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Abstract

Early diagnosis of heart failure improves patient outcomes, however diagnosis is complex
and often delayed. This study evaluates adigital pathway for heart failure diagnosis, showing
it reduces time to diagnosis and treatment initiation, with an incremental cost of £5,700 per
quality adjusted life-year (QALY') gained over alifetime. The pathway is cost-effective for
the UK National Health Service at £20,000 per QALY threshold, however data uncertainties

remain.
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I ntroduction

Early diagnosis and treatment of heart failure (HF) can slow disease progression,
avoid hospitalisations, and improve outcomes(1). However, diagnosing HF is complex and
often delayed; as aresult, prognosis for people with HF is poor. A recent meta-analysis
reported survival rates at one, five and ten years to be 87%, 57% and 35%, respectively(2).
European and UK guidelines recommend the use of an N-terminal pro b-type natriuretic
peptide (NT-proBNP) blood test for patients with suspected HF in the community, to
determine whether and how urgently patients should be referred to standard transthoracic
echocardiogram (TTE) for confirmatory diagnosis(3). In practice, patients can endure
repeated visits to primary care and hospitals before referral, an often complex and lengthy
process.

Recent advances in digital health technologies have the potential to improve the HF
diagnostic pathway, including digital platforms and artificial intelligence(4). The advantages
of digital pathways include: redesigning and streamlining the diagnostic pathway (with added
benefit of data collection for audit purposes); the ability for clinicians to remotely review
patient results providing equity of care across geographical areas and for patients who
struggle to access healthcare; improving patient outcomes by reducing time to diagnosis and
treatment initiation; freeing TTE capacity by reducing the number of patients with suspected
HF referred for TTE; early diagnosis of non-HF morbidities, and optimising treatment of
symptoms.

Our study explored the potential value of introducing a digitised HF diagnostic
pathway compared to ausua care pathway, from the perspectives of the UK NHS and
patients.

Methods
Overview

We developed a decision analytic model to compare the introduction of adigital
pathway for HF diagnosis with current practice in usual care. Patients enter the model upon
referral onto the HF diagnostic pathway following a NT-proBNP test. We modelled costs and
outcomes using a cost-consequence anaysis (CCA) and a cost-utility analysis (CUA), over
12 months and lifetime horizons, respectively. Both the Medical Research Council (MRC)
guidance on developing and evaluating complex interventions(5) and the National Institute
for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) Evidence Standards Framework (ESF) for digital

health technologies(6) recognise the relevance of CCA when evaluating complex, multi-
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component interventions and when other outcomes in addition to quality adjusted life years
(QALYs) are of interest to decision-makers.

Population
Patients referred from primary care to the HF diagnostic pathway, with symptoms
suggestive of new HF and with an elevated NT-proBNP (>400pg/ml).

Comparator and I ntervention

The comparator is current practicein usual care pathway, based on the NICE HF
diagnosis and management guideling(7) and informed by healthcare professionals working in
HF diagnosis. Routine referrals should be seen within six weeks (NT-proBNP <2000pg/ml)
and urgent referrals within two weeks (NT-proBNP >2000pg/ml). In practice, however,
these referrals may take substantially longer. The HF diagnostic pathway then begins with
patients receiving electrocardiogram (ECG) and TTE performed by a cardiac physiologist.
The results of these investigations are reviewed by a cardiologist soon after. Patients
diagnosed with HF with reduced g ection fraction (HFrEF) and HF with preserved ejection
(HFpEF) are invited back to secondary care for consultation with a HF clinician to discuss
their diagnosis and have treatment initiated. However, patients diagnosed with HFpEF may
alternatively be referred back to their GP with management advice.

The digital pathway is an optimised pathway, which includes a digital platform and
‘one-stop’ service for diagnosis and treatment initiation. Patients with raised NT-proBNP
results (>400pg/ml) are referred onto the digital pathway. Referral details including blood test
results, presentation of symptoms, and patient medical history are transferred from general
practice and presented on the digital platform. HF clinicians remotely review these details at
astage termed Active Clinical Referral Triage (ACRT) within days of referral. Suspected HF
patients are invited to attend a one-stop diagnostic service, either asa‘routine’ or ‘urgent’
referral. Patients not suspected to have HF exit the diagnostic pathway. Diagnosis for patients
with suspected HF based on ACRT is then made at the one-stop service based on ECG
performed by a healthcare support worker and TTE performed by a cardiac physiologist, as
under the usual care pathway. A cardiology nurse specialist (CNS) reviews patient
information and the TTE results on the digital platform, and logs a preliminary diagnosis of
HFrEF, HFpEF or no HF. Patients are informed of their diagnosis by the CNS, who
immediately initiates appropriate HF medication. Subsequently, a cardiologist remotely
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reviews the CNS preliminary diagnosis and submits an electronic comprehensive
management plan to the patient’s GP.

