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Abstract

Objectives: 1) To compare the average cost of an emergency department (ED) visit for various
minor musculoskeletal disorders between two models of care (physiotherapist and ED physician
or ED physician alone); 2) To evaluate the incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER) of these
two models of care over a 3-month period post-initial visit; and 3) To estimate the ICER of three
ED models of care (physiotherapist and ED physician, ED physician alone, physiotherapist

alone) over a two-year period.

Methods: A randomized clinical trial was conducted among individuals (n=78) aged 18 to 80
years presenting with a musculoskeletal disorder at a Quebec City (Canada) hospital in 2018-
2019. Two models of care were compared: management by a physiotherapist and an ED
physician versus usual management by an ED physician. Participants follow-ups were conducted
at 1 and 3 months post-initial ED visit. Obj.1: The health care costs incurred by the two groups
during their ED visit will be calculated using the Time-Driven Activity-Based Costing (TDABC)

method and compared using generalized linear models. Obj. 2: The cost-utility analysis over a 3-
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month time horizon will combine economic and clinical variables (estimated through quality-
adjusted life years) using a Societal perspective. The results of the cost-utility analysis will be
reported using an ICER. Obj. 3: The ICER will be estimated using a hybrid decision tree (0-3
months post-visit) and Markov model (3-24 months post-visit); the analysis will be conducted

from a Societal perspective over a two-year time horizon.

Conclusion: This study will help to determine which model of care is most efficient for the
management of individuals who come to the ED with minor musculoskeletal disorders. The
increased involvement of various health professionals in the management of patients in the ED
paves the way for the development of new avenues of practice and more efficient organization of

services.

Introduction

The emergency department (ED) serves as the main gateway and the preferred resource when
primary care services are not available, for example in cases of lack of affiliation with a primary
care source or inability to see a physician within a reasonable time frame.[1-5] Although pain
conditions for which patients decide to go to the ED are varied, they are oftentimes related to a

musculoskeletal disorder (MSKD).[6-8]

According to the World Health Organization, MSKDs are characterized by "pain (often
persistent) and limitations in mobility, dexterity and general functioning™.[9] MSKDs can affect
joints, bones, muscles, spine and multiple regions of the body.[9,10] The prevalence of these
disorders is reported to be significantly higher in women, older people and people with low

socio-economic status.[11-15] When they do not receive timely and appropriate care, people
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with MSKDs tend to make greater use of health care services and resources.[16-22] MSKDs
account for up to 12.6% of a country's total health care costs each year [15] and this figure is
expected to rise with the increase in obesity, physical inactivity and the aging of the
population.[11,23] It is therefore essential to study the costs and clinical effectiveness of
interventions aimed at managing MSKDs in order to choose the most efficient ones, including in

the ED.

Various models of care have been implemented in the ED and studied in recent years to optimize
the management of people presenting with MSKDs. These models of care aim to optimize the
flow of patients to and in the ED in three distinct phases: "input” (i.e., flow of patients deciding
to come to the ED), "throughput” (i.e., flow of patients while in the ED), and "output” (i.e., flow
of patients upon discharge from the ED).[24] Such models of care include for instance fast-track
corridors for patients with minor injuries or rapid assessment teams.[25] Some models include
the addition of ED nurse practitioners and a variety of health professionals with a usual or
extended scope of practice, such as the primary contact physiotherapist or advanced practice

physiotherapist.[25]

The addition of primary contact physiotherapists in the ED is an emerging model of care that
aims to optimize patient flow while in the ED.[25] Several studies conducted in recent years
have shown that this model of care is associated with reduced time waited before receiving care,
and reduced length of stay in the ED, as well as fewer unnecessary consultations with various
health professionals, and less prescriptions of imaging tests and medication, including opioids,
and over-the-counter medication.[8,26-29] In addition, this model of care was associated with
fewer repeat visits to the ED for a similar condition for up to one month after the initial ED

visit.[29] Thus, management by a primary contact physiotherapist appears to be associated with
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93  decreased service and resource use, both at the ED and up to several weeks later. However, very
94  few studies having investigated primary contact physiotherapist care in the ED have looked at its

95  cost-effectiveness.

