 
and two patients, respectively, while six patients had 
a family history of stroke. In addition to hypertension, 

Randomized selection 
from the global clinical 

records (n=400) 

Eligible persons  (n=337) 

Persons invited to 
participate in the study 

(n=123) 

63 persons unmet the inclusion criteria 

Selected Comparison 
group (n=29) 

Comparison patients  
(n=17) 

Persons accepted to 
participate in the study 

(n=67) 

214 persons impossible to contact 
by telephone 

56 persons refused to participate 
Grounds for refusal 

- Study with no interest (n=15) 
- Working time incompatibility (n=10) 
- Absence of the city (n=10) 
- No specific reason (n=8) 
- Transport difficulties (n=7) 
- No time available (n=6) 

Persons attended to the 
first consultation (n=39) 

Patients with 
pharmaceutical care need 

(n=34) 

5 persons have no need for 
pharmaceutical care  

Patients under regular 
pharmaceutical care 
consultations (n=29) 

Intervention patients 
with hypertension (n=17) 

5 persons not accepted to receive regular 
pharmaceutical care consultations 

Figure 1. Flow of patient enrolement in the study.

    

hypercholesterolemia (11 patients), overweightness (11 
patients), depression (six patients) and anxiety (five 
patients) were the most common health problems ob-
served. Only one patient was smoker. On average, each 
patient had prescribed 6.06±0.93 medicinal products.
Table 1 describes the baseline characteristics of the 
intervention patients with hypertension and their re-
spective comparators.
According to the blood pressure assessment, 13 inter-
vention patients exhibited uncontrolled levels (blood 
pressure higher than 140/90 mmHg23). For these pa-
tients, 21 pharmacist interventions were performed. 
The family physicians received nine of them and ac-
cepted eight. Additionally, in the case of five phar-
macological interventions addressed to the patient 
(medication adherence and correct drug intake), 
the situation was previously reported and discussed 
with the respective family physician.
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n

Gender

Male

Female

Mean age

Educational level

Compulsory education 1st-9th years

Upper secondary education

Higher education

Tobacco use

Cardiovascular events

Stroke

Myocardial infarction

Family history of cardiovascular events

Stroke

Myocardial infarction

Most prevalent diseases

Hypertension

Hypercholesterolemia

Overweightness

Depression

Anxiety

Number of medicinal products

Number of health problems

Mean blood pressure levels

Table 1. Baseline characteristics of the intervention and 
comparison groups

    Intervention 
group

Baseline characteristics Comparison 
group

P value

17

5

12

68.50±3.26

11

3

3

1

1

2

6

-

17

11

11

6 

5

6.06±0.93

6.44±0.70

150.25±6.16

17

5

12

65.96±2.61

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

2

2

1

0

-

17

13

11

6 

3

6.20±1.14

5.47±0.87

149.80±3.93

-

-

-

0.053

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

- 

-

0.847

0.429

0.956

n.a. – Not available from clinical records.

The pharmacist interventions intended to control the 
patients’ blood pressure levels are presented in Table 2. 
Compared with the baseline (only hypertensive un-
controlled patients, n = 13), statistically significant 
improvements were achieved in the blood pressure 
levels after follow-up. Mean reductions of 28.85±5.90 
mmHg (from 157.46±5.29 to 128.62±3.34 mmHg; p < 
0.0005) in the systolic blood pressure and 11.23±2.75 
mmHg (from 87.08±4.52 to 75.85±3.9 mmHg; p < 
0.005) in the diastolic blood pressure were observed. 
The pharmacist-physician team controlled 11 of the 
13 initially uncontrolled patients, thereby achieving 

