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Abstract

Purpose—To determineg, in rural settings, the relationship between the type and status of
insurance coverage and being up-to-date for breast, cervical, and colorectal cancer screening.

Methods—Four primary care practices in two rural Oregon communities participated. Medical
chart reviews conducted between October 2008 and August 2009 assessed insurance coverage and
up-to-date status for breast, cervical, and colorectal cancer screening. Inclusion criteria involved
having at least one healthcare visit in the past five years, and being age 55 or older for eligibility
of study services.

Results—Most patients were female aged 55-70, employed or retired, had private health
insurance and an average of 2.5 co-morbid conditions. The overall proportion of eligible women
up-to-date for cervical cancer screening was 30%: 27% of women were up-to-date for clinical
breast exam, 37% for mammography and 19% for both mammography and clinical breast exam.
Thirty-eight percent of men and 35% of women were up-to-date for colorectal cancer screening
using any test at appropriate screening intervals. In general, having any insurance versus being
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uninsured was associated with cancer screening. For each type of screening, patients who had at
least one health maintenance visit were significantly more likely to be up-to-date, compared with
those with no health maintenance visits. We found a significant interaction between having health
maintenance visits, having any health insurance, and being up-to-date for cancer screening tests.

Conclusions—Overall, the proportion of patients up-to-date for any cancer screening, especially
cervical cancer screening was very low in rural Oregon. Patients with some form of health
insurance were more likely to have had a health maintenance visit in the previous two years and to
be up-to-date for breast, cervical and/or colorectal cancer screening.

Introduction

Strong evidence indicates that breast, cervical, and colorectal cancer screening result in
earlier detection and longer survival rates (1-3). Rates of breast, cervical and colorectal
cancer screening increased in the U.S. between 1987 and 2000 (4). Recently, these trends
have changed, with screening rates leveling off or, in the case of breast and cervical cancer
screening, have decreased (4, 5). Possible explanations for decreases in cancer screening
include increases in un- or underinsured (6-13). Most studies on this topic have focused
urban settings, while studies of rural populations are lacking.

More recently, health insurance companies have shifted costs through expanded cost-sharing
mechanisms, such as deductibles, co-payments, and co-insurance to keep insurance prices
affordable for employers and reduce expenditure risks (14, 15). While saving money in the
short term, widespread increases in cost sharing could escalate future costs by creating
disincentives for cancer screening. In September 2007, the American Cancer Society (ACS)
announced that, after tobacco use, lack of affordable healthcare is the largest obstacle to
success in the battle against cancer (16). The ACS simultaneously launched the biggest
awareness campaign in its 94-year history focusing on inadequate health insurance coverage
and access to cancer care (16). Though important changes in health coverage have occurred
under the Obama administration, these initiatives have not been fully implemented, and their
long-term status is uncertain (17).

The role of health insurance as a determinant of screening for breast, cervical, and colorectal
cancer is an important area of research, given changes in healthcare access. Higher cancer
mortality rates (1.2 to 2.1 times greater) of uninsured compared to privately insured people
reflect a higher likelihood of being diagnosed with late-stage colorectal, breast or cervical
cancer (18). The population for whom cancer screening is of greatest significance, those age
50 and older, is also the group most likely to experience co-morbid conditions often
resulting in significant out-of-pocket expenditures (19). Most of these studies have used
Medicare data, which excludes those aged 50 to 64 (20). Innovative research is needed to: 1)
learn how patients will make cancer screening decisions in the future when faced different
cost considerations; 2) guide private and public insurers in the establishment of evidence-
based and value-based reimbursement policies; and 3) help clinicians become better aware
of the burden of costs on patients and interface with available community resources.

We conducted chart reviews of the primary care practices in two rural Oregon communities
between October 2008 through July 2009 and identified patients aged 55 or older. We then
retrospectively reviewed their screening and insurance records to determine how type and
insurance coverage influenced receipt of cancer screening in this understudied population.
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Methods

Study Setting

This study was conducted with the Oregon Rural Practice-based Research Network
(ORPRN), a statewide network of 32 practices located in 26 rural Oregon communities.
Characteristics of the practices are described elsewhere (21). Briefly, all practices serve
Oregon rural communities with populations from 357 to 20,500 (21). Two rural
communities were selected for this study. One had an area of 533 square miles with a
population of 20,500, 27.2% of which were Hispanic. The second community spanned 1,781
square miles with a population of 19,868, 25% of which were Hispanic. Each community
had two primary care practices, for a total of four practices. Two practices were private and
two were FQHCs, with one private practice and one FQHC in each community. All study
activities were reviewed and approved by Oregon Health and Science University’s (OHSU)
Institutional Review Board.

