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Abstract 29 

Background: High-flow nasal cannula (HFNC) is an alternative for delivering respiratory 30 

support to adults with acute exacerbations of chronic obstructive pulmonary disease. 31 

Despite increased popularity for respiratory support, there is still uncertainty about if their l 32 

costs of justify the clinical benefits provided. This study aims to evaluate the cost-utility of 33 

HFNC in acute exacerbations of chronic obstructive pulmonary disease in Colombia  34 

Methods: Using a decision tree model, we estimated the cost and quality-adjusted life-35 

years (QALYs) associated with HFNC and conventional oxygen therapy (COT) in adults 36 

who presented to the emergency department with acute exacerbations of chronic 37 

obstructive pulmonary disease. All parameters for the model were derived from published 38 

research with local data. All analyses were done from a societal perspective. 39 

Results: We estimate a gain of 0,49 and 0,48 QALYs per patient-year on HFNC and COT 40 

respectively, and a difference of US$314 in total discounted cost per person-year on HFNC 41 

respecting COT. Because HFNC was associated with lower costs compared to conventional 42 

therapy, the incremental cost effectiveness ratio was not calculated. 43 

Conclusions: HFNC achieving better outcomes at a lower cost in patients with acute 44 

exacerbations of chronic obstructive pulmonary disease in Colombia. Evidence should 45 

continue to be generated with real-life effectiveness data and economic evaluations in other 46 

countries to confirm our findings. 47 

Keywords: health economics, public health, healthcare, oxygen, cannula  48 
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Introduction 50 

Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) is among the leading causes of 51 

morbimortality worldwide. COPD ranked eighth among the top 20 conditions causing 52 

disability globally(1). In 2015, 3.2 million people died from COPD worldwide, with an 53 

increasing trend over the last 20 years (2). Acute exacerbation of COPD is the main cause 54 

of death in these patients. Oxygen therapy with low-flow oxygen is initially the main 55 

treatment method for patients with acute exacerbation (3). However, CO2 retention appears 56 

as acute exacerbation progresses. This hypercapnia can complicate both COPD 57 

exacerbations and stable COPD (4). In some patients, this hypercapnia, with the resulting 58 

hypoxia, is difficult to correct, and non-invasive positive-pressure ventilation ( NIPPV) has 59 

been proposed as the first mode of ventilation in acute respiratory failure and type II 60 

respiratory failure (5).  NIPPV has been demonstrated its effectiveness to provide 61 

respiratory support in cardiogenic pulmonary edema or acute exacerbations of COPD (6).  62 

However, NIPPV prevents mobilization and oral nutrition, being poorly tolerated (7, 8). 63 

The failure of these devices to give correct respiratory support often results in the need for 64 

intubation and mechanical ventilation.  65 

HFNC, which has been used in the neonatal setting, is a relatively new method of 66 

delivering respiratory support to adults with acute respiratory failure. With this device, a 67 

flow of up to 60 liters per minute of warmed and humidified oxygen can be delivered with 68 

few adverse reactions(9).  HFNC does not need to be removed when patients talk, eat, 69 

resulting in fewer interruptions of therapy. HFNC has been associated with flushing of 70 

anatomical dead space due to high gas flow, generation of positive airway pressure, which 71 

increases functional residual capacity and improves alveolar recruitment, ability to deliver 72 
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optimal humidification, leading to enhanced mucociliary transport (10). These favorable 73 

physiological effects have been reflected in the metanalysis of randomized clinical trials, 74 

with significantly lower rates of treatment failure compared and with few severe adverse 75 

events or safety issues (11). Using HFNC for COPD patients can reduce the frequency of 76 

exacerbations and improve exercise capacity and quality of life (12, 13). 77 

A recent metanalysis of 6 randomized controlled trials with a total of 526 COPD patients 78 

shows that compared with NIPPV, HFNC can reduce the PaCO2 level, length of hospital 79 

stay, and the incidence of nasal facial skin breakdown (14).  Despite increased popularity as 80 

a treatment modality for respiratory support, there is still uncertainty about if the additional 81 

costs of this device justify the clinical benefits provided. In a previous paper, we 82 

demonstrated the cost-utility of this treatment in other diseases such as acute bronchiolitis 83 

with a favorable budgetary impact on the Colombian health system (15, 16).  This would be 84 

significant, especially for hospitals in middle-income countries with scarce health 85 

resources, and where this technology could be a cost-saving alternative (17). This study 86 

aims to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of HFNC in critically ill adults with hypoxemic 87 

respiratory failure.  88 

 89 

 90 

 91 

 92 
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 94 

Methods  95 

Model structure  96 

Using a decision tree analysis, we estimate the cost and quality-adjusted life-years 97 