the respective therapeutic goals. Regard-
ing the stages of hypertension, of the sev-
en patients with grade 1 hypertension at 
baseline, five improved to exhibit blood 
pressure levels lower than 140 mmHg 
after follow-up, while two remained un-
changed. All the patients with grade 2 and 
grade 3 hypertension (four and two pa-
tients, respectively) at baseline achieved 
their therapeutic goals after follow-up.
A comparison of the clinical achievements 
for the hypertensive patients between the 
intervention group and their comparators 
(all hypertensive patients, whether their 
blood pressure was controlled or not, n 
= 17) showed that collaborative care con-
tributed to statistically significant mean 
reductions in both systolic and diastolic 
blood pressure (p < 0.005 and p = 0.043, re-
spectively). On average, the patients who 
received additional pharmaceutical care 
showed reductions in their systolic blood 
pressure of 22.94±6.17 mmHg (from 
150.25±6.16 to 127.31±3.14 mmHg) and re-
ductions in their diastolic blood pressure 
of 7.56±3.41 mmHg (from 82.31±4.63 to 
74.75±3.26 mmHg). The comparison pa-
tients (those who did not receive pharma-
ceutical care) showed a mean reduction in 
their systolic blood pressure of 4.31±4.46 
mmHg (from 149.80±3.93 to 145.49±5.59 
mmHg), which was not statistically sig-
nificance (p = 0.349), and an average in-
crease in their diastolic blood pressure 
of 1.47±2.82 mmHg, which was again not 
statistically significance (p = 0.608). The 
difference between the groups showed 
that the added value of the pharmacist- 
-physician collaboration in the treatment 

of hypertension was significant, since this collabora-
tion resulted in reductions of 18.63±6.44 mmHg (p = 
0.011) in the systolic blood pressure and 9.03±2.63 
mmHg (p < 0.005) in the diastolic blood pressure. 
Table 3 shows the evolution of the blood pressure 
levels between the intervention group and the com-
parison group. 
The therapeutic goals were achieved for 11 of the 13 
initially uncontrolled patients under pharmaceutical 
care and for eight of the 13 patients in the comparison 
group.
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Discussion
Our results underline the positive impact of pharmacist-
physician collaboration in the treatment of hyperten-
sive patients, which has previously been shown in the 
international literature.1-3,24,25 At the national level, this  

Pharmacological

Drug replacement

Correct drug intake

Medical prescription for untreated hypertension

Addition of a new drug to therapeutic scheme

Medication adherence

Change in the time of drug intake

Dosage increase

Subtotal

Non-pharmacological

Salt intake reduction

Physical activity

Subtotal

TOTAL

Table 2 - Pharmacist interventions made in blood 
pressure levels (n = 13)

    
#Pharmacist interventions %

3

3

2

2

2

1

1

14

6

1

7

21

14.3

14.3

9.5

9.5

9.5

4.8

4.8

66.7

28.6

4.8

33.3

100.0

contribution may encourage community pharmacists 
and physicians to collaborate in health care teams. It also 
suggests the need for the permanent inclusion of phar-
macists in family health units in order to ensure that the 
benefits for patients are maintained.26 
The relatively small number of patients involved in the 
study limits the conclusions that can be derived from the 
results. This small number of patients was mainly due to 
the low rate of patient acceptance (Fig. 1) of a new and 
previously unknown service provided by a pharmacist, 
since pharmacists are not usually involved in family he-
alth units. 
The blood pressure improvements observed in our stu-
dy (18.63±6.44 mmHg in systolic blood pressure and 
9.03±2.63 mmHg in diastolic blood pressure) were hi-
gher than those observed in several prior studies (re-
ductions of between 6 and 9 mmHg in systolic blood 
pressure and between 1 and 5 mmHg in diastolic blood 
pressure for patients in receipt of a pharmacist inter-
vention in addition to typical physician care have been 
reported2,3,15,27,28). Apart from the sample size, several 
other factors may have contributed to these differences. 
For instance, different follow-up periods and different 
kinds of pharmaceutical services (not all of them consis-
tent with pharmaceutical care as defined in this article) 
were used in other studies. The frequency of the phar-
maceutical consultations in the present study may also 
have affected the results. In our study, each hypertensive 
patient was followed, on average, for 12.9 months (51.5 
weeks) and received 11.6 pharmaceutical consultations, 
that is, one consultation every four weeks. In previous 
studies, the interval between consultations was higher, 
at between five and 12 weeks.2,3,15,28 It is plausible that 
the higher frequency of pharmaceutical consultations in 
our study allowed for more frequent reinforcement of the 
interventions, resulting in greater reductions in patients’ 
blood pressure levels. Indeed, in a study in which a si-
milar service was implemented and the pharmaceutical 
appointments were also monthly, the authors achieved a 
systolic blood pressure reduction of 18 mmHg.14