96  Indeed, despite evidence of clinical benefits associated with the presence of a primary contact
97  physiotherapist in the ED (effectiveness), scientific evidence remains rather scarce regarding the
98  cost-effectiveness of this model of care. Two studies conducted in primary care settings (primary
99 care clinic and private clinic) report that primary contact physiotherapist management is
100  associated with a slight increase in health-related quality of life and a decrease in total costs
101  compared to usual management by a family physician.[30,31] In addition, early physiotherapy
102  management was associated with a decrease in total MSKD-related costs for up to two years
103  after initial management.[17,19,32] Two cost-minimization studies conducted in Great Britain
104  looked specifically at the costs associated with the integration of a primary contact
105 physiotherapist in the ED compared to usual management by an emergency physician.
106  According to the study by Richardson et al. (2005, n=766 patients with non-fracture MSKDs),
107  the presence of a primary contact physiotherapist in the ED results in costs equivalent to usual
108 management (emergency physician).[33] Similarly, according to McClellan et al. (2013, n=372
109 patients >16 years of age with a peripheral MSKD), management by a primary contact
110  physiotherapist results in costs at least as high as usual management (emergency physician).[34]
111  Nevertheless, in addition to having been conducted exclusively in Great Britain several years
112 ago, these two studies only measured the costs of the two models of care compared and not their
113  effectiveness, the authors assuming that the two models compared were equivalent in terms of
114  clinical effectiveness. These studies are thus not considered to be formal economic evaluation

115 according to current guidelines, but rather a costing exercise, in that a cost-effectiveness analysis
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116  accounts for the uncertainty associated with the effects of the interventions being compared.[35]
117  To our knowledge, no other study has examined the cost-effectiveness of primary contact

118  physiotherapy in the ED. Furthermore, no study has assessed whether involving primary contact
119  physiotherapists in the ED have a long-term impact on use of health system services and

120  resources for persons with minor MSKDs. Consequently, further evidence is needed on the

121  efficiency of integrating a primary contact physiotherapist in the ED compared to usual

122 management by an emergency physician.

123 Therefore, the general objective of this project is to evaluate the efficiency of different models of

124 care for the management of minor MSKDs in the ED. More specifically, the objectives are to:

125 1. Compare the average costs of an ED consultation and care for various MSKDs, according
126 to two models of care:

127 a. Usual management by an emergency physician

128 b. Primary contact physiotherapist management + emergency physician management
129 2. Evaluate the incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER), from a Societal perspective, of
130 these two ED models of care for the management of MSKDs over a three-month period
131 post-initial ED visit.

132 3. Estimate the ICER between three ED models of care for MSKD management over a two-
133 year period from a Societal perspective:

134 a. Usual management by an emergency physician

135 b. Primary contact physiotherapist management + emergency physician management
136 c. Primary contact physiotherapist management alone
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137 Materials and Methods

138 Study design and costing approaches

139  Obijectives 1 and 2 will be achieved using data collected through a two-arm pilot pragmatic

140  randomized clinical trial (RCT) conducted in the ED of the CHUL, one of the five sites of the
141  CHU de Québec - Université Laval (UL) (Quebec City, Canada) from September 2018 to March
142 2019. This trial aimed to compare the effects of management by a primary contact

143  physiotherapist to usual care provided by an emergency physician for persons presenting with a
144 minor MSKD on their clinical course (pain and pain interference) and the use of resources at ED
145  discharge and after 1 and 3 months post-visit.[29] Two groups of participants were compared:
146  one group managed by a primary contact physiotherapist and an emergency physician and one
147  group managed by an emergency physician alone. The costing approach used for Objective 1
148  will be Time-Driven Activity-Based Costing (TDABC), which involves determining the per-
149  minute costs associated with each care process included in a care pathway by multiplying the
150  cost per minute of each care process by its duration. Details on this costing approach and its

151  application to the ED have been described by one of the authors elsewhere.[36] Objective 2 will
152  be achieved through a cost-utility analysis approach in which health care costs at the ED visit
153  and those reported at the 1- and 3-month follow-ups will be compiled and combined with the
154  utility scores obtained at the same measurement times, from a Societal perspective. Cost-utility
155  analysis is favored in Canada since it uses a generic outcome measure allowing comparison of
156 the health gains associated with several different interventions, such as different models of

157  care.[35]
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158  The ICER between the three ED models of care for the management of MSKDs over a two-year
159  period (Objective 3) will be estimated using a cost-effectiveness analysis via a hybrid

160  mathematical model. This model will consist of a decision tree covering the period from the
161 initial ED visit up to three months post-initial visit, and a Markov model starting three months
162  post-initial ED visit and ending 24 months (two years) after the ED visit. The decision tree

163  provides a simple and clear illustration of a patient's possible short-term care pathways following
164  anew intervention.[35,37] In addition to reporting the different interventions used, the decision
165 tree also allows for the inclusion of adverse events following the initial intervention, such as a
166  new ED visit for the same condition, and for repeating an intervention over time as needed (e.g.,
167  new visit in the ED a few days after the initial visit and then a new visit two months later for the
168  same condition).[35,37] It also permits to determine the proportion of disability associated with

169 each of the three ED models of care.

