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Abstract

Background: Alzheimer’s disease (AD) and other dementias currently represent the fifth most common cause of
death in the world, according to the World Health Organization, with a projected future increase as the proportion
of the elderly in the population is growing. Air pollution has emerged as a plausible risk factor for AD, but studies
estimating dementia cases attributable to exposure to fine particulate matter (PM2.5) air pollution and resulting
monetary estimates are lacking.

Methods: We used data on average population-weighted exposure to ambient PM2.5 for the entire population of
Sweden above 30 years of age. To estimate the annual number of dementia cases attributable to air pollution in
the Swedish population above 60 years of age, we used the latest concentration response functions (CRF) between
PM2.5 exposure and dementia incidence, based on ten longitudinal cohort studies, for the population above 60
years of age. To estimate the monetary burden of attributable cases, we calculated total costs related to dementia,
including direct and indirect lifetime costs and intangible costs by including quality-adjusted life years (QALYs) lost.
Two different monetary valuations of QALYs in Sweden were used to estimate the monetary value of reduced
quality-of-life from two different payer perspectives.

Results: The annual number of dementia cases attributable to PM2.5 exposure was estimated to be 820, which
represents 5% of the annual dementia cases in Sweden. Direct and indirect lifetime average cost per dementia case
was estimated to correspond € 213,000. A reduction of PM2.5 by 1 μg/m3 was estimated to yield 101 fewer cases of
dementia incidences annually, resulting in an estimated monetary benefit ranging up to 0.01% of the Swedish GDP
in 2019.

Conclusion: This study estimated that 5% of annual dementia cases could be attributed to PM2.5 exposure, and
that the resulting monetary burden is substantial. These findings suggest the need to consider airborne toxic
pollutants associated with dementia incidence in public health policy decisions.
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Introduction
In urban areas particularly, air pollution is a major cause
of morbidity and mortality across the world. At the same
time, the number of people worldwide living in urban
areas is projected to increase from 55% today to 68% by
2050 according to the United Nations’ (UN) Department
of Economic and Social Affairs [1]. Specifically, for
Sweden, 85% of the population is currently living in
urban areas, with an expected increase in the future [2].
For example, ambient (outdoor) air pollution is esti-
mated to kill 4.2 million (M) people worldwide, and
7600 people in Sweden every year [3, 4]. World Health
Organization (WHO) data furthermore shows that 9 out
of 10 people worldwide breathe air that exceeds WHO
guidelines for an upper limit to external air pollutants
[5]. Exposure to air pollution increases the risk for car-
diovascular and respiratory diseases and for cancer [6].
During recent years, results from a growing number of
studies indicate that air pollution influences not only
cardio-respiratory health and cancer but may also in-
crease risk for cognitive decline and risk for develop-
ment of Alzheimer’s disease (AD) and other dementias
[7]. AD and other dementias currently represent the fifth
most common cause of death in the world according to
WHO [8] with a projected future increase as the propor-
tion of the elderly in the population is growing [9]. It is
thus imperative to identify modifying factors. The Lancet
Commission of 2020 added air pollution as a modifiable
risk factor to the 2017 Lancet Commission on dementia
prevention, intervention, and care life-course model,
which comprised nine factors (lower education, hyper-
tension, hearing impairment, smoking, obesity, depres-
sion, physical inactivity, diabetes, and infrequent social
contact) [10].
The plausible pathways to support an association with

exposure to particles include their potential to induce
inflammatory responses, microglial activation, and pro-
duction of reactive oxygen species, but also their poten-
tial to reach the brain directly via the olfactory bulb. The
presence of early pathology in the olfactory bulb of AD
patients and early olfactory dysfunction, which may pre-
cede brain alterations, suggest a potential role of inhaled
toxins as a risk factor for AD [11]. Particulate matter
(PM) that originates from combustion comprises fine or
ultrafine particles (< 2.5 μm), shown as PM2.5, tends to
have a higher oxidative capacity and causes more dam-
age than coarser particles that originate from other
sources such as windblown soil and road dust [12].
Results from several studies have suggested a positive

association between PM and AD and other dementias.
Already in 2008, Calderón-Garcidueñas et al. suggested
that long-term air pollution exposure was associated
with neuroinflammation, an altered innate immune re-
sponse, disruption of the blood-brain barrier, ultrafine

particulate deposition, and accumulation of amyloid
beta-42 and alpha-synuclein [13]. Jung et al. 2015 later
conducted a prospective cohort study, where exposure
assessment was done at postcode level based on 70
measuring stations across Taiwan [14]. They found that
for an increase of 4.34 μg/m3 in PM2.5 exposure, in-
creased their risk of being diagnosed with AD by 138%
[14]. In the same year, Wu et al. 2015 carried out a case
control study (249 cases and 497 controls) in the same
population, finding an association between long-term ex-
posure to high concentrations of particulate matter <
10 μm (PM10) and AD based on 24 urban measuring sta-
tions in the Taipei-Keelung metropolitan area [15]. In
Northern Sweden, our group have found associations be-
tween AD as well as vascular dementia and individual-
level exposure to local sources of traffic-related air pol-
lution and wood-burning in a longitudinal cohort studies
[16, 17]. Carey et al. 2018 conducted a retrospective co-
hort study in England including a total of 130,978 people
aged between 50 and 79 years [18]. They observed that
exposure to concentrations of PM2.5 greater than
16.3 μg/m3 (the highest quintile) was related to an in-
creased risk of AD with a hazard ratio (HR) of 1.42 com-
pared to the lowest quintile [18]. A large cohort study
conducted in Canada (with a population of more than
two million people, aged between 55 and 85 years),
found that exposure to PM2.5 was associated with an in-
creased risk of dementia, with a HR of 1.06 for an in-
crease of 4.8 μg/m3 of PM2.5 as urban background (1
km2 squares as spatial resolution) [19]. In a review from
2019 the authors conclude that while the evidence from
longitudinal cohort studies points toward an association
between exposure to PM2.5 and increased risk of demen-
tia, the exposure measure varies between studies, from
local levels, to the urban background to the regional
background [20]. Later, Yu et al. 2020 performed a
meta-analysis, and estimated a pooled relative risk for
dementia of 1.08 for a 5 μg/m3 increase in PM2.5 [7].
In Europe, the annual dementia-related societal costs

including all costs occurring due to dementia, regardless
of the funding source, have been estimated to be €10.3
billion (B), where informal care contributes about one
third of the total costs. In Sweden, dementia societal an-
nual costs were estimated to be approximately €6.3M
and most of these costs occur in social care sector [21].
The monetary burden of AD in Europe is also expected
to increase with the growing number of people at risk
giving an increased incidence rate. By 2050, the monet-
ary burden is estimated to be almost twice the size com-
pared with 2010 [22]. Given the heavy toll of dementia
on individuals and society, as well as the ubiquitous na-
ture of air pollution, the monetary burden of air pollu-
tion induced dementia should be recognised. If air
pollution indeed increases the risk for dementia, then
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total costs due to air pollution attributed disease burden
have been largely underestimated, as have the recognised
causes of dementia.
The aim of the current study was to estimate the num-

ber of annual dementia cases attributed to PM2.5 expos-
ure and the resulting monetary burden, in Sweden.