The implementation of a pharmaceutical care service 
within a family health unit brings professionals into 
physical proximity and thereby facilitates their interac-
tions. The mutual respect between the physicians and 
the pharmacist, the positive results and the frequent in-
teractions may have improved the pharmacist-physician 
collaboration and, hence, accounted for the higher rate 
of acceptance of the interventions referred to the physi-
cian (eight out of nine). 
An increase of about 30% (p < 0.005) in the hypertension 
control of patients who received pharmacist-physician 

Table 3. Evolution of the blood pressure levels
Mean values, differences and respective statistical 
significance at the beginning of the study and after 
follow-up for the intervention (IG) and comparison (CG) 
groups.

Systolic

Intervention group 
(n=17)

Comparison group 
(n=17)

Difference (IG vs CG) 

Diastolic

Intervention group 
(n=17)

Comparison group 
(n=17)

Difference (IG vs CG)

Initial
(mmHg)

Blood pressure Final
(mmHg)

Final-initial
(mmHg)

P value

150.25±6.16

 

149.80±3.93

 

-

 
82.31±4.63

 
81.38±2.85

 

-

127.31±3.14

 

145.49±5.59

 

-

 
74.75±3.26

 
82.86±3.23

 

-

-22.94±6.17

 

-4.31±4.46

 
-18.63±6.44

 
-7.56±3.41

 
+1.47±2.82

 
-9.03±2.63

<0,005

 

0.349

 
0.011

 
0.043

 
0.608

 
<0.005
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collaborative care was observed in this study, which 
suggests that this collaboration has the potential to 
improve patients’ health. This result is similar to the 
findings of a study conducted in 2008 by Carter et al 
in which the patients also showed improvements in 
blood pressure control: 89.1% of patients in the in-
tervention group were controlled versus 52.9% in the 
control group.3 Other studies have reported lower 
values of blood pressure control, ranging between 
15% and 18% .2,29 

The added value of pharmacist-physician 
collaborative care for cardiovascular risk 
reduction
Considering a linear relationship between cardio-
vascular risk and blood pressure levels, Houle et 
al30 estimated that for every 5.7 mmHg reduction 
in systolic blood pressure, the overall absolute risk 
of stroke and myocardial infarction will decrease 
by 2.4% and 2%, respectively. Based on this estima-
tion, and considering the reduction of 18.63 mmHg  
(p = 0.011) in systolic blood pressure that was achie-
ved in this study, the overall absolute risk of stroke 
and myocardial infarction in patients under collabo-
rative care will decrease by approximately 7.8% and 
6.5%, respectively.
Based on the interventions performed to control pa-
tients’ blood pressure levels, as well as the clinical 
outcomes achieved (a reduction of 18.63 mmHg in 
systolic blood pressure), the mean added value of a 
pharmacist intervention for hypertensive patients 
was estimated. On average, 1.62 pharmacist inter-
ventions were performed per uncontrolled patient. 
According to the mean reduction achieved in the 
systolic blood pressure, one pharmacist intervention 
corresponded to a reduction of 11.5 mmHg in the sys-
tolic blood pressure. Applying the data from Houle et 
al study, 30 on average, one pharmacist intervention 
provided to hypertensive patients could correspond 
to a 4.8% reduction in the overall absolute risk of 
stroke and a 4% reduction in the overall risk of myo-
cardial infarction.

Conclusion
Within the context of a Portuguese family health 
unit, a close pharmacist-physician collaboration 
adds significant clinical value to the typical care pro-
vided for hypertensive patients. The mean additional 
reductions in blood pressure observed in the uncon-
trolled patients may decrease the risk of future car-
diovascular disease.

Conflicts of interest 
The authors have no conflicts of interest to declare.

Financing Support 
This work has not received any contribution, grant 
or scholarship.

Protection of human and animal 
subjects 
The authors declare that the procedures followed 
were in accordance with the regulations of the re-
levant clinical research ethics committee and with 
those of the Code of Ethics of the World Medical  
Association (Declaration of Helsinki).

