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Abstract 

Background:  The effectiveness of exercise interventions to improve activities of daily living function 

in people with dementia is inconclusive. This study aimed to assess the long-term cost-effectiveness 

of the PrAISED intervention from a National Health Service (NHS) perspective. 

Method: This novel robust economic analysis used a Markov model to evaluate the incremental cost-

effectiveness ratio (ICER) over a lifetime horizon of 15 years for a cohort of patients. Sensitivity 

analyses were conducted to investigate the uncertainty and robustness of high-impacting parameters 

and results. 

Results:  This study included 365 adults, aged 65 years and above with 183 and 182 randomised to the 

PrAISED and standard care groups respectively. The PrAISED intervention had mean per-patient cost 

of £60,465 for the PrAISED arm and £54,604 for standard care. The Praised intervention gained an 

incremental QALYs of 0.05 resulting in an ICER of £129,614 per QALY. The sensitivity analysis of the 

intervention cost varied the ICER value between £68,173 and £191,054/QALY. To achieve the 

recommended NICE willingness to pay threshold value of less than £30,000/QALYs would require the 

intervention cost to be reduced from £1,236 (current cost) to £263 to break even and be cost-

effective. The sensitivity analyses revealed that there was a 40% probability of standard care 

dominating the PrAISED treatment. 

Conclusions:  Although the PrAISED intervention was a low-cost intervention, it did not produce a 

cost-effective intervention in this analysis. The flexibility of the PrAISED program to adapt to 

government policy during the COVID-19 pandemic was positive. 

Keywords: Life-time Horizon, Quality-of-life, Cost-effectiveness, Dementia, quality-adjusted life-years 

(QALYs), incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER). 

 

Trial registration: ISRCTN15320670 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
perpetuity. 

preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 11, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.10.24318781doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.10.24318781


Introduction 

Dementia is a progressive condition in which there is deterioration of cognitive capacity that 

eventually compromises independent living 1. In 2019 it was estimated that over 50 million individuals 

globally had dementia, which is forecast to increase to 152 million by 20502. There was geographical 

heterogeneity in the projected increases across countries and regions, with the smallest percentage 

changes in the number of projected dementia cases in high-income Asia Pacific (53%) and Western 

Europe (74%),  the largest in North Africa and the Middle East (367% ) and eastern sub-Saharan Africa 

(357%) 3. In the United Kingdom (UK) approximately 850,000 people currently live with dementia of 

whom 676,000 live in England 4.  

The global economic costs of dementia were estimated at  US$1313 billion in 2019 with high-income 

countries accounting for 74% of this cost 5. This cost superseded the estimated increase by 35% in 

2015 of US$818 billion to US$1 trillion by 2018 6. The estimated annual total national costs of dementia 

ranged from US$1.04 million in Vanuatu to US$195 billion in China 7. The total annual cost of dementia 

in England is estimated to be £24.2 billion in 2015, of which 42% (£10.1 billion) is attributable to unpaid 

care 8. Social care costs (£10.2 billion) are three times larger than health care costs (£3.8 billion), £6.2 

billion of the total social care costs are met by users themselves and their families, with £4.0 billion 

(39.4%) funded by the government 8. The estimated total annual cost per person with dementia in 

Europe is on average €32,506.73, whereas for the United States, it gets €42,898.65 9. The average total 

national expenditure on dementia estimated as a proportion of GDP in low and middle-income 

countries was 0.45%, the indirect costs, on average, accounted for 58% of the total cost of dementia, 

while direct costs contributed 42% 7.  

In most studies, the life expectancy for individuals diagnosed with Alzheimer's disease (AD) is about 

7–10 years for patients in their 60s and early 70s, but findings for other types of dementia have been 

inconsistent 10. In a study by Mölsä et al, 11 it showed that the 14-year survival rate for AD was 2.4% 

versus an expected rate of 16.6%. 

Regular physical exercise and activity are promising non-pharmacological interventions that could 

slow deterioration in cognitive function and improve activities of daily living (ADL) 12,13. However, the 

evidence is inconclusive with studies showing different results depending on the components of the 

exercise program. Trials of structured exercise programmes and community occupational therapy 

(DAPA, COTiD-UK, and EVIDEM-E) have not established a slowing of cognitive impairment in people 

with mild to moderate dementia and the related economic evaluations showed that these 

programmes are not cost-effective 14–16.  

