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Abstract
Aims

There are substantial costs to health care systems and society associated with self-
harm. Moreover, individuals who have presented to hospital following self-harm have
a much higher risk of suicide within the following year compared to the general
population. National guidance in England recommends psychosocial assessment
when presenting to hospital following self-harm but adherence to this guidance is
variable. There is some limited evidence suggesting that psychosocial assessment is
associated with lower risk of subsequent presentation to hospital for self-harm. The
aim of this study was to assess the potential cost-effectiveness of psychosocial
assessment for hospital-presenting self-harm in England compared to no
assessment.

Methods.
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We constructed a three-state four-cycle Markov model to assess the cost-
effectiveness of psychosocial assessment after self-harm compared with no
assessment over two years. Data on risk of subsequent self-harm and hospital costs
of treating different types of self-harm were drawn from prior analysis of the
Multicentre Study of Self-Harm in England, while estimates of the effectiveness of
psychosocial assessment on risk of self-harm, quality of life impacts and other costs
were supplemented by a literature review. Incremental cost-effectiveness ratios
(ICERSs) were estimated in terms of cost per Quality Adjusted Life Year (QALY)
gained and parameter uncertainty was addressed in univariate and probabilistic
sensitivity analyses. Costs were reported in 2020 UK Pounds from the healthcare
and societal perspective (that included productivity loss) and a discount rate of 3.5%
was applied to future costs and QALYS.

Results.

The cost per QALY gained from psychosocial assessment was £10,962 (95%
uncertainty interval (Ul) £15,538 - £9,219) from the NHS perspective, and £9,980
(95% Ul £14,538, £6,938) from the societal perspective. Baseline results were
generally robust to changes in model assumptions; the relative risk of self-harm after
psychosocial assessment would have to be 0.73 or lower for the ICER to be below
£20,000. The cost-effectiveness acceptability curve showed that the probability of
the ICER to be below a £20,000 threshold was 78%, rising to 91% with a £30,000
threshold.

Conclusions

Psychosocial assessment as implemented in the English NHS is likely to be cost-
effective. This evidence could support adherence to NICE guidelines. However,
further evidence is still needed about the precise impact of psychosocial assessment
on self-harm repetition and costs to individuals affected by self-harm and their
families beyond immediate hospital stay.

Keywords: self-harm, emergency department, psychosocial assessment, cost-
effectiveness
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1 Introduction
2 Self-harm, defined as non-fatal intentional self-poisoning or self-injury, irrespective of
3 degree of suicidal intent or other motives (1, 2), is a major health care problem
4  globally. In England it involves over 200,000 hospital presentations per year (3, 4),
5  with substantial costs, many of which are potentially avoidable through better public
6 health and health system actions. In England, hospital costs alone have been
7  estimated to be more than £128 million per year (4). While substantial, these
8 represent just one of the more visible elements of cost; there will be other costs both
9 to health systems and wider society associated with self-harm unrelated to hospital
10  presentation (5). There is therefore an economic, as well as moral imperative, to
11 understand not only what works in preventing self-harm and suicide in the
12 development of policy, but also to determine the relative cost-effectiveness of
13 interventions against alternative investments in the health system to both improve
14  quality of life and reduce premature mortality.

15  Psychosocial assessment is recommended for all hospital presenting self-harm in
16 England (2, 6). On average around 50-60% of people presenting to accident and
17  emergency (A&E) departments with self-harm receive a full psychosocial

18  assessment, although this proportion varies across sites (7, 8). This clinical

19  procedure, typically carried out by psychiatric liaison staff, includes assessing

20 patients’ problems, mental state, risk factors and needs, and arranging appropriate
21  aftercare. Investment in greater adherence to guidance on use of psychosocial

22 assessment may help reduce risk of repeat self-harm (9), as well as having other
23 potential therapeutic benefits. Psychosocial assessment may therefore be a cost-
24  effective mechanism from a public health perspective but there is relatively little
25 evidence on the economic case for increasing adherence to guidance. This study
26 aimed to model the potential cost-effectiveness of psychosocial assessment for
27  hospital presenting self-harm in England compared to no assessment. The work
28 draws on data on hospital presenting self-harm from the Multicentre Study of Self-
29  harm in England (MSH) (3).

30
31 Methods
32  Model type and structure

33 In the absence of empirical data from trials, health economic modelling studies are
34  widely used to help determine the potential strength of the economic case for action
35 (10). Models bring together evidence on effectiveness, resource use and costs from
36 multiple sources. One of the principal approaches is Markov modelling. It can be

37 used to model uncertain processes over multiple time periods known as cycles and
38 reflect circumstances where individual health and outcomes can fluctuate (11).