Data Collection

Chart reviews occurred between October 2008 and August 2009. Data were collected on
patient insurance type and coverage, practice and practitioner characteristics, and up-to-date
screening status for breast, cervical, and colorectal cancer screening. Criteria for inclusion in
the chart review included having made at least one healthcare visit in the past five years, and
patient age =55 years at the time of chart review to ensure eligibility for screening services
under study. Charts were retrospectively reviewed for up to ten years or as far back as 1998.

Data abstraction was done on site using lap top computers and a database specifically
designed and tested for this purpose. Variables collected included patient age, education,
race/ethnicity, marital status, occupation, personal and family history of cancer, history of
prior abnormal screening test (breast, cervical, and colorectal), smoking status/history,
alcohol use, exercise pattern, body mass index, health insurance status (insured/uninsured),
type of insurance (PPO, Medicare, Medicaid, Oregon Health Plan, other), length of each
patient relationship with a healthcare provider, documented co-morbid conditions, and
receipt of mammography, clinical breast exam, Pap test, and any recommended form of
colorectal cancer screening (fecal occult blood cards (FOBT), colonoscopy, flexible
sigmoidoscopy, or double contrast barium enema). Two trained chart abstractors conducted
the chart reviews, and a third abstractor conducted a quality review of 10% of the chart
abstractions done by the first two reviewers. Concordance between the two independent
abstractors using kappa coefficients ranged from 0.49 to 0.94 for all variables included in
the analyses.

Data Definitions and Analyses

The data set used for analysis excluded patients missing age (n=5) and 169 patients with a
personal history of breast, cervical or colorectal cancer. The final analysis set contained data
on 1,563 males and 1,870 females (total n=3,433). The data set contained information on the
number of visits within the last two years for health maintenance visits. Insurance coverage
and type were classified using the last recorded insurance coverage in the patient file or
billing record. Because multiple coverage types were possible, for analytic purposes
coverage was categorized as: 1) Unknown (no record of insurance coverage and no notation
of lack of coverage); 2) Uninsured (last recorded insurance status was uninsured); 3)
Medicaid Only or Medicare + Medicaid; 4) Medicare Only or Medicare + Private insurance,
and 5) Private Insurance Only.

Up-to-date status for cancer screening was defined using the American Cancer Society
guidelines (4). Mammography and clinical breast exam screening were classified as up-to-
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date for women if the record indicated screenings had been performed within the prior year
of the last contact with the clinic. We restricted analyses to women who had not undergone
bilateral mastectomy. For women with three consecutive negative Pap tests, cervical cancer
screening was classified as up-to-date if a Pap test had occurred within three years prior to
the last contact with the clinic. Women without three prior negative screens were classified
as up-to-date if they had received a Pap test within one year prior to the last contact with the
clinic. We included women aged 55-70 who were not at increased risk for cervical cancer
due to family history or a prior history of abnormal Pap tests. For women at increased risk
for cervical cancer, we extended the age range to include those over age 70. We restricted
our analysis of cervical cancer screening to women who did not have a personal history of
cervical cancer and who had not undergone total hysterectomy. For colorectal cancer
screening, patients were classified as up-to-date if the medical record indicated the patient
had undergone a colonoscopy within 10 years prior to their last contact with the clinic, a
double contrast barium enema or flexible sigmoidoscopy within 5 years, or fecal occult
blood testing (FOBT) screening within the prior year.

Lastly, we explored the impact of changing screening guidelines to the less conservative
U.S. Preventive Services Task Force (USPSTF) guidelines (22) as many clinicians follow
those guidelines, which affected our analyses of mammography, cervical and colorectal
cancer screening. Clinical breast exams are not recommended by the USPSTF. In addition,
mammography is recommended less frequently, and cervical and colorectal cancer screening
guidelines from the Task Force recommend suspending screening when patients reach age
65 and 75, respectively.