170  Several considerations guided the choice of the time horizon for the Markov model. First of all,
171  to be considered chronic, a musculoskeletal disorder must be present for at least three

172 months.[38] Moreover, approximately 30% of people presenting with MSKDs report pain and
173 functional disability lasting more than 12 months after the onset of their condition. Furthermore,
174  studies on MSKD care in primary care or the ED have had follow-up periods ranging from six to
175 24 months (e.g. [26,39-42]). Thus, the Markov model will cover a 24-month period. It will

176  include two-week cycles in order to capture the clinical evolution of the patients included.

177 Study population

178 Inclusion and exclusion criteria of the previous pragmatic RCT are described in Box 1. A more

179  detailed version of the study population can be found elsewhere.[29]
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Inclusion criteria

= Disorder or pain of musculoskeletal origin peripheral or vertebral

= Aged between 18 and 80 years old

= P3,P4 or P5 Triage Category (classification from the Canadian Triage
and Severity Scale)

= Legally able to consent

= Able to understand French and respond to oral or written questionnaires

= Beneficiary of the Régie de 'assurance-maladie du Québec

Exclusion criteria

Major MSKD (e.g.. open fracture, unreduced dislocation, open wound)

Red flag (e.g., progressive neurological deficits, infectious symptoms)

Associated unstable condition (e.g.. pulmonary, cardiac, digestive and/or

psychiatric)

¥ Condition invalving being already hospitalized during the recruitment
period or having already been hospitalized for this same condition
beforehand

¥ Coming from a long-term care cenfre

LA -4

180

181  Box 1. Inclusion and exclusion criteria for the pilot pragmatic randomized clinical trial in

182 theED

183 Data collection

184  Data necessary to achieve Objectives 1 and 2 were collected at the initial ED visit and at the
185  one- and three-month post-visit follow-ups. While more details of the data collection procedures
186  can be found in our previous paper [29], any person presenting to the ED who met the inclusion
187  and exclusion criteria was seen by a member of the research team who confirmed eligibility,
188  obtained informed consent, and ensured completion of baseline questionnaires. The participant
189  was then randomized to either study group: primary contact physiotherapist + emergency

190 physician management or usual management by the emergency physician alone. After the ED
191  visit was completed, participants were contacted at 1 and 3 months either by phone or email to

192  complete post-visit follow-ups.
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193  The study population for the model of care consisting of primary contact physiotherapist

194  management and discharge from the ED (Objective 3) was not observed during the pilot

195  pragmatic RCT. Therefore, the parameters needed to represent it (probabilities, costs, measures
196  of effectiveness) will be taken from a literature review, an approach regularly used in economic
197  evaluation.[43] However, the studies from which the metrics will be derived will need to have a
198  sample that meets the same inclusion criteria as those presented in Box 1. Data extracted from
199 the literature will be validated with members of the RCT’s research team and with experts in the
200 field of emergency medicine, MSKDs and rehabilitation if necessary during the construction of

201  the hybrid model.[35]

202 Study outcomes

203  Primary outcomes used to measure the average cost of an ED visit (Objective 1) will be the

204  costs of care processes and the time associated with each care process. This method of costing is
205  routinely used by some members of the research team.[36,44,45] The costs related to ED

206  management (medical and non-medical staff, imaging, medication, consumables, maintenance,
207  etc.) were obtained via a formal request made by a member of the research team to the CHU de
208  Québec — UL Finance Department. The time associated with each care process was calculated by
209  a member of the research team using estimates provided by the CHUL medical and non-medical

210  staff that were validated during an observation period in the ED.[36,44]

211  As part of the cost-utility analysis (Objective 2) and hybrid mathematical model (Objective 3),
212  the efficiency of the ED models of care will be assessed using an incremental cost-effectiveness
213  ratio (ICER). The resulting ICER will be reported in terms of incremental cost per quality-