Confidentiality of data 
The authors declare that they have followed the pro-
tocols of their work center on the publication of data 
from patients.

References
1. Isetts BJ, Brown LM, Schondelmeyer SW, Lenarz LA. Quality 

assessment of a collaborative approach for decreasing drug-

related morbidity and achieving therapeutic goals. Arch Intern 

Med. 2003;163:1813-20.

2. Hunt JS, Siemienczuk J, Pape G, Rozenfeld Y, MacKay J, 

LeBlanc BH, et al. A randomized controlled trial of team-

based care: impact of physician-pharmacist collaboration on 

uncontrolled hypertension. J Gen Intern Med. 2008;23:1966-72.

3. Carter BL, Bergus GR, Dawson JD, Farris KB, Doucette WR, 

Chrischilles EA, et al. A cluster randomized trial to evaluate 

physician/pharmacist collaboration to improve blood pressure 

control. J Clin Hypertens. 2008;10:260-71.

4. Munroe WP, Kunz K, Dalmady-Israel C, Potter L, Schonfield 

WH. Economic evaluation of pharmacist involvement in disease 

management in a community pharmacy setting. Clin Ther. 

1997;19:113-23.

5. Cranor CW, Bunting BA, Christensen DB. The Asheville 

Project: long-term clinical and economic outcomes of a 

community pharmacy diabetes care program. J Am Pharm Assoc. 

2003;43:173-84.

6. Finley PR, Bluml BM, Bunting BA, Kiser SN. Clinical and 

economic outcomes of a pilot Project examining pharmacist-

focused collaborative care treatment for depression. J Am Pharm 

Assoc. 2011;51:40-59.

7. Declaration of Alma-Ata. International Conference on Primary 

Health Care. 6–12 September 1978. Alma-Ata, USSR: ICPHC; 

1978.

8. FIP Statement of Policy on Collaborative Pharmacy Practice. 

Lisbon, September 2010. [cited 7 July 2014]. Available from: http://

ARTIGO ORIGINAL

13

Rev Port Farmacoter | 2016;8:164-171 Rev Port Farmacoter | 2016;8:164-171



www.fip.org/www/uploads/database_file.php?id=318&table_id=.

9. FIP Reference paper collaborative practice. Istanbul, September 

2009. [cited 7 July 2014]. Available from: https://www.fip.org/

www/uploads/database_file.php?id=319&table_id=.

10. World Medical Association statement on the relationship 

between physicians and pharmacists in medical therapy. 

Vancouver, Canada, October 2010. [cited 7 July 2014]. Available 

from: http://www.wma.net/en/30publications/10policies/m33/

Physicians_and_Pharmacists_in_Medical_Theraphy-Oct2010.

pdf.

11. Móteiro C. Acompanhamento farmacoterapêutico a doentes 

com diabetes mellitus numa Unidade de Cuidados de Saúde 

Primários [Tese de Mestrado]. Coimbra: Faculdade de Farmácia 

da Universidade de Coimbra, Grupo de Farmacologia e Cuidados 

Farmacêuticos; 2012.

12. Castel-Branco MM, Santos AT, Carvalho RM, Caramona MM, 

Santiago LM, Fernandez-Llimós F, et al. As bases farmacológicas 

dos cuidados farmacêuticos: o caso dos AINEs. Acta Farm Port. 

2013;2:19-27.

13. Duarte D. Influência das reacções adversas a medicamentos 

anti-hipertensores no controlo da tensão arterial em doentes com 

hipertensão essencial [Tese de Mestrado] Coimbra: Faculdade 

Farmácia da Universidade de Coimbra; 2009.

14. Garção J, Cabrita J. Evaluation of a pharmaceutical care 

program for hypertensive patients in rural Portugal. J Am Pharm 

Assoc . 2002;42:858-64.

15. Morgado M, Rolo S, Castel-Branco M. Pharmacist intervention 

program to enhance hypertension control: a randomised 

controlled trial. Int J Clin Pharm. 2011;33:132-40.

