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Abstract

Background: The daily management of long-term conditions falls primarily on individuals and
their informal carers, but the household context and its impact on health and social care
activity among people with multimorbidity is understudied.

Methods: Linked data from health providers and local government in Barking and Dagenham
provided a retrospective cohort of people aged 50+ in two-person households between April
2016 and March 2018. Two-part regression models were applied to estimate annualised use
and cost of hospital, primary, community, mental health and social care by multimorbidity
status of individuals and co-residents, adjusted for age, gender and deprivation. Applicability
at the national level was tested using the Clinical Practice Research Datalink.

Results: Over 45% of multimorbid people in two-person households were co-resident with
another multimorbid person. They were 1.14 (95% CI 1.00, 1.30) times as likely to have any
community care activity and 1.24 (95% CI 0.99,1.54) times as likely to have any mental
health care activity compared to those co-resident with a healthy person. They had more
primary care visits (8.5 (95% CI 8.2,8.8) vs 7.9 (95% CI 7.7,8.2)) and higher primary care
costs. Outpatient care and elective admissions did not differ between these groups. Findings
in the national data were similar.

Conclusions: Care utilisation for people with multimorbidity varies by household context.

There may be potential for connecting health and other community service input across
household members.

Keywords: Multiple conditions; linked data; electronic health records


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.03.20.20022335

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.03.20.20022335; this version posted March 23, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Introduction

As the population ages and the number of people with multiple long-term conditions
(multimorbidity) grows, meeting their needs will be one of the biggest challenges facing
health and social care systems. Recent UK data shows that 23-27% of people have two or
more conditions and their care needs account for over 50% of primary and secondary care
costs and a substantial portion of community and social care costs.[1] [2] [3] Trials of
initiatives to improve outcomes and reduce emergency secondary care use of those with
multimorbidity have not shown immediate success.[4] [5] Therefore, more is needed to
understand the drivers of care use and costs for those living with multimorbidity, and identify
ways their care could be improved.

Commonly, the daily responsibility for managing and coordinating complex care for their
conditions falls primarily on the individuals themselves and on their informal carers. Around
half of carers in England provide care for someone in the same household.[6] However,
studies of the household context and its impact on the use and cost of services among
people with multimorbidity are few in number and have focused exclusively on household
size.[7] The impact of household members’ health status on health and social care use has
not been studied. Co-residents are themselves at increased risk of having long-term
conditions because of shared lifestyle and social risk factors and, in the case of
spouses/partners, the tendency to select a similar partner. Concordance within couples and
households has been shown for psychiatric and medical conditions, pain, and health
behaviours [8] [9] [10] though not yet for multimorbidity. Poorer social support is one
explanation for the greater health care utilisation of those living alone.[11] Available support
might also be lower in households with multiple people with multimorbidity since iliness of
other household members may make it more difficult for them to provide practical, financial
or emotional support.

The aim of the current study was to test the hypothesis that, conditional on household size,
being in a household with another person with multimorbidity is associated with higher
utilisation and cost of primary, community and secondary health care and formal social care
among people with multimorbidity. Difficulty in identifying households within electronic health
records (EHRSs) likely contributes to the lack of research in this area. To address this, we
used a local sample of EHRs linked to detailed household composition data from local
authority records and replicated the analysis in a national study where co-residence was
inferred from anonymised address data.

Methods

The study focused on people aged 50 and over living in two-person households. We
excluded single-person households because our aim was to test the effect of co-resident’s
health status on care use and costs. We excluded people in households with three or more
occupants to exclude institutions and because of the challenge of interpreting results where
there could be multiple people providing help.

Primary analytical sample - Barking & Dagenham

This individual-level dataset links information from local government services, health
providers and health commissioners in the area. It includes sociodemographic, health and
household information alongside activity data for five settings of care (primary care, hospital,
community, inpatient and outpatient mental health services, and social care).

Confirmed residents of Barking and Dagenham from 1% April 2016 to 31* March 2018 were
included. Those who moved out of Barking and Dagenham or who died before the 1st April
2018 were excluded, given the known increase in health care utilisation at the end of life[12]
that could bias results. Individuals were grouped into households using the unique property
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reference number in local government records. The analytical sample was 9,222 individuals
in 4,611 two-person households.

