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Structured Abstract

Importance: Caregivers play a protective role in emergency department (ED) care
trangitions. When the demands of caregiving result in caregiver burden, ED returns can

ensue.

Objective: We devel oped models describing how caregiver burden may predict ED revisits

and admissions up to thirty days after discharge.

Design: This prospective cohort study nested within the LEARNING WISDOM clinical trial
included older adults and their caregivers who underwent a transition of care from one of

four EDs in Québec, Canada between January 1st, 2019, and December 21st, 2021.

Setting: This study occurred within an integrated health multi-site organization consisting of

four acute care hospitals.

Participants. Patients aged 65 years or older who were discharged back to the community

from the ED observation unit after being triaged to a stretcher on their index visit.

Exposure: Caregiver burden, as collected using the brief twelve-item Quebec French

version of the Zarit Brief Burden Interview (ZBl).

Main Outcomes and M easur e: Revisitsto the ED were defined as areturn to any ED in the
4-hospital network within 3, 7, or 30 days of the index visit. Admissions were return visits to

the ED within 30 days resulting in hospitalization.

Results: Among 1,409 caregiver-patient dyads, ZBI scores averaged 7.33 (SD = 7.11). Most
caregivers were women (69%). Caregivers were most often spouses (48%) of patients or

children of patients (38%). Among all patients, 5.3% returned to the ED within 3 days, 9.4%
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returned within 7 days, 20.7% returned within 30 days and 6.2% were admitted within 30
days. Each point increase on the ZBI scale was associated with a 2.8% increase in the odds
of a 30-day revisit to the ED (p = 0.03), but not in models with shorter time windows, nor
for admissions. ZBI scores on 30-day ED revisits were moderated by the COVID-19

pandemic waves:. the first inter-wave period attenuated the association.

Conclusions and Relevance: Caregiver burden may modestly predict ED revisits over 30
days. Future studies may enhance the management of ED revisits by predicting the

longitudinal impact of caregiver burden on ED usein older adults.

Trial Registration: https:/clinicaltrias.gov/ct2/show/NCT04093245

Keywor ds. caregiver burden, emergency medicine, emergency department revisits, older

adults, prospective cohort study

Corresponding author: Nathalie Germain


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.25.24314385

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.25.24314385; this version posted November 13, 2024. 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.

Key points

Question: Can caregiver burden predict emergency department (ED) revisits and admissions

within 30 days of discharge among older adults?

Findings: In this prospective cohort study, higher caregiver burden was associated with a
modest increase in the likelihood of 30-day ED revisits, though not with shorter-term revisits

or admissions.

M eaning: Reducing caregiver burden may help prevent returns to the ED within 30 days

among community-dwelling older adults.

Background

Older adults are frequent users of emergency department (ED) services™2. ED return visits
after discharge from an index ED visit by older adult patientsis a substantial contributing
factor to ED overutilization®. Frequent ED use for complex needs is considered suboptimal,
especially among older adults and indicates that those needs have not been adequately
addressed™”". Older adults are vulnerable to adverse outcomes related to ED visits, duein
part to poor care transitions, declinesin functional autonomy, lack of social support once
discharged from the ED, comorbidities, and polypharmacy®. Both ED utilization and
resource use intensity (e.g., diagnostic testing, consultation, length of stay) appear to
increase with age®. Informal or family caregivers are often called upon to support this

transition®*°,

Caregivers protect the health of thosein their care™ and are also often included in care

recipient assessments and decision-making™. As part of their rolein patient care, they may
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endure physical, emotional, social, and financial strain, known collectively as caregiver
burden>**, Caregiver burden is associated with higher patient mortality™ and with
admissions'®. However, thereis aknowledge gap in understanding if caregiver burden
operationalized with questionnaires can predict increased ED revisits shortly after discharge.
Our objective was to develop a model exploring the prognostic power of caregiver burden to

explain unplanned ED revisits up to thirty days after discharge.

M ethod
Study design and context

This prospective cohort study was nested within the LEARNING WISDOM longitudinal

cohort study™’. We report our findings with the TRIPOD*® and STROBE™ guidelines.