39  Markov modelling has been used by public health agencies in England to support
40 local decision makers, for instance to develop their mental health promotion and

41  disorder prevention strategies, including work to prevent bullying in schools and

42  suicide in adults (12).
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43 A three-state Markov model has been constructed. Figure Al in the supplementary
44  appendix provides an overview of the model’s health states, with a more detailed

45  excerpt shown in appendix Figure A2. All individuals enter the model when initially

46  presenting at a hospital A&E department following a self-harm event. Individuals may
47  be treated in A&E only or may be admitted to hospital for further treatment and

48  observation. Patterns of treatment and length of stay (if admitted) also vary

49  depending on physical severity of self-harm. The model assumes that in each

50 subsequent cycle there are three possible states: no hospital presenting self-harm

51 event, a further A&E presentation following self-harm, and death as a result of

52  suicide.

53  Cost-utility analysis

54  The model runs over two years with each Markov cycle lasting 6 months, comparing
55  receipt of psychosocial assessment following each hospital presenting self-harm

56 event to non-receipt of psychosocial assessment after a self-harm event. The

57  primary model outcome is change in quality of life associated with self-harm. Utility
58 values are assigned to the three health states and QALYs estimated based on time
59 spent in each health state. Mean costs associated with self-harm events in each

60 model cycle were computed for each health state, except for death. All costs and

61 outcomes are reported in 2020 British pounds (£), discounted at a Treasury

62 recommended annual rate of 3.5% after 1 year (i.e. the last 2 six-month cycles).

63  Where necessary, costs have been converted to 2020 prices using UK Office of

64  National Statistics GDP Deflators (13). Our primary analysis is conducted from the
65 publicly funded English National Health Service (NHS) perspective, but we also

66  report results from a societal perspective taking account of productivity losses to

67 patients when in hospital. No other productivity losses, such as impacts on families
68  or the economic impact of premature death through suicide, are included.

69 Cumulative QALYs and total costs over the model’s two-year time horizon have been
70  calculated and incremental costs per QALY gained estimated. A CHEERS

71 (Consolidated Health Economic Evaluation Reporting Standards) recommended

72 reporting checklist for health economic studies (14) is available as Appendix Table
73 Al

74  Sensitivity analysis and uncertainty

75  Sensitivity analyses have been conducted to assess the robustness of results to
76 underlying input parameters and assumptions. In univariate sensitivity analysis we
77  varied most different individual parameters in the NHS perspective model, one at a
78  time, by up to 20% from their mean values in Table 1. One exception was for the
79  probability of repeat self-harm after psychosocial assessment. In this case in

80  sensitivity analyses we ensured that the lower estimate of effect reflected more

81 conservative values reported in the literature (15-17).

82 In addition, we looked at the possible direct impact of psychosocial assessment on
83  suicide. In our baseline model we assumed no risk reduction, given a lack of

84 evidence (18); here we varied possible risk reduction between 0 and 100%. For the
85  societal perspective model we looked at the impact of increasing the value of

86  productivity losses by up to £100 per day for inpatient hospital stays.
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87 We also conducted Monte Carlo simulation, where the uncertainty associated with
88 model variables can be estimated from the parameters’ distribution. This is done by
89 randomly sampling a value for selected parameters from within their distributions

90 simultaneously and then calculating incremental cost-effectiveness. We repeated

91 this exercise 10,000 times. Following best practice, input parameters were assigned
92 beta, gamma or log-normal shaped distributions, as appropriate (19). We visually
93  show results on a cost-effectiveness plane, where all 10,000 combinations of

94  incremental costs and incremental QALYs were plotted. Additionally, histograms

95 showing distribution of net monetary benefits were constructed.

96 Cost effectiveness acceptability curves, indicating likelihood of the intervention being
97 considered cost-effective at different thresholds of willingness to pay per QALY
98 gained, were generated from both healthcare and broader societal perspectives. All
99 analyses are modelled using TreeAge Pro software (TreeAge Software, LLC,

100  Williamstown, MA, USA).

101  Model parameters

102  Model parameters and assumptions on their distributions in probabilistic sensitivity
103  analysis are shown in Table 1. Hospital presenting self-harm data are taken from the
104 MSH. The MSH systematically collects data, captured via clinicians and clinical

105  records for all hospital presentations for self-harm in Oxford, Derby and Manchester.
106  These areas have diverse populations with varied socio-demographic

107  characteristics, and may therefore, provide a reasonably representative picture of
108  self-harm in England (3).

109  The probability of repeat self-harm in the next model cycle falls from 0.18 (20) to
110  0.11 after psychosocial assessment, based on observed experience in two of the
111 three hospital groups covered by the MSH where the relative risk of self-harm
112 following psychosocial assessment was 0.59 of the risk without assessment (9).

113 The risk of subsequent suicide in the next model cycle also draws on analysis of 13
114  years of self-harm hospital presentations in the MSH. This analysis indicates a very
115  high risk of suicide in the initial six months following self-harm, but the overall rate
116  remains 55 times greater than that of the general population after 12 months (21).
117  Given the lack of evidence, we conservatively assumed that receipt of psychosocial
118  assessment had no direct impact on suicide, but varied this assumption in univariate
119  sensitivity analysis.