Measuring multimorbidity

We included long-term conditions that lead to a significant need for treatment or have been
linked to poorer quality of life or greater risk of premature death.[1] [13] [14] Sixteen long-
term mental and physical health conditions were identified from diagnosis codes recorded in
primary care (Supplementary Table 1). People with 2+ conditions were classified as
“multimorbid” and those with 0-1 condition as “healthy”. We then categorised each person
into one of four household multimorbidity categories: multimorbid person co-resident with
healthy person (“MM/healthy” - the reference group); multimorbid person co-resident with
another multimorbid person (“MM/MM?”); healthy person co-resident with healthy person
(“healthy/healthy™); healthy person co-resident with multimorbid person (“healthy/MM”).

Health and social care activity and cost

We examined health and social care activity and associated costs over two years. Outcomes
included: number and cost of primary care consultations with a general practitioner (GP),
nurse or other clinical staff; number of days in hospital and the cost of hospital care (also
broken down into cost of outpatient consultations, cost of elective admissions, cost of non-
elective admissions, and cost of emergency department attendances); cost of mental health
inpatient and outpatient care; cost of community health services; and cost of local
government funded social care.

Local unit level costs were used for community and mental health activity and social care
services. All other costs were based on activity using national reference costs for the
relevant year. Mean cost for the relevant activity was used where an activity code could not
be matched to a national reference cost. Costs were indexed to 2018 prices. See
Supplementary Table 2 for more detail on the costing method.

Statistical analysis

The distributions of care costs and number of days in hospital show a substantial proportion
of people having zero activity. We used two-part mixture models to account for their semi-
continuous distributions. The first part used a logistic model to estimate the likelihood of
having any relevant care activity or not. In other words, the first part modelled each type of
care utilisation as a binary variable (any versus no care use). The second part used a
gamma model to estimate the cost or utilisation among the subset where this was non-zero.
Gender, age group, deprivation (Index of Multiple Deprivation quintile for the patient’s
residence), and multimorbidity status were included as covariates for both parts. We also
estimated the costs, number of consultations or number of days in hospital across both parts
of the model combined. Analysis was done at the individual level with robust standard errors
to allow for the non-independence of individuals within households.

Replication analysis in a national sample

Nationally representative data were obtained from the Clinical Practice Research Datalink
(CPRD). CPRD comprises de-identified records of over 14 million patients from consenting
GP practices in the UK[15] with linkage to Hospital Episode Statistics for consenting
practices in England. Individuals registered in up-to-standard practices from 1% April 2014 to
31° March 2016 were included.

The CPRD pseudonymised family number (based on the first line of the patient’s address)
was used to select a sample where exactly two patients shared a family identifier and were
registered within one year of each other. This approach excludes two-person households
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where members are not registered at the same GP practice. From an initial random sample
of 300,000 children and adults with linked HES data, 10,528 met inclusion criteria and
formed the analytical sample for this study.

The presence of 36 mental and physical health conditions (see Supplementary Table 3)
recorded in primary care[16] was determined on 1% April 2014 based on diagnosis (using
Read codes) and prescribing data. Code lists differ from those used in the local sample but
there is considerable overlap with the 16 broader groups of long-term conditions included in
the primary analysis. Health care activity and cost was calculated using the same approach.
Data on mental health care, community health care and social care activity and cost were
not available for the national sample.

Approval for the study

Routinely collected, retrospective, pseudonymised data were used for this analysis.
Approval for secondary analysis of the national data was obtained from the Clinical Practice
Research Datalink Independent Scientific Advisory Committee (protocol ISAC17_150RMn2).

Results

Sample description: primary sample

Multimorbidity prevalence was 43% among the over 50s living in two-person households in
Barking and Dagenham. Forty-eight per cent of multimorbid people were co-resident with
another multimorbid person (Table 1). Older people and people living in more deprived
areas were over-represented in households with two multimorbid residents.

Over 97% of people had at least one primary care consultation during follow-up, but over
30% had no outpatient attendance, 80% had no emergency department attendance and
over 80% had no inpatient admission (Supplementary Table 4).