The protocol for this study was approved by the Centre intégré de santé et de services
sociaux - Chaudiere Appalaches (CISSS-CA, Québec, Canada) Ethics Review Committee
(project #2018-462, 2018-007). The LEARNING WISDOM cohort included older adults
and their caregivers who underwent atransition of care following a visit to one of the four
EDs within the CISSS-CA between January 1st, 2019, and December 21st, 2021. The
CISSS-CA is an integrated health organization consisting of four acute care hospitals. Hotel-
Dieu de Lévis (HDL); a university teaching hospital), Hépital de Saint-Georges (HSG),

Hopital de Montmagny (HDM), and Hopital de Thetford Mines (HTM).
Participants

The LEARNING WISDOM cohort included consenting patients aged at least 65 years, who

had been discharged back to the community from the ED after being triaged to an
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observation unit stretcher on their index visit. Patients only seen in the ambulatory care
section of the ED, admitted to hospital, transferred to another hospital, or transferred to a
long-term care center following the index visit were excluded. Caregivers of older patients
were informal non compensated caregivers, usually family members or friends, who
provided support and assistance to patients in this cohort. Patients and their caregivers were

required to understand French.
Data collection

As part of a continuous quality improvement project led by the CISSS-CA, patients were
contacted by telephone between 24 hours and up to seven days after ED discharge®. Patients
were then invited to participate in a more in-depth research interview in the following days,
and both patients and their caregivers were required to summarize—in their own words—
their understanding of the study, based on the Nova Scotia Criteria during this second call to
demonstrate informed consent®’. After patients participated, they were asked if they
consented to have their caregivers contacted by the research team. We conducted a
structured interview to obtain demographic characteristics, followed by administering the
Québec French version of the 12-item Zarit Brief Burden Interview (ZBI) to all participating

caregivers®.
M easur es

We extracted hospital adminigtrative data from MedGPS and MedUrge (MédiaMed
Technologies, Mont-Saint-Hilaire, Québec, Canada) databases. Demographic and
guestionnaire data were collected using REDCap (Research Electronic Data Capture,

Vanderbilt University, TN, USA) by trained research professional s>,
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The Zarit Burden Interview (ZBI) is the most widely used instrument measuring caregiver
burden with internal consistency indices ranging between 0.7 and 0.9, In the twelve-item
ZBI, questions include items about strain in the caregiver’ s role and personal life associated
with caregiving. Each question is scored by frequency in afive-point Likert scale (0 to 4),
and scores are summed with higher scores indicating a higher degree of burden (range: 0—

48) (See Appendix A).

Outcome variables include patient revisits to the ED and hospital admissions on revisit.
Revisits to the ED were defined as whether a given patient returned to any ED in the 4-
hospital network within 3, 7 or 30 days of the index visit for any reason. Admissions include
returnsto the ED occurring within 30 days after the index visit that result in admission to the
hospital. Index visits are defined as the patient’ sfirst visit to the ED that required triage to a
stretcher in the observation unit. Revisit intervals are associated with different outcomes.
Early revisits within 3 to 7 days are generally considered failures of care coordination, while

at 30 days failures are due to multifactorial factors of the care transition® .

Covariates included both patient and caregiver characteristics collected by trained research
personnel over the telephone. For patients, we collected age, sex, income, education level,
living situation (home with family, home alone, living in a care or retirement home), access
to afamily doctor, access to an appointment with afamily doctor in a reasonable delay,
access to trangport and precedent visits to the ED over the past year. We a'so collected
patient comorbidities using the Charlson Comorbidity Index (CCI)*, whether patients
arrived by their own means or arrived by ambulance, the Canadian Triage and Acuity Scale
(CTAS)*, and the time spent on a stretcher at the ED. For the CCl, we removed points

allocated according to the age of the patient to consider age as an independent predictor
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variable. Caregiver characteristics of interest included their age, sex, ethnicity, income,
education level, housing, and the nature of the caregiver-care recipient relationship (spouse,

child-parent, other).