120 On average 21% of A&E attendances arrive by ambulance (22). We assumed this
121 applied to self-harm patients, and applied a national tariff to ambulance-related costs
122 (23). Average costs per psychosocial assessment were taken from detailed time and
123 motion analyses previously undertaken in hospitals in Oxford and Derby that are part
124  of the MSH (4, 20). This average cost reflects higher costs of assessments in the

125 under-18s compared to adults. Mean treatment costs for self-harm are also taken
126  from previous analyses of costs for admitted and non-admitted patients in Oxford

127  and Derby hospitals in the MSH. Patterns of self-harm: poisoning only, self-injury

128  only or a combination of the two methods, and the likelihood of hospital admission
129  following presentation for self-harm are also based on rates seen in the MSH.
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130  To incorporate the impact of self-harm on immediate productivity losses in the

131  societal perspective analysis, we assumed a full day of productivity loss for each day
132 of an inpatient stay, based on the average length of stay associated with different
133 injuries. We assumed each productivity loss day would be 7.5 hours, valued at the
134  national living wage rate. This is a very conservative assessment of productivity

135  losses. Self-harm events will also mean productivity losses for individuals even if

136  they are not admitted to hospital; while family members may also have to

137  accompany and/or visit their relatives in hospital. No other time or out of pocket

138  costs, such as travel costs, were considered.

139  Limited information is available on the quality of life impacts of self-harm, for both
140  adults and adolescents. Previous economic evaluations of self-harm prevention have
141  tended to use quality of life weights associated with specific mental disorders such
142  as depression. Recently quality of life data on self-harm in 754 adolescents in

143 England were collected using the EQ-5D-3L, an instrument widely used to elicit

144  health related quality of life values, as part of a trial of family therapy (24). In line with
145  this trial, we have assumed that each cycle in our model where an individual self-
146  harms will have a quality of life weight (or utility) of 0.68. So, in a six month cycle the
147  model assumes that there are on average 0.34 QALY associated with experiencing
148  self-harm and 1.36 QALYS over the model’s two-year time-horizon. This may be

149  conservative; quality of life weights in individuals with severe mental health problems
150  at risk of self-harm and suicide can be less than 0.5 (25). Following usual practice,
151  death was set to a value of O while quality of life for those who do not self-harm is
152  assumed to be equivalent to population norms for adolescents and young adults in
153  England of 0.929 (26). In sensitivity analysis we vary quality of life weights down to
154  0.80 given the potential for enduring chronic poor mental health in some people who
155  self-harm (27).

156

157 [Table 1 about here]
158

159  Ethical standards

160  Although this is a modelling study drawing on data from multiple sources it should be
161  noted that the three research sites involved in the Multicentre Study of self-harm

162  have approvals to collect data on self-harm for their local monitoring systems of self-
163 harm and for multicentre projects. The monitoring systems in Oxford and Derby have
164  received their approval from local national health service research ethics committees
165  (Oxford: South Central Berkshire REC, 08/H0607/7; Derby: Derbyshire REC,

166  06/Q2401/84) while self-harm monitoring in Manchester is part of a local clinical

167  audit system ratified by the local research ethics committee (South Manchester

168 REC). The three monitoring systems are fully compliant with the Data Protection Act
169  (1998) and have approval under Section 251 of the National Health Service (NHS)
170  Act (2006) to collect patient-identifiable data without explicit patient consent.

171

172
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173 Results

174  As Table 2 indicates, from an NHS perspective adherence to guidance on

175  psychosocial assessment would potentially be cost-effective with a cost per QALY
176  gained of £10,962 (95% uncertainty interval (Ul), £15,538 — £9,219). When

177  immediate productivity losses restricted only to inpatient time in hospital are

178  included, the incremental cost per QALY gained falls to £9,980 (95% UI, £14,538 -
179  £6,938). Model findings are below the notional £20,000 cost per QALY gained

180 threshold used by NICE when making recommendations on the reimbursement of
181  health technologies and public health interventions, although values of up to £30,000
182  per QALY gained can be considered appropriate where uncertainty is low (28).

183

184  [Table 2 about here]

185

186  Univariate sensitivity analysis

187  The sensitivity of the ICERS to individual model parameters are shown as a

188  ‘Tornado’ diagram in Figure 1. This figure shows sensitivity of results to each

189  parameter in a hierarchical order (i.e. parameter with greatest sensitivity at the top).
190 The figure indicates that results are most sensitive to changes in assumptions on
191 likelihood of repeat self-harm following psychosocial assessment. If this risk

192 increases from the baseline value of 0.106 to 0.130 then the cost per QALY value
193  breaches the notional £20,000 QALY threshold. If the risk of self-harm increased to
194  0.15, in line with the most conservative estimate of effect reported in an English
195  study (15), then the cost per QALY would increase to £37,633. If utility values

196  associated with self-harm were above 0.787 or if values for no self-harm fall below
197  0.816 then cost per QALY is above the notional threshold. Conversely, if utility

198  values for self-harm were 20% lower than in our baseline model, then the cost per
199 QALY gained becomes more favourable at £7,122.