To establish whether physical activity and exercise can reduce the decline in activities of daily living 

for people with mild dementia, the UK National Institute for Health Research funded a 7-year 

programme of research to develop and evaluate a rehabilitation intervention (the Promoting Activity, 

Independence, and Stability in Early Dementia programme, PrAISED). There is little research on how 

to make these interventions work for with people with memory problems. The PrAISED intervention 

programme was a specially designed dementia-specific rehabilitation programme focussing on 

strength, balance, physical activity and performance of ADL, which was individually tailored to people 

with dementia. It provided up to 50 therapy sessions over 12 months. The control group received 

usual care plus a falls risk assessment 17,18. 

This health economic evaluation aims to investigate the cost-effectiveness of individually tailored 

exercise in promoting activity, independence, and stability in early dementia (PrAISED) intervention 

compared to standard care (SC) beyond the trial period up to a lifetime horizon of 15 years. 
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METHODS 

Study design 

A model-based cost-utility analysis was conducted from a National Health Service (NHS) perspective 

to compare the PrAISED intervention programme and standard care (SC). The primary outcome 

measure was the incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER) 19 which investigated the mean costs and 

Quality Adjusted Life Years (QALYs) over a lifetime horizon of 15 years. A 15-year lifetime horizon was 

applied to cover the maximum life expectancies observed in the literature. 

Decision analytic model 

A six-stage age-dependent Markov model 19,20 was developed as a simplified clinical pathway 

reflection of the dementia disease severity progression (Figure1). The disease severity was based on 

the Activities of Daily Living (ADL), this was measured using the Disability Assessment for Dementia 

(DAD) 21. The health states were classified using the DAD scores: No or Minimal Impairment with 

scores of 37 – 40 out of 40, Mild Level with scores of 28 – 37 out of 40, Moderate Level with scores of 

19 – 28 out of 40, Severe Impairment with scores of 9 – 19 out of 40, Very Severe Impairment with 

scores of 0 – 9 out of 40, and Dead: 0 out of 40. This classification was stratified by the experienced 

PrAISED clinicians. See Appendix A for more details. 

Each Markov health state was attached with estimated cost, and health outcome measures (utility 

value); transition probabilities between the health states were also indicated to show the movement 

of the cohort patients from one health state to another 22. The cycle length was set to 12 months. 

All patients are assumed to enter the system from the no or minimal health state and then transit 

based on the disease severity. The transition probability was obtained from the PrAISED trial data. The 

half-cycle correction was not applied due to the long-time horizon and the sensitivity analysis 

conducted, improvements in the robustness of the result due to the half-cycles were expected to be 

negligible.  

The analysis was performed using the IBM SPSS version 25 and Microsoft Excel Office 365 software 

packages. This novel and robust economic model using the ADL for health state is the first and will 

provide evidence for future studies. 
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Figure 1: Simplified representation of the disease pathway. V. Severe = Very Severe. No or Minimal Impairment: 37 – 40 out 
of 40 or 92.5 – 100%, Mild Level: 28 – 37 out of 40 or 70 – 92.5%, Moderate Level: 19 – 28 out of 40 or 47.5 – 70%, Severe 
Impairment: 9 – 19 out of 40 or 22.5 – 47.5%, Very Severe Impairment: 0 – 9 out of 40 or 0 – 22.5%, Dead: 0 out of 40 or 0%. 

 

Intervention 

The PrAISED programme is a complex intervention, therefore the analysis applied was conducted in 

accordance with the Medical Research Council guidelines for complex interventions. It was developed 

as a multicomponent intervention that was dementia-specific, theoretically considered, evidence-

based and feasible for and acceptable to people with mild dementia or mild cognitive impairment 18. 