We aso included the wave of COVID-19 pandemic according to Québec public health
authorities at the time of the index visit. Data aggregation was performed to maximize the

distinguishability of each stratum. Data grouping decisions can be found in Appendix B.
Power analyses

We performed a-priori analyses to determine the estimated power to detect effects of interest
(Appendix C). In simulations using normally distributed ZBI scores, 700 patients were
sufficient to achieve statistical power (80%), and we estimated models could accommodate a
maximum of 3 covariates and 3 interaction terms with ZBI scores as the predictor

variable®™®,

L ogistic regression analyses

Using logistic regression modeling with a purposeful selection algorithm®® (Appendix D),
we analyzed if caregiver burden among caregivers of older adult patients statistically
explained ED revisits and ED revisits resulting in admissions™“. All available clinically
relevant data (Appendix B) were used in the development of the models. We also analyzed
whether the COVID-19 pandemic period had moderated the relations between caregiver
burden, revisits, and admissions. Data cleaning and analyses were conducted in R (version

4.3.0).
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Sensitivity and exploratory analyses

ZBI scores may have been biased by the timing of measurement. In some cases, due to
delays in data collection, caregivers may have responded to the ZBI after the revisit to the
ED may have occurred. We tested whether the coefficients, significance levels, and mode fit
statistics differed between dyads whose ZBI scores were collected before and those collected

after the revisit occurred.

Results

Participants

Thetotal LEARNING WISDOM cohort included 5,016 participants (Figure 1). Among
these participants of the larger study, 1,819 allowed the research team to contact their
caregiver, and 410 caregivers were excluded (6 unable to provide informed consent, 161
declined to or withdrew their participation, and 243 could not be reached), leaving 1,409

patient-caregiver dyads.
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Patients included in the LEARNING

WISDOM COHORT Patient ineligible to participate (n = 5)

Participated at two different hospitals (duplicata) (n = 17)
Patient revoked their consent (n = 1)

Y

N =5,039
Y
Patients analyzed in the LEARNING Caregiver ineligible to participate (n = 6)
WISDOM COHORT - Caregiver declined to participate (n = 155)
d Caregiver could not be reached (n = 243)
N =5,016 Patient did not have a caregiver (n = 3,197)

Caregiver did not complete ZBI (n = 2)
Caregiver revoked their consent (n = 4)

Y

Caregiver-patient dyads who
provided demographics and ZBI

N = 1,409

Figure 1. Flowchart describing the recruitment of patients and their caregivers.

ZBI scores averaged 7.33 (SD = 7.11). Theinternal consistency of ZBI scores was high
(Cronbach’s apha = .87, 95% CI =[.86, .89]). Among patients, 49.5% were women and
50.5% men. Among caregivers, women congtituted the majority at 69.6%, contrasting with
30.4% men. Regarding caregiver-patient relationships, the largest proportion consisted of
parent-child relationships at 48.0%, followed by spouses at 37.9%, and other family
members or friends at 14.1%. Among all patients, 20.7% returned to the ED within 30 days
of the index visit, 9.4% revisited within one week, and 5.3% within 72 hours, and 6.2%
experienced arevisit resulting in admission within 30 days. Demographic characteristics

stratified by those who revisited the ED within 30 days are found in Table 1.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.25.24314385

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.25.24314385; this version posted November 13, 2024. 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.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of patientsand their caregivers.

ED revisit No ED revisit
within 30 days within 30 days
(N=292) (N=1117)
Patient sex
Woman 151 (51.7%) 547 (49.0%)
Man 141 (48.3%) 570 (51.0%)
Patient age
Mean (SD) 76.7 (7.29) 77.2 (7.42)
Median [Min, Max] 76'20[%5'0’ 76.0 [65.0, 100]
Arrival method on index visit
Ambulance 146 (50.0%) 604 (54.1%)
Ambulant 146 (50.0%) 513 (45.9%)
CTAStriage score on index visit®
5 34 (11.6%) 148 (13.2%)
4 132 (45.2%) 541 (48.4%)
3 109 (37.3%) 386 (34.6%)
2 17 (5.8%) 42 (3.8%)
Hospital visited on index visit
Hétel-Dieu de Lévis (HDL) 60 (20.5%) 227 (20.3%)
Montmagny (HDM) 98 (33.6%) 449 (40.2%)
St-Georges-de-Beauce (HSG) 56 (19.2%) 203 (18.2%)
Thetford Mines (HTM) 78 (26.7%) 238 (21.3%)
Timeon stretcher at the index
visit (hours)
Mean (SD) 11.1 (8.71) 11.6 (8.60)
Median [Min, Max] 8.39 [0.110, 8.72[0, 70.2]

