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Abstract

Background: Implantable telemetric intracrania pressure sensors (telesensors) enable routine, non-invasive ICP
feedback, aiding clinical decision-making and attribution of pressure-related symptoms in patients with CSF
shunt systems. Here, we aim to explore the impact of these devices on service demand and costs in patients with
adult hydrocephal us.

M ethods: We performed an observational propensity matched control study, comparing all patients who had an
MScio/Sensor Reservoir (Christoph Mietke, GmbH & Co) against those with a non-telemetric reservoir
between March 2016 and March 2018. Patients were matched based on demographics, diagnosis, shunt-type and
revision status. Neurosurgical service usage was recorded with frequencies of neurosurgical admissions,
outpatient clinics, scans and further surgical proceduresin the two years prior and after shunt insertion.

Results: 136 patients: 73 telesensor and 63 controls were included in this study (48 matched pairs).

Telesensor use led to a significant decrease in neurosurgical inpatient admissions, radiographic encounters and
further procedures such as intracranial pressure monitoring. After multivariate adjustment, the mean cumulative
saving after two years was £5236 ($6338) in telesensor patients (£5498 on matched pair analysis). On break-
even analysis, cost-savings were likely to be achieved within 8 months of clinical use, post-implantation.
Telesensor patients also experienced a significant reduction in imaging-associated radiation (4 mSv) over two
years.

Conclusions: The findings of this exploratory study revea that telesensor implantation is associated with
reduced service demand and provides net financial savings from an institutional perspective. Moreover,
telesensor patients required fewer appointments, invasive procedures, and had less radiation exposure, indicating
an improvement in both their experience and safety.



e What isalready known on this topic — Despite shunt insertion being one of the most common
trestments for adult hydrocephalus, thereis alack of research concerning the economic viability of
shunt components. This includes newer devices such as telemetric sensor reservoirs (tel esensors) which
can measure intracranial pressure non-invasively, and are posited to have various clinical benefits, but
have a greater base cost.

e What thisstudy adds— To the best of our knowledge, thisis the first matched case-control study
evaluating the service demands associated with telesensor usein the largest cohort of this group
worldwide. It provides compelling evidence that the integration of telesensorsin a diverse set of adult
hydrocephal us patients with CSF shunt systems yields noteworthy reductions in service demands, cost
and radiation exposure as compared to non-telemetric alternatives.

e How thisstudy might affect research, practice or policy — The results of this study will encourage
further confirmatory research in financial utility analysisin adult hydrocephalus. It will likely influence
practice in supporting a healthcare business model for greater telesensor use.



I ntroduction

The implantation of a shunt system represents the principal treatment option for long-term cerebrospinal
fluid (CSF) diversion and regulation of intracranial pressure (ICP) in adult hydrocephalus [1]. Incorporating a
magnetically adjustable valve in series with the shunt allows for fine-tuning of CSF drainage to regulate ICP [2]
and implantable reservoirs allow for percutaneous CSF sampling if necessary. Following shunt insertion, valve
adjustments are typically made based on clinical or radiological evidence of CSF under- or over-drainage.
However, patient symptom information is often crude and inaccurate [3], and while conventional CT-based
imaging can provide evidence of high or low-pressure states, it exposes patients to unnecessary ionising
radiation, resource use and additional outpatient appointments.

Telemetric sensors (“telesensors’) are implantable devices that can measure ICP non-invasively. While
some telesensors are restricted for short to intermediate periods of use before removal [4], others are
permanently implanted. One such latter device is the MScio® (Christoph Miethke GmbH): a telesensor
reservoir, which replaces a traditional reservoir and is implanted in series as part of a shunt system. The MScio
offers routine ICP measurement and has shown to be useful in both adults and children [5,6], is accurate against
the gold standard of bolt-based ICP measurement [7], is MRI compatible [8] and can conveniently be used in
clinic and in different patient positions [9].

The advantages of permanent telesensor devices are manifold. Clinicaly, they provide rapid, non-
invasive measurement of 1CP, thereby offering an aimost instantaneous method to identify and triage patients
with abnormal pressure levels. Normal telemetric readings, on the other hand, can reassure both patients and the
surgical team that symptoms, if present, are not linked with shunt dysfunction. From a service perspective, the
use of permanent telesensor devices like the MScio may reduce neuroimaging, hospital admissions and further
clinic appointments, reducing overall service demand. While these latter benefits have been posited, it remains
unclear if the MScioistruly cost-effective and whether and when the initia upfront cost can be recouped.