Model results: primary sample

Table 2 summarises the estimates from the two-part models. We first estimated the
association between each person’s household multimorbidity status and the likelihood of
having any care activity during the follow up time (see column labelled “OR for any activity”).
We focus on differences between a multimorbid person co-resident with another multimorbid
person and one co-resident with a healthy person. Controlling for gender, age, and
socioeconomic deprivation, we found no statistically significant differences between these
groups in the likelihood of having any activity for the care outcomes, with one exception. The
“Both MM” group were 1.14 (95% CI 1.00, 1.30) times as likely to have any community care
activity. In addition, the “Both MM” group were 1.24 (95% CI 0.99, 1.54) times as likely to
have any mental health care activity, and 1.24 (95% CI 0.96, 1.59) times as likely to have
any social care activity as the “MM/healthy” reference group.

The column of exponentiated gamma coefficients allows us to test the association between
household multimorbidity status and level of care activity for the subset of people who have
any activity. The coefficient of 1.08 (95% CI 1.03, 1.12) for the number of primary care visits
shows that the adjusted difference in number of visits for a person in the “Both MM” group
was 8% (95% CI 3% to 12%) higher than the number of visits for a person in the reference
group. A similar difference in cost of primary care visits was also seen. Among the subsets
with any activity, there was no evidence of a difference in costs between these groups for
other outcomes.

The adjusted means and their confidence limits in the final three columns combine estimates
from both parts of the model (i.e. including those who do and do not have the relevant
activity). Adjusted mean annual primary care cost was £198 for a multimorbid person co-
resident with a healthy person, £213 for a multimorbid person co-resident with another
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multimorbid person, and £124 where both residents were healthy. A multimorbid person co-
resident with a healthy person had 7.9 primary care visits per year whereas one co-resident
with another multimorbid person had 8.5 per year. Community care costs for the “Both MM”
group were £559 compared with £428 for the reference group though the 95% confidence
intervals for these estimates overlapped. The corresponding estimates for mental health
care costs were £543 and £318 though confidence intervals for these estimates also
overlapped (Figure 1).

Although not the focus of this study, we found that those who were not multimorbid (in either
the “Both healthy” or the “Healthy/MM” group) were less likely to have any activity than the
reference group. They also had lower adjusted mean costs and level of utilisation for all
types of care.

Replication in the national sample

Multimorbidity prevalence was 48% among the over 50s living in two-person households in
the national sample. This is higher than in Barking and Dagenham, possibly because 36
rather than 16 conditions were counted. Fifty-eight percent of multimorbid people were co-
resident with another multimorbid person and the same associations with age and
deprivation were seen in the national sample.

A multimorbid person co-resident with another multimorbid person was more likely to have
any non-elective hospital admission (OR 1.19 (95% 1.02,1.39)) or elective admission and

more likely to have any emergency department visit (OR 1.11 (95% 0.98,1.26)) compared

with the reference group.

Among the subset of patients with any primary care cost, this cost was 13% (95% CI 7%,
19%) higher in the “Both MM” group compared with the reference, and the “Both MM” group
also had more primary care visits. There was a suggestion of higher emergency department
costs (exponentiated gamma coefficient 1.11 (95% CI1 0.99,1.25, p=0-06)) with no evidence
of difference between these groups for other outcomes among those with a non-zero cost or
activity.

Across both parts of the model combined, mean primary care cost was £247 for a
multimorbid person co-resident with a healthy person, £280 for a multimorbid person co-
resident with another multimorbid person, and £117 where both residents were healthy. The
mean number of primary care consultations was 9-6 for a multimorbid person co-resident
with a healthy person and 10-5 for a multimorbid person co-resident with another
multimorbid person.

Discussion

This study provides evidence that the household context matters for the care utilisation of
people with multimorbidity, independently of age, gender and area deprivation. Primary care
costs and number of primary care visits each year were higher for multimorbid people if they
were co-resident with another multimorbid person compared with a healthy one. This
evidence is based on one local and one national sample of two-person households aged fifty
and over. The local sample with linked local government and health service data also
indicated a greater likelihood of community care activity where a multimorbid person was co-
resident with another. In the national sample, a greater likelihood of non-elective hospital
activity was seen where a multimorbid person was co-resident with another.