Methods
Population exposure to fine particulate matter (PM2.5)
Population exposure to nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and PM2.5

in ambient air for the years 2005, 2010 and 2015 has been
estimated in a Swedish national model and expressed as
population weighted means for all ages and specific age
groups from 1 km grids [4]. These means were calculated
by linking gridded population data with concentration
layers. We apply the estimated mean population PM2.5 ex-
posure obtained using the distribution of residents living
in Sweden above 30 years of age. This number should be
representative for the group 60+ (which are under risk to
be dementia cases according to our definition) as the dif-
ferences in exposure between age groups were small ac-
cording to the air pollution model we used [4]. According
to the national assessment, this weighted concentration of
PM2.5 was 8.3 μg/m

3 in 2015 (See Table 1.).

Concentration response function (CRF)
In the current study we used the CRF for PM2.5 expos-
ure and cognitive impairment (mainly consisting of Alz-
heimer’s disease and other dementias), reported by Yu
et al. 2020 (See Table 1.), who calculated a meta-
estimate from ten longitudinal cohort studies [7]. No
statistically significant associations between nitrogen di-
oxide/nitrogen oxides (NO2/NOx) or ozone (O3) and
cognitive impairment were found. In the present study
we estimate incident dementia cases and total costs at-
tributed solely to PM2.5, partly because there is still sub-
stantial uncertainty regarding the independent effects of
NO2/NOx and O3, and partly to avoid the risk of double
counting. It should be noted that the heterogeneity be-
tween the pooled studies in Yu et al. 2020 [7] was sub-
stantial. The results should therefore be interpreted with
caution but are in line with what has been observed in
several large high-quality longitudinal observational
studies [18, 19]. It should also be mentioned that Yu
et al. 2020 [7] calculated a meta-estimate from European
studies that showed a considerably higher risk increase,
but it became unprecise (not statistically significant). We
chose to use the pooled estimate from all regions to con-
duct this study which corresponded to 1.08 per 5 μg/m3

increase in PM2.5.

Table 1 Input data for the model

Parameter Value Description Reference

Health data

Population at risk 2,650,000 ≥60 years old in Sweden 2019 Statistics Sweden [23]

Baseline incidence 5.77 (2.70–8.69) Crude incidence rate per 1000 person-
years

Van Bussel et al. 2017 [24]

Average duration of dementia 6 years Vermunt et al. 2019 [25]

Concentration Response Function (CRF) for total
PM2.5

1.08 (1.03–1.13) per 5 μg/
m3

Meta-estimate Yu et al. 2020 [7]

Exposure data

Total PM2.5 concentration (C) 8.3 μg/m3 Gustafsson et al. 2018 [4]

Economic data

Sum of direct and indirect costs a € 40,000 Annual average costs per dementia
case

Wimo et al. 2017 [21]

Medical care b € 2000

Social care sector c € 31,000

Indirect costs € 100

Informal care € 6000

Utility weights among dementia patients 0.457–0.486 EQ-5D Mesterton et al. 2010 [26]

Utility weights for general population 0.795–0.845 EQ-5D Burström et al. 2001 [27]

QALY-1 valuation € 226,600 Willingness-to-pay Olofsson & Persson, 2018
[28]

QALY-2 valuation € 47,200 Threshold Socialstyrelsen, 2011 [29]
a Direct and indirect costs – sum of annual medical care, social care costs, indirect costs, informal costs
b Funding body: county councils
c Funding body: municipalities
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Baseline data
A Swedish cohort (Betula) has been used previously by
our team to estimate the association between exposure
to air pollution and dementia [17]. As the recruitment to
the Betula study took place with a narrow-age-cohort
design, the age distribution in the Betula study is not
representative of the age-distribution in this study popu-
lation. Moreover, the Betula study was relatively limited
in size, and the dementia diagnostic procedure was not
representative of the diagnostic procedure applied for
the general population. We therefore used the baseline
incidence from Bussel et al. (2017) instead [24], where
data from a Dutch general practitioner registration net-
work was used, which is representative of the general
Dutch population. Dementia incidence cases was defined
as International Classification of Primary Care 2nd Edi-
tion (ICPC-2) Code P70 (senile dementia/Alzheimer dis-
ease) among people 60 years or older during 1992–2014.
Incidence rate was calculated for the following age
groups: 60–64, 65–69, 70–74, 75–79, 80–84 and ≥ 85
years of age. In total 23,186 cases of dementia and 4,020,
550 person-years were observed. Age group stratified
crude mean incidence rate ratios were reported and were
used as baseline incidence rate in this study.

Dementia incidence cases attributable to PM2.5

calculation
The dementia incident cases (Inc) attributable to PM2.5

exposure was calculated as follows (Eq. 1.):

Inc ¼ Inc0� 1−e−β�x
� � ð1Þ

Here, Inc is the incidence of interest, Inc0 is the base-
line incidence for the outcome (here, age-dependent), β
is the coefficient of the CRF, here log (RR), and x is the
population weighted concentration of the exposure
measure (here, modelled levels of PM2.5). We applied
the CRF to individuals ≥60 years of age.

Direct and indirect cost estimation
To be able to estimate the direct and indirect costs of
dementia a literature search using the PubMed search
engine was conducted using the following search string:
“cost of disease” OR “societal cost” OR “cost of illness”
AND (“dementia” OR “Alzheimer”) AND “Sweden”. The
following inclusion criteria were applied: a) published
between 2005 and 2020; b) using register data and con-
ducted in Sweden; c) outcome defined by ICD-code; d)
costs representing the health outcome in question; e)
reporting both direct and indirect costs. If more than
one study fulfilled the listed criteria the newest and most
sufficient study was selected.
As a result of the literature search a study by Wimo

et al. (2017) was chosen [21]. (See Table 1.) Wimo et al.

(2017) conducted a prevalence-based cost-of-illness
(COI) study from a societal perspective to estimate the
average annual cost burden of dementia in Sweden.
Wimo et al. (2017) report detailed cost estimates for
both annual direct and indirect costs. Direct costs in-
cluded average costs estimates per dementia case that
occur in the medical care sector (e.g. hospital visits,
emergency care, primary care physician etc.), which are
financed by the county councils; social care sector (e.g.
institutional care, day care, home services etc), which are
financed by municipalities and estimates of informal care
(e.g. caregiver time). Indirect costs reflected the average
productivity losses based on average wage among 55–65
years old. In this paper we refer to annual direct costs as
a sum of medical care and social care and indirect costs
as a sum of informal care and indirect cost per dementia
case, as reported by Wimo et al. (2017) and used to illus-
trate the average annual direct and indirect costs in re-
spective categories due to dementia incidences
attributable to PM2.5. Intangible costs were not included
in that study.

Calculating the direct and indirect lifetime costs of a
dementia case
Since dementia is a chronic disease, this suggests that
the direct and indirect costs occur yearly throughout the
disease duration. For the dementia disease duration, we
used an estimate of 6 years, retrieved from a study con-
ducted by Vermunt et al. 2019 [25]. They used a longitu-
dinal prospective multinational and -cohort study to
estimate the duration of dementia. To estimate the aver-
age direct and indirect lifetime cost of each dementia
case, the annual direct and indirect costs were dis-
counted using the rate of 3.5% based on formula applied
by the Swedish Transport Agency [30] and then
summed over the disease duration years (Eq. 2.). All
direct and indirect costs were inflated to 2019 values
and reported in €2019 values (1 € = 10,5891 SEK) [31],
any slight differences in cost estimates are due to
rounding.