(QALYs) associated with HFNC and conventional oxygen therapy (COT) in adults who 98 

presented to the emergency department acute exacerbations of chronic obstructive 99 

pulmonary disease (AECOPD), figure 1.  100 

The case base, and according to the inclusion and exclusion criteria of the randomized 101 

controlled trial (RCT) from which the relative risk was extracted for this mathematical 102 

model, and which will be detailed below, included patients with compensated hypercapnic 103 

respiratory failure, and who were aged 40 years or older (18). In this RCT compensated 104 

hypercapnic respiratory failure was defined as “the baseline arterial blood gas analysis 105 

(measured with room air in the supine position after at least 30 min of rest) results of pH ≥ 106 

7.35, partial arterial oxygen pressure (PaO2) < 60 mmHg, and PaCO2 > 45 mmHg” (18). In 107 

our case base were excluded “patients with long-term NIPPV at home, respiratory failure 108 

requiring mechanical ventilation at admittance, isolated cardiogenic pulmonary edema 109 

indicating NIV, gastrointestinal hemorrhage, pneumothorax, or life-threatening organ 110 

dysfunction”(18). In this trial the HFNC group utilized as respiratory support high-flow 111 

devices (AIRVOTM 2; Fisher & Paykel Healthcare) and “the sizes of the nasal cannulas 112 

were chosen based on patients’ nostrils, the humidifier temperature was set to 31°C, 34°C, 113 

or 37°C according to the comfort degree of the patients, and the fraction of inspired oxygen 114 

(FiO2) was adjusted to maintain oxygen saturation by pulse oximetry (SpO2) at 90% to 115 
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93%”.  The maximum flow rate also had to be adjusted according to the patients’ maximum 116 

tolerance. Patients were instructed to use HFNC for at least 15 h per day, and the total 117 

treatment time had to be no less than 5 d” (18). The group with COT receives “oxygen via 118 

nasal prongs for at least 15 h per day. Oxygen flow was set to achieve SpO2 at 90% to 119 

93%” (18). 120 

In our decision tree analysis, we defined the following outcomes according to the natural 121 

history of the disease: death, admission to PICU with a need for invasive or non-invasive 122 

mechanical ventilation, admission to PICU without need for invasive or non-invasive 123 

mechanical ventilation, hospitalization with the need of escalation therapy, hospitalization 124 

without the need of escalation therapy. In this analytical model, any patient who presents to 125 

the emergency department with an acute exacerbation of COPD after receiving oxygen with 126 

HFNC or COT may or may not have a requirement to escalate the therapy to invasive 127 

mechanical ventilation and after it may die or survive. In case of not requiring non-invasive 128 

mechanical ventilation (state of non-escalation of therapy) , or also in the patient who 129 

survives after the requirement of mechanical ventilation,  it is assumed that the patient does 130 

not have any sequelae and is discharged from the hospital , figure 1.  131 

The analytic horizon was an acute episode of hypoxemic respiratory failure approximately 132 

12 days (18). Given the short time horizon, no type of discount to costs or results was 133 

applied.   Treatment was considered cost-effective if the incremental cost-utility ratio was 134 

below $5180 per QALY gained using the  willingness to pay (WTP) for QALY in 135 

Colombia (19).  136 

Parameters of the model   137 
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All parameters for the model were derived from published research with local data, table 1. 138 