Here, we present our institutional experience regarding the use of MScio telesensors for adult
hydrocephalus. We explore the financial impact associated with use of neurosurgical and hospital services, with
the goal of determining the breakeven point for achieving net savings. It is our intention to better inform
clinicians, trusts, and researchers in their adult hydrocephalus decision-making, through a comprehensive
exploratory analysis of our MScio experience at an academic neurosciences centre which, to the best of our
knowledge, has the largest volume of telesensor patients worldwide.



M ethods
Guidelines

Where relevant, this retrospective matched control study was conducted in accordance with
Recommendations for Reporting Cost-Effectiveness Analyses by the Panel of Cost-Effectiveness in Health and
Medicine [10] .

Ethics

Thelocal institutiona review board approved this study (122-202021-CA), conducted within the context
of aservice evaluation in the use of telesensor devices at our centre.

Patients

This study was conducted in a large-volume tertiary neurosciences centre in London, United Kingdom.
Included were al patients who were (i) treated for hydrocephalus using a primary or revision CSF diversion
technique (ventriculo-peritoneal shunt, lumbo-peritoneal shunt, endoscopic third ventriculostomy with catheter
insertion) that involved use of an M Scio sensor reservair; (ii) the telesensor was implanted between March 2016
to 2018 and (iii) could be followed up for a minimum of two years after implantation. Patients who had an
MScio reservoir implanted were chosen during a period of clinica equipoise, rather than based on
predetermined guidelines or specific to a certain attending.

The two-year window after implantation was selected to alow an adequate period of time to test
whether differences existed in use of services and their associated costs. This time period was aso selected to
prevent overlap with the Covid-19 pandemic period and associated governmental lockdown restrictions which
could bias the number and type of clinical encounters. An equal length window before implantation was selected
by the study team to ensure a sufficient period, allowing assessment of the control matching process. Control
patients were selected based on the aforementioned inclusion criteria but did not have a telemetric reservoir. For
the overwhelming majority of controls: a Sprung reservoir (Christoph Miethke GmbH) was implanted.

Telesensor

The MScio® (Christoph Miethke GmbH, previously ‘Sensor Reservoir’) is a coin-sized device
implanted along the tubing or at the angle of the shunt and the tubing at the burr hole site (Figure 1A). A
compressible metal membrane is depressed by adjacent CSF when ICP increases. This mechanical stimulation is
sensed by a measuring cell and, when in proximity, communicates the real-time pressure measurement
telemetrically to ahand-held receiver (Figure 1B).

Figure 1. M Scio® sensor reservoir and reader system. A: Dome angled M Scio implant (left) and in-line M Scio implant
(right); B: MScio Reader Unit set. Images obtained and adapted with permission from Miethke GmbH.



Data collection

Data were collected independently by M.AK., G.R.,, PPS, M.A,, Y.A, FM.Y.L. and P.D.W.B. and
double-checked to ensure consistency with A.S.P. Patient demographics, clinical and operative information were
retrospectively retrieved from the ingtitution's electronic health record (Epic System Corporation, Madison
Wisconsin, USA) along with the dates and numbers of scans, admissions, and encounters in the period before
and after implantation of the telesensor. For neurosurgical encounters, the date, type (admission, outpatient
clinic, or correspondence), personnel (attending, resident or nurse specialist), whether the telesensor was read,
and any relevant invasive procedures were recorded. For imaging encounters, the date and scan type (MRI, CT,
X-ray) were recorded. Encounters relating to the patient’ s hydrocephal us condition but were seen by neurology,
ophthalmology, and emergency medicine staff were also included. Excluded were same-institution encounters
unrelated to hydrocephal us management, shunt insertion or tel esensor itself.

References and tariffs

For calculations in radiation exposure, the following reference values were used: a patient undergoing a
plain CT head scan would receive 2.0 mSv, and for an X-ray shunt series of skull, chest and abdomen: 0.9 mSv.
For differences in patient costs, calculations were performed based on negotiated local tariffs wherever available
for the 2021-22 year. However, these may not be fully reflective nationaly or internationally (Table 1). Cost
differences were analysed at both annual and bi-annual (total) intervals. USD conversion rates were based on the
tariff date of 1/7/22.