200 If the average cost of psychosocial assessment were to rise by 20% then the

201 incremental cost per QALY would rise to £14,291, or conversely a similar fall would
202 mean a cost per QALY of £7,484. Assumptions on likelihood of repeat self-harm also
203 have some impact, leading to values of £13,894 and £8,883 following a 20%

204 decrease or increase in repeat self-harm risk in any cycle.

205 If any direct impact between psychosocial assessment and reduced risk of suicide
206  could be established in future, this is likely to only have a modest additional

207  favourable impact on model findings; a 20% reduction in risk would reduce the cost
208  per QALY to £10,195. In the unlikely event that a 100% risk reduction could be

209 achieved the cost per QALY would fall to £7,973.

210 The model does not appear very sensitive to other parameters, including the costs of
211 providing treatment for self-harm or the likelihood of inpatient admission following
212 self-harm. If the productivity losses of all inpatient stays were included at a maximum
213 value of £100 per day, then the cost per QALY could fall to £9,460 — compared with
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214 £9,980 when we valued each day as being worth £65.40 using the national living
215  (minimum) wage rate.

216

217  [Figure 1 around here]

218

219  Probabilistic sensitivity analysis

220 Cost-effectiveness planes showing results of probabilistic sensitivity analysis, with
221 10,000 simulated ICERs from the NHS and societal perspectives are shown in

222 Figure 2. The elliptical circles include 95% of simulations in the model. From the
223 NHS perspective 78% of simulated pairs of costs and QALYSs the use of

224  psychosocial assessment will have an incremental cost per QALY gained below the
225 notional £20,000 per QALY gained threshold, having higher costs than no

226  assessment with better outcomes. Figure A3 shows the distribution of net monetary
227  benefit (NMB) in probabilistic sensitivity analysis. This is right skewed with a mean
228  NMB of £200 (95% CI -£189, £758).

229
230 [Figure 2 around here]
231

232 The cost-effectiveness acceptability curve in Figure A4 illustrates, for our NHS

233 perspective model, that use of psychosocial assessment has a higher probability of
234  being cost effective than no action if willingness to pay reaches £11,900. At a

235  willingness to pay level of £20,000 the probability of intervention being considered
236  cost effective is over 78%. This would rise to 91% if a higher threshold of £30,000
237  per QALY gained applied.

238  From our societal perspective there is an 81% probability of psychosocial

239 assessment having a cost per QALY gained below £20,000 (Figure 2). Mean NMB
240 increases to £224 (Cl - £180, £801) (Figure A5). At willingness to pay levels of

241  £11,000, psychosocial assessment has the greatest likelihood of being considered
242  cost effective (Figure A6). The chance of being cost effective would rise to 92% if a
243 higher threshold of £30,000 per QALY gained applied.

244  Discussion

245  Risk of completed suicide is elevated in people who present to hospital for self-harm,
246 being more than 50 times that of the general population and especially high in the
247  months following hospital discharge (21). While monetary costs should not be the
248  primary motive for improved healthcare and suicide prevention measures, past

249  costing studies highlight very high lifetime costs of premature mortality (29, 30).

250  Moreover, public policy decisions for similar problems, such as injury prevention and
251  road safety, commonly take the costs and benefits of measures to reduce avoidable
252  deaths into account. Health policy makers have also examined the economic case
253  for investment in interventions to prevent suicide and self-harm, with the National
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254  Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) in England commissioning economic
255 analysis as part of the development of national guidelines on suicide prevention (31,
256 32).

257  Current national clinical guidance on management of self-harm recommends

258  psychosocial assessment should be offered to all individuals each time they present
259 at hospital after self-harm (2, 6). However, there is evidence of great variation in

260 receipt of assessment in English hospitals (7, 8, 33). While studies have not been
261  designed to evaluate the effectiveness of psychosocial assessment alone, some

262  studies have suggested that assessment may be associated with reduced future risk
263  of hospital-presenting self-harm. Potentially this may be partly due to receipt of more
264  appropriate subsequent primary and community care, as well as the therapeutic

265  benefits of the psychosocial assessment process itself.

266  We believe this is the first economic evaluation specifically on benefits of increasing
267  use of psychosocial assessment for all hospital presenting self-harm. Our analysis
268  suggests there is an economic case for adherence to NICE guidance, with a 78%
269 chance from a health service perspective of cost per QALY gained being under the
270  notional £20,000 threshold considered cost-effective by decision makers in England.
271 Likelihood of psychosocial assessment being cost-effective was even higher when
272 taking the societal perspective, even without incorporating impacts of reduced self-
273 harm repetition on family members or productivity losses associated with completed
274  suicide. Our estimates are conservative as our analysis only covers two-years; cost-
275  effectiveness would be greater if benefits persist over a longer time-period.