214 adjusted life years (QALY) gained, between the models of care. The total cost of the ED visit for

215  each individual obtained within Objective 1 will be added to the individual follow-up costs

10
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216  recorded via the self-administered follow-up questionnaires completed by participants at 1 and 3
217  months during the pilot pragmatic RCT and averaged to obtain an average 3-month individual
218  cost for each model of care (Objective 2 & 3 — decision tree). The questionnaires provided data
219  on resources used by each participant during follow-up such as ED re-visits for the same

220  condition, number of consultations with other health professionals, etc. Costs associated with
221  each of the resources used will be drawn from data from the Régie de I'assurance-maladie du
222  Québec (RAMQ) (fees of the emergency physician and other physicians consulted, drugs,

223  imaging tests) and from a search of the grey literature (costs of the fees of the primary contact
224 physiotherapist and other health professionals consulted, and of technical aids).[46] Mean utility
225  scores were obtained at the initial visit [47] and at 1 and 3 months using the EQ-5D-5L, a generic
226  standardized guestionnaire designed to measure health status in an economic and clinical

227  evaluation.[48] The EQ-5D-5L has been found to be reliable, valid, and sensitive to

228  change.[49,50] The efficiency values and the costs from 3 to 24 months required to run the

229  Markov model (Objective 3) for the three models of care will be taken from the literature.

230 Data analysis and interpretation of results

231  As part of Objective 1, a mapping of the care pathways encountered will be completed for each
232  type of MSKD encountered in our study population (i.e., low back pain, neck pain, upper limb,
233 lower limb) (Fig 1). The unit cost of each of the resources, consumables and indirect costs

234 required in each process of care of the care pathway will be calculated and multiplied by the
235  duration of each process to obtain the cost related to each process of care present in the care
236  pathway. The costs associated with each process will be summed to obtain the total cost of the
237  ED care pathway specific to each MSKD and each model of care (i.e., emergency physician or

238  primary contact physiotherapist management). A generalized linear model with a Gamma

11


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.04.22280693
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.04.22280693; this version posted October 6, 2022. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

239  distribution and log link will be used to test whether there is a significant difference in the costs

240  of managing equivalent MSKDs between the two models of care.[51,52]

_ X min X min X min X min X min X min X min
ﬂrr}\;ilton » Pre-triage Inscription Triage > issa.th;lr:ﬁiarjliiw Assessment Assessment Patient's file
the room closure
Patient's
¢ departure
X min X min X min T
CNESST Tylenol ‘ visit ‘ Spine xray
» ol
l X min
X min Medicati
Reassessment 7
Legend X min
» MNarcotics ||
Nurse
Clerk
Emergency
physician
Medical imaging
technician
241 Externfintern

242  Fig 1. Mapping of a hypothetical care pathway in the ED using the Time-Driven Activity-

243  Based Costing

244 The decision tree (Objective 3) will include all the interventions and services possibly used by a
245  participant following the initial visit to the ED for each model of care considered (Fig 2). The
246  conditional probability of ending up in each of the terminal nodes of the decision tree will be
247  used to calculate the proportion of disability associated with each model (Fig 2).The disability
248  proportions obtained for each model of care will be used to determine the number of individuals
249  in each state at entry in the Markov model (Fig. 3). The Markov model will then be used to

250  calculate the long-term costs and effectiveness over 2 years of each of the model of care based

251  onthe level of disability estimated in the decision tree.[35,37]

12
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253  Fig 2. Hypothetical decision tree covering the period from ED visit to three months post

254  initial ED visit

13


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.04.22280693
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

255

256

257

258

259

260

261

262

263

264

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.04.22280693; this version posted October 6, 2022. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Low disability
Pain level : = 0-3/10

F

Living without
dizability

Moderate disability
Pamn level - 4-6/10

F

High disability
Pain level : 7-10/10

‘ IIEW-IE“‘}:l

Fig 3. Projected Markov model covering the period from three to 24 months post initial ED
visit

Both the cost-utility analysis (Objective 2) and the hybrid mathematical model (Objective 3)
will be conducted from a Societal perspective. Results obtained via the EQ-5D-5L at 1 and 3
months (Objective 2 & 3 — decision tree) will be converted to utility scores using the Canadian
conversion algorithm developed by Xie et al.[53] As the 3-month retention rate for the pilot
pragmatic trial was 80% [29], some participants’ data are missing (service and resource use,
costs, utility scores). Missing data will be imputed using the Missing not at random (MNAR)

multiple imputation method.[54] Uncertainty in cost and effectiveness measures for the cost-