Table 1. Institutional tariffs for the telesensor device and various hospital encountersinclusive of staff costs. US dollar
tariffs based on the foreign exchangerate of £1 = $ 1.2105.

Type of Subtype Tariff in GBP Notes
encounter (%)
Hospital Neurosurgical outpatient clinic £192 (232.4) Routine (may include valve adjustment), single
attendance professional
Neurosurgical admission long-stay £648 (784.4) Tariffed at more than 5 days admission, inclusive
tariff per day of labour and overheads




Emergency admission per day £172 (208.2) Emergency medicine category |l investigation
with category |1 treatment
Neurology outpatient clinic £189 (228.7) Routine, single professional
Ophthalmology outpatient clinic £139 (168.3) Routine, single professional
Radiology MRI scan £114 (137.9) Single area without contrast, exclusive of
reporting fees
CT scan £72 (87.1)
Skull / Chest / Abdominal X-ray £42 (50.8) /
Invasive Lumbar puncture £268 (324.4) Outpatient diagnostic procedure
I CP bolt insertion £509 (616.1) Minimally invasive procedure
Urgent intracranial procedure £1893 (2291.4) Including short-stay admission tariff, without
(revision of CSF shunt system) critical care-level bed
Device MScio telesensor £2318 (2805.9) Excludes cost of admission, implantation and
shunt system and hand-held readers used with
the device
Sprung reservoir £186 (225.1) Excludes cost of admission, implantation and
shunt system

Matching and data analysis

Matching was performed using a propensity-scoring matching method [11] which aims to pair each
telesensor subject with its closest counterpart using a k-nearest neighbours agorithm and propensity logit
function based on the following criteria: age, sex, diagnostic category, type of shunt (VPS vs. non-VPS), and
whether the patient had previous history of a shunt procedure (see Supplementary Methods for detail). All
statistical analyses were performed in Python (v=3.8.1), using pairwise T-tests or Wilcoxon signed rank tests
depending on normality testing.

We performed three further analyses. Due to the imperfect nature of the matching process, we
performed a sensitivity analysis which would assess two-year financial differences, co-varying the stringency of
the matching process to assess if differences would be maintained. Second, because several model variables are
likely to interact, we also performed a multivariate linear regression to identify the independent influence of
reservoir type on total costs using the complete data set. For smplification, the control group cost was assumed
to have a Miethke Sprung reservoir (Table 1). Finaly we attempted to find the break-even point at which
savings began to be made.



Although the analyses in this paper were exploratory, adjustments (using the Benjamini-Hochberg
method) for multiple endpoints are shown where relevant. Our sample size was determined pragmatically based
on the total number of telesensor patients available who met the study inclusion criteria in the alocated time
period. We performed post-hoc power calculations based on an alpha of 0.05, and effect sizes based on
differences in total number of encounters over two years between groups and find that both parametric and non-
parametric independent group-wise analyses were sufficiently powered ( > 0.8) [G*Power, v = 3.1].



Results

Patient demographics and pre-implant encounter history

136 patients met the inclusion criteria for the study (74 telesensor, 62 controls). Following propensity
matching, 48 pairs remained (Table 2). Matched controls were not statistically different from the telesensor
group with respect to age, sex, primary diagnosis and type of shunt (Table 2, Supplementary Table 1). When
comparing encounters over the 2 years, prior to shunt insertion, control patients were not significantly different
with respect to inpatient attendances or invasive procedures (Table 2), however controls did tend to have less
neurosurgical outpatient encounters, and significantly less MRI scans (with on average, one less scan per patient

in the time period). The full description of the cohort is given in Supplementary Table 2.