All analyses were performed using SAS statistical software version 9.2. A random effect
logistic regression model assessed the effect of insurance coverage on up-to-date cancer
screening status, adjusted for potential confounding variables. Because of possible
correlation of patients in the same clinic, clinics were treated as a random effect in the
model. Also, the initial analysis suggested that a history of health maintenance visits was
both a strong predictor and an effect modifier of up-to-date screening status; thus, the
analyses were conducted for overall and by history of health maintenance visits. Odds ratios
and 95% confidence intervals were estimated for each level of insurance variable, adjusted
for a set of pre-selected confounders. To maintain uniform adjustment for confounders, a
single set of demographic variables was selected for adjustment on the basis of a statistically
significant association with up-to-date screening status for any cancer in a model with only
demographic variables. The selected confounders were age (category), ethnicity, BMI class,
smoking status, number of patient visits, length of contact with the clinic, and family history
of cancer.

Co-morbidity adjustment variables were included in the analysis if the co-morbidity variable
was significantly associated with the cancer specific screening status in a model that
included demographic variables but excluded insurance status. Analyses of up-to-date for
breast cancer screening were adjusted for asthma, and arthritis co-morbidity. Analysis of up-
to-date for cervical cancer screening was adjusted for arthritis and hypertension co-
morbidity. Analyses of up-to-date for colorectal cancer screening were stratified by gender
and both strata were adjusted for cardiovascular and digestive disease, and history of low
back pain.

The median length of contact with all study clinics was 9.6 years for females and 10.3 years
for males (inter-quartile range 3-20 years for females and 4-19 years for males). The
median number of patient visits in the past 10 years was 10 for males and 11 for females
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(data not shown). Two percent of patients received care from multiple clinics. Most patients
were female, aged 55-70, employed or retired, had private health insurance (Table 1), and
had an average of 2.5 co-morbid conditions, including digestive disorders, chronic pain, and
arthritis (range=0-10). The number of health maintenance visits in the previous two years
ranged from 0 to 7 in both men and women. Sixty-two percent of men and 52% of women
had no record of health maintenance visits within the last 2 years.

Table 2 represents the proportion of patients up-to-date for breast cancer screening overall
and the odds of being up-to-date using clinical breast exam only, mammography screening
only and both clinical breast exam and mammography screening, according to receipt of any
health maintenance visit and insurance type at last healthcare visit. Overall 27% were up-to-
date for clinical breast exam, 35% for mammaography only and 19% for both mammography
and clinical breast exam, which were ACS recommendations during the study period. The
likelihood of receiving at least one health maintenance visit was strongly associated with
insurance status (OR for any health maintenance visits for uninsured relative to private
insurance was 0.57, 95% ClI: 0.38-0.87, p=0.01, results not shown), and up-to-date breast
cancer screening was higher among women who had at least one health maintenance visit
compared to those with none for all 3 breast cancer screening outcomes.

The adjusted analysis indicated that, relative to women with private health insurance,
women with private insurance and Medicare or Medicare were more likely to be up-to-date
for clinical breast exam, (overall OR =1.63, 95% CI: 1.04-2.56, p=0.03). Examination of the
interaction of health maintenance visit history and insurance status indicated that this overall
difference was due to a significant association of up-to-date status for CBE with Medicare
status in women with no health maintenance visits (OR 1.63, 95% CI: 1.04-4.72, p=0.0.03).
The women with unknown health insurance status with at least one health maintenance visit
were more likely to be up-to-date for clinical breast exam relative to those with private
health insurance who also had at least one health care visit (OR 2.29, 95% CI 1.11-4.72,
p=0.03), but the association was not significant in women with no health maintenance visits
(OR=1.12, 95% CI 0.73-1.74). A similar association of decreased likelihood of up-to-date
mammography screening or mammography with clinical breast exam in women with
unknown or uninsured insurance status was observed in women who had no health
maintenance visits, but there was no significant difference in likelihood of mammography
status associated with uninsured or unknown insurance status in women who had at least one
health maintenance visit. Using the USPSTF recommendations for mammaography resulted
in more women being up-to-date overall (50% versus 37%), but the relative differences
associated with insurance coverage were unchanged.