The intervention isinformed by a digital pathway implemented during the Optimising a
Digital Diagnostic Pathway for Heart Failure in the Community (OPERA) study. OPERA
was a prospective observational study of consecutive patients who have been referred onto a
digital pathway for confirmation of HF diagnosis following NT-proBNP testing (1 December
2020 to 31 August 2021), across five outpatient sites in Glasgow, UK (Clinical trials
NCT04724200).

Model

A decision analytic model was developed to assess the cost-effectiveness of the digital
pathway (Figure 1). A decision tree accounts for outcomes under both pathways over an
initial period of 12 months. Patients then enter a simple long-term Markov process with risks
for mortality and heart failure hospitalisation conditional on their 12-month HF status (HFrEF,
HFpEF or no HF), over atime horizon of a further 24 annual model cycles (Figure 2). This
represents a total time horizon of 25 years for patients, approximating lifetime in this
population. The standard UK discount rate of 3.5% is applied to both costs and health
outcomes(8). The model is probabilistic, with relevant parameters entered as appropriate
probability distributions.

Positive | HF care package

T | compr e —————
| Trisgs *ve |‘ ~Dne-stop Diagnostic Sarvice [
1 - s ) Failure

| AcRT | gative— No further heart failure investigations
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Figure 1 Decision Analytic Model
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Clinical data and assumptions

Patients enter the model with baseline characteristics as observed in OPERA (Table 1),
with mean age 75 years (SE 0.359) and 51% female. Most patients had NT-proBNP
<2000pg/ml. The overall prevalence of HF was 81.5%, mainly with HFpEF, and NT-
proBNP 400-2000pg/ml.

We assumed that none of the patients with HF would be triaged out of the pathway at
ACRT review stage. We assumed that ACRT would accurately triage out 30% of all patients,
all of whom without HF(9). The total number of patients who entered ACRT was not
recorded in OPERA; 825 patients remained in the diagnostic pathway following ACRT (i.e.
assumed 70% of all patients who entered ACRT), of whom 421 were ultimately confirmed
not to have HF. Thisis equivalent to the assumption that overall, 46% of all patients without
HF who entered ACRT would be correctly diagnosed with no HF.

Empirical data on time to each point in the diagnostic pathways is not available. The
model relies on estimates provided by cardiologists and CNS involved in the OPERA study.
In the usua care pathway, the time from referral to TTE is estimated to be 180 days, with a
further 56 days for cardiologist review and subsequent cardiologist consultation. Under the
digital pathway ACRT is estimated to take place within six days. The interval from ACRT to
the one-stop diagnostic and treatment initiation service of 50 days is based on data collected
in OPERA. Given the uncertainties regarding the accuracy of ACRT in identifying non-HF

patients and in usual care timelines, both elements are a key focus in our analyses.

We based estimates of untreated HF hospitalisation rates on SOLVD for HFrEF(10)
and |-PRESERVE for HFpEF(11). Reduction in these risks was attributed to treatment with
standard of care triple therapy for HFrEF based on EMPHASIS-HF(12), with further benefit
from treatment with SGLT2i for HFrEF based on DAPA-HF(13), and SGLT2i based on the
EMPEROR preserved trial (14). HF medication confers risk reductions for HF hospitalisation
from initiation of treatment.