14
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265 utility analysis (Objective 2) will be obtained using non-parametric bootstrap resampling with
266  replacement. Uncertainty in the hybrid model parameters (probabilities, costs, and efficiency)
267  (Objective 3) will be obtained via a probabilistic sensitivity analysis performed using a Monte
268  Carlo simulation. Both uncertainties will be represented visually using a cost-effectiveness

269  diagram, cost-effectiveness acceptability curve, and cost-effectiveness acceptability frontier.[35]
270  Subgroup analyses of men and women and by MSKD category (spine, upper extremity, and

271  lower extremity) will also be performed for both objectives (p<.05).

272 Ethical considerations and data management

273  Ethical approval for the collection of the necessary data was obtained from the Research Ethics
274  Committee of the CHU de Québec - UL (approval number: MP-20-2019-4307). The randomized
275  clinical trial was also registered with the US National Institutes of Health (#NCT04009369).

276  Each participant signed a written consent form prior to participation. All data collected will be
277  kept in a secure repository and destroyed thereafter. All members of the research team signed a

278  confidentiality agreement.

279 Discussion

280  The overall aim of this project is to evaluate the costs of different models of care for the

281  management of MSKDs in the ED. This will be achieved through three specific objectives: 1) to
282  compare the average costs of an ED consultation and care for various MSKDs; 2) to evaluate the
283  incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER) of two ED models of care for the management of
284  MSKDs over a three-month period post-initial ED visit; and 3) to estimate the ICER between ED

285  models of care for the management of MSKDs over a two-year period.

15


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.04.22280693
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.04.22280693; this version posted October 6, 2022. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

286  Until now, there has been no formal economic evaluation of the inclusion of a primary contact
287  physiotherapist in the ED compared with usual practice (emergency physician). The only studies
288  that have been done on the subject have assumed that the effectiveness of the primary contact
289  physiotherapist’s management in the ED is equivalent to that of usual care by the emergency
290  physician. However, several studies have reported that primary contact physiotherapist

291  management can reduce the use of services and resources during the ED stay.[8,26-29,55] This
292  research project will fill an important need in the literature by providing an in-depth analysis of
293  the costs and efficiency of the considered models of care . Indeed, this project will help identify
294  the most efficient ED model of care. These models of care also have the potential to improve the
295  quality of services offered to people with MSKDs, their clinical evolution and their quality of
296 life. The increased use of various health professionals in the management of patients in contexts
297  such as the ED can pave the way for the development of new avenues of practice and potentially

298  more efficient organization of services that will benefit the population.

299  This study is associated with some potential limitations. First of all, the data needed to carry out
300  Objectives 1 and 2 were mostly obtained from a pilot pragmatic randomized clinical trial.

301  Therefore, the results obtained should be interpreted with caution. The small sample size (n=78)
302  could possibly limit analyses on the number of plausible branches in the final decision tree as
303  well as the amount of subgroup analysis that will be performed. In addition, although high, the
304  retention rate at the 3-month follow-up of the randomized clinical trial was 80% [29], which
305 implies that some data related to the use of services and resources, costs and health-related

306 quality of life will be missing. However, this limitation will be mitigated using multiple

307  imputation methods.[54] Sensitivity analyses will also be performed to assess the robustness of

308 the results obtained. Finally, it may be difficult to obtain some of the data on medium- and long-
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309 term costs and measures of effectiveness for the ED models of care studied in Objective 3 from
310 the scientific literature. Nevertheless, estimates can be obtained by soliciting the opinions of
311  experts in the fields of MSKD management and emergency medicine, as this method is regularly

312  used in modeling.[35]

313  As for knowledge translation, following the project, formal presentations will be made to all key
314  stakeholders at the CHU (emergency physicians, physiotherapists, nurses, orderlies, patient

315  representatives and administrators) on site or remotely to present the results of the study and

316  discuss lessons learned and future avenues. The results of this project will also be shared with
317  provincial stakeholders (professional associations, patient associations and governments). They
318  will also be disseminated at national and international scientific conferences on economics,

319 health services organization and emergency services. Four manuscripts will be published in peer-
320  reviewed journals. If successful, this project will help guide economic evaluations for a large-
321  scale, multi-center trial aiming to improve the management of people presenting with a MKSD

322 inthe ED.
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