Table 2. Pre-implantation pairwise comparison between matched telesensor patients and standard reservoir controls with
number of encounters evaluated over the preceding two year period. (* Other included CSF leak, secondary hydrocephalus

due to subarachnoid haemorrhage, pseudomeningocele and aqueductal stenosis)

Telesensor Control p
n 48 48 -
Mean agein years (SD) 38.3(14.7) 36.0 (14.1) 0.30
Sex (F:M) 39:9 38:10 1.00
Diagnostic category [IH=16 [IH=18 0.99
Congenital = 20 Congenital =18
Tumour = 2 Tumour = 2
NPH =2 NPH =3
*Other =8 *Other=7
Implantation Mean date 16/2/2017 8/4/2016 -
Primary vs. revision Primary = 26 Primary = 28 0.84
Revision = 22 Revision = 20
VPSvs. non-VPS VPS= 37 VPS=35 0.81
non-VPS=11 non-VPS =13
Mean pre- Neurosurgical outpatient clinic 3.53 (3.00) 2.45 (2.80) 0.07
implantation
encounters per . L
patient (SD) Neurology outpatient clinic 1.58 (2.58) 1.75 (3.39) 0.80
Ophthalmology outpatient clinic 0.33(0.91) 0.46 (1.29) 0.55
Emergency room attendance 0.57 (1.70) 0.22 (0.83) 0.19




Neurosurgical admission 1.92 (1.65) 1.82 (1.58) 0.73
CT head 214 (4.31) 2.94 (6.23) 0.88
X-ray (single body part) 214 (4.31) 2.94 (6.23) 0.45
MRI head 1.49 (1.63) 2.65 (3.03) 0.02
Lumbar puncture 0.27 (0.70) 0.24 (0.62) 0.75
Insertion of |CP monitor 0.77 (0.95) 0.98 (0.93) 0.30
Revision of CSF shunt 0.88 (1.07) 0.59 (1.25) 0.22

Service demand

The usage of various elective and emergency facilities was evaluated over the 2-year period following

implantation (Figure 2, Table 3).

Figure 2. Differences and breakdown of hospital encounters for telesensor and control patients by outpatient attendances
(A); inpatient admissions (B); imaging episodes (C); invasive procedures (D).
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Table 3. Comparison between patients with telesensors implanted as versus controls who had a standard reservoir with
number of pre-implantation encounters evaluated over the preceding two year period. (ICPM = intracranial pressure
monitoring; LP = lumbar puncture; SpR = specialist registrar; * would remain significant following multiple comparison
adjustment)

Mean post-implantation encounters per patient (SD) Telesensor Contral Difference | p
Outpatient Neurosurgery All | 5.72(3.37) 6.38 (5.29) -0.65 0.48
Consultant | 2.45 (3.15) 1.92(396) |054 0.46
SpR/ Resident | 1.21 (1.35) 2.00(2.100 |-1.08 0.04
Nurse Specialist | 2.45 (2.09) 2.52(3.48) -0.06 0.91




Non-neurosurgery Neurology | 1.75 (2.50) 1.96 (2.89) -0.21 0.66
Ophthalmology | 0.67 (1.41) 094 (139 |-0.27 0.33
I npatient Neurosurgery Admission | 0.73 (1.14) 1.67 (2.64) -0.94 0.03
Beddays | 7.48(19.25) | 13.1(23.14) |-5.62 0.22
A&E | 0.40 (0.86) 0.71 (1.96) -0.31 0.36

Imaging XR | 2.44 (2.82) 6.33(7.97) | -3.90 *0.003
CT [ 1.88(3.12 3.29(3.71) -1.42 0.02
MRI | 2.08 (3.24) 3.54(5.02) -1.46 0.10

Procedures ICPM | 0.04 (0.24) 0.52 (1.25) -0.48 *0.01

LP | 0.04(0.20) 0.08 (0.40) | -0.04 0.53
Shunt revision | 0.27 (0.61) 0.71 (1.64) -0.44 0.08

Outpatient attendance

On average, telesensor patients had 1.97 (SD 2.24) outpatient sensor checks in the two years following
implantation and had 1.27 (SD 1.76) outpatient valve adjustments following implantation as compared to

controlswho had 1.58 (SD 2.07), however this difference was not significant (statistic = -0.77, p = 0.44).

There was no significant difference in the total number of neurosurgery clinic appointments following
implantation (between 5 to 6 per patient over 2 years across the cohort); although control patients were more
likely to see a registrar (difference = 1.08, statistic = -3.08, p = 0.04). There was no significant difference in

neurology or ophthalmology attendances across matched pairs.