F ¼
X Dþ I

1þ rð Þn ð2Þ

F = sum of direct and indirect lifetime costs per demen-
tia case.
D = sum of annual average direct costs per dementia

case.
I = sum of annual average indirect costs per dementia

case.
r = discount rate.
n = average disease duration in years.
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Intangible costs associated with loss of quality of life
A quality-adjusted life-year (QALY) measure was used
to account for the intangible costs associated with loss
of health-related quality of life due to dementia, which is
often a neglected category of costs in health economic
assessments. By including the effects of dementia on
health-related quality of life, we were able to measure
and monetize the life-quality losses due to dementia
compared to the general population in the same age
groups.

Valuation of quality-of-life losses
Two different monetary estimates were used to monetize
the health-related quality of life losses to illustrate the
different budgets constraints faced in decision-making
processes among the potential funders of PM2.5

amelioration.
Firstly, the Swedish Transport Agency takes into ac-

count the health burden associated with traffic induced
PM2.5 exposure as external costs in their cost-benefit
analysis (CBAs), as a component when estimating the
net monetary costs of planned infrastructure. The
Swedish Transport Agency assesses the costs and
benefits from the societal perspective, where the state is
the funding body. The valuation of health burden is typ-
ically based on questionnaire studies estimating the
willingness-to-pay (WTP) for reduction in risk for fatal-
ity or non-fatal injuries in traffic [30]. At the present
time, the WTP for a risk reduction of non-fatal injury
applied by the Swedish Transport Agency, is based on a
Swedish population-based web-based questionnaire
study, that applies a chain approach to estimate the
monetary value of a QALY [32]. This was reported to be
€ 226,600 [28]. This is referred to as the QALY-1 valu-
ation in this study.
Secondly, we use the threshold value of a QALY €47,

200 commonly applied in cost effectiveness analyses
(CEAs) in the Swedish health care sector (e.g., The Den-
tal and Pharmaceutical Benefits Agency) to determine
the cost effectiveness of a drug or an intervention.
Therefore, we use this threshold value, which is often
stated as ‘rule-of-thumb’ in the Swedish policy context
[29], to illustrate the monetary value applied in decision-
making where the healthcare is the funding body. This is
referred to as the QALY-2 valuation in this study.
In the Swedish context, Persson and Olofsson have ar-

gued [28], that the health sector and The Dental and
Pharmaceutical Benefits Agency should raise the thresh-
old value up to the value of € 226,600, which is based on
the latest research estimating the individual WTP for a
QALY. This is in contrast to the current threshold value
for a QALY applied in the health care sector, whose ori-
gins is unclear, but has nevertheless maintained its usage
over the past decades. Due to this current debate, we

include both QALY valuations applied in the Swedish
policy-context to facilitate the knowledge transfer from
our interdisciplinary research to decision-making tools
currently used in the respective sectors.

Monetizing the quality-of-life losses
The lost QALYs were calculated as the differences be-
tween the age-specific utility weights among the general
population and dementia patients (Eq. 3). This difference
was multiplied by the duration of dementia (See Table
1.) to obtain the average number of lost QALYs among
dementia patients. To monetize the quality-of-life losses
the average number of lost QALYs where then multi-
plied by the current value applied in the transport sector
(1) and in the health care sector (2). Discounting was
not applied to estimate the monetary value of QALY
losses.

Q1;2 ¼ U1−U2ð Þ�tð Þ�V 1;2Þ ð3Þ

Where:
Q1,2 = monetized value of quality-of-life losses.
U1 = utility weights among general population.
U2 = utility weights among dementia patients.
t = average duration of dementia.
V1,2 = monetary valuation of quality-of-life losses based

on 1) QALY-1 valuation 2) QALY-2 valuation.

Total cost (TC) of dementia estimates
The total cost (TC1,2) of dementia is estimated as the
sum of direct and indirect lifetime costs (F) and monet-
ary valuation of average loss of QALY’s (Q1,2) among de-
mentia patients (Eq. 4). We use this total cost to reflect
the monetary burden attributable to PM2.5 exposure.

TC1;2 ¼ F þ Q1;2 ð4Þ

Hypothetical scenario
In addition, we investigated what the potential impact of
reducing the levels of PM2.5 by 1 μg/m3 would be on the
number of incident dementia cases and the respective
direct and indirect lifetime costs and total costs of
dementia.

Two-sided sensitivity analysis
In order to illustrate the uncertainty, when it comes to
CRF and direct and indirect lifetime cost estimates, we
conducted a two-sided sensitivity analysis. The confi-
dence interval reported by Yu et al. 2020 [7], was used
for to illustrate the uncertainty of the annual cases of de-
mentia incidence attributable to PM2.5 exposure. Since,
no confidence intervals were available for the cost esti-
mates, we assumed a cost variation of ±20%, as
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suggested as an alternative method by Briggs et al. 2012
[33]. The resulting uncertainty was reported after the
mean estimates, in parenthesis. The monetary values of
a QALY were however treated as fixed.

Unmeasured confounding
We calculated the E-value (Eq. 5) to evaluate the impact
which an unmeasured confounder would need to have
on both exposure and outcome for the observed meta-
estimate relative risk to be 1 [34]. Since the meta-
estimate from Yu et al. 2020 [7] were based on only ten
studies, we calculated the E-value for the meta-estimate
as well as for the lower bound of the 95% confidence
interval [35].

Evalue ¼ HRþ √ HR� HR−1ð Þð Þ ð5Þ

Results
According to our definition of the study population, in-
cluding people 60 years or older, there were 2.6 million
(M) people at risk for dementia in Sweden 2019 (See
Table 1.). We estimated the number of annual dementia
cases attributable to PM2.5 exposure to be 820 (See
Table 2.), which represents 5% of the annual dementia
incidence in Sweden. Annual direct and indirect lifetime
costs are estimated to correspond to €32,9M, out of
which 78% are estimated to occur in the social care
sector.
Direct and indirect average lifetime costs per dementia

case is estimated to correspond to €213,000 (170,600-
256,000) (See Table 3.).
On average, a person with dementia is estimated to

lose 2.091 QALY’s compared to the general population
in the same age, given the average duration of disease.
Total costs per dementia case were estimated to corres-
pond to €619,000, when monetizing the QALY losses
with QALY-1 and €312,000 with QALY-2 value, respect-
ively (See Table 3.).