The relative risk of escalation of therapy and invasive mechanical ventilation of HFNC, as 139 

well the transition probabilities were derived from a prospective, randomized, controlled 140 

trial. In this RTC, 320 patients with AECOPD and compensated hypercapnic respiratory 141 

failure were recruited from general wards in a multicentric study(18). They were 142 

randomized to HFNC (with a FiO2 adjusted to obtain an oxygen saturation at 90% to 93% 143 

and with a maximum flow rate adjusted according to the patient's tolerance) for at least 15 144 

h per day, and the total treatment time had to be no less than 5 days) or conventional 145 

oxygen therapy or COT (oxygen delivered via nasal prongs for at least 15 h per day with a 146 

flow set to achieve SpO2 at 90% to 93%). Utilities were extracted from a prospective 147 

cohort study of 195 survivors of acute respiratory distress (20).  We assumed that the 148 

lifetime QALYs were the same for all survivors, irrespective of whether they were in COT 149 

or HFNC (21). 150 

All analyses were done from a societal perspective (including direct and indirect costs). All 151 

direct medical costs were incorporated into the model using the micro-costing including 152 

consultation at the emergency room, specialist referrals, chest physiotherapy, diagnosis 153 

support (laboratory, electrocardiogram, x-ray, etc.), oxygen (HFNC, invasive mechanical 154 

ventilation, COT, NIPPV) medication (corticosteroids, bronchodilators, etc.), medical 155 

devices, hotel services in the intensive care unit, hotel services and overhead cost in the 156 

general medical ward. All costs were extracted from National Drug Price Information 157 

System (SISMED, 2020), National Health Reference Price List (SOAT 2010), and local 158 

publications (22, 23). For the valuation of the indirect costs associated with parents’ loss of 159 

productivity, the human capital method was used, assuming everyone receives an income of 160 
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at least the legal minimum wage for formal or informal work. The cost-opportunity of the 161 

productivity loss at the workplace and the caregiver was assessed based on the minimum 162 

wage without including transportation assistance for 2020 (US$230 per month) (24). We 163 

used US dollars (Currency rate: US$1.00 = COP$ 3,600) to express all costs in the 164 

study(25). The incremental cost-utility ratio (ICUR) was calculated using the following 165 

formulae:  166 

���� �

Expected annual cost per patient with HFNC �

Expected annual cost per patient without HFNC  

���  !"# !$%&"'% (&%) HFNC �

���  !"# !$%&"'% (&%)*+% HFNC

 

 167 

Also, we estimated the net monetary benefit (NMB). NMB represents the value of an 168 

intervention in monetary terms(26).  NMB is calculated as (incremental benefit x threshold) 169 

– incremental cost.  Incremental NMB measures the difference in NMB between alternative 170 

interventions, a positive incremental NMB indicating that the intervention is cost-effective 171 

compared with the alternative at the given willingness-to-pay threshold 172 

Sensitivity analysis  173 

All data were subjected to probabilistic sensitivity analysis as detailed below, and as 174 

recommended by Consolidated Health Economic Evaluation Reporting Standards 175 

(CHEERS) Statement (27). To explore parameter uncertainty of the model inputs, first, we 176 

conducted a one-way sensitivity analysis represented in a tornado diagram. In this 177 

deterministic analysis, to build the range of RR to be used in this analysis, we use the CI 178 

95% of RR mentioned before.  In the case of utilities, transition probabilities, and treatment 179 

adherence, the upper and lower ranges were estimated by adding or subtracting 25% of the 180 

value from the central value defined for the base case.  Then, we performed probabilistic 181 
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sensitivity analysis by randomly sampling from each of the parameter distributions (beta-182 

distribution in the case of transition probabilities, and gamma distribution in the case of 183 

costs, lognormal for length of stay, utilities, and relative risk). The expected costs and 184 

expected QALYs for each treatment strategy were calculated using that combination of 185 

parameter values in the model. This process was replicated one thousand times (i.e., 186 

second-order Monte Carlo simulation) for each treatment option resulting in the expected 187 

cost-utility. We combined a non-parametric bootstrap-based estimation of uncertainty 188 

intervals (UI 95%) and probabilistic sensitivity analysis, by drawing a vector of values from 189 

normal distributions representing the parameter uncertainties of the cost parameters, 190 

alongside 1’000 bootstrap replications(28). All analyses were done in TreeAge Pro 2021 ®.  191 

Results  192 

Case-based analysis  193 

Base-case analyses showed that HFNC was associated with lower costs and higher QALYs 194 

than COT. The QALYs per person estimated in the model was 0,49 (UI 95% 0,41-0,50) 195 

and 0,48 (UI 95% 0,47-0,52) QALYs per patient-year on HFNC and COT, respectively. 196 

The total costs per person were US$ 965 (UI 95% 961-989)   for HFNC and US$ 1271 (UI 197 