Inpatient admissions and invasive procedures

Control patients were more likely to require an unprompted neurosurgical admission after the shunt was
inserted (difference = 0.94, statistic = 2.23 p = 0.03), and were also more likely to require further intracrania
pressure monitoring (difference = 0.48, statistic = -2.57, p = 0.01). Control patients on average had a greater
number of inpatient hospital days (13.1 days) as compared to telesensor patients (7.5 days), but this was not
found to be significantly different on matched pair analysis. There was also no significant difference between
frequency of further lumbar punctures or shunt revisions (although the latter was trending toward more in the
control group).

Imaging

Telesensor patients had significantly less imaging encounters across all modalities with, on average over
two years, 3.9 less single body part X-rays (p = 0.003) and 1.4 less CT head scans (p = 0.02). Based on
frequency of imaging encounters - over the two-year period, telesensor patients received approximately, on
average, 4.48 mSv (SD 6.64) of radiation, significantly less than control patients who received 8.48 mSv (SD
9.04, p = 0.009), with this difference being equivalent to roughly two years of natural background radiation in
the U.K. [12].

Costs

The difference in costs between telesensor patients and controls during year one, year two and overall
are shown in Figure 3 and in Supplementary Table 3. Control patients accrued significantly greater costs related
to ICPM, and CT and X-ray imaging in year one and trended towards greater costs for MRI and operative
encounters. By the end of year one, the mean pairwise saving (excluding the cost of the implant) was £4624 (p =
0.03). In year two alone, control patients accrued greater costs across amost all the domains however these
differences were not significant other than for neurology outpatient appointments (difference = £142, p = 0.04).
The mean saving in year two (excluding the cost of the implant) was £874, p = 0.64. When accounting for both
years, significant cost differences were found across the same domains as those found in year one. Mean
cumulative costs were £7391 among telesensor patients and £12889 among control patients by the end of year
two (difference = £5498, p = 0.04). The main burden of cost for both groups was primarily related to
neurosurgical inpatient admissions (Figure 3, Supplementary Table 3).

Figure 3. Mean pairwise cost differences between telesensor and control matched pairs at the end of year one (A); year two
(B); and overadl (C). (* p<0.05, ** p< 0.01, *** p < 0.001)
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Sensitivity, multivariate and breakeven analyses

We performed a sensitivity analysis to assess whether two-year total costs would differ according to
different levels of matching stringency (Supplementary Figure 1). Telesensor savings were maintained across
stringency levels with a mean average of £5487 (+/- 1610) across matched pairs, although significant differences
were found only up to 50 pairs.

Given that some model variables are likely to interact and patients were excluded during matching, a
multivariate regression was performed for the entire data set (Supplementary Table 4). After adjustment, we
found that costs associated with telesensor use were significantly less with a saving of £5236 by the end of 2
years (t = -2.05, p = 0.03). Age, sex, and shunt type did not have significant associations in multivariate analyses
nor did underlying diagnosis (Supplementary Table 4).

Both pairwise and multivariate analysis did not account for the initial financial burden of the cost of the
reservoir. Using the full data set and including for the reservoir base cost, we attempted to identify the point at
which a cost saving is made. As a mean average, the break-even point was found to be approximately less than 8
months after shunt insertion (Figure 4)

Figure 4. Two-year cumulative mean costs of telesensor and control patients after accounting for initial cost of the shunt
reservoir with a break-even point identified a the crossover.
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Discussion
Summary of results

This observational study assessed service demands and costs in adult hydrocephalus patients requiring
CSF shunting who had an implanted telemetric sensor reservoir. Following propensity matching, 48 telesensor
patients were compared with 48 controls having non-telemetric reservoirs paired according to demographics,
diagnosis and shunt type. Using both univariate or multivariate analyses, on both matched and complete
datasets, significant savings were found to be associated with use of telesensor reservoirs. After multivariate
adjustment, the mean cumulative saving after two years was found to be £5236 ($6338) when using a telesensor
reservoir (£5498 on matched pair analysis). Cost-savings were highly likely to be achieved within 8 months of
clinical use after implantation. Finally of specific clinical importance, was the significant reduction in imaging-
associated radiation (4 mSv) over two years, for those with a telesensor.

Interpretation and context

Shunt insertion is a commonly performed adult neurosurgical procedure, with an estimated annual rate
of 1,500 patients undergoing primary shunt surgery in the United Kingdom [13]. Research indicates that within
the first year, 15% of these patients require revision surgery, predominantly attributable to underdrainage and
infection. In spite of the frequency of this surgery, the cost-effectiveness of shunt insertion and the various
implantable devices used to assist and control CSF outflow are under-represented within the existing literature.