The PrAISED trial was a multi-centre, pragmatic, parallel group, randomised controlled trial, which was 

conducted between October 2018 and June 2022. The intervention was co-designed with stakeholders 

including people with dementia, carers, practitioners and policymakers 17,18. People aged 65 years and 

above with mild dementia or mild cognitive impairment living at home and a family member or carer 

were recruited into the trial, see Table 1. Participants in the intervention arm received an individually 

tailored programme comprising physical exercises to build strength and balance 23; functional 

activities to enhance ADL 23,24; inclusion in community life; risk enablement; and environmental 

assessment (accessibility and safety issues at home). The control intervention consisted of a falls 

prevention assessment and advice and was modelled on usual falls prevention care. For the complete 

details of the intervention, inclusion criteria, patient demographics and outcome measures see Bajwa 

et al., 2019 and Harwood et al., 2023 paper 17,24. 
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Table 1: Characteristics of patient population for the PrAISED trial, n (%). 

 PrAISED (n = 183)  Standard Care (n = 182) 
Gender    
Patient: Male 101 (55%)  109 (60%) 
Carer: Male 52 (28%)  48 (26%) 
Age    
Patient 79.77 (0.94)  79.94 (0.88) 
Carer 71.58 (3.17)  71.63 (2.96) 
Carer Relationship    
Husband/Wife/Partner 117 (64%)  119 (65%) 
Son/Daughter 55 (30%)  50 (28%) 
Relative 6(3%)  5 (3%) 
Other 5 (3%)  8 (4%) 
Marital Status    
Single 3 (2%)  6 (3%) 
Married 126 (69%)  125 (69%) 
Divorced 14 (8%)  5 (3%) 
Widowed 38 (21%)  46 (25%) 
Other 1 (1%)  0 (0%) 
Lives alone    
No 137 (75%)  136 (75%) 
Yes 46 (25%)  46 (25%) 
DAD score, mean (SD) 76.25 (20.08)  77.44 (21.83) 
DEMQoL Proxy, mean 
(SD) 

93.23 (17.43)  90.57 (20.06) 

EQ-5D carer,mean (SD) 0.86 (0.18)  0.85 (0.18) 
EQ-5D proxy, mean (SD)  0.80 (0.18)  0.77 (0.19) 

Abbreviations: Disability Assessment for Dementia (DAD); EuroQoL 5-Dimension (EQ-5D); Dementia Quality of Life 

(DEMQoL). 

 

The study plan had to be adjusted with UK government’s social distancing laws during the COVID-19 

pandemic.  From March to September 2020, recruitment was paused; the intervention was delivered 

remotely via telephone or video calls, where possible, and follow up data was collected remotely via 

post and telephone.  To understand the impact of these restrictions, the analysis included subgroups 

classified as: 

1.) During COVID-19 Pandemic: Patients who had received the PrAISED intervention via a 

combination of face to face and remotely during lockdown. 

2.) Pre-COVID-19 Pandemic: Patients who had both baseline and follow up intervention using the 

face-to-face interaction.  

3.) Total Sample: These will be the major group of this study. All patients involved in this study, 

irrespective of the medium they received the intervention. 

The intervention delivered was the same irrespective of delivery process adopted due to the COVID-

19 pandemic. 

Utilities 

The unit of utility measure was the quality adjusted life-year (QALY) derived from the EQ-5D proxy. 

The EQ-5D-5L scores were cross-linked to the EQ-5D-3L value sets as recommended by the National 
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Institute for Care and Excellence (NICE) 25. Each health state was assigned a utility value obtained from 

the baseline patient dataset (Table 1) which matched with the levels of dementia severity, see 

Appendix Table B.1 for more details.  

Transition probabilities of the Markov model 

At each health state, the percentage of participants who progressed to another health state was 

captured as probabilities, these details are summarised in Appendix . For this health economic 

evaluation constant transition probabilities were applied for each cycle length. 

Mortality 

Age and sex-specific death rates were obtained from the 2018-2020 UK life expectancy from the Office 

for National Statistics (ONS) life tables 26. The dementia mortality rate was obtained from the PrAISED 

study data. 

Data cleaning and analyses. 

Missing data were computed using the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) Method of multiple 

imputation 27,28 and the data pooled via the output management system (OMS) using the IBM SPSS 

software. 