The direct and indirect lifetime costs of the dementia
burden attributable to PM2.5 exposure were estimated to
correspond on average to €189M. A sum of 1715 (670–
2680) QALYs were estimated to be lost on average
among the annual dementia incidences attributable to
PM2.5 exposure. Total costs of the dementia burden at-
tributable to PM2.5 were estimated to correspond on
average to €567M and €275M when using a monetary
value of QALY-1 and QALY-2, respectively. The direct
and indirect lifetime costs as a proportion of total costs
approximated 34% and 69% for TC1 and TC2, respect-
ively. The average annual individual value among the
population at risk was estimated to correspond to €72,
€215 and €104 for direct and indirect lifetime costs, TC1

and TC2, respectively.
We then calculated the effect on dementia incidence

and costs by decreasing exposure by 1 μg/m3 and esti-
mated a 12% decrease in annual cases of dementia at-
tributable to PM2.5 exposure, approximately 1% of total
number of incident cases (See Table 4.). The annual re-
duction in direct and indirect lifetime costs was esti-
mated to be 12%, corresponding to €4M, where the
largest effect of reduction of €3M was estimated to
occur in social care. The reduction in dementia inci-
dences was estimated to correspond to a reduced mone-
tized burden of €19M, €66M and €28M for direct and
indirect lifetime costs, TC1 and TC2, respectively (See
Table 5). The average annual individual value among the
population at risk was estimated to correspond to €7,
€25 and €11, for direct and indirect lifetime costs,
TC1and TC2, respectively.
The annual direct and indirect lifetime costs attribut-

able to PM2.5 dementia burden could vary sixfold (See
Table 2.). The direct and indirect lifetime cost per de-
mentia case was estimated to vary between €171,000 and
€256,000. The direct and indirect lifetime monetary bur-
den lower bound was estimated to be approximately
50% lower and upper bound to be 60% higher compared
with the mean value of €189M, respectively (See Table
3). The total cost of estimated dementia monetary

Table 2 Annual dementia cases attributable to total PM2.5 and average annual direct and indirect lifetime costs (millions/€2019)

Dementia cases attributable to PM2.5 and average direct
and indirect annual costs in M/€2019

% of total number of cases and % of given costs
within direct and indirect costs

Attributable dementia
cases in Sweden

820 (320 – 1282) 5% (2–8%)

Direct and indirect
lifetime costs a

€32,9 (€10,3 – 61,6) 100%

Medical care costs €1,5 (€0,5 – 2,8) 5%

Social care sector
costs

€25,7 (€8 – 48,2) 78%

Indirect costs €0,1 (€0,02 – 0,1) 0,2%

Informal care €5 (€1,5 – 9,3) 15%
a Direct and indirect lifetime – sum of medical care, social care costs, indirect costs, informal costs
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burden variation lower bound was approximately 49%
lower and the upper bound was estimated to be 67%
higher compared to the average estimate applying
QALY-1 valuation (See Table 3.).
We did not find strong evidence for unmeasured con-

founding. The E-values for the observed meta-estimate
and the lower bound of the 95% CI were 1.37 and 1.21
respectively.

Discussion
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first health eco-
nomic assessment reporting the annual dementia inci-
dence and monetary burden attributable to PM2.5

exposure. In this study, we estimated the annual demen-
tia incidence attributable to PM2.5 exposure to be 820 in
Sweden, which corresponds to 5% of the yearly dementia
incidence. The total costs for the dementia disease bur-
den attributed to PM2.5 were estimated to correspond to
€215 and €104 per individual at risk, based on QALY-1
and QALY-2 valuation, respectively.
A reduction of 1 μg/m3 of PM2.5 exposure was esti-

mated to reduce annual dementia incidence by 101
cases, which corresponds to an estimated monetary re-
duction of €19M in direct and indirect lifetime costs.
This corresponds to a decrease of 13–15% of the annual
monetary dementia burden attributable to PM2.5 expos-
ure compared to the main analysis.

Pimpin et al. 2018 estimated the cumulative dementia
incidence in 2017 due to NO2 exposure, which was esti-
mated to be 5008 cases in England, corresponding to
€30M as health care costs, where €28M was estimated
to occur in social care sector [36]. Pimpin et al. 2018 de-
rived their medical and social cost estimates for demen-
tia from register data and previously published literature.
These results are not directly comparable to our esti-
mates, since we used CRF for PM2.5 and an age group-
specific incidence rate ratio to estimate the cases attrib-
utable to PM2.5 exposure, whereas Pimpin et al. 2018
used prevalence-based and mortality data to estimate the
attributable fraction of dementia disease to NO2. Even
though a statistically significant association between
NO2 exposure and dementia was found in some studies
[16, 18, 19, 37], a meta-analysis found no significant as-
sociation [7]. We chose to estimate dementia cases at-
tributable solely to PM2.5 in the present study.
Furthermore, in the study by Pimpin et al. 2018 [36], the
UK National Health Service (NHS) economic impact re-
flects only costs including primary care, secondary care,
social care, and medication related to dementia.
Whereas, they ignore informal costs, indirect costs and
intangible costs related to dementia disease, which con-
tributes to underestimation of monetary burden of de-
mentia compared to our study and partly explains the
difference in between monetary burden estimates be-
tween studies.

Table 3 Total costs of dementia cases attributable to PM2.5 using direct and indirect lifetime costs of dementia and two different
valuations to monetize quality-of-life losses among dementia patients

Direct and indirect lifetime costs per
dementia case

Total costs – 1 (TC1)
a Total costs – 2 (TC2)

b

Cost per case of dementia €213,000 (€171,000 - 256,000) €690,000 (€645,000 -
730,000)

€312,000 (€269,000 -
355,000)

Monetary burden (M/€2019) of dementia cases
attributable to PM2.5

€189 (€94 – 283) €567 (€283 – 850) €274 (€123 – 406)

a TC1Total costs - sum of direct and indirect lifetime costs (discount rate 3.5%) and monetary valuation of QALY’s lost among dementia patients using QALY-1
value, representing societal perspective
b TC2 Total costs - sum of direct and indirect lifetime costs (discount rate 3.5%) and monetary valuation of QALY’s lost among dementia patients using QALY-2
value, representing health care perspective

Table 4 Estimated reduction in annual number of dementia cases and direct and indirect lifetime costs (millions/€2019) if 1 μg/m3

reduction in PM2.5 annual exposure

Estimated reduction in cases of dementia incidence and
averted monetary values (M/€)

% from annual case incidence and estimated costs
compared to main analysis

Attributable incident
cases in Sweden

101 (39–160) 1% (0,3% – 1,1%)

Direct and indirect
lifetime costs a

€4 (€1,2 – 7,7) 12%

Medical care costs €0,2 (€0,1 – 0,38) 12%

Social care sector costs €3 (€0,9 – 6) 12%

Indirect costs €0,008 (€0,002 – 0,01) 12%

Informal care €0,66 (€0,2 – 1,13) 12%
a Direct and indirect lifetime costs – sum of medical care, social care costs, indirect costs, informal costs
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In the present study, we used air pollution data where
the concentration patterns of PM2.5 over Sweden were
calculated with a 1 × 1 km grid resolution. According to
the model, the major fraction of total PM2.5 consists of
long range transported particles and only a small frac-
tion consists of locally emitted particles; the long dis-
tance transported particles fraction of PM2.5 was 7.2 μg/
m3 in average whereas the domestic heating from wood
fuel contributed to on average of 0.8 μg/m3 to the annual
mean of PM2.5 in 2015 [4]. Reducing PM2.5 by 1 μg/m3,
which according to our estimations of direct and indirect
lifetime costs correspond to 0.004% of Swedish gross do-
mestic product (GDP) due to reduced burden of demen-
tia. Thus, it would require a meaningful intervention on
a local level, since 1 μg/m3 is a substantial proportion of
the local contribution to PM2.5. It should be noted how-
ever that, if our assumptions are correct, even smaller
decreases than 1 μg/m3 would have substantial health
and economic effects. It is furthermore possible that the
effect size following a specific reduction in mass concen-
tration may depend on the type of PM that is removed.
There is increasing evidence that locally emitted air pol-

lutants have substantially larger health effects compared
to regional air pollution. Recently, a few meta-analyses
have focused specifically on analysing the importance of
local pollution sources such as traffic and differences in
concentrations within cities and have described the rela-
tionships at relatively low concentrations [38–40]. In one
of our previous studies, where we investigate the associ-
ation between locally emitted particles and incidence of
dementia, we observed a HR of 1.55 for a 1 μg/m3 increase
in PM2.5 stemming from wood smoke [17]. This is notably
much higher than the meta-estimate of the CRF estimated
by Yu and colleagues of 1.08 [7]. The discrepancy is most
likely because the studies included in that meta-analysis
varied in terms of studying local, urban background or re-
gional background PM2.5, which likely would have a sub-
stantial effect on the CRFs. In the present study however,
we did not consider that CRFs may differ between local
and regional PM2.5 in our estimations, as evidence for
such differences are too sparse at present for PM2.5 and
dementia. Future studies should further investigate differ-
ences in CRFs dependent on local or regional PM2.5.