Kameda et a. conducted a fiscal analysis of shunt surgery for patients with idiopathic normal pressure
hydrocephalus (iNPH) [14]. Their work, based on a cohort of 183 Japanese patients using data from SINPHONI
and SINPHONI-2 studies, considered various factors such as medical expenses, operation fees, and long-term
insurance costs in cost-effective evaluation. The total medical expenses associated with shunt surgery amounted
to approximately 12,500% USD with significant improvements in Quality-Adjusted Life Years (QALYS)
compared to non-surgical patients. In a smaller Swedish cohort of 37 iINPH patients, Tullberg et a. used a
decision-analytic Markov model to estimate the life-long costs and effects of performing shunt surgery
compared to patients receiving no treatment for iNPH [15]. The findings demonstrated that shunt surgery, as a
standard treatment for iNPH, resulted in again of 1.7 quality-adjusted life years (QALY'S) per patient. The cost
utility of individual shunt components which are produced by a variety of manufacturers, is less clear. The
BASICS tria reveaed superior effectiveness of antibiotic-impregnated shunts compared to standard shunts [16].
Here antibiotic shunts were associated with less infections, revisions and were more cost-effective. With respect
to shunt valves, in a retrospective single-centre study, Agarwal et al. found that shunt insertion with fixed
pressure valves was associated with greater cost savings and similar revision rates to insertion with a
programmable valves - athough median time of follow-up was around 30 months.

The use of telemetric sensor reservoirs in both adult and paediatric CSF disorders has been increasing
over the last decade. While many studies have reported their early experiences and feasibility [17-20] and
application in clinical practice [17,21,22], very few have performed a financia-utility analysis - namely,
whether the higher base cost of a more sophisticated reservoir transates to better clinical outcomes. In a study
conducted by Bjornson et a, a cost-effectiveness analysis of Miethke telesensor reservoirs was performed on a
cohort of 12 patients, including 3 children and 9 adults. Here the expenses associated with patient investigations
and interventions were analysed during a two-year period prior to, and after, telesensor insertion. Following the



telesensor insertion, a significant cost reduction of £6,952 per patient was observed over a two-year duration,
along with a corresponding reduction in the frequency of investigations such as CT head scans, X-rays, and ICP
monitoring. A larger cost reduction was found as compared to the more modest cost savings found in our work,
may at least partially be due to their small heterogeneous sample, which included children, differences in
institutional tariffs and that costs were compared with the pre-implantation two years rather than a matched
control group.

Limitations and strengths

We acknowledge a number of limitations in this exploratory study. First, this was a non-randomised
retrospective single-centre study with a follow-up period of only two years. Both the matched pair and full
cohort had a predisposition toward I1H and congenital hydrocephalus diagnoses. These diagnostic groups, in
particular, tend to be high service users as compared to those with acquired hydrocephalus. Although alike-for-
like comparison was performed during matching, and diagnosis was regressed as a covariate in multivariate
tests; this issue limits the generalisability of the findings to other centres with more heterogeneous patient
cohorts and for longer time periods. Second, there was no formal evauation of ‘effectiveness’ or quality of life.
Third, other costs associated with labour and investigations or attendances outside the hospital centre were not
collected which may have influenced the results. In spite of these issues, we highlight that our study is the first
to formally and comprehensively assess the associated costs and service demands of shunt reservoir use in a
large, realistic cohort of both chronic and subacute hydrocephal us patients. We applied arobust statistical design
that uses both propensity matching as well as multivariate techniques with results that are remarkably consistent
and coherent.

Conclusion

From an ingtitutional perspective, the implantation of telesensors contributes to a reduction in service
demand and a likely net financial saving. From a patient perspective, fewer appointments, invasive procedures,
and less radiation exposure suggest an improvement in patient experience and safety. However, further studies
are needed to confirm the hypothesis that telesensors are cost-effective in the long-term. Nevertheless, the
exploratory findings of this study highlight the potential benefits of telesensors in reducing the financial burden
of neurosurgical departments, and their potential to improve the overall management of hydrocephal us.
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