95% 1262-1298) for COT, table 2. A position of dominance eliminated the need to 198 

calculate an incremental cost�utility ratio. The incremental NMB of corticosteroids plus 199 

antibiotics over without corticosteroids was of U$375 (CI 95% 360-396). 200 

In the deterministic sensitivity analysis, our base‐case results were robust to variations in all 201 

assumptions and parameters except for the relative risk of HFNC, figure 2. If the relative 202 

risk is higher than 0,86 the ICER of HFNC would exceed the WTP of US$ 5 180, figure 3. 203 
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The results of the probabilistic sensitivity analysis are graphically represented in the cost-204 

effectiveness plane, figure 4. This scatter plot shows that HFNC tends to be associated with 205 

higher costs and higher QALY. Indeed, for HFNC 86 % of ICER simulations were graphed 206 

in quadrant 2 (lower cost, high QALYs), 5% in quadrant 1 (high cost, high QALYs). The 207 

cost-effectiveness acceptability curve shows that HFNC becomes cost-effective at 100% for 208 

all willingness-to-pay thresholds, figure 5.  209 

Discussion  210 

Our economic analysis showed that compared with oxygen therapy by nasal catheter, 211 

HFNC, achieving better outcomes at a lower cost in AECOPD patients with acute 212 

compensated hypercapnic respiratory failure. The difference in the cost per patient between 213 

these treatments is not negligible (US$314 per patient) even more so if we consider the 214 

frequency of this disease in the population. Health economic evaluations allow translation 215 

of clinical benefits, obtained from controlled clinical trials, into composite measures of cost 216 

adjusted for quality of life-adjusted benefit units. In this case, HFNC allows for significant 217 

savings per patient, including a favorable difference regarding quality-adjusted life years. 218 

This type of evidence, although it should be replicated in other countries, allows 219 

policymakers to encourage using HFNC technologies in the clinical setting. 220 

Our results are in line with previous evidence. In adults, with identifying a cost-221 

effectiveness study of long-term domiciliary HFNC treatment in COPD patients with 222 

chronic respiratory failure(29). This study was done on 200 COPD patients randomized 223 

into usual care plus or without HFNC in the UK. The authors found an ICER of £3605 per 224 

QALY gained, a value below WTP in the UK (29). Turner et al, in an economic evaluation 225 
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of using HFNC in intensive care units in NHS England, show that HFNC generates a cost-226 

saving of £469 per patient compared with standard oxygen and £611 versus NIV (30). 227 

HFNC was found to dominate against standard oxygen and NIV when used in patients who 228 

had not previously been intubated and also when compared against standard oxygen in 229 

patients at low risk of re-intubation. We in a previous study estimated the cost-effectiveness 230 

of HFNC compared with oxygen by nasal cannula (control strategy) in an infant with 231 

bronchiolitis in the emergency setting(16). The cost per patient was US$368 (95% CI, US$ 232 

323–411) in HFNC and US$441 (95% CI US$ 384–498) per patient in the control group. 233 

Also, we demonstrate in analysis the 5-year costs that high-flow nasal cannula was 234 

associated with savings for Colombian National Health equal to US$13,166,071 if the high-235 

flow nasal cannula was adopted for the routine management of patients with acute 236 

bronchiolitis(15). 237 

Our findings are in line with the effectiveness of HFNC reported by a recent meta-analysis. 238 

HFNC, respect to NIPPV in patients with COPD and type II respiratory failure,  239 

significantly reduce PaCO2 level (MD = − 2,64 95% CI (− 3,12 to – 2,15)), length of 240 

hospital stay ((MD = – 1,19 , 95 CI (− 2,23 to – 0,05)) with a  incidence of nasal facial skin 241 

breakdown ((OR = 0,11, 95% CI (0,03–0,41))(14). In patients with COPD with persistent 242 

hypercapnic and hypoxic failures, a domiciliary high-flow nasal cannula (HFNC) prevents 243 

progression in hypercapnia, the number of exacerbations, and hospitalizations (31).  In this 244 

RTC 200 patients with advanced COPD and persistent hypoxic were randomized to usual 245 

care or usual care plus HFNC for 12 months. After 12 months there was a 1,3% decrease in 246 

PaCO2 in patients using HFNC and a 7% increase in controls before HFNC (p=0.003). The 247 

exacerbation rate increased, compared with 12 months; pre-study, was by 2.2/year for 248 
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controls (p<0.001) and 0,15/ year for HFNC-treated patients (p=0.661). Hospital admission 249 

rates increased in the control group,+0,3/year (p=0.180), while decreasing by 0,67/year 250 