Treatment costs 

Two components were adopted to collate the details of the cost estimate: the intervention cost, and 

the health resource use cost. All costs considered were analysed from a NHS perspective using the 

Personal Social Service Research Unit (PSSRU) Unit Costs of Health and Social Care and NHS pay 29,30, 

see Appendix C. Where costs were not identified a literature search was conducted. All costs were 

inflated to the 2021 values and evaluated in British Pounds Sterling (£). 

Intervention costs was largely composed of staff time and were estimated with details of the resource 

items required with providing the PrAISED exercise intervention programme.  The resource use cost  

was obtained using a modified client service receipt inventory (CSRI) 31 at 3 months up to follow-up, 

these costs were multiplied by 4 to estimate the annual cost per disease health state applied in the 

Markov model.  Table 2 provides a breakdown of intervention costs used in this health economic 

evaluation. For more details on costs see Appendix C.  

 

Table 2: A.) Training costs for Two-Day Course for 2 trainers, 2 Therapist and 4 rehabilitation support workers (RSWs). B) 
Breakdown of the total PrAISED Intervention cost. 

A.) Training costs for Two-Day Course (2 trainers, 2 Therapist and 4 RSWs). 

Cost Categories for Training In Person Online 

Cost of two trainers (£195.17 per day per trainer x 2 trainers x 2 days) £781 £781 
Cost of mileage for 8 people (2 trainers + 6 therapists) (25 miles average roundtrip 
x £0.45 per mile) £180 NA 
Cost of manuals and printing for 6 therapists over 2-day training (£12.50 per person 
x 6) £75 NA 
Cost of 2 therapist attending 2-day training (£195.17 per day per therapist x 2 
therapists x 2 days) £781 £781 

Cost of RSWs attending 2-day training (£122.82 per day per RSW x 4 RSWs x 2 days) £983 £983 
Cost of lunch and refreshments for 8 people (8 people x 2 days x £10 for lunch and 
refreshments)  £160 NA 
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Cost of venue hire (£200 per day x 2 days)  £400 NA 

Total costs to deliver 2-days training for 8 people (2 trainers + 6 therapists) £3,360 £2,545 

Average cost of a 2-day training per therapist/RSW £560 £424 

 

B.) Breakdown of the total PrAISED Intervention cost. 

 In-Person  
During COVID-19 
Pandemic 

 PrAISED 
Standard 
Care  PrAISED 

Standard 
Care 

Number of participants with early dementia receiving 
PrAISED intervention 32 32  151 150 
Average number of sessions delivered per participant 26 2  26 2 

Total number of sessions delivered 832 64  3,926 300 

Total number of sessions delivered in person    
2,709 
(69%) 

207 
(69%) 

Total number of sessions delivered remotely (video 
conference / teleconference)    

1,217 
(31%) 93 (31%) 

Total number of sessions delivered via video conferences    196 (5%) 15 (5%) 

Total number of sessions delivered via teleconferences    
1,021 
(26%) 78 (26%) 

Average time for therapist/RSW to deliver a session in person 
(including travel) 2.5 hours 2.5 hours  2.5 hours 2.5 hours 
Average time for therapist/RSW to deliver a session via video 
conferences    1 hour 1 hour 
Average time for therapist/RSW to deliver a session via 
teleconferences    0.5 hours 0.5 hours 

Total number of hours delivering PrAISED in person    6,773 518 
Total number of hours delivering PrAISED via video 
conferences    196 15 

Total number of hours delivering PrAISED via teleconference    511 39 
Total number of hours delivering PrAISED     7,480 572 
Average number of sessions delivered per participant by 
registered therapists 8 (32%) 1 (50%)  8 (32%) 1 (50%) 
Average number of sessions delivered per participant by 
support workers 18 (68%) 1 (50%)  18 (68%) 1 (50%) 

Total number of registered therapist hours 666 hours 80 hours  
2,394 
Hours 

286 
hours 

Total number of support worker hours 

1,414 
hours 80 hours  

5,086 
hours 

286 
hours 

Average mileage to and from participants’ homes (round trip) 25 miles 25 miles  25 miles 25 miles 

Total mileage to and from participants’ home 20,800 1,600  67,650 5,175 
Total cost of mileage to and from participants’ home (£0.45 
per mile) £9,360 £720  £30,443 £2,329 
Total cost of registered therapists (£26.92/hour) £17,929 £2,154  £64,446 £7,699 
Total cost of support workers (£16.94/hour) £23,953 £1,355  £86,157 £4,845 