52.4]
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ED revisit No ED revisit
within 30 days within 30 days
(N=292) (N=1117)
Triage delay at theindex visit
(hours)
Mean (SD) 0.0705 (0.155) 0.0649 (0.152)
Median [Min, Max] 0[0, 1.20] 0]0, 1.32]
Number of viststothe ED in the
last year
Mean (SD) 1.71 (2.19) 1.16 (1.62)
Median [Min, Max] 1.00 10, 16.0] 1.00[0, 12.0]
ED revisit
within 30 days
ED revisit within 30 days 292 (100%) 0 (0%)
No ED revisit within 30 days 0 (0%) 1117 (100%)
Social support (number of
personsin social circle, sdlf-
report)
Mean (SD) 4.05 (4.41) 411 (5.57)
Median [Min, Max] 3.00[0, 60.0] 3.00[0, 150]
COVID-19 period when the
index ED visit occurred”
Pre-pandemic 114 (39.0%) 484 (43.3%)
Wave 1 41 (14.0%) 158 (14.1%)
Between Wave 1 and Wave 2 16 (5.5%) 60 (5.4%)
Wave 2 76 (26.0%) 244 (21.8%)
Between Wave 2 and Wave 3 23 (7.9%) 96 (8.6%)
Wave 3 22 (7.5%) 75 (6.7%)
Charlson Comor bidity Index
Mean (SD) 5.61 (2.37) 5.35(2.23)
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ED revisit No ED revisit
within 30 days within 30 days
(N=292) (N=1117)
Median [Min, Max] 5'054%00' 5,00 [2.00, 14.0]

Caregiver sex
Woman 91 (31.2%) 338 (30.3%)
Man 201 (68.8%) 779 (69.7%)

Caregiver age

Mean (SD) 63.3 (12.0) 64.0 (12.0)
Median [Min, Max] 65'39[_5?'0’ 66.0 [24.0, 92.0]
Patient hasafamily physician
Yes 16 (5.5%) 81 (7.3%)
No 276 (94.5%) 1036 (92.7%)
Patient can quickly consult their
family physician
Yes 138 (47.3%) 477 (42.7%)
No 154 (52.7%) 640 (57.3%)
Patient has access to transport
for medical care
Yes 18 (6.2%) 52 (4.7%)
No 274 (93.8%) 1065 (95.3%)
Patient education level
Primary school 141 (48.3%) 534 (47.8%)
Secondary school 116 (39.7%) 464 (41.5%)
University 35 (12.0%) 119 (10.7%)

Caregiver education level

Primary school 68 (23.3%) 212 (19.0%)
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ED revisit No ED revisit
within 30 days within 30 days
(N=292) (N=1117)

Secondary school 183 (62.7%) 736 (65.9%)

University 41 (14.0%) 169 (15.1%)
Caregiver-Patient relation

Other family 42 (14.4%) 156 (14.0%)

Spouse 116 (39.7%) 418 (37.4%)

Parent-Child 134 (45.9%) 543 (48.6%)
Patient annual income ($ CAD)

No response 128 (43.8%) 438 (39.2%)

< 30,000% 94 (32.2%) 374 (33.5%)

> or equal to 30,000$ 70 (24.0%) 305 (27.3%)
Caregiver annual income ($
CAD)

No response 130 (44.5%) 467 (41.8%)

< 50,000$ 92 (31.5%) 342 (30.6%)

> or equal to 50,000% 70 (24.0%) 308 (27.6%)
Patient residencetype

Home 48 (16.4%) 174 (15.6%)

Home, aone 179 (61.3%) 725 (64.9%)

Care home 65 (22.3%) 218 (19.5%)
Caregiver resdence type

Home 7 (2.4%) 17 (1.5%)

Home, aone 239 (81.8%) 952 (85.2%)

Care home 46 (15.8%) 148 (13.2%)
ZBI Score

Mean (SD) 8.55 (7.42) 7.01 (6.99)
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ED revisit No ED revisit
within 30 days within 30 days
(N=292) (N=1117)
Median [Min, Max] 7.00[0, 40.0] 5.00[0, 44.0]

T Canadian dollars. 8 CTAS of 1: requires immediate care, 2: requires emergent care and
rapid medical intervention, CTAS of 3: requires urgent care, CTAS of 4: requires less-urgent
care, CTAS of 5: requires non-urgent care.  Waves correspond to the Institut national de
santé publique du Québec (INSPQ) definitions of the COVID-19 timeline in Québec: before
the COVID-19 pandemic (01/01/2019 to 12/03/2020) and throughout waves one
(13/03/2020 to 11/07/2020), two (23/08/2020 to 20/03/2021), three (21/03/2021 to
17/07/2021), four (18/07/2021 to 4/12/2021) and five (5/12/2021 to 12/03/2022).

