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BACKGROUND RESULTS

The "Radiotherapy Services in England (2012)” report stated
“radiotherapy is available on 58 sites, providing improved
access’. Previously the NRAG report (2007) estimated that
over 50% of cancer patients would benefit from radiotherapy.

Uptake rate can be assessed by several variables. The
differences between tumour groups, gender, age, disease
stage, deprivation score, and drive time to the nearest
radiotherapy facility can be analysed and compared to the

Malth dicti { tify th tential t d.
Recent Malthus modelling using actual treatment data, althtis prediclions 1o quantily the potehtial Uhmet nee

applicable to current casemix and treatment pathways in the
UK, have shown the uptake rate to be 38%.

There remains a need to assess current uptake of
radiotherapy by resident population, in order to assess the
differences.

METHOD

Cancer Registration data is the principal data source to
identify cancer patients. Using a defined linkage technique,
the addition of the National Radiotherapy Dataset (RTDS) to
the Cancer Registration data allows the percentage number of

patients who receive radiotherapy to be calculated. N - ——

Mapped analysis can help to identify geographical differences
iIn uptake. The charts below, show examples of the results
from diagnosed patients, resident in one Cancer Network.

Radiotherapy 1 Year Uptake Rate

Months between Diagnosis and Radiotherapy Months between Diagnosis and Radiotherapy, by Tumour

| —&— Diagnosed in 2009/10 —e— Diagnosed in 2010/1 1|

| —&— Breast —#— Lower Gl —&— Thorax = Upper G| = Urology |

The utilisation of patient data has the advantage of calculating
actual uptake rate - with predictive TITY 1T

analysis only required for future [ cuce
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can equally be reported using @
Hospital Episodes Statistics (HES)

to assess patients who had major
cancer surgery.
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This analysis has been performed by the author for four
cancer networks, where the actual overall one year
radiotherapy uptake rate ranged from 31% to 34%, over a
variety of different years.
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It . - t t th t . d d - . d t d sov | g NRAG Nﬁjvlf;l‘;s | Network A | Network A | Network B | Network C | Network D
IS Im por an a prOVI erS an COm m ISSIOnerS u n erS an ] o Year of Diagnosed Patients| 2007 2011 2009/10 2010/11 2009 2003-2006 | 2004-2005
. . . . B Bladder 31% 26% 18% 19% 23% 31% 26%
any unmet need and variations in radiotherapy uptake
. 230% | ] Breast 72% 77% 65% 63% 58% 70% 63%
% 25% | Cervix uteri 56% 47% 42% 40% 51% 50% 48%
g Colon 1% 5% 2% 3% 6% 7% 6%
" " " Corpus uteri (Endometrium) 46% 29% 27% 33% 30% 40% 43%
Analysis for England using the methodology described would
] Hodgkin lymphoma 71% 59% 39% 41% 43% 51% 52%
. . . . ,, ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ Kidney 24% 10% 10% 11% 14% 16% 14%
re pO rt a nat|0na| (rad |Othera py and SU rg |Ca|) U pta ke rate W|th TThme ume omme owee e geemc pweo [Wloukaemia 4% 5% 2% 2% unlaown 6% unlaown
ot Lung 66% 51% 30% 33% 41% 39% 36%
o . . u . : Melanoma of skin 16% 2% 5% 2% 7% 8% 5%
the ability of demonstrating any geographical variation. e Nitiple mycioms
oo Non-Hodgkin lymphoma 54% 20% 13% 17% 25% 30% 34%
0% Oesophagus 54% 30% 41% 44% 25% 30% 36%
L. . ] 0% | Ovary 4% 6% 5% 1% 7% 4% 4%
5 Pancreas 50% 15% 2% 3% 7% 1% 3%
The addition of the Systemic Anti Cancer Treatment (SACT)
n'g . o Rectum 89% 64% 36% 32% 51% 40% 37%
5 5% ] Stomach 13% 4% 17% 24% 5% 9% 10%
data, would allow the overall cancer treatment uptake rate to :
Total 50% 41% 30% 31% 33% 34% 31%
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Patient Based (Linked Data) Uptake Rate (2010/11) Compared To Malthus Projection
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