276  Our findings are consistent with analysis of immediate impact of extending hours of a
277  liaison psychiatry service at another English hospital, with a view to increasing the
278  number of individuals who received a psychosocial assessment (34). After liaison
279  psychiatry service hours were extended the proportion of individuals attending A&E
280 following self-harm who received psychosocial assessment increased from 57% to
281  68%, and the additional costs of liaison psychiatry were partly offset by a 14%

282  reduction in hospital costs related to the management of self-harm. That study also
283  observed a plausible 20% reduction in the future risk of hospital presenting self-

284  harm, but noted that it was not sufficiently powered to detect any significant effect on
285  self-harm rates. Analysis in Scotland of a very brief hospital administered

286  psychological therapeutic intervention immediately after self-harm was also shown
287 likely to be cost effective, particularly for individuals with a history of self-harm (35).

288  Strengths of our modelling analysis include reliance on a large dataset across

289  multiple hospitals where robust methods are used to identify all self-harm

290 presentations regardless of whether these result in hospital admission (3). We have
291 also made use of detailed costing analyses using this dataset to estimate costs

292  associated with psychosocial assessment and immediate treatment (20).

293  Conversely, because our model draws on data on self-harm presentations from a
294  limited number of locations in England, these may not be representative of patterns
295  of self-harm nationally, but our model was sensitive neither to changes in patterns of
296  self-harm nor in rates of inpatient admission.
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297  We also recognise that there appears, understandably, to have been no specific

298 randomised controlled study looking solely at the role of psychosocial assessment in
299  directly reducing future risk of self-harm. The magnitude of any therapeutic impact of
300 psychosocial assessment on relative risk of repeat self-harm may vary considerably,
301 depending, for example, on its quality. Our baseline probability of repeat self-harm
302  after psychosocial assessment of 0.11 draws on data from two of the three hospital
303 groups covered by the MSH that had a relative risk reduction of 0.59 following

304 psychosocial assessment (9). Other studies have reported more conservative

305 impacts. One study reported a relative risk of 0.7 for repeat self-harm, but this was
306 based on experience in just one of the MSH sites, making its generalisability more
307 limited (16). Another English study using cohort data from three hospitals reported a
308 relative risk of 0.82 using instrumental variables (IV) methodology, but cautioned the
309 estimate could be biased because of limitations in the application of the 1V

310 methodology (15). A previous modelling analysis, looking at ‘risk scales’ as part of a
311 hospital assessment process, assumed a relative risk of 0.8 for individuals receiving
312 apsychosocial assessment (17). In our sensitivity analysis the probability of repeat
313  self-harm following psychosocial assessment needs to be 0.13 or lower (equivalent
314  to arelative risk of 0.73 for repeat self-harm) for the intervention to be considered
315 cost-effective from a health system perspective at a cost per QALY threshold of

316  £20,000.

317  More information is also needed on the quality of the psychosocial assessment

318  process, as well as content, skills and formulation; this has not been a feature of

319 previous analyses and is very likely to have a bearing on effectiveness (36). It should
320 also be noted that in our model we have held the likelihood of each psychosocial

321  assessment reducing the risk of future self-harm constant; however, receipt of

322 multiple psychosocial assessments may improve the level of risk reduction (16). This
323 merits further investigation.

324  Our sensitivity analysis indicates the model is sensitive to assumptions about quality
325 of life. Few studies have elicited quality of life values for hospital presenting self-

326  harm; we were able to use EQ-5D-3L quality of life estimates collected as part of an
327  English trial of family therapy following self-harm, but this study only examined

328 quality of life for adolescents (24). We identified another English study where quality
329  of life scores following self-harm were lower, but that study only included adult

330 psychiatric inpatients (25). Conservatively, we have also not included impacts on
331 quality of life of the family and friends of individuals who self-harm, although these
332 impacts are not normally included in the NICE decision-making process.

333  Our modelling analysis only considered the impact on immediate assessment and
334 treatment costs in hospital; we were unable to look at impacts on longer-term

335 primary and specialist community mental health team use. Success in reducing self-
336 harm and completed suicide will partly depend on the longer-term care and support
337 individuals receive after leaving hospital. Psychosocial assessment may increase the
338 likelihood that individuals make use of appropriate services, and these costs have
339  not been included. However, some of these costs are likely to be for treatment of

340 physical and mental health problems unrelated to self-harm behaviour. The extent to
341  which these knock-on costs explicitly link with self-harm needs to be investigated.

10
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342  This need for future work to look at long-term health service utilisation has also been
343 highlighted in other comparable studies (34). One previous English study looking at
344 long-term health and social care service utilisation of a small number of individuals
345 following an initial self-harm event suggests that continuity of care may be relatively
346  modest; average cumulative costs per individual over seven years were £3,991

347 (2020 prices) (37). However, this study also reported much higher costs for

348  individuals with multiple repeat events. If future risk of self-harm is reduced through
349  psychosocial assessment, then we may have omitted benefits of future avoided

350 costs through better self-harm management and underestimated the economic case
351 for psychosocial assessment. Long term impacts beyond the health sector, such as
352 lost lifetime earnings linked to self-harm, might also be assessed (38).