Risk of mortality is applied to all patients based on national life tables for
Scotland(15), with HF patients modelled to be at elevated risk based on hazard ratiosin
comparison to the general population depending on gection fraction, asin SOLVD and |-

PRESERVE(10, 11). Once treatment is initiated, however, risk reductions are applied, again
6
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1 based on EMPHASIS-HF, DAPA-HF, and EMPEROR preserved. Some patients newly
2  diagnosed with HF may already be treated with HF relevant medication. However, we
3 assumethat thiswill not be optimised for HF (the diagnosis not having previously been
4  made). We assume such prior medication would have negligible effect on HF mortality.
5
6  When using control group datafor untreated hospitalisation and mortality from
7 SOLVD(10)and I-PRESERVE(11) we considered the following: 7% of the participantsin the
8 SOLVD tria were taking beta blockers at baseline so the effects were likely small from these,
9 and whilst 85% were taking diuretics, the effect of these on lowering mortality are likely to
10 besmall. Also, diuretics are not one of the current usual therapy medications for heart failure.
11 The baseline medications the participants in the I-PRESERVE trial were receiving would be
12 for co-morbidities and would not impact heart failure prognosis.
13
14 Health related quality of life
15 M ean health utilities measured by EQ-5D-3L in OPERA for those ultimately

16  diagnosed with HF was 0.620 (SE 0.014), representing a 17% decrement relative to the UK
17  population norm (16) of 0.755. For patients without HF we applied a UK population norm
18 accounting for reductions with increasing age and maintained the same relative reduction for
19  those with HF throughout the model. Though HF medications have been shown in clinical

20 trialsto improve quality of life as measured for example by the Kansas City Cardiomyopathy
21  Questionnaire (KCCQ), we assumed no benefit of HF medication in terms of health-related
22 quality of life. We did, however, apply decrements to HF hospitalisations based on analysis
23 of the SHIFT study(17). That analysis controlled for SHIFT patients’ NYHA grade and

24  estimated approximately a 0.23 (SE 0.155) reduction in quality of life for HF hospitalisation;
25 whereasthe analysis applied a decrement over a period 30 days prior to and 30 days after a
26  hospitalisation, we assume a simple 30 days in total for each hospitalisation.

27

28 Resourceuse

29 Resource use for each patient referred onto the usual care pathway comprises an ECG
30 andaTTE, an associated cardiologist review (assumed to be ten minutes per review), and a
31 cardiologist out-patient consultation for final diagnosis and treatment initiation. For the

32 digital pathway, we assumed ten minutes cardiologist time per ACRT review, an ECG and a

33 TTE at the one-stop diagnosis service, with 15 minutes of a healthcare support worker’ s time,
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45 minutes of a cardiac physiologist’s time, 45 minutes of an CNS's time, and 15 minutes
cardiologist time to remotely review each patient’s results. We also assumed that 25% of
patients attending the one-stop service will subsequently require afollow-up consultation

with acardiologist.

Unit costs are presented in Table 2. Costs for the digital platform (Lenus Health)
include capital costs (integration of IT equipment in pathway), an annual license (which
covers 750 patients using the one-stop diagnostic service) and additional user fees (when the
number of patients exceeds 750). In the model a unit cost per patient is assigned assuming
1,500 patients are referred to the heart diagnosis pathway annually. Other resource use
through the pathways were based on standard UK unit cost sources; 2021 costs (EGBP) were
applied to resource estimates to calculate the average cost for each pathway. Medication
costs are based on British National Formulary (22). In the case of HFrEF and HFpEF the
standard of care four pillar treatment regimen (beta-blockers, aldosterone receptor antagonists
valsartan, SGLT2 inhibitors), or SGLT2 inhibitor alone is assumed respectively.

Analysis

We modelled short term (within 12 months) resource use and survival, and lifetime
cost per QALY. The main analyses were performed probabilistically. Sensitivity analyses are
presented based on the deterministic model.

Results

Results for short- and long-term are presented in Table 3.

Short Term Cost-consequence Analysis

Over one-year, 87.4% of patients entering the digital pathway were expected to attend
the one stop service and undergo echocardiography, compared to an expected 94.4% of
patients in the usua care pathway undergoing echocardiography, with 78.8% of patientsin
the usual care pathway going on to consultation with a HF clinician. Total one year diagnosis

costs are modelled to be £67 lower for the digital pathway.

For those ultimately diagnosed with HF time to treatment and the time to diagnosis
was shorter with the digital pathway and led to earlier initiation of HF treatment at a mean of
50.4 days for the digital pathway compared with 225 days in the usual care pathway. Earlier
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confirmation of appropriate treatment resulted in higher medication costs for the first year in
the digital pathway of £455 compared to £190 for usual care. Earlier treatment resulted in
fewer hospitalisations and lower first year mortality of 7.4% for the digital pathway
compared to 9.4% for usual care. Total first year costs, including hospitalisations, were £142
higher for the digital pathway.