Though this is an observational study and unobserved confounding cannot be excluded,
there are three substantive mechanisms that could underlie observed associations. First, a
co-resident with multimorbidity may have less capacity to provide informal support than a
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healthy co-resident. Lack of informal support has sometimes been associated with greater
health care utilisation[17] although caregivers can also act as advocates in ways that
increase some types of care use. They may help a patient overcome denial about their need
for care and may be more proactive in seeking help.[18] It is not known whether this
advocacy role depends on the advocate’s health status but available information about
access to and benefits of health services might be greater in households where both
residents have multimorbidity, resulting in greater health care use with concordant
multimorbidity. Third, the multimorbid person may be providing care for their multimorbid co-
resident. Providing informal care can be a stressful experience with negative health
consequences, especially in the context of low levels of formal care,[19] and this could
contribute to increased use of health care although carers have reported greater difficulty
accessing primary care compared with non-carers[20] and may avoid treatment because of
their caring responsibilities.[21] This third explanation is supported by our data showing that
a healthy person co-resident with a multimorbid person also had higher primary care costs
and more primary care visits than their counterparts co-resident with a healthy person.

We were unable to test these explanations because informal care-giving and receiving is not
well recorded in administrative records. In this study, less than 5% had a Read code relating
to caring whereas the latest census found over 17% of people aged 50 and over in England
were providing informal care for someone with a long-term physical or mental health
condition or disability.[22] The long-term plan for the NHS[23] and other government
initiatives[24] commit to better identifying and supporting carers and our study suggests this
has the potential to benefit people living with multimorbidity as both givers and recipients of
informal care.

Strengths and limitations
Two-part models were used to model cost and utilisation outcomes. Outcomes were based

on electronic health records and not subject to recall or reporting bias. Two large samples
were used to test our hypothesis. Similar proportions of own and co-resident multimorbidity
were found in the two data sources. In the Barking and Dagenham sample, local authority
data provided a detailed measure of household composition and allowed us to accurately
identify two-person households. For primary care and hospital care, we were able to
replicate the findings in a nationally representative sample. This provides reassurance that
the pseudonymised variable based on the first line of the patient’s last known address in
combination with current registration date is a reasonable approach to identifying two-person
households in primary care records.

We could not distinguish partners from other types of co-resident in either sample. Marital or
partnership status is infrequently recorded in primary care records.[25] The influence of a
partner on one’s care use may be different from that of a non-intimate co-resident although
short-term co-residents are likely to be relatively rare among the over fifties. We did not
consider the number or severity of conditions or acquisition of new conditions through follow-
up, although our adjustment for age and socioeconomic deprivation may partly capture this.
Although different lists of conditions were used to derive multimorbidity in the two datasets,
there was considerable overlap and the main comparison of interest for this study was
within-dataset differences between a multimorbid person co-resident with a healthy person
and one co-resident with a multimorbid person. Finally, these findings should not be
extrapolated to younger households, though previous work has highlighted the importance of
the household health context for children’s healthcare use.[26]
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Implications

The largest cost differences between a multimorbid person co-resident with a healthy person
and one co-resident with another multimorbid person were seen for community care and
mental health care. However, most people did not have any activity for these services and
consequently, confidence intervals were wide. It was not possible for us to extend this
analysis to national data and this highlights the need for programmes to facilitate linkage of
primary, secondary, community and social care.[27] Replication of the analysis for
secondary care outcomes with a larger sample is also warranted, since the proportion with
any hospital-based activity was also small. Our study indicates that CPRD is a suitable
dataset for further exploration of the household health context and its impact on the health
system and consequences for patient outcomes.

Our findings raise questions about how to deliver health and social care that acknowledges
the household context for people with multimorbidity. For example, this could include
scheduling community care to households or developing health care initiatives to
households based on the principles of the group care approach.[28] If this is to be achieved
then household context data will need to be made available to service providers within
integrated care systems. This will require information governance standards to be upheld
whilst at the same time ensuring household data can be shared for patient and public
benefit.

Conclusions

The number of people with multimorbidity is rising and our study suggests that multimorbidity
may cluster in households with potential impacts on care systems, notably primary care and
community care, and treatment burden for patients. In addition to preventive measures to
modify risk factors that are common within households,[29] research is needed to test
whether connecting service input across household members could lead to efficiency
savings for health and care service providers or reduce treatment burden for those living
with multimorbidity.
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Table 1. Description of the study samples i) primary sample from Barking and Dagenham, ii) national sample from Clinical Practice Research 53
Datalink 23
SH-Y