(p=0.013)for HFNC-treated patients (31). Although the evidence is still controversial 251 

insofar as there are also studies where such beneficial effects are not seen, especially in 252 

variables such as PCO2 and PO2 (32, 33), our study contributes to this knowledge by 253 

providing evidence that HFNC is cost-effective in resource-limited populations beyond 254 

intermediate discharges, given that such technology impacts the risk of escalation of 255 

therapy to more invasive and more expensive ventilation systems.  256 

A very important aspect of our model is that it was robust to changing the model's utility 257 

and cost values. HFNC was always the most cost-effective strategy in all ranges of cost and 258 

utilities evaluated. Although our utilities were collected from other populations, our results 259 

did not change when exploring the change in the ICER in the range of values of each utility 260 

explored. These aspects give us confidence concerning the ability to make decisions based 261 

on our results. As is always necessary for science, more studies are needed to replicate our 262 

results (34).  263 

Our study has some limitations. As we mentioned before, we use utilities, transition 264 

probabilities, and relative risk extracted from the literature and not estimated directly from 265 

our population. As was mentioned previously, the reliability and robustness of the results 266 

were evaluated using sensitivity analysis.  An additional strength is the perspective of the 267 

society on which the economic analysis was focused, which allows a faster transfer of 268 

results to health policies. 269 
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In conclusion, HFNC achieving better outcomes at a lower cost in patients with acute 270 

exacerbations of chronic obstructive pulmonary disease. Evidence should continue to be 271 

generated with real-life effectiveness data and economic evaluations in other countries to 272 

confirm our findings. 273 

 274 

 275 
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 368 

Figure legends 369 

Figure 1.  Decision tree model  370 

Figure 2.  Tornado diagram  371 

Figure 3. Threshold análysis of relative risk of escalation therapy of HFNC vs 372 
Conventional oxygen therapy 373 

Figure 4. Cost effectiveness plane   374 

Figure 5. Aceptability curve  375 
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 388 

Table 1. Case Base 389 

Variable 
Base 

case 

High Low 
Ref 

Value Value 

Cost US$ (per /patient day)           

High-flow nasal cannula  58 72 43 

(23,23) Escalation therapy state with need of invasive or non-invasive mechanical 

ventilation 
495 618 371 

Escalation therapy state without need of invasive or non-invasive mechanical 

ventilation  
425 566 339 

  

Non-escalation state  28 33 20 

 Utilities         

Acute respiratory failure  0,5 0,62 0,37 (20) 

       

Relative risk on probability of escalation therapy 0,54 0,29 0,91 (18)  

Relative risk on probability of invasive or non-invasive mechanical ventilation 0,52 0,27 0,94  

Transition probabilities          

Probability of escalation therapy with conventional oxygen therapy  0,19 0,4 0,24 

(18)  

Probability of invasive or non-invasive mechanical ventilation in escalation 

therapy 
0,16 0,36 0,22 

Probability of death in patients with need of invasive or non-invasive 

mechanical ventilation  
0,27 0,34 0,20 

        

 390 
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 402 

Table 2. Cost effectiveness analysis  403 

Strategy 

Cost per 

patient 

(US$) 

Difference 

(US$) 
QUALYs Difference NMB(US$) ICUR 

HFNC 674 0,49 8787   

COT 988 -314 0,48 0,01 8412 (Dominated) 
 404 

NMB: Net monetary benefit  405 

ICUR : Incremental cost-utility ratio 406 

COT : conventional oxygen therapy 407 

HFNC : High flow nasal cannula 408 

 409 
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Figure 1.  Decision tree model 420 

Figure 2. Tornado diagram 421 

Figure 3. Threshold analysis of relative risk of escalation therapy of HFNC vs 422 
Conventional oxygen therapy  423 

Figure 4. Cost effectiveness plane   424 

Figure 5. Acceptability Curve   425 
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Figure 5. Acceptability Curve   
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Figure 4. Cost effectiveness plane   
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Figure 3. Threshold analysis of relative risk of escalation therapy of HFNC vs 
Conventional oxygen therapy  
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Figure 2. Tornado diagram 
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Figure 1.  Decision tree model 
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