Cost-utility Analysis

Reduced one year mortality in the digital pathway was extrapolated to lead to a mean
increase in (discounted) life expectancy of 0.105 years, or 0.056 QALY's. Greater one year
survival also resulted in higher lifetime treatment costs for the digital pathway of
approximately £350 per patient. The total incremental lifetime cost was modelled to be £323,
with acost per QALY for the digital pathway of £5,732 (95% confidence interval £4,351-
£9,650), with a 100% probability of being cost-effective at a cost-effectiveness threshold of
£20,000 per QALY.

Sensitivity analysis showed the digital pathway’s cost-effectiveness to be relatively
insensitive to replacement of base case parameter values with their 95% confidence ranges
(Figure 2). The digital pathway’ s cost-effectiveness was most sensitive to the degree of
benefit assigned for HF treatments, with the ICER reaching £8,748 when the upper 95%
confidence interval for standard of care HR for cardiovascular death in HFrEF was applied.
When the time from referral to standard echo in the usual care pathway was assumed to be
131 rather 180 days the digital pathway’s ICER fell marginally, to £5,333, as standard care
medi cation costs rose as aresult. We applied an estimate for the rate of triage from the digital
pathway at ACRT of 30; alternative estimates of 20% to 40% had negligible impact on the
cost per QALY.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.01.24316568
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.01.24316568; this version posted November 2, 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Hazard ratio for standard of care treatment REF (CV death)
Hazard ratio for 5GLT2I treatment PEF [CV death)

Hazard ratio for SGLT2 treatment REF (CV death)

Time from referral to standard echo [BNP 400-2000)

Recourse to cardiclogist OP post 055

Hazard ratic for standard of care treatment REF (hospitalization)

Hazard ratio for SGLT2i treatment REF (hospitalization)
Time from referral to standard echo (BNP 2000}
Hazard ratios for untreated PEF (CV death)
Male
== » Low range

OPERA baseline observed EQ-50-50 - mapped to 3L
ACAT triage

m High range
MF haspitalisation cost

ps———— e N |
ol ||

Tirme from diagnosts to reatment - cardiologist [BNP 400-2000)
Hazard ratio for SGLT2i treatment PEF (hospitalization)

Hazard raticsfor untreated REF [CV death)

Time from diagnesis to treatment - cardiologist (BNP »2000)
Amnual hospitalization rate REF

Annual hospitalization rate PEF

Hospitalisation decrement (disration)

4,000 5,000 6,000 7.000 8,000 2.000

10,000
1
2 Figure 2 Sensitivity Analyses
3



https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.01.24316568
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.01.24316568; this version posted November 2, 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.

© 00 N o o B~ W N P

NN N NRNNRNRNRNRNDERERR B 2 B B b g
© ® N 00 O R WNP O © 0N O O~ WIDN R O

30
31
32
33

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Discussion

There is growing interest in the adoption of digital health technologies, to tackle
increasing pressures on healthcare systems. Healthcare commissioners are faced with early
adoption decisions based on limited available evidence. The introduction digital health

technologies to the HF diagnostic pathway is one such example.

We have conducted a comprehensive economic evaluation of the digital HF pathway
for diagnosis and treatment initiation compared to usual care. In the absence of empirical data
on comparative effectiveness, we used best available evidence from literature and from the
recent OPERA study. The OPERA study was a prospective observational cohort study where
all patients with suspected HF presenting at primary care were referred to ACRT. The study
has been reported to have reduced referrals for heart failure diagnostic tests, including
echocardiography, allowed consultants to deliver 10 clinical management plans in the time
required for four face to face consultations, and reduced heart failure diagnosis waiting times
from 12 months to six weeks(9). We applied a mid-way point of 180 days for diagnosis
waiting time under usual care. Nevertheless, this analysisillustrates the benefits both for
healthcare systems and patients that may be achieved with adoption of a digital pathway. We
presented the short-term costs and consequences under the alternative pathways in the
manner of CCA, as advocated in complex interventions and digital intervention evaluation
guidelines. Quantifying specific short-term outcomes such as consultant time savings and
diagnosis waiting times may assist health services commissioners considering the
implementation of innovations such as the digital pathway. Though both over the short-term,
and lifetime analyses, the digital pathway was associated with additional total health care
costs, thisis due to the earlier prescription of appropriate medication, and the greater short-
term survival as a consequence. Short-term survival is higher in the digital pathway due to
earlier diagnosis, however over alife-time thisincremental benefit reduces, because after one
year we assume equal treatment benefitsin both pathways. When considering only the costs

for diagnosis, the digital pathway itself appears cost-saving.