Total direct and indirect lifetime costs of dementia
burden attributable to PM2.5 were estimated to corres-
pond to €33M annually, with the social care sector hav-
ing the highest cost burden (€25.7M). In Sweden,
medical care is financed by the regions and social care
services by municipalities. The Swedish Association of
Local Authorities and Regions (SALAR) reports that the
social care sector (municipalities) allocated €12B for eld-
erly care in 2019 [41], suggesting that 0.21% out of this
budget was allocated to care for PM2.5 attributable de-
mentia burden, based on this study estimates. Assuming
a decrease of PM2.5 exposure by 1 μg/m3 the monetized
dementia burden avoided would correspond to 0.025%
of the social care budget in 2019. The regional budget
responsible for medical care was €31B in 2019 [42].
Based on our study estimates, 0.005% of this was allo-
cated to medical care expenses for dementia burden at-
tributable to PM2.5. In total, direct and indirect lifetime
costs attributable to dementia induced by PM2.5 expos-
ure were estimated to correspond to 0.4% of the total
healthcare budget (€7.5B) allocated by the Swedish Gov-
ernment in 2019 [43].
An important step towards complete health economic

assessment of monetizing the dementia burden attribut-
able to PM2.5 was made by including the QALY measure
to account for the intangible costs, i.e. the value of the
life quality losses due to dementia, which is a cost com-
ponent that has been generally ignored by the COI stud-
ies in the past [44]. Nevertheless, some studies of health
economic assessments valuing the intangible costs by in-
cluding the QALY losses attributable to air pollution
have recently been performed [45].
Use of the QALY measure facilitates easy knowledge

transfer between interdisciplinary fields of research. For
example, the QALY measure allows a comparison be-
tween planned interventions from both a health care
perspective and societal perspective. In England, Schmitt
(2015) [46] also used two different QALY values from
two different funding perspectives (one for representing
the National Health Service (NHS) budget constraints
and the other representing consumption value of a
QALY with the state as the funding body to monetize ef-
fects of air pollution attributable health effects. Similarly,

Table 5 Estimated reduction of monetized dementia burden in (millions/€2019) if assuming 1 μg/m3 reduction in PM2.5

Estimated monetary values of the reduced dementia
burden (M/€)

% of annual monetary values of reduced dementia
burden

Direct and indirect lifetime
costs

€19 (€9 – 38) 15%

Total costs – 1 (TC1)
a €66 (€28 – 113) 13%

Total costs – 2 (TC2)
b €28 (€13 – 57) 14%

a TC1 Total costs - sum of direct and indirect lifetime costs (discount rate 3.5%) and monetary valuation of QALY’s lost among dementia patients using QALY-1
value, representing societal perspective
b TC2 Total costs - sum of direct and indirect lifetime costs and monetary valuation (discount rate 3.5%) of QALY’s lost among dementia patients using QALY-2
value, representing health care perspective
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to the Swedish context, the NHS QALY value is about
five times lower (€13,500 [47] vs €67,000 [46] (inflated
to €2019 values to ease the comparison), compared to
consumption value of QALY, where tax rises are ex-
pected to fund the shortfall. In addition, Schmitt (2015)
estimated the averted monetary benefits of reduced dis-
ease burden in a hypothetical scenario, where a reduc-
tion of PM2.5 concentrations by 1 μg/m3 was assumed
[46]. Schmitt (2015) reports that an individual value per
person at risk was €1368 and €248 from a private con-
sumer and NHS perspective respectively, for reduced ad-
verse health impacts due to a reduction by 1 μg/m3 in
ambient PM2.5 in London [46]. These estimates are sub-
stantially higher and not directly comparable with the
results from this study results, since they represent the
monetary burden of three chronic health outcomes (i.e.,
cardiovascular disease, chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease and lung cancer) over a 60-year time horizon.
In general, a survey-based willingness to pay estimate,

which is often used in the environmental and transport
sectors (as in the case of Swedish Transport Agency) is
the preferred measure since it follows the welfare theory
and consumer sovereignty. But as discussed by Olofsson
et al. 2019, the survey-based value of a QALY is an im-
portant improvement, but not sufficient [48]. There has
also been research, in Sweden analysing the Swedish
Dental and Pharmaceutical Benefits Agency (TLV) his-
torical reimbursements decisions on new drugs, where
implications of higher willingness-to-pay thresholds for
a QALY was found [49]. There is ongoing debate and re-
search regarding different valuation methods of QALYs
and the monetary values applied, which have shown to
vary substantially [49, 50]. We wanted to illustrate the
valuation of QALYs using values currently applied in
decision-making process in Sweden, however we ac-
knowledge that these values may vary between contexts
and in time.
It is out of the scope of this study to discuss in depth

the complex budget constraints faced by decision makers
representing either health care or societal perspectives.
This study presents total cost estimates that enable in-
clusion of the quantified monetary estimates of reduced
air pollution in decision-making tools, using either CBAs
or CEAs as the basis of decision-making in the respect-
ive field.
We acknowledge that this paper has important limita-

tions that should be considered. Firstly, we used Wimo
et al. (2017) COI study [21], that estimates the societal
burden of dementia for one year based on dementia case
prevalence, which might lead to underestimation of total
disease burden. It has been recommended that
incidence-based cost studies are used for improved pol-
icy support [44]. These studies measure the costs of ill-
ness from diagnosis until endpoint and thereby deliver a

higher precision with respect to direct and indirect cost
estimates [51]. Although ideal, there is a lack of
incidence-base COI studies in general, and therefore,
prevalence-based studies may be used to guide the
health care budget planning [51].
Secondly, we lacked age-specific dementia baseline in-

cidence estimates for the Swedish population and used
estimates from a Dutch study instead [24], assuming that
the incidence in the Swedish population would be simi-
lar. This might have led to some errors in the estima-
tion, but data from the Swedish Quality Register on
Dementia suggest that 150,000 people in Sweden cur-
rently have dementia and approximately 24,000 people
develop the disease each year [52], which is very similar
to our estimations. We therefore do not consider this as-
sumption to cause any substantial errors in our
estimates.
Thirdly, an underestimation of dementia monetary

burden is possible since we use an average duration of
moderate dementia to estimate the direct and indirect
lifetime costs and QALY losses. But, depending on the
age of onset and disease severity, the duration of disease
might vary substantially [25] and, it is impossible to
know exactly the detailed information on the onset age
and severity of dementia attributable to PM2.5. There-
fore, we consider that using an average duration to
quantify the monetary burden of dementia to be
reasonable.
Fourthly, we used individual WTP to monetize life