Models of 30-day revisits

The logistic regression mode that best explained 30-day revisits to the ED included ZBI
scores, ED visitsin the preceding year, and the COVID-19 period. The COVID-19 period
did not have a statistically significant main effect but did interact with ZBI scores. Although
not statistically significant, it also interacted with ED visitsin the past year (Table 2). Each
added point on the ZBI scale was associated with a 2.84% increase in the odds of an early
30-day ED revisit, while controlling for covariates. Smilarly, each ED visit in the past year
was associated with a11.9% increase in the odds of an early 30-day ED revisit. However,
the second COVID-19 pandemic wave appeared to attenuate the association between ZBI
scores and 30-day revisits, and the third wave appeared to attenuate the association between
precedent ED visits and 30-day revisits. The model (Akaike information criterion (AIC) =
1424.6) was a good fit of the data (Goodness of Fit Test, ¥%(8) = 9.11, p = 0.332). The C-
statistic, representing the model’ s discriminative capabilities was low (C = 0.63, SE = 0.02).

Table 2. Modédl characteristics of logistic regression model explaining 30-day ED

revisits.
Characteristic Univariate Multivariate 95% ClI* p-value
OR* OR

ZBIl Score 1.03 1.03 1.00, 1.05 0.030
Previous ED vidits 1.17 1.12 1.01,1.24 0.028
Covid-19 Period

Pre-pandemic — — —

Wave 1 1.10 0.61 0.28,1.23 0.2

Between Wave 1 and Wave 2 1.13 2.27 0.89, 5.52 0.074

Wave 2 1.32 1.34 0.78, 2.30 0.3
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Between Wave 2 and Wave 3 1.02 0.63 0.23, 1.55 0.3
Wave 3 1.25 1.56 0.67, 3.45 0.3
ZBIl Score* Covid-19 Period

ZBl Score* Wave 1 — 1.04 0.98,1.10 0.2
ZBIl Score* — 0.89 0.78,0.97 0.027
Between Wave 1 and Wave 2
ZBI| Score* Wave 2 — 1.01 0.96, 1.05 0.8
ZBl Score* — 1.03 0.95,1.11 0.5
Between Wave 2 and Wave 3
ZBI| Score* Wave 3 — 0.96 0.89, 1.03 0.3
PreviousED visits* Covid-19
Period
Previous ED visits* Wave 1 — 1.23 0.99, 1.55 0.065
Previous ED visits* — 1.14 0.80, 1.61 0.4
Between Wave 1 and Wave 2
Previous ED visits* Wave 2 — 0.97 0.81,1.15 0.7
Previous ED visits * — 1.20 0.92,1.61 0.2
Between Wave 2 and Wave 3
Previous ED visits* Wave 3 — 1.02 0.80, 1.30 0.9

'OR = Odds Ratio, CI = Confidence Interval
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Figure 2. Moderation effect of ZBI scoreson ED revisits by Wave of the COVID-19

pandemic.
Moderation of the effect of ZBl scores on
ED revisits by Wave of the COVID-19 Pandemic
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Figure 2. Odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals for the interaction between ZBI scores
and COVID-19 periods on thirty-day ED revisits. Red points represent the interaction effects
of ZBI scoreswith over pandemic waves, while the blue point depicts the main effect of ZBI
Scores.

Appendix E presents detailed model output for the models presented next. Figure 3 presents

the ROC curves associated with each moddl.