Equipment costs (£30 per participant) £960 £0  £4,530 £0 

Stationery costs (£5 per participant) £160 £0  £755 £0 

Training costs for two therapists and four RSWs £3,360 £0  £3,360 £0 

Total costs £55,722 £4,229  £189,691 £14,873 

Total cost per participant £1,741 £132  £1,256 £99 

Difference in total costs per participant between groups £1,609   £1,157  

Combined average cost for PrAISED £1,236     
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Discounting 

In order to make costs and effects occurring at different times comparable, both were discounted at 

3.5% as recommended by NICE 32 for cost-effectiveness. In sensitivity analysis, discount rates of 0% 

and 1.5% were also used.  

Sensitivity analysis 

To evaluate the uncertainty in the model, a deterministic sensitivity analysis [53] was used  to 

investigate high impacting parameter values by varying them within acceptable ranges and the results 

summarised using the tornado diagram. A probabilistic sensitivity analysis (PSA) [53] was also 

conducted, the input parameters were assigned appropriate probability distributions 20, see Appendix 

Table B.1. The health state costs were assigned a gamma distribution while the QALYs and 

probabilities were assigned a beta distribution from which  a Monte-Carlo simulation of a 1000 

iteration for the ICER value was conducted 19 . The cost-effectiveness acceptability curve (CEAC) 20 was 

generated to show the probability of the PrAISED intervention being cost-effective at various 

willingness-to-pay (WTP) threshold 32. The cost-effectiveness of the PrAISED intervention was 

determined with reference to the NICE cost-effectiveness threshold of £20,000 to £30,000 per QALYs 

gained 32. 

 

RESULTS 

Base case analysis 

In the base case of the cost-utility analysis, the PrAISED intervention over the lifetime horizon (15 

years) for the cohort patient accrued a higher mean cost (£60,465) than the standard care intervention 

(£54,604). The utility value accumulated a QALY gain of 3.45 for the PrAISED intervention, while the 

standard care had a 3.40 QALY gain. This led to an incremental cost of £6,223 and an incremental QALY 

value of 0.05 that resulted in an ICER value of £129,614 per QALY gained for the lifetime horizon 

analysis.  

The PrAISED intervention cost of £1,236 was a low intervention cost and accounted for 2% of the mean 

cost, other costs were composed of the resource use costs.  

Cost and utility differences based on the pre-COVID (in-person) and during COVID (remotely delivered) 

of the PrAISED intervention showed a similar pattern in both. The mean cost for the in-person PrAISED 

intervention was higher which resulted in an incremental cost of £8,880. Similarly, the mean cost for 

the remotely delivered PrAISED intervention was higher and had an incremental cost of £4,896. The 

corresponding ICER values were £107,374/QALY gained for the in-person and £171,637/QALY gained 

for the remotely delivered PrAISED intervention see Table 3. 

 

 Table 3: Baseline and lifetime cost-effectiveness analysis and probability sensitivity analysis result. 

Base case cost-effectiveness analysis for the Lifetime Horizon 

Intervention Mean Incremental ICER (£/QALY) Probability WTP threshold 

 Cost Effect Cost Effect  £20,000/QALY £30,000/QALY £50,000/QALY 

Total         

PrAISED £60,465 3.45 £5,860 0.05 £129,614 0.09 0.22 0.36 

SC £54,604 3.40    

In-Person         
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PrAISED £78,807 3.60 £8,880 0.08 £107,374 0.03 0.13 0.31 

SC £69,927 3.52    

Remotely 
delivered 

        

PrAISED £52,004 3.19 £4,896 0.03 £171,637 0.12 0.21 0.33 

SC £47,108 3.16    

Abbreviations: Standard Care (SC). 