353 Conclusions

354  Psychosocial assessment as implemented in the English NHS is likely to be cost-
355 effective. This first evidence could support efforts to increase adherence to NICE
356 guidelines. However, further evidence about the precise impact of psychosocial

357 assessment on self-harm repetition, quality of life benefits of self-harm avoidance
358 and costs to individuals affected by self-harm and their families beyond immediate
359  hospital stays, is still needed. Given variable adherence to guidelines in England it is
360 also imperative to explore the cost effectiveness of mechanisms that could change
361 health care professional practice to better improve adherence.
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384  self-harm, however individual patient-level from the Multicentre Study of self-harm
385  will not be available due to confidentiality and data-sharing agreements in place.

386

387 References

388 1. Hawton K, Harriss L, Hall S, Simkin S, Bale E, Bond A. Deliberate self-harm in Oxford, 1990-
389  2000: atime of change in patient characteristics. Psychol Med. 2003;33(6):987-95.

390 2. NICE. Self-harm in over 8s: long-term management. Clinical guideline [CG133]. London:
391  National Institute for Health and Care Excellence.; 2011.

392 3. Geulayov G, Kapur N, Turnbull P, Clements C, Waters K, Ness J, et al. Epidemiology and

393  trends in non-fatal self-harm in three centres in England, 2000-2012: findings from the Multicentre
394  Study of Self-harm in England. BMJ Open. 2016;6(4):e010538.

395 4. Orri M, Vergunst, F., Turecki, G., Galera, C., Latimer, E., Bouchard, S.. Long-term economic
396 and social outcomes of youth suicide attempts. 2020;29:e108.
397 & McDaid D. Applying a Health Economics Lens to Suicide Research. . In: Kolves K, Sisask M,

398  Varnik P, Varnik A, De Leo D, editors. Advancing Suicide Research. Gottingen Hogrefe Publishing
399  GmbH; 2021. p. 237-47.

400 6. NICE. Self-harm in over 8s: short-term management and prevention of recurrence. Clinical
401 guideline [CG16]. London: National Institute for Health and Care Excellence.; 2004.
402 7. Cooper J, Steeg S, Bennewith O, Lowe M, Gunnell D, House A, et al. Are hospital services for

403  self-harm getting better? An observational study examining management, service provision and
404  temporal trends in England. BMJ Open. 2013;3(11):e003444.

405 8. Leather JZ, O'Connor RC, Quinlivan L, Kapur N, Campbell S, Armitage CJ. Healthcare

406  professionals' implementation of national guidelines with patients who self-harm. J Psychiatr Res.
407  2020;130:405-11.

408 9. Kapur N, Steeg S, Webb R, Haigh M, Bergen H, Hawton K, et al. Does clinical management
409  improve outcomes following self-harm? Results from the multicentre study of self-harm in England.
410 PLoS One. 2013;8(8):e70434.

411 10. Briggs A, Sculpher M, Claxton K. Decision Modelling for Health Economic Evaluation. Oxford:
412 Oxford University Press; 2006.

413 11. McDaid D. Economic modelling for global mental health. In: Thornicroft G, Patel V, editors.
414  Global mental health trials. Oxford: Oxford University Press; 2014.

415 12 McDaid D, Park A-L, Knapp M. Commissioning Cost-Effective Services for Promotion of

416 Mental Health and Wellbeing and Prevention of Mental Il Health. London: Public Health England;
417 2017.

418  13. H M Treasury. GDP deflators at market prices, and money GDP March 2021 (Budget)

419  London: H M Treasury; 2021 [Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/gdp-

420  deflators-at-market-prices-and-money-gdp-march-2021-budget.

421 14, Husereau D, Drummond M, Petrou S, Carswell C, Moher D, Greenberg D, et al. Consolidated
422 Health Economic Evaluation Reporting Standards (CHEERS) statement. Bmj. 2013;346:f1049.

423  15. Carroll R, Metcalfe C, Steeg S, Davies NM, Cooper J, Kapur N, et al. Psychosocial Assessment
424 of Self-Harm Patients and Risk of Repeat Presentation: An Instrumental Variable Analysis Using Time
425  of Hospital Presentation. PLoS One. 2016;11(2):e0149713.

426 16. Pitman A, Tsiachristas A, Casey D, Geulayov G, Brand F, Bale E, et al. Comparing short-term
427  risk of repeat self-harm after psychosocial assessment of patients who self-harm by psychiatrists or
428 psychiatric nurses in a general hospital: Cohort study. J Affect Disord. 2020;272:158-65.

429 17. Quinlivan L, Steeg S, Elvidge J, Nowland R, Davies L, Hawton K, et al. Risk assessment scales
430  to predict risk of hospital treated repeat self-harm: A cost-effectiveness modelling analysis. J Affect
431 Disord. 2019;249:208-15.

12


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.22.21263969

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.22.21263969; this version posted September 23, 2021. 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.

432 18. Steeg S, Carr M, Emsley R, Hawton K, Waters K, Bickley H, et al. Suicide and all-cause

433  mortality following routine hospital management of self-harm: Propensity score analysis using

434  multicentre cohort data. PLoS One. 2018;13(9):e0204670.