Modelsof 7-day revisits

Female sex, ED visitsin the pr) and year, a CTAS triage level of two at the index visit,
patients living alone (p = .077), and having a caregiver residing home alone positively
predicted revisits at 7 days whereas ED length of stay on stretcher (p = .059) was negatively

related to the probability of an ED revisit. ZBI scores were not statistically significantly
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associated with the probability of a 7-day ED revisit (p = .55). There were no statistically
significant interactions between these variables, nor the ZBI, nor the effect of the COVID-19
pandemic waves. The model was a good fit of the data (AIC = 865.6; Goodness of Fit Test,

x2(8) = 4.33, p=.826). The C-statistic was low (C = 0.65 SE = 0.02).
Models of 3-day revisits

ED visitsin the last year, and a CTAS triage level of 4, 3, or 2 positively predicted revisits
within 72 hours of theindex visit. ED length of stay on a stretcher at the index visit and
having a caregiver living alone (and not with the patient in their care), or inacareor a
retirement home instead of a house or an apartment, were all negatively related to an ED
revisit within 72 hours. ZBI scores were not significantly associated with 72-hour revisits (p
= .68). There were no statistically significant interactions between these variables, nor the
ZBl, nor the effect of the COVID-19 pandemic waves. The model was a good fit of the data
(AIC = 580.64; Goodness of Fit Test, y2(8) = 2.93, p = .938). The C-statistic was low (C =

0.65 SE = 0.03).
M odels of 30-day admissions

A walk-in arrival at the index visit, and comorbidity index were statistically significantly
associated with an ED revisit at 30 days resulting in a hospital admission. A higher annual
caregiver revenue was protective against 30-day admissions. ZBI scores were not
significantly associated with 30-day admissions (p = .24). There were no significant
interactions. The model was a good fit of the data (AIC = 642.78, Goodness of Fit Test,

x%(8) = 8.49, p = .386). The C-datistic was low (C = 0.67, SE = 0.03).
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Figure 3. Receiver operating characteristics (ROC) curves associated with each logistic
regression model.
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Figure 3. A. Predictors of thirty-day revisitsinclude ZBI score, number of ED visitsin the
previous year, and the COVID-19 period, which interacted with both ZBI score and past ED
visits. B. Predictors of seven-day revisits include number of ED visitsin the previous year,
female sex, patient living in a care home, a caregiver living alone, and a CTAStriage score
below 5. C. Predictors of three-day revisitsinclude number of ED visitsin the previous year,
a caregiver living alone, a CTAStriage score below 5, and time on stretcher at the ED. D.
Predictors of thirty-day revisits resulting in admission include Charlson score, a walk-in
arrival to the ED, and a greater caregiver income.
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Sensitivity analyses

Most caregivers had their data collected before the patient revisited to the ED (N = 1099,
78%). However, 310 patients (22%) revisited the ED before their caregiver was recruited. To
determine if this affected the association between ZBI scores and ED revisits at 30 days, we
split the dataset in two groups (caregiver burden measured before ED revisit and caregiver
burden measured after ED revisit) and re-performed the first model. The coefficient for ZBI
scores did not change significantly between these two models (OR = 1.022) and was very
similar to the model containing all 1409 dyads (OR = 1.028). However, the C-statistic for
the model containing ZBI data collected before patients returned to the ED (C = 0.68, SE =
0.03) was greater than the model containing patients who returned to the ED before the ZBI
was collected (C = 0.61, SE = 0.03). When the ZBI was collected before the revisit,
predictive ability in 30-day revisits was improved, but only the effects associated with

pandemic waves changed (Appendix F).

Discussion

We analyzed the association between caregiver burden of care and ED revisits, and
subsequent hospital admissions within thirty days, among alarge cohort of older
community-dwelling adults. We adjusted for factors related to both caregiver burden and the
tendency for repeat ED usage. ZBI scores were significantly associated with revisits at 30
days, holding important covariates constant. Other authors report that caregiver burden,
when treated as a continuous variable, is associated with ED use among patients with major
neurocognitive disorders, but its effect size was also small as was the casein our study™.

The effect of ZBI scores and precedent visits on 30-day ED revisits was moderated by the
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COVID-19 pandemic waves, with the first inter-wave period attenuating the association,
likely because older adults were encouraged to distance themselves from healthcare
services'*. The models for revisitswithin 72 hours and 7 days identified gender, living
conditions, and prior ED visits as factors that influenced the likelihood of arevisit, but ZBI
scores were not a significant predictor in these shorter-term revisit models. Factors
positively associated with 30-day admissions after an ED visit included awalk-in arrival at
the ED index visit and higher scores on the age-adjusted Charlson Comorbidity Index,
whereas higher annual caregiver revenue was protective againgt such admissions. We
interpret these findings as evidence that caregiver burden may contribute to a negative care
trangition, which is associated with 30-day revisits, whereas shorter intervals and admissions

related closer to pre-existing reliance on the ED and comorbidities.