quality losses (QALY-1), however this may not be the
only source of information which decision makers rely
upon. In addition, as noted previously, there is hetero-
geneity between the two valuation values used in the
present study [53], which needs to be recognized if they
are to be incorporated into decision-making tools.
Fifthly, it should be noted that since we chose to in-

clude dementia in people aged 60 years or older, this
means that individuals in whom dementia occurs before
age 60 are not included in the present study. It should
furthermore be noted that the population-weighted aver-
age exposure of PM2.5 used in the present study was es-
timated for the population 30 years or older. Our
assumption is thus that the exposure of persons 60 years
or older is similar to the total population 30 years or
older, which is supported by the report by Gustafsson
et al. 2018, where it is shown that exposure differences
between different age groups are small [4].
Sixthly, as the effect estimates used in the current study

are derived from observational studies, we cannot rule out
the potential impact of unmeasured confounding. How-
ever, based on the E-value calculation we believe that
there is no strong evidence for the presence of an unmeas-
ured confounder associatied with both exposure and out-
come that could explain away the observed meta-estimate.
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It should furthermore be noted that although the evi-
dence for air pollution concentrations at the residential
address to be linked with natural cause mortality and a
range of health outcomes is mounting and very strong
[54], such studies are always prone to exposure mis-
classification. For example, if exposure is estimated at
the residential address, then work-place exposure, expos-
ure during commuting or exposure due to indoor
sources are not taken into account, which leads to ex-
posure misclassification. When it comes to the newer re-
search area on air pollution as a risk factor for dementia,
evidence for a causal association is now strong enough
according to the new Lancet commision [10], but the
heterogeneity between effect estimates is high, most
likely partly due to exposure measurement error and be-
cause the number of studies is low. It is likely that the
CRF by Yu et al. 2020 [7] will be updated in due course,
which is a natural process for a new research field and
should not be seen as a cause for concern. The CRFs for
air pollution and mortality have been updated several
times, and are still being updated as the quality of air
pollution studies is increasing and the number of studies
as well. The CRF regarding total PM2.5 and dementia
from the Swedish Betula-study has been published [55],
but since that CRF was estimated for the local contribu-
tion of PM2.5 it should not be used to assess health im-
pacts from total PM2.5.

Conclusion
In conclusion, our results show that as much as 5% of
annual dementia cases in Sweden could be attributed to
PM2.5 exposure, where air pollution levels are quite low
in an international perspective. PM2.5 attributable de-
mentia monetary burden (TC-1) was estimated to cor-
respond to 0.1% of Swedish GDP in 2019. The
implications of these findings suggest the need to con-
sider airborne toxic pollutants associated with dementia
incidence in public health policy decisions.

Abbrevations
AD: Alzheimer’s disease; B: Billion; CBA: Cost-benefit analysis; CEA: Cost-
effectiveness analysis; CRF: Concentration-response function; COI: Cost of
illness study; HR: Hazard ratio; GDP: Gross domestic product; QALY: Quality
adjusted life-year; M: Million; NO2: Nitrogen dioxide; NOx: Nitrogen oxide;
NHS: National Health Service; O3: Ozone; PM: Particulate matter; PM2.5: Fine
particulate matter <2.5 μm; PM10: Particulate matter <10 μm; RR: Relative risk;
SALAR: The Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions;
TLV: Swedish Dental and Pharmaceutical Benefits Agency; UN: United
Nations; WTP: Willingness to pay; WHO: World Health Organization

Authors’ contributions
Hedi Kriit - Conceptualization of study design, literature search, data
collection, data analysis, data interpretation, manuscript writing, coordination
of manuscript writing. Bertil Forsberg - Conceptualization of study design,
method validation, data interpretation, supervision, manuscript writing
(review and editing). Daniel Åström - method validation, data interpretation,
manuscript writing. Anna Oudin - Conceptualization of study design,
method validation, data analysis, data interpretation, manuscript writing,

coordination of manuscript writing. Thel author(s) read and approved the
final manuscript

Funding
Formas Dnr 2017–00898″ Hur påverkar partiklar från vedeldning vår hälsa?”
Trafikverket, Swedish Transport Administration Grant nr 2020/25123. Open
Access funding provided by Umea University.

Availability of data and materials
All data and material used for calculation is available in the manuscript.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
All authors have approved the manuscript for submission.

Competing interests
None decleared.

Author details
1Department of Public Health and Clinical Medicine, Section of Sustainable
Health, Umeå University, Umeå, Sweden. 2Division of Occupational and
Environmental Medicine, Department of Laboratory Medicine, Lund
University, Tornblad Institute, Biskopsgatan 7, 223v62, Lund, Sweden.

Received: 29 January 2021 Accepted: 14 May 2021

References
1. United Nations. 68% of the world population projected to live in urban

areas by 2050, say UN. In: The United Nation; 2018.
2. Statistics Sweden. 2020. [www.scb.se] accessed on: 10.03.2021.
3. World Health Organization: Air pollution. WHO. Geneva. [https://www.who.

int/health-topics/air-pollution#tab=tab_1] Accessed on: 5.11.2020.
4. Gustafsson M, Lindén J, Tang L, Forsberg B, Orru H, Åström S, et al.

Quantification of population exposure to NO2, PM2.5 and PM10 and
estimated health impacts. In: IVL report. IVL Swedish Environmental
Research Institute; 2018.

5. World Health Organization. 9 out of 10 people worldwide breathe polluted
air, but more countries are taking action. WHO, Geneva. Accessed on: 07.01.
2021 [https://www.who.int/news/item/02-05-2018-9-out-of-10-people-
worldwide-breathe-polluted-air-but-more-countries-are-taking-action]

6. Thurston GD, Kipen H, Annesi-Maesano I, Balmes J, Brook RD, Cromar K,
et al. A joint ERS/ATS policy statement: what constitutes an adverse health
effect of air pollution? An analytical framework. Eur Respir J. 2017;49(1):
1600419. https://doi.org/10.1183/13993003.00419-2016.

7. Yu X, Zheng L, Jiang W, Zhang D. Exposure to air pollution and cognitive
impairment risk: a meta-analysis of longitudinal cohort studies with dose-
response analysis. J Glob Health. 2020;10(1):010417. https://doi.org/10.7189/
jogh.10.010417.

8. World Health Orhanization (WHO). The top 10 causes of death. Geneva:
World Health Organization; 2018.

9. Prince M, Comas-Herrera A, Knapp M, Guerchet M, Karagiannidou M. World
Alzheimer report 2016: improving healthcare for people living with
dementia: coverage, quality and costs now and in the future. London:
Alzheimer’s Disease International (ADI); 2016.

10. Livingston G, Huntley J, Sommerlad A, Ames D, Ballard C, Banerjee S, et al.
Dementia prevention, intervention, and care: 2020 report of the lancet
commission. Lancet. 2020;396(10248):413–46. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-
6736(20)30367-6.

11. Silva MME, Mercer PBS, Witt MCZ, Pessoa RR. Olfactory dysfunction in
Alzheimer's disease systematic review and meta-analysis. Dement
Neuropsychol. 2018;12(2):123–32. https://doi.org/10.1590/1980-5764201
8dn12-020004.

12. Bates JT, Fang T, Verma V, Zeng L, Weber RJ, Tolbert PE, et al. Review of
acellular assays of ambient particulate matter oxidative potential: methods
and relationships with composition, sources, and health effects. Environ Sci
Technol. 2019;53(8):4003–19. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.8b03430.