There are several limitations to our study, primarily associated with the paucity of
datain this context. Despite existing guidelines on the usual care pathway for HF diagnosis,
due to healthcare systems issues, thisis not implemented in practice. In addition, thereis

heterogeneity in HF diagnostic pathways within and between different regions, making
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identifying the usual care pathway difficult. We had to make assumptions on times from
referral to diagnosis and to treatment within the usual care pathway that is reflective of
current practice. We also made assumptions on the accuracy of TTE plus expert diagnosis
(either cardiologist or advance nurse practitioner) and that TTE is the gold standard for
diagnosis; however thisis broadly in line with previous published studies (18, 19). We were
unable to identify recent data on comparative untreated HF treatments for mortality and
hospitalisations, and the data we identified for the model were old and may not be
representative of current observations (SOLVD and I-PRESERVE). Whilst the authors
acknowledge that some patients were taking medication in these trials, they concluded this
would not impact on heart failure prognosis, would have minimal impact on mortality and
was the best evidence available; participantsin more recent trials, in both control and
treatment arms, are receiving standard care for heart failure. Thisjustification isin line with
the approach used in the economic evaluation model informing current NICE heart failure
management recommendations(19). Finally, we used general population health utilitiesin our
model, this results in the health utilities of the HF negative group potentially being
overestimated as the self-reported health utilities of this cohort may not be as good as the
general population. We have conducted extensive sensitivity analysis to test our assumptions;

results remained consistent with the base case analysis.

We have adopted conservative estimates on potential benefits of the digital HF
pathway, where appropriate. There may be additional benefits associated with the digital
platform that our analysis does not consider. In our analysis we assign equivalent risks for
hospitalisation and mortality to all treated HF patients. However, digital pathway extends to
virtual clinical management which can involve ongoing collection of data and optimisation of
medi cation based on changing clinical characteristics. This may help avoid hospital
admissions through earlier detection of worsening heart failure, preserve health related

quality of life, and potentially reduce mortality.

Thereis potential to include artificial intelligence (Al) in the digital pathway to
further improve efficiency of diagnosis(20). To facilitate this requires identifying wherein
the pathway to place Al, training on its use, and additional costs of providing this component
of the pathway. Introducing Al could reduce the number of people referred onto the

diagnostic pathway and further reduce those who go on to the one-stop service and use
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1 related healthcare resources. Whilst the possible service efficiencies are clear, patient
2 outcomes would depend on the sensitivity and specificity of the Al component used.
3
4  Conclusions
5 This economic evaluation has estimated of the value of adigital pathway, indicating
6  adoption of an OPERA-style digital pathway is a cost-effective strategy for the NHS and the
7  patientsin Scotland. However, there are varying levels of uncertainties associated with
8 limitations of available data. In order to mitigate risk of investment, decision makers might
9 consider a coverage with evidence approach, where the health technology is adopted for a
10 fixed time period with the requirement for additional data collection and an evaluation in the
11 future.
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Tablel Clinical and diagnostic model parameters
Par ameter SD or 95% Confidence
Value Interval Source
Patient Char acteristics
Age 75 N/A OPERA
Female 51% (n=439) N/A
NT-proBNP 400-2000 (N, prevalence) | Not HF 80 (18.4%) N/A OPERA
HFrEF 66 (15.2%) N/A
HFpEF 219 (50.3%) N/A
NT-proBNP >2000 (N, prevalence) | Not HF 5(1.1%) N/A OPERA
HFrEF 24 (5.5%) N/A
HFpEF 41 (9.4%) N/A
Sensitivity | Specificity TTE 100% | 100% N/A Assumption
ACRT 100% | 46% N/A
Timing of Pathway Elements
Usual care | Referral for TTE 180 days +27.0 Assumption
Cardiologist review 7 days Assumption
Cardiologist OPC 49 days Assumption
Digital pathway | Referral to ACRT 6 days +0.9 Assumption
One-stop service 50 days +7.5 OPERA
Heart Failure Hospitalisations
Annual rate of admission | HFrEF 0.219 0.202-0.237 SOLVD
HFpEF 0.044 0.040-0.049 |_PRESERVE
HR hospitalisation HFrEF * | Standard of Care 0.58 0.475-0.708 EMPHASIS-HF
SGLT2i 0.70 0.590-0.830 DAPA-HF
HR hospitalisation HFpEF | SGLT2i 0.71 0.600-0.830 EMPEROR-PRESERVED
Heart Failure Mortality
HR Untreated HF vs population | HFrEF 9.75 6.612-14.369 SOLVD
HFpEF 2.15 1.461-3.174 |_PRESERVE
Treated HFrEF (versus untreated)* | Standard care 0.44 0.278-0.696 Burnett et al (2017)
SGLT2i 0.82 0.690-0.980 DAPA-HF
Treated HFpEF (versus untreated) | SGLT2i 0.91 0.760-1.090 EMPEROR-PRESERVED