g

MM / healthy co-resident Both MM Healthy / MM co-resident Both healthy Total %é

n % n % n % n % n §§

B & D sample 2049 22.2 1884 204 3240 35.1 2049 22.2 9222 ;f, %-
Age g
50-59 337 14.4 205 8.8 1240 53.1 554 23.7 2336 %8
60-69 620 20.9 566 19.1 1124 37.9 655 22.1 2,965 ’é‘i’é
70-79 644 26.0 663 26.8 595 24.0 575 23.2 2477 ‘% ::Dr'g
80+ 448 31.0 450 31.2 281 19.5 265 18.4 1444 g £3
Gender 33
Male 1044 22.7 928 20.1 1640 35.6 997 21.6 4609 258
Female 1005 21.8 956 20.7 1600 34.7 1052 22.8 4613 za R
IMD quintile L&
1 (least deprived) 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 853
2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 Sad
3 192 217 163 18.4 339 38.3 192 21.7 886 3% (é
4 768 22.5 617 18.1 1263 37.0 770 22.5 3418 £23
5 (most deprived) 1089 22.1 1104 22.4 1638 33.3 1087 22.1 4918 g %‘E{
Carer code present 134 6.5 158 8.4 81 2.5 56 2.7 429 g §-§
iz

CPRD sample 2107 20.0 2940 27.9 3374 32.0 2107 20.0 10528 CER
Age g §
50-59 530 15.8 372 11.1 1770 52.7 687 20.5 3359 ]
60-69 791 21.4 915 24.7 1179 31.9 817 22.1 3702 :;_’2
70-79 568 22.8 1081 43.3 377 15.1 471 18.9 2497 %é
80+ 218 22.5 572 59.0 48 5.0 132 13.6 910 2S
Gender EX
Male 1171 22.3 1464 27.8 1697 323 928 17.6 5260 g&
Female 936 17.8 1476 28.0 1677 31.8 1179 22.4 5268 g
@ =

g (%]

11 QE
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3634
2586
2111
1518
779
374

20.1
20.0
20.1
19.5
20.7
3.8

729
496
425
296
161
81

35.9
33.2
314
27.0
22.0
14

1306
825
662
410
171

48

24.0
27.1
28.3
33.6
36.8

6.7
12

871
674
598
510
287
197

20.0
19.8
20.2
19.9
20.5
2.3

728
491
426
302
160
48

IMD quintile
1 (least deprived)
5 (most deprived)
Carer code present

2
3
4
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Table 2. Two-part models for health and social care activity: Barking and Dagenham sample of N=9222 people age 50+ in two-person g é
households §9
Exp gamma %g

coefficient (in the g%

OR for 95% 95% subset with any 95% 95% Adjusted means 95% 95% i)

any activity LL UL activity) LL UL across both parts LL UL 3&

Number of primary care visits %é
MM / healthy Reference Reference 79 7.7 8.2 ;=>§'c':>
Both MM 0.44 0.17 111 1.08 1.03 1.12 8:5 8.2 8.8 5-%%
Both healthy 0.12 0.06 0.27 0.62 0.60 0.65 4.8 4.7 4.9 %g S
Healthy / MM 0.13 0.06 0.30 0.66 0.64 0.69 51 5.0 53 § §§
Primary care costs é%g
MM / healthy Reference Reference £198 £192  £205 z&R
Both MM 0.44 0.17 1.11 1.08 1.03 113 £213 £205  £220 §§§
Both healthy 0.12 0.06 0.27 0.64 0.62 0.67 £124 £121 £128 é g::*
Healthy / MM 0.13 006 030 0.69 066 072 £134 £130 £138 25 <
Outpatient costs ég g
MM / healthy Reference Reference £312 £294 £330 £ 3§
Both MM 1.03 0.89 1.19 0.93 0.86 1.00 £293 £275 £311 gié
Both healthy 0.50 0.44 0.56 0.71 0.66 0.76 £172 £162 £182 B >_’3§
Healthy / MM 0.51 045 0.8 0.73 068  0.79 £181 £168  £193 358
Cost of non-elective admissions § EB
MM / healthy Reference Reference £609 £532  £686 68
Both MM 1.01 0.87 1.17 0.99 0.85 1.14 £606 £527  £684 o5
Both healthy 0.45 039 053 0.76 0.64 0.0 £247 £205  £288 3
Healthy / MM 0.42 0.35 0.50 0.63 0.53 0.76 £192 £154  £230 éé
Cost of elective admissions gé
MM / healthy Reference Reference £443 £396 £491 §§
Both MM 1.05 092 120 1.00 0.88 1.14 £459 £409  £509 g
Both healthy 0.57 0.51 0.65 0.91 0.80 1.03 £273 £244  £303 B
B3