The modest area under the curve (C-statistic) for all regression models suggest there are
important missing variables at play, which might include the chronicity or acuteness of the
presentation reason at the ED (e.g., chronic heart failure versus myocardial infarction), the
frailty of patients and caregivers, and the health professional seen in the ED prior to
discharge (e.g., consulting with a specialized geriatric emergency medicine nurse or a
geriatrician). This also suggests a heterogeneous sample of patients presenting to the ED, but
asthe ED isthe front door to the health system, some heterogeneity in sampling is expected.
Caregiver burden is also known to be a highly personal and intersectional experience, which

poses additional challenges to heterogeneity™.

In most cases, we were able to collect the ZBI before patients revisited the ED. While this
presents atemporal bias, there is evidence to suggest that caregiver burden is stable at 5

months,* 6 to 12 months,*® and 1 to 2 years® after initial measurement, respectively. We
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had previously found that caregiver burden for caregiversin this cohort already experiencing
some burden increased slightly following theindex visit of an ED care transition®®. Further
research on caregiver burden as a predictor of emergency department recidivism would
benefit from alongitudinal design to assess burden levels at discharge and during follow-up
to parse out if fluctuationsin burden are short-term or indicative of long-term trends among
caregivers. In practice at the ED, the addition of along-form caregiver burden questionnaire
may not be feasible, but there is an ultra-short version of the ZBI (the ZBI-1)25 which could
be tested prospectively to verify if systematic screening of caregiver burden in the ED and
mitigation strategies put in place prior to ED discharge could reduce ED revisits™>*°. Some
such strategies include involving caregivers as active members of the care team,™ and
caregiver navigators who review and disseminate information about local support services
throughout the care transition®. Caregiver burden itself can be lessened through improving
caregiving sdlf-efficacy and with social support services designed to assist with chores and

errands’®°2%,

Strengths and limitations

Strengths of our study include the inclusion of a large prospective cohort from both urban
and rural communities, the use of psychometrically validated tools, and thorough regression
fit testing and variable selection aimed at parsmony and alignment with theoretical
frameworks. Limitations include some potential selection biases. We administered our
guestionnaires via phone calls, which may have prevented the participation of patients who
hear less well, and we excluded patients with neurocognitive disorders as was required by
the ethics committee to ensure informed and competent consent. Bias in responding may

have arisen from patients and caregivers who may have responded to questionnairesin a
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socially desirable way. Caregivers of patients with neurocognitive disorders are known to
have higher degrees of caregiver burden>**. Most caregiver datawas collected before the
patient revisited the ED, and athough ZBI data collection conducted before the revisit

slightly improved the predictive ability of 30-day ED revisits, it did not significantly alter

modd coefficients.

Conclusion

Among caregivers of community-dwelling older adults, caregiver burden was associated
with an increased likelihood of ED revisits within 30 days, although not for shorter 3 and 7-
day revisit intervals, and not for revisits resulting in admissions. Our models had only
modest predictive ability, indicating potential missing variables and unaccounted
heterogeneity in this population. Future studies may consider measuring caregiver burden at
ED discharge and leveraging longitudinal designs to deepen the predictive capabilities of
caregiver burden in relation to ED use. This may improve our understanding of caregiver

burden and its management to prevent ED revisitsin older community-dwel ling adults.
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Patients analyzed in the LEARNING
WISDOM COHORT

N =25,016

Caregiver-patient dyads who
provided demographics and ZBI

N =1,409

cense to display the preprint in perpetuity.

Patient ineligible to participate (n = 5)

Participated at two different hospitals (duplicata) (n = 17)
Patient revoked their consent (n = 1)

Caregiver ineligible to participate (n = 6)
Caregiver declined to participate (n = 1595)

Caregiver could not be reached (n = 243)
Patient did not have a caregiver (n = 3,197)

Caregiver did not complete ZBl (n = 2)
Caregiver revoked their consent (n = 4)
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Moderation of the effect of ZBI scores on
ED revisits by Wave of the COVID-19 Pandemic
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