Distributions: age/sex: none; NT-proBNP and prevalence: Dirichlet []; ACRT specificity: beta; pathway timings: gamma; hazard ratios: lognormal.
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Table?2 Unit costs

Resour ce Unit cost Source
Digital platform £29.05 Lenus Health (digital platform
provider)

Active Clinical Referral Triage (ACRT) £20.50 PSSRU 2021 (21)

ECG £37.00 | NHStariffs 2013/14 (22)(uplifted
to 2020/21)

Standard transthoracic echocardiogram (TTE) £145.53 | NHSreference costs 2020/21 (21)

One-stop diagnogtic service £99.80 PSSRU 2021 (21)

Cardiologist review ECG and TTE results (not using £20.50 PSSRU 2021 (21)

digital platform)

Cardiologist review of digital platform and £30.75 PSSRU 2021 (21)

complete management plan

Clinical consultation with patient for diagnosis and £257.20 | NHS reference costs 2020/21 (23)

treatment

Heart failure hospitalisation £4,093.01 NHS ref costs 2020/21 (23)

HFrEF treatment* monthly £96.75 British National Formulary (24)

HFpEF treatmentt monthly £39.75 British National Formulary (24)

*HFrEF: Betablockers - 50% carvedilol 50mg b.i.d; 50% bisoprolol 10mg q.d.; aldosterone receptor
antagonists (MRA) - 50% spironolactone 50mg g.d.; 50% eplerenone 50mg g.d.; sacubitril/valsartan —
97mg/103mg q.d.; SGLT2i dapagliflozin or empagliflozin 10mg g.d.

tTHFpEF: Sacubitril/valsartan as per HFrEF
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Table3

Outcomes and Cost-effectiveness

Digital pathway

Usual care pathway

One-year outcomes

M ean Units £ M ean Units £
ACRT - - 0.998 80
Echo 0.943 192 0.895 163
One-stop service - - 0.895 89
Clinic visit (HF clinician) 0.787 202 0.201 52
Sub-total 394 385
Hospitalisation 0.055 225 0.042 170
Time on medication 191 456
Total one-year cost 810 (651 - 969) 1,011 (917 -1,116)
Time to diagnosis (weeks) 32 (26 - 40) 7(6-9)

One-year mortality (%)

0.095 (0.073 - 0.12)

0.076 (0.057 - 0.099)

Long-term
Diagnosis (year 1) 394 (380 - 407) 385 (377 - 392)
Hospitalisation 839 (529 — 1,229) 815 (498 — 1,226)
Medication 2,073 (1,342 - 2,893) 2,430 (1,683 - 3,326)
Total costs (£) 3,306 (2,316 — 4,445) 3,629 (2,629 - 4,837)
Life years 6.409 (5.033 - 8.072) 6.514 (5.093 - 8.246)
QALYs 3.588 (2.880 - 4.369) 3.645 (2.910 - 4.447)

Cost-per QALY (£)

5,732 (4,351 — 9,650)
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