Sensitivity analyses 

Deterministic Sensitivity Analysis 

The parameters that were most influential to the model were the cost and effect. In the one-way 

deterministic sensitivity analyses, the PrAISED intervention cost had a significant impact on the ICER 

value with an increase (decrease) of 3 standard deviations, the ICER values increased to £191,054 

(decrease to £68,173) per QALY gained (Appendix Table D.1). The variation of the intervention cost by 

50% did not reduce the ICER value to a value less than £30,000 per QALY gained. At a variation of the 

intervention cost to £263, the ICER value breaks even and falls under the NICE threshold with a value 

of £29,967. The variation of other parameters such as health state costs and state utility did not bring 

the ICER values below the £30,000/QALY gained are shown in Figure 2 panel A and Appendix Table 

D.1.  

Probabilistic Sensitivity Analysis 

The probability distributions of PSA net monetary benefits visually capture the distribution of a 1000 

ICER simulations Figure 2 panel B, with just under 40% of the ICER values in the North-West quadrant 

of the plot. The scatter plot shows less than 50% of the ICER values below the £30,000/QALY. 

Furthermore, the CEACs shows that the PrAISED intervention at a willingness-to-pay of £20,000 per 

QALY had a probability of 8% being cost-effective Figure 2 panel C. At a willingness to pay threshold 

of £30,000 per QALY gained the PrAISED intervention had a 19% probability of being cost-effective, 

and it was still below the 50% probability of being cost-effective at £100,000/QALY gained.  

Markov traces for the simulated cohorts transition across the model health states showed that after 

7 years only 15% of the patients in the standard care arm of the trial were remaining, while 19% of 

patients in the PrAISED treatment arm were still alive. At the start of the 15th year (lifetime) the 

standard care arm had 99.76% cohort already transitioned through the model while the PrAISED 

treatment had 98.88% of the cohort had transitioned (Figure 2 panel D). 
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Figure 2: Sensitivity analysis charts: Panel A.) Deterministic sensitivity analysis, varying the intervention cost, health state cost 
and utility by ±3SD. SD =Standard Deviation. Panel B.) Incremental cost and Incremental effect over a lifetime comparing the 
PrAISED intervention to the Standard care. Panel C.) Cost-effectiveness acceptability curve for the PrAISED versus standard 
care intervention. Panel D.) The Markov trace shows the rate at which patients move between health states. Continuous lines. 
V.Severe = Very Severe; SC = Standard Care; PI = PrAISED Intervention. 

 

DISCUSSION 

The PrAISED intervention programme aimed to improve independence in ADLs and reduce the rate of 

functional deterioration in people with dementia or mild cognitive impairment was a low-cost 

intervention with a mean value of £1,236 (in-person = £1,609, hybrid (remotely delivered) = £1,157). 

This analysis showed a small difference in costs and QALYs between the two comparators which 

resulted in an incremental cost-effectiveness ratio of £129,614. The PrAISED intervention was not 

cost-saving for the NHS, neither did it have an ICER value below the £30,000 per QALY gained versus 

the standard care.  

To test for uncertainty, costs and health outcomes were varied by ± 3SD from the mean values. The 

intervention cost being the most impactful parameter when varied was still above the NICE threshold 

of £30,000/QALY gained. From the PSA, the PrAISED intervention had less than 50% of the ICER 

iterations below the £50,000/QALY value Figure 2 panel B . The robustness of the analysis is further 

emphasized from the CEAC curve Figure 2 panel C which showed the same result. The trace plot (figure 

2 panel D) showed that though the PrAISED intervention had lower rates of severity and mortality 

progression, the benefit was overcompensated with accrued cost. 
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Modelling the effectiveness of cognitive impairment comes with its unique challenges and even more 

so evaluating it beyond the time period of the clinical trial. The transition probabilities were based on 

extrapolation of the trends shown in the data collected at baseline and follow-up periods. This model 

suggests that the implementation of the intervention was at all health states, and patients continued 

the intervention through the lifetime horizon.  

One of the major strengths of this economic evaluation is that this is the first Markov model using the 

DAD score for the health states based on the activities of daily living (ADL). This study provides 

stakeholders and policy makers with evidence vital to the functional abilities of people living with 

dementia. 

In any health economic evaluation, the health resource use cost is very important, for patients who 

are experiencing some degree of cognitive impairment, gathering this data is challenging 34. In this 

analysis, we had to use the information given by the carers.  The resource use data was also limited to 

3 months prior and up to baseline and follow-up and then multiplied by four to estimate the annual 

cost, this made it difficult to capture the annual cost change between the two intervention arms. 