o

13 =g

3
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0.56

0.95
0.47
0.45

0.91
0.43
0.41

0.84
0.37
0.35

1.00
0.32
0.31

0.99
0.28
0.30

0.96
0.20

Healthy / MM 0.64
ED costs
MM / healthy Reference
Both MM 1.08
Both healthy 0.53
Healthy / MM 0.52
Total hospital costs (outpatient + admissions + ED)
MM / healthy Reference
Both MM 1.06
Both healthy 0.49
Healthy / MM 0.47
Number of days in hospital
MM / healthy Reference
Both MM 0.97
Both healthy 0.43
Healthy / MM 0.42
Community care costs
MM / healthy Reference
Both MM 114
Both healthy 0.37
Healthy / MM 0.36
Mental health costs
MM / healthy Reference
Both MM 1.24
Both healthy 0.37
Healthy / MM 0.40
Social care costs
MM / healthy Reference
Both MM 1.24
Both healthy 0.29
Healthy / MM 0.27

0.18

0.73

1.23
0.60
0.59

1.24
0.56
0.54

1.12
0.50
0.50

1.30
0.43
0.42

1.54
0.50
0.54

1.59
0.43
0.41

0.86

Reference
1.04
0.76
0.78

Reference
0.99
0.62
0.59

Reference
0.98
0.80
0.67

Reference
1.20
0.69
0.51

Reference
141
1.01
0.76

Reference
0.86
0.58
0.51

0.75

0.93
0.67
0.68

0.89
0.56
0.53

0.80
0.63
0.52

0.97
0.54
0.39

0.73
0.43
0.30

0.66
0.38
0.32

0.98

1.16
0.85
0.88

111
0.69
0.67

1.20
1.00
0.87

1.49
0.89
0.68

2.71
2.40
1.92

113
0.88
0.81

£281

£84
£91
£43
£43

£1454

£1458
£743
£701

1-58
153
0-65
0-54

£428
£559
£141
£103

£318
£543
£127
£103

£439

f461
£80
£64

£245

£76
£82
£38
£38

£1338 £1570
£1338 £1578

£685
£636

133
1.28
0.51
0.41

£358

£468

£111
£77

£155

£281
£31
£19

£320

£347
£42
£28

£316

£92
£99
£47
£48

£800
£766

1.83
1.77
0.78
0.67

£498
£650
£171
£128

£482
£795
£224
£186

£559

£575

£118
£99
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Table 3. Two-part models for health care activity: CPRD sample of N=10528 people age 50+ in two-person households 5%
Exp gamma é i

coefficient (in 2e

OR for 95% 95% the subset with 95% 95% Adjusted means 95% 95%E 2

any activity LL UL any activity) LL UL across both parts LL UL %%

Number of primary care visits % §
MM / healthy Reference Reference 9.6 9.2 9.9%¢
Both MM 1.31 0.67 2.56 1.09 1.03 1.15 10.5 10.1 10.8(%:?
Both healthy 0.09 0.06 0.14 0.49 0.47 0.52 4.3 4.2 4532
Healthy / MM 0.12 0.08 0.19 0.56 0.53 0.59 5.0 4.8 5«2;%
Primary care costs @ ; 2
MM / healthy Reference Reference £247 £237 Ez%gg
Both MM 131 0.67 2.56 1.13 1.07 1.19 £280 £269 EZH@%’
Both healthy 0.09 0.06 0.14 0.52 0.49 0.55 £117 £112 £1%§§
Healthy / MM 0.12 0.08 0.19 0.55 0.52 0.59 £128 £122 £1§Z§_§3—._’
Outpatient costs 822
MM / healthy Reference Reference £483 £443 ES%%J 3
Both MM 1.09 0.95 1.25 1.01 0.92 111 £498 £468 £538 5
Both healthy 0.35 0.31 0.39 0.69 0.60 0.79 £222 £194 £2§(§§g
Healthy / MM 0.41 0.37 0.47 0.68 0.58 0.79 £239 £207 £2§g§
Cost of non-elective admissions 3 >E;<U.§
MM / healthy Reference Reference £294 £244 £3§£§§
Both MM 1.19 1.02 1.39 1.04 0.87 1.24 £351 £302 £488 B3
Both healthy 0.40 0.33 0.49 0.84 0.66 1.08 £111 £84 £13% 8
Healthy / MM 0.47 0.38 0.57 0.85 0.68 1.05 £128 £99 £157;=-;_2
Cost of elective admissions }f—,f
MM / healthy Reference Reference £599 £525 F67ES
Both MM 1.16 1.03 131 0.89 0.79 0.99 £587 £528 £64% %
Both healthy 0.50 0.43 0.57 0.72 0.63 0.82 £255 £218 EZQE;_E
Healthy / MM 0.54 0.47 0.62 0.70 0.62 0.79 £266 £224 £30Z% &
EE