Kriit et al. Environmental Health           (2021) 20:65 Page 10 of 12

http://www.scb.se
https://www.who.int/health-topics/air-pollution#tab=tab_1
https://www.who.int/health-topics/air-pollution#tab=tab_1
https://www.who.int/news/item/02-05-2018-9-out-of-10-people-worldwide-breathe-polluted-air-but-more-countries-are-taking-action
https://www.who.int/news/item/02-05-2018-9-out-of-10-people-worldwide-breathe-polluted-air-but-more-countries-are-taking-action
https://doi.org/10.1183/13993003.00419-2016
https://doi.org/10.7189/jogh.10.010417
https://doi.org/10.7189/jogh.10.010417
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30367-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30367-6
https://doi.org/10.1590/1980-57642018dn12-020004
https://doi.org/10.1590/1980-57642018dn12-020004
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.8b03430


13. Calderón-Garcidueñas L, Solt AC, Henríquez-Roldán C, Torres-Jardón R, Nuse
B, Herritt L, et al. Long-term air pollution exposure is associated with
Neuroinflammation, an altered innate immune response, disruption of the
blood-brain barrier, ultrafine particulate deposition, and accumulation of
amyloid β-42 and α-Synuclein in children and young adults. Toxicol Pathol.
2008;36(2):289–310. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192623307313011.

14. Jung C-R, Lin Y-T, Hwang B-F. Ozone, particulate matter, and newly
diagnosed Alzheimer's disease: a population-based cohort study in Taiwan.
J Alzheimers Dis. 2015;44(2):573–84. https://doi.org/10.3233/JAD-140855.

15. Wu Y-C, Lin Y-C, Yu H-L, Chen J-H, Chen T-F, Sun Y, et al. Association
between air pollutants and dementia risk in the elderly. Alzheimers Dement
(Amst). 2015;1(2):220–8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dadm.2014.11.015.

16. Oudin A, Forsberg B, Adolfsson AN, Lind N, Modig L, Nordin M, et al. Traffic-
related air pollution and dementia incidence in northern Sweden: a
longitudinal study. Environ Health Perspect. 2016;124(3):306–12. https://doi.
org/10.1289/ehp.1408322.

17. Oudin A, Segersson D, Adolfsson R, Forsberg B. Association between air
pollution from residential wood burning and dementia incidence in a
longitudinal study in northern Sweden. PLoS One. 2018;13(6):e0198283.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0198283.

18. Carey IM, Anderson HR, Atkinson RW, Beevers SD, Cook DG, Strachan DP,
Dajnak D, Gulliver J, Kelly FJ: Are noise and air pollution related to the
incidence of dementia? A cohort study in London, England BMJ Open 2018,
8(9):e022404, DOI: https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-022404.

19. Chen H, Kwong JC, Copes R, Hystad P, van Donkelaar A, Tu K, et al.
Exposure to ambient air pollution and the incidence of dementia: a
population-based cohort study. Environ Int. 2017;108:271–7. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.envint.2017.08.020.

20. Peters R, Ee N, Peters J, Booth A, Mudway I, Anstey KJ. Air pollution and
dementia: a systematic review. J Alzheimers Dis. 2019;70(s1):S145–63.
https://doi.org/10.3233/JAD-180631.

21. Wimo A, Jönsson L, Fratiglioni L, Sandman PO, Gustavsson A, Sköldunger A,
et al. Erratum to: The societal costs of dementia in Sweden 2012 –
relevance and methodological challenges in valuing informal care.
Alzheimers Res Ther. 2017;9(1):12.

22. Maresova P, Klimova B, Novotny M, Kuca K. Alzheimer's and Parkinson's
diseases: expected economic impact on Europe-a call for a uniform
European strategy. J Alzheimers Dis. 2016;54(3):1123–33. https://doi.org/1
0.3233/JAD-160484.

23. Folkmängd efter region, ålder, kön och år. In. Statistics Sweden (SCB):
Statistics Sweden; 2019. Accessed on: 01.10.2020.

24. van Bussel EF, Richard E, Arts DL, Nooyens ACJ, Coloma PM, de Waal MWM,
et al. Dementia incidence trend over 1992-2014 in the Netherlands: analysis
of primary care data. PLoS Med. 2017;14(3):e1002235. https://doi.org/10.13
71/journal.pmed.1002235.

25. Vermunt L, Sikkes SAM, Hout A, Handels R, Bos I, Flier WM, et al. Duration of
preclinical, prodromal, and dementia stages of Alzheimer's disease in
relation to age, sex, and APOE genotype. Alzheimers Dement. 2019;15(7):
888–98. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jalz.2019.04.001.

26. Mesterton J, Wimo A, By A, Langworth S, Winblad B, Jonsson L. Cross
sectional observational study on the societal costs of Alzheimers disease.
Curr Alzheimer Res. 2010;7(4):358–67. https://doi.org/10.2174/15672051
0791162430.

27. Burström K, Johannesson M, Diderichsen F. Health-related quality of life by
disease and socio-economic group in the general population in Sweden.
Health Policy. 2001;55(1):51–69. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-851
0(00)00111-1.

28. Persson U., Olofsson S. Ett QALY är värt mer än två miljoner kronor. In:
Läkartidningen; 2018.

29. Socialstyrelsen. Nationella riktlinjer för sjukdomsförebyggande metoder
2011. Hälsoekonomiskt underlag (bilaga). Stockholm: Socialstyrelsen; 2011.

30. Söderqvist T. Bennet C, Kriit HK, Tidblad J, Andersson J, Jansson S-A,
Svensson M, et al. Underlag för reviderade ASEK-värden för luftföroreningar:
Slutrapport från projktet REVSEK (only in Swedish). In: Trafikverket:
Trafikverket; 2019.

31. European Central Bank: ECB euro reference exchagne rate: Swedish krona
(SEK); 2019. [https://www.ecb.europa.eu/stats/policy_and_exchange_rates/
euro_reference_exchange_rates/html/eurofxref-graph-sek.en.html] Accessed
on: 01.05.2021.

32. Olofsson S, Persson U, Hultkranz L, Gerdtham U. Betalningsviljan för att
minska risken för icke-dödliga och dödliga skador i samband med

vägtrafikolyckor - en pilotstudie med jämförelse av CV och kedje-ansats. In:
vol. 8 IHE - Institute för Hälso- och Sjukvårdsekonomi The Swdish Institute
for health Economics; 2016.

33. Briggs AH, Weinstein MC, Fenwick EAL, Karnon J, Sculpher MJ, Paltiel AD.
Model parameter estimation and uncertainty analysis: a report of the ISPOR-
SMDM modeling good research practices task force working group–6. Med
Decis Mak. 2012;32(5):722–32. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272989X12458348.

34. VanderWeele TJ, Ding P. Sensitivity analysis in observational research:
introducing the E-value. Ann Intern Med. 2017;167(4):268–74. https://doi.
org/10.7326/M16-2607.

35. Mathur MB, VanderWeele TJ. Sensitivity analysis for unmeasured
confounding in meta-analyses. J Amer Statistical Assoc. 2020;115(529):163–
72. https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.2018.1529598.