16. da Costa F, Silvestre L, Periquito C, Carneiro C, Oliveira P, 

Fernandes A, et al. Drug-related problems identified in a sample 

of Portuguese institutionalised elderly patients and pharmacists’ 

interventions to improve safety and effectiveness of medicines. 

Drugs Real World Outcomes. 2016;3:89-97.

17. Doucette WR, Nevins J, McDonough RP. Factors affecting 

collaborative care between pharmacists and physicians. Res Soc 

Admin Pharm. 2005;1:565-78.

18. Jorgenson D, Laubscher T, Lyons B, Palmer R. Integrating 

pharmacists into primary care teams: barriers and facilitators. 

Int J Pharm Pract. 2013;27:292-9. 

19. Alleman SS, Foppe van Mil J, Botermann L, Berger K, Griese 

N, Hersberger KE. Pharmaceutical Care: the PCNE definition 

2013. Int J Clin Pharm. 2014;36:544-55.

20. Pharmaceutical Care Research Group. University of Granada 

(Spain). Pharmacotherapy follow-up: the Dader method (3rd 

revision 2005). Pharm Pract. 2006;4:44-53.

21. ICPC-2. Classificação Interacional de Cuidados de Saúde 

Primários. Administração Central do Sistema de Saúde IP, 

Associação Portuguesa dos Médicos de Clínica Geral, World 

family doctors caring for people. 1999. 2ª ed. Ed. revista em 

Junho de 2011. [cited 2 July 2014]. Available from: http://www.

mgfamiliar.net/itemgenerico/classificacao-internacional-de-

cuidados-de-saude-primarios-icpc-2.

22. Graham I, Atar D, Borch-Johnsen K, Gentofte , Boysen G, 

Burell G, et al. European guidelines on cardiovascular disease 

prevention in clinical practice: executive summary. Fourth Joint 

Task Force of the European Society of Cardiology and Other 

Societies on Cardiovascular Disease Prevention in Clinical 

Practice. Eur J Cardiovasc Prev Rehabil. 2007;14(Suppl 2):E1-40.

23. Mancia G, Laurent S, Agabiti-Rosei E, Ambrosioni E, Burnier 

M, Caulfield MJ, et al. Reapraisal of European Guidelines on 

Hypertension management: a European Society of Hypertension 

Task Force document. J Hypertens. 2009;27:2121-58.

24. Chen Z, Ernst M, Ardery G, Xu Y, Carter B. Physician- 

-pharmacist co-management and 24-hour blood pressure control. 

J Clin Hypertens. 2013;15:337-43.

25. Michot P, Catala O, Supper I, Boulieu R, Zerbib Y, Colin C, et 

al. Cooperation between general practitioners and pharmacists: 

a systematic review. Sante Publique. 2013;25:331-41.

26. Carter B, Doucette W, Franciscus C, Ardery G, Kluesner 

K, Chrischilles E. Deterioration of blood pressure control 

after discontinuation of a physician-pharmacist collaborative 

intervention. Pharmacotherapy. 2010;30:228-35.

27. Carter BL, Rogers M, Daly J, Zheng S, James PA. The Potency 

of team-based care interventions for hypertension. Arch Intern 

Med. 2009;169:1748-55.

28. Hirsch J, Steers N, Adler D, Kuo G, Morello C, Lang M, et 

al. Primary care-based, pharmacist-physician collaborative 

medication-therapy management of hypertension: a randomized, 

pragmatic trial. Clin Ther. 2014;36:1244-54.

29. Isetts BJ, Schondelmeyer SW, Artz MB, Lenarz LA, Heaton AH, 

Wadd WB, et al. Clinical and economic outcomes of medication 

therapy management services: the Minnesota experience. J Am 

Pharm Assoc. 2008;48:203-11.

30. Houle SK, Chuck Aw, McAlister FA, Tsuyuki RT. Effect 

of a pharmacist-managed hypertension program on health 

system costs: an evaluation of the Study of Cardiovascular Risk 

Intervention by Pharmacists-Hypertension (SCRIP-HTN). 

Pharmacotherapy. 2012;32:527-37.

ARTIGO ORIGINAL

14

Rev Port Farmacoter | 2016;8:164-171 Rev Port Farmacoter | 2016;8:172-180