B3

E" (%]

23

i

3

15


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.03.20.20022335

)

3
2
=2

S5

ED costs §8
MM / healthy Reference Reference £69 £62 £763 i
Both MM 1.11 0.98 1.26 111 0.99 1.25 £82 £74 £89§§'
Both healthy 0.53 0.47 0.61 0.76 0.67 0.87 £33 £29 £37§§
Healthy / MM 0.56 0.49 0.64 0.73 0.65 0.81 £33 £29 £36§§
o
Total hospital costs (outpatient + admissions + ED) }E Y
MM / healthy Reference Reference £1445 £1314 £157§‘§
o
Both MM 1.10 0.94 1.29 1.03 0.93 1.15 £1525 £1418 £163§'i:
Both healthy 0.33 0.29 0.38 0.62 0.54 0.71 £631 £558 £7E3(;.§
Healthy / MM 0.38 0.34 0.44 0.45 0.39 0.52 £664 £589 £7§9§§
Number of days in hospital g 23
MM / healthy Reference Reference 0.91 0.72 1§]§B
Both MM 1.08 0.94 1.24 0.89 0.70 1.12 0.86 0.73 0.t ;§
N
Both healthy 0.36 0.30 0.43 0.83 0.61 1.12 0.31 0.23 088N
~ < W
Healthy / MM 0.42 0.35 0.51 0.66 0.50 0.86 0.29 0.22 0@6%0’
D ==

=53
3sg
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23
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52
539
53
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Supplementary Table 1. Long-term conditions used to define multimorbidity in Barking & Dagenham sample

A list of Read codes for each of the conditions is available on request.

=

=

S

s

7]

3

2

1. Atrial fibrillation 2
(9]

2. Asthma g
<

3. Cancer ?g
4. Coronary heart disease (CHD) g
0]

5. Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) >3
= n

6. Diabetes S3
9o

7. Depression 35
@ o

8. Mental health conditions (long term enduring mental health diagnosis including schizophrenia, psychosis and bipolar disorders) §§
9. Dementia %_5
. 3=

10. Epilepsy 8%
® =

11. Heart failure 25
2a

12. Hypertension g5
s 0]

13. Hypothyroidism ?g
c 0]

14. Learning difficulty é’?
3<

15. Palliative care =
[2e)

16. Stroke e %
]

g

o

5

2

3

=

@D

S

=

z

o

o)

]

Q
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Supplementary Table 2. Description of activity and cost of health and social care measures

B & D sample

CPRD sample

Primary care consultations

The activity data provided a count of GP and non-GP
contacts per month, without a distinction between face-to-
face consultations in the surgery, telephone consultations or
home visits.

Unit costs were applied to GP and non-GP contacts using
unit cost figures from the Personal Social Services
Research Unit (PSSRU).? Unit costs included qualifications.
For non-GP contacts, the hourly cost of a practice nurse
was used. It was assumed that a nurse would see four
people per hour.

Practice consultations, consultations involving a visit, and
telephone consultations with a GP, nurse or other clinical
staff were counted. [30]

Primary care costs were calculated by multiplying
consultation duration by unit cost figures from the Personal
Social Services Research Unit (PSSRU).[31]

Outpatient activity

The HRG national tariff for outpatient attendances was
used. This varied according to the specialty the individual
was visiting, whether it was a first appointment (new) or a
follow-up and the commissioning threshold for new to
follow-up ratios, which can lead to some appointments not
having a reimbursement value.