435 19. Boshuizen HC, van Baal PH. Probabilistic sensitivity analysis: be a Bayesian. Value Health.
436 2009;12(8):1210-4.

437  20. Tsiachristas A, McDaid D, Casey D, Brand F, Leal J, Park AL, et al. General hospital costs in
438 England of medical and psychiatric care for patients who self-harm: a retrospective analysis. Lancet
439  Psychiatry. 2017;4(10):759-67.

440 21. Geulayov G, Casey D, Bale L, Brand F, Clements C, Farooq B, et al. Suicide following

441  presentation to hospital for non-fatal self-harm in the Multicentre Study of Self-harm: a long-term
442  follow-up study. Lancet Psychiatry. 2019;6(12):1021-30.

443 22, NHS Digital. Hospital Accident & Emergency Activity 2019-20. London: NHS Digital; 2020.
444 23. NHS England, NHS Improvement. National Cost Collection 2019: For data relating to

445  2018/19: commentary on headlines and introduction to the available data. London NHS England and
446 NHS Improvement; 2020.

447 24, Tubeuf S, Saloniki E-C, Cottrell D. Parental Health Spillover in Cost-Effectiveness Analysis:
448 Evidence from Self-Harming Adolescents in England. Pharmacoeconomics. 2019;37(4):513-30.

449 25. Haddock G, Pratt D, Gooding PA, Peters S, Emsley R, Evans E, et al. Feasibility and

450  acceptability of suicide prevention therapy on acute psychiatric wards: randomised controlled trial.
451  Bjpsych Open. 2019;5(1):el14-e.

452  26. Janssen MF, Szende A, Cabases J, Ramos-Goiii JM, Vilagut G, Kénig HH. Population norms for
453  the EQ-5D-3L: a cross-country analysis of population surveys for 20 countries. Eur J Health Econ.

454 2019;20(2):205-16.

455 27. Cottrell DJ, Wright-Hughes A, Collinson M, Boston P, Eisler |, Fortune S, et al. Effectiveness of
456  systemic family therapy versus treatment as usual for young people after self-harm: a pragmatic,
457 phase 3, multicentre, randomised controlled trial. Lancet Psychiatry. 2018;5(3):203-16.

458  28. NICE. Guide to the methods of technology appraisal 2013. London: National Institute for
459 Health and Care Excellence; 2013.

460 29. Kinchin I, Doran CM. The Cost of Youth Suicide in Australia. Int J Environ Res Public Health.
461  2018;15(4).

462 30. Shepard DS, Gurewich D, Lwin AK, Reed GA, Jr., Silverman MM. Suicide and Suicidal

463  Attempts in the United States: Costs and Policy Implications. Suicide & Life-Threatening Behavior.
464 2016;46(3):352-62.

465 31 NICE. Preventing suicide in community and custodial settings. NICE Guideline NG105.

466 London: NICE; 2018.

467  32. National Collaborating Centre for Mental Health. Self-Harm: Longer-Term Management:
468  National Clinical Guideline Number 133. Leicester: British Psychological Society; 2012.

469  33. Cooper J, Steeg S, Gunnell D, Webb R, Hawton K, Bennewith O, et al. Variations in the

470  hospital management of self-harm and patient outcome: a multi-site observational study in England.
471 J Affect Disord. 2015;174:101-5.

472 34 Opmeer BC, Hollingworth W, Marques EMR, Margelyte R, Gunnell D. Extending the liaison
473  psychiatry service in a large hospital in the UK: a before and after evaluation of the economic impact
474  and patient care following ED attendances for self-harm. BMJ Open. 2017;7(8):e016906.

475 35. O'Connor RC, Ferguson E, Scott F, Smyth R, McDaid D, Park AL, et al. A brief psychological
476 intervention to reduce repetition of self-harm in patients admitted to hospital following a suicide
477  attempt: a randomised controlled trial. Lancet Psychiatry. 2017;4(6):451-60.

478  36. Taylor TL, Hawton K, Fortune S, Kapur N. Attitudes towards clinical services among people
479  who self-harm: systematic review. Br J Psychiatry. 2009;194(2):104-10.
480  37. Sinclair JMA, Gray A, Rivero-Arias O, Saunders KEA, Hawton K. Healthcare and social services

481  resource use and costs of self-harm patients. Social Psychiatry And Psychiatric Epidemiology.
482  2011;46(4):263-71.

13


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.22.21263969

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.22.21263969; this version posted September 23, 2021. 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.

483
484
485
486
487
488
489

490

491

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

38. Orri M, Vergunst F, Turecki G, Galera C, Latimer E, Bouchard S, et al. Long-term economic
and social outcomes of youth suicide attempts. The British Journal of Psychiatry. 2021:1-7.

39. Brooks R. EuroQuol: the current state of play. Health Policy. 1996;37(1):53-72.

40. Gov.uk. National Minimum Wage and National Living Wage rates 2020 [Available from:
https://www.gov.uk/national-minimum-wage-rates.

41. NICE. Developing NICE guidelines: the manual. Process and methods [PMG20]. London:
National Institute for Health and Care Excellence.; 2020.