Where carers provide support to patients, the burden of the level of severity (cost and utility) might 

not be well captured by the patient as it will be transferred to the carer. Health economists need to 

look for a way to inculcate the carer strain into the utility values obtained during such trials. 

The major strength of this study was that all data applied in this analysis were drawn primarily from 

this high quality RCT, with extensive sensitivity testing.  Where uncertainty remained, these were 

investigated individually using the deterministic and probabilistic sensitivity analysis. The results of 

these analyses were robust to many changes in the parameters’ values tested. 

Another strength of this study was its flexibility in being adaptable during the COVID-19 pandemic 35. 

Though being classified as a complex intervention its ability to be delivered remotely was 

commendable. 

To further strengthen the transparency in this model, both the CHEERS checklist 36 and AdViSHE 

guideline 37 were strictly followed and complied with (see Appendix E). 

Comparisons with previous work 

A previous economic evaluation of exercise as a therapy for behavioural and psychological symptoms 

of dementia within the EVIDEM-E randomised controlled trial 16 versus standard care, concluded that 

the exercise intervention did not appear to be cost-effective when considering quality-adjusted life 

year gains. There was a similar conclusion in the DAPA study by Khann et al. 14 where they investigated 

the cost-effectiveness of a tailored, structured, moderate- to high-intensity exercise programme 

versus usual care in people with mild to moderate dementia. The result presented here further 

deepens the understanding of the cost-effectiveness of tailored exercise interventions. The PrAISED 

analysis showed that the benefit obtained is minimal in comparison to the cost incurred when 

compared with the standard care intervention.  

Implications and Future Research and Policy 

This result promotes a review of costs associated with people with mild dementia as estimated using 

the PSSRU cost under the NHS health care system. Our Markov modelling estimated the annual cost 

for patients with mild, moderate, and severe dementia at £3,988, £7348, and £12,141 - £79,753 but 

studies by Wittenberg et. al., 8 show that these costs are estimated at £21,700 - £23,000, £32,725, and 

£42,500 - £45,000 for the health states respectively. 
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Proxy measures were collected for some of the outcome measures such as the DEMQoL and EQ-5D 

Proxy which led to ceiling and floor effects 38. Finding a way in which questionnaires such as the Carer 

Strain Index (CSI) which measure the carers’ stress and burden can be inculcated into the QALYs of the 

patient will support findings on the impact of the carer.  

It will be beneficial for future studies to look for exercise intervention alternatives that have lower 

intervention cost and provide more benefit to the patient. 

The PrAISED trial used a two pronged alternative methodology to the conventional approach used in 

health economics, a social return on investment (SROI) 39 was also conducted alongside this health 

economic evaluation, the result challenge the deduction made here. The two divergent findings lead 

to the possibilities that either the conventional approach is insensitive to potential benefits whilst 

good at measuring costs, or that the SROIs is at risk of inflating benefits. The case for appropriateness 

(or not) of standard CEA in progressive, degenerative and end of life conditions is in question. This 

gives health service decision makers a challenge as to which methodology they find most helpful in 

decision making. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Though this study used a novel and robust method to investigate the health economics impact of the 

PrAISED intervention, the analysis shows that the intervention did not offer better value for money in 

comparison with the standard care for patients with mild dementia or mild cognitive impairment. 

There was uncertainty around the mode of delivery of the PrAISED intervention due to the adaptation 

of the protocol during the COVID-19 pandemic, this may have influenced the study results, but there 

is insufficient data to demonstrate this.   

 

ABBREVIATION 

ADL: Activities of Daily Living 

CEAC: Cost-Effectiveness Analysis Curve 

CSI: Carer Strain Index 

DAD: Disability Assessment for Dementia 

DEMQoL: Dementia Quality of Life 

EQ-5D: Euroqol- five Dimension 

ICER: Incremental Cost-Effectiveness Ratio 

HEAP: Health Economics Analysis Plan 

NHS: National Health Service 

NICE: National Institute for Care and Excellence 

PSA: Probabilistic Sensitivity Analysis 

QALY: Quality Adjusted Life Year 

SD: Standard Deviation 

WTP: Willingness-To-Pay 
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