Outpatient attendances with a valid HRG code were
included. HRG4+ Reference Costs Groupers were used to
identify the reference cost from the NHS Improvement
Reference Costs for each year.

Admitted patient activity

Inpatient admissions and the corresponding HRG national
tariff were used. Inpatient admissions were broken down
into elective and non-elective.

Number of bed days was counted with day cases
contributing 1 day.

Inpatient admissions with a valid HRG code were included
for all main and up to 10 unbundled HRG codes. HRG4+
Reference Costs Groupers were used to identify the
reference cost from the NHS Improvement Reference
Costs for each year. Costs for inpatient admissions were
broken down into elective; emergency; and all other
admissions, which included day cases, maternity, and
regular admissions.

Number of bed days was counted with day cases
contributing 1 day.

Emergency department
activity

The cost for each attendance varied depending on the type
of emergency department (consultant-led emergency
departments; consultant-led mono-specialty services; other
types of minor injury departments; and NHS walk-in
centres), whether the patient was admitted or not, and
whether they arrived at the emergency department by

Emergency department attendances with a valid HRG code
were included.

HRG4+ Reference Costs Groupers were used to identify
the reference cost from the NHS Improvement Reference
Costs for each year.
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ambulance. These adjustments were made by the HRG
grouper and the unit costs of each individual level activity
reflected these adjustments.

Community and Mental health | Data from the patient level information and costing system N/A
activity from North East London NHS Foundation trust (the local

provider of mental health and community services) were

used to calculate unit costs for each component of activity.
Social care activity Local authority social care costs were obtained from council | N/A

data which lists the billed cost for each care package per
week for each care recipient. This provided granularity on
in-year changes to packages and resultant changes in
costs. Data on self-funded social care was not available;
neither was data on equipment, transport and home
adaptation costs as these are held in different council
departments.
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Supplementary Table 3. Long-term conditions used to define multimorbidity in CPRD sample

1. Atrial fibrillation

2. Asthma

3. Cancer

4. Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease

5. Diabetes

6. Depression, anxiety and other neurotic, stress related and somatoform
disorders

7. Other mental health conditions:

8. Alcohol problems

9. Other psychoactive substance misuse
10. Anorexia or bulimia

11. Schizophrenia (and related non-organic psychosis) or bipolar disorder
12. Dementia

13. Epilepsy

14. Heart failure

15. Hypertension

16. Thyroid disorders

17. Learning disability

18. Stroke and transient ischaemic attack
19. Irritable bowel syndrome

20. Inflammatory bowel disease
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21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

34.
35.
36.

Diverticular disease of the intestine
Treated constipation

Peripheral vascular disease
Bronchiectasis

Parkinson’s disease

Multiple Sclerosis

Viral hepatitis

Prostate disorders

Chronic liver disease

Chronic kidney disease

Migraine

Painful condition (on prescription-only pain medication)

Rheumatoid arthritis, other inflammatory polyarthropathies & systematic

connective tissue disorders
Hearing loss

Blindness and low vision

Psoriasis or eczema

This list was adapted from [1]. A list of Read codes and Gemscript codes is available at http://www.phpc.cam.ac.uk/pcu/cprd_cam/codelists/
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Supplementary Table 4. Description of health and social care activity and cost

Mean activity SD activity Mean cost SD cost
% with no (number of (number of (E) (E)
cost/activity Vvisits) Visits)

B & D sample
Primary care 2.4 6.3 4.8 163.20 127.90
Outpatient care 375 3.2 4.5 233.20 351.60
ED care 65.4 0.3 0.9 64.10 159.40
Non-elective admissions 83.3 0.1 0.4 416.60 1525.20
Elective admissions 69.5 0.2 0.7 355.30 969.00
Days in hospital 82.3 1.1 4.7 - -
Community care 76.6 - - 297.8 1525.0
Mental health services 94.6 - - 265.7 4212.5
Local government funded social care 96.4 - - 263.7 2055.4
CPRD sample
Primary care 5.5 7.4 7.8 192.80 219.30
Outpatient care 39.1 2.6 4.9 360.30 851.50
ED care 73.0 0.2 0.6 56.10 166.30
Non-elective admissions 92.0 0.1 0.3 236.01 1075.19
Elective admissions 88.5 0.1 0.3 429.18 1365.38
Days in hospital 68.9 0.6 3.5 - -
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