14


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.22.21263969

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.22.21263969; this version posted September 23, 2021. 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.

492 Tables and Figures

493 Table 1: Model parameters

Deterministic Distribution in

Input Parameter value PSA Source

Self-harm and suicide risks

Risk of repeat self-harm in next cycle with psychosocial 0.106 Beta ©)
assessment
Risk of repeat self-harm in next cycle without 20
Ssychosocial assessme);t 0.180 Beta 20
Risk of suicide in next cycle following self-harm 0.007 Beta (21)
Risk of suicide in next cycle if no self-harm 0.003 Beta (21)
Utility values
Self-harm event in cycle 0.68 Beta (24)
No self-harm event in cycle 0.929 Beta (26)
Death through suicide in cycle 0 Fixed (39)
Unit costs
Ambulance (per visit): National Tariff
See, Tre(gt and C)onvey Tariff £261 Gamma (23)
Psychosocial assessment (adult) £243 Gamma (20)
Psychosocial assessment (adolescent) £417 Gamma (20)
Poisoning (no admission) £255 Gamma (20)
Poisoning (admission) £703 Gamma (20)
Self-injury (no admission) £123 Gamma (20)
Self-injury (admission) £1188 Gamma (20)
Combined poisoning and self-injury (no admission) £394 Gamma (20)
Combined poisoning and self-injury (admission) £901 Gamma (20)
Productivity loss (living wage per day) £65.40 Gamma (40)
Length of stay by type of self-harm (days)
Poisoning 1.03 Gamma (20)
Self-injury 1.54 Gamma (20)
Combined poisoning and self-injury 1.00 Gamma (20)
Other probabilities
Arrival at A&E by ambulance 0.21 Beta (22)
A&E attendance: poisoning 0.70 Beta (20)
A&E attendance: self-injury 0.22 Beta (20)
A&E attendance: combined poisoning and self-injury 0.08 Beta (20)
Hospital admission: poisoning 0.88 Beta (20)
Hospital admission: self-injury 0.49 Beta (20)
Hospital admission: combined poisoning and self-injury 0.84 Beta (20)
Discount rate (after 12 months) 0.035 Fixed (41)
494
495
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496 Table 2: Incremental cost effectiveness results

497
. No psychosocial Incremental cost &
Psychosocial assessment
assessment effect
NHS Perspective
Cost (95% ClI) £1223 (£1086, £1372) £977 (£884, £1077) £246 (£202, £295)
QALYs (95% ClI) 1.253 (1.085, 1.418) 1.231(1.072, 1.386) 0.022 (0.013, 0.032)
ICER (95% UlI) £10,962 (£15,538, £9,219)
Societal
Perspective
Cost (95% ClI) £1377 (£1197, £1637) £1153 (£1009, £224 (£189, £222)
£1411)
QALYs (95% ClI) 1.253 (1.085, 1.418) 1.231(1.072, 1.386) 0.022 (0.013, 0.032)
ICER (95% UlI) £9,980 (£14,538, £6,938)
498
499

500 Figure 1: Tornado diagram

Tornado Diagram - ICER
Psychosocial assessment vs. No psychosocial assessment

Risk of self-harm in next cycle after psychosocial assessment (0.08 to 0.15)

L
-_— i Utilty values for self-harm (0.544 to 0.816)

Utility values for no self-harm (0.99 to 0.8)
0.816
| . Average cost of psychosocial assessment (216 to 324)

Risk of self-harm in next cycle (0.216 to 0.144)

|
| ] Reduction in risk of suicide after PSA (0 to 1)
[ | Cost per day of productivity loss (100 to 0)
[ | ] Cost admission poisoning (244 to 562)
| Cost admission self-injury (1426 to 950)
|

Cost a for combined (1081 to 721)

Probability suicide in next cycle if self-harm (0.00855 to 0.0057)
Cost not admitted poisoning (306 to 204)

Probability suicide in next cycle if no self-harm (0.0022 to 0.0033)
Cost not admitted self-injury (148 to 58)

EV: £10962 WTP: 20000.00 Cost not admitted combined methods (473 to 215)

& & & & & & ® ® &
R R A R

501 ICER

502 Note: The vertical line shows the mean expected incremental cost effectiveness ratio (ICER) of
503  £10,962 per QALY gained in our base case NHS perspective scenario. Red bar segments

504 indicate that the value of each parameter has increased, while blue segments show parameter
505 values have fallen. Values to the right of the vertical base case scenario line indicate less

506 favourable cost effectiveness with the cost per QALY increasing compared to the base case
507 scenario, while those to the left indicate an improvement in cost effectiveness, with the cost
508 per QALY gained reducing.
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Figure 2: Cost effectiveness planes (NHS and societal perspectives)

Incremental Cost-Effectiveness, Psychosocial assessment v. No
psychosocial assessment (NHS Perspective)
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Note: Green dots represent simulations below the £20,000 per QALY gained cost effectiveness threshold while red dots represent simulations that

are above this threshold and are not considered cost effective.
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