36. Pimpin L, Retat L, Fecht D, de Preux L, Sassi F, Gulliver J, et al. Estimating
the costs of air pollution to the National Health Service and social care: An
assessment and forecast up to 2035.(Research Article). PLoS Med. 2018;15(7):
e1002602.

37. Cerza F, Renzi M, Gariazzo C, Davoli M, Michelozzi P, Forastiere F, et al.
Long-term exposure to air pollution and hospitalization for dementia in the
Rome longitudinal study. Environ Health. 2019;18(1):72. https://doi.org/10.11
86/s12940-019-0511-5.

38. Vodonos A, Awad YA, Schwartz J. The concentration-response between
long-term PM2.5 exposure and mortality; a meta-regression approach.
Environ Res. 2018;166:677–89. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2018.06.021.

39. Lefler JS, Higbee JD, Burnett RT, Ezzati M, Coleman NC, Mann DD, et al. Air
pollution and mortality in a large, representative U.S. cohort: multiple-
pollutant analyses, and spatial and temporal decompositions. Environmental
Health. 2019;18(1):101.

40. Turner MC, Jerrett M, Pope CA, Krewski D, Gapstur SM, Diver WR, et al.
Long-term ozone exposure and mortality in a large prospective study. Am J
Respir Crit Care Med. 2016;193(10):1134–42. https://doi.org/10.1164/rccm.201
508-1633OC.

41. The Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions (SALAR):
Kommunernas kostander och intäkter 2019 [https://skr.se/ekonomijuridik/
ekonomi/sektornisiffror/diagramforkommunerna.1882.html] Accessed: 30.03.
2021.

42. The Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions (SALAR):
Regioners kostander och intäkter 2019 [https://skr.se/ekonomijuridik/
ekonomi/sektornisiffror/diagramforregionerna.1883.html] Accessed: 30.03.
2021.

43. Finansdepartement: Statens budget i siffror. Finansdepartement. www.
regeringen.se; 2020. Accessed: 30.03.2021.

44. Pervin T, Gerdtham U-G, Lyttkens CH. Societal costs of air pollution-related
health hazards: a review of methods and results. Cost Eff Resour Alloc. 2008;
6(1):19. https://doi.org/10.1186/1478-7547-6-19.

45. Lomas J, Schmitt L, Jones S, McGeorge M, Bates E, Holland M, et al. A
pharmacoeconomic approach to assessing the costs and benefits of air
quality interventions that improve health: a case study. BMJ Open. 2016;6(6):
e010686. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2015-010686.

46. Schmitt L. Cost-effectivness of air pollution control: Improving quantification
methods and estimating QALY gains and health care resource impacts in
England. UK: Univeristy of York; 2015.

47. Claxton K, Martin S, Soares M, Rice N, Spackamn E, Hinde S, et al. Methods
for the Estimation of the NICE Cost Effectiveness Threshold. CHE
Research Paper 81. In: Univeristy of York, UK. : Centre for Health
Economics; 2013.

48. Olofsson S, Gerdtham UG, Hultkrantz L, Persson U. Value of a QALY and VSI
estimated with the chained approach. Eur J Health Econ. 2019;20(7):1063–
77. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10198-019-01077-8.

49. Svensson M, Nilsson FOL, Arnberg K. Reimbursement decisions for
Pharmaceuticals in Sweden: the impact of disease severity and cost
effectiveness. Pharmacoeconomics. 2015;33(11):1229–36. https://doi.org/10.1
007/s40273-015-0307-6.

50. Ryen L, Svensson M. The willingness to pay for a quality adjusted life year: a
review of the empirical literature. Health Econ. 2015;24(10):1289–301.
https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.3085.

51. Mauskopf J.: Prevalence-based versus incidence-based economic
evaluations for the assessment of new health care interventions. In. Poster
presented at the 2012 ISPOR 17th Annual International Meeting; June 6,
2012.: Value Health. 2012; 15(4):A170; 2012.

52. Eriksdotter M. Svenska Demensregistret Årsrapport 2019. In: Huddinge; 2020.

Kriit et al. Environmental Health           (2021) 20:65 Page 11 of 12

https://doi.org/10.1177/0192623307313011
https://doi.org/10.3233/JAD-140855
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dadm.2014.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1408322
https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1408322
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0198283
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-022404
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2017.08.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2017.08.020
https://doi.org/10.3233/JAD-180631
https://doi.org/10.3233/JAD-160484
https://doi.org/10.3233/JAD-160484
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1002235
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1002235
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jalz.2019.04.001
https://doi.org/10.2174/156720510791162430
https://doi.org/10.2174/156720510791162430
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-8510(00)00111-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-8510(00)00111-1
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/stats/policy_and_exchange_rates/euro_reference_exchange_rates/html/eurofxref-graph-sek.en.html
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/stats/policy_and_exchange_rates/euro_reference_exchange_rates/html/eurofxref-graph-sek.en.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272989X12458348
https://doi.org/10.7326/M16-2607
https://doi.org/10.7326/M16-2607
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.2018.1529598
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12940-019-0511-5
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12940-019-0511-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2018.06.021
https://doi.org/10.1164/rccm.201508-1633OC
https://doi.org/10.1164/rccm.201508-1633OC
https://skr.se/ekonomijuridik/ekonomi/sektornisiffror/diagramforkommunerna.1882.html
https://skr.se/ekonomijuridik/ekonomi/sektornisiffror/diagramforkommunerna.1882.html
https://skr.se/ekonomijuridik/ekonomi/sektornisiffror/diagramforregionerna.1883.html
https://skr.se/ekonomijuridik/ekonomi/sektornisiffror/diagramforregionerna.1883.html
http://www.regeringen.se
http://www.regeringen.se
https://doi.org/10.1186/1478-7547-6-19
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2015-010686
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10198-019-01077-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40273-015-0307-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40273-015-0307-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.3085


53. Bojke L, Schmitt L, Lomas J, Richardson G, Weatherly H. Economic
evaluation of environmental interventions: reflections on methodological
challenges and developments. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2018;15(11):
2459. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15112459.

54. Balakrishnan K, Dey S, Gupta T, Dhaliwal RS, Brauer M, Cohen AJ, et al. The
impact of air pollution on deaths, disease burden, and life expectancy
across the states of India: the global burden of disease study 2017. Lancet
Planetary Health. 2019;3(1):e26–39. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(18)3
0261-4.

55. Åström DO, Adolfsson R, Segersson D, Forsberg B, Oudin A. Local Contrasts
in Concentration of Ambient Particulate Air Pollution (PM2.5) and Incidence
of Alzheimer's Disease and Dementia: Results from the Betula Cohort in
Northern Sweden. J Alzheimers Dis. 2021:(1):83–5.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Kriit et al. Environmental Health           (2021) 20:65 Page 12 of 12

https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15112459
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(18)30261-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(18)30261-4

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion

	Introduction
	Methods
	Population exposure to fine particulate matter (PM2.5)
	Concentration response function (CRF)
	Baseline data
	Dementia incidence cases attributable to PM2.5 calculation
	Direct and indirect cost estimation
	Calculating the direct and indirect lifetime costs of a dementia case
	Intangible costs associated with loss of quality of life
	Valuation of quality-of-life losses
	Monetizing the quality-of-life losses
	Total cost (TC) of dementia estimates
	Hypothetical scenario
	Two-sided sensitivity analysis
	Unmeasured confounding

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Abbrevations
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Declarations
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Author details
	References
	Publisher’s Note