Table 3 presents the proportion of women eligible for cervical cancer screening who were
up-to-date for a Pap test and the adjusted relative odds of being up-to-date according to last
recorded insurance type. The results are presented according to the receipt of any health
maintenance visit. Overall, 30% of women were up-to-date for Pap testing. As with breast
cancer screening, the proportion up-to-date was higher among women who had at least one
health maintenance visit compared with those who had none. Being uninsured relative to
having private insurance represented the group least likely to be up-to-date, except among
women with at least one preventive healthcare visit, where this was lowest among those with
Medicare or Medicare plus private insurance. The odds ratio for up-to-date Pap test
screening in women with any health maintenance visit versus none was 23.1 (95% ClI: 10.6
—50.6, p<0.0001, results not shown). As with mammaography screening, the proportion of
women up to date for cervical cancer screening increased when applying USPSTF
recommendations from 30% to 52%. This difference is affected especially by dropping
women aged 65 and older as the USPSTF recommends.
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Table 4 presents the proportion of patients who were up-to-date for colorectal cancer
screening (using any of four different tests at the appropriate recommended screening
interval) and the adjusted relative odds of being up-to-date according to last recorded
insurance type. These results are also presented by subgroup according to the receipt of any
health maintenance visit. Thirty-seven percent of men and 38% of women were up-to-date
for colorectal cancer screening. Of patients with any record of colorectal cancer screening,
the most recent screening method used was FOBT for 25% of men and 20% of women,
colonoscopy for 64% of men and 74% of women, flexible sigmoidoscopy for 10% of men
and 3% of women, and double contrast barium enema for 1% of men and 3% of women.
The odds ratio for up-to-date colorectal cancer screening in women with any health
maintenance visit versus none was 3.02 (95% ClI: 2.13-4.27, p=<0.0001) and for men it was
2.30 (95% ClI: 1.50-3.55, p<0.0001). A secondary analysis of female patients which added
Mammography status to the analysis described in Table 4 indicated that women who were
up to date for Mammography were much more likely to be up-to-date for colorectal cancer
screening (OR 1.74, Cl 1.38-2.20, p<0.0001, results not shown).

We found very small differences in our results for colorectal cancer screening with the
USPSTF guidelines versus ACS guidelines, as the increase in the number of low risk
patients who were up to date according to the more lenient USPSTF FOBT guideline
(biennial rather than annual) was offset by a decrease in the number of high risk patients that
were up to date according to the more restrictive USPSTF colonoscopy guideline (every 5
years rather than every 10 years). The association of USPSTF up to date status with
insurance coverage (uninsured compared to private) was slightly increased relative to that of
ACS up to date status (OR 0.41, CI 0.18-0.95 compared to OR 0.43, Cl 0.19-1.00 for
USPSTF and ACS overall up to date in males, respectively and OR 0.44, CI 0.25-0.77
compared to OR 0.45, CI 0.25-0.79 for USPSTF and ACS overall up to date in females,
respectively.

Discussion

This study focused on cancer screening and health insurance in rural residents. Most data on
this underserved population are from the Centers for Disease Control’s Behavioral Risk
Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS), which indicated that 51.8% of rural female residents
(over age 50) have had a mammogram in the past year vs. 61.5 % of their urban counterparts
(p<0.01) (23). Similarly, other studies using BRFSS data indicate that 28.2% of rural U.S.
residents have had a sigmoid/colonoscopy within the past 5 years and 35.0% have had an
FOBT at least once (9), compared to general U.S. at 45.6% and 52.1% respectively, among
the general U.S. population (4). The present study, using medical record review data from
four rural Oregon primary care practices, found breast cancer screening rates to be
approximately 12% lower than previously reported. Rates were similarly low for Pap testing
among age-eligible rural women and for colorectal cancer screening using any screening
test. Data from this study suggests that BRFSS data likely over-estimate screening rates,
perhaps because of social response bias or because older patients eligible for screening do
not recall accurately when their last screening test occurred. Our findings did not change
significantly when we explored using the USPSTF recommendations rather than those of the
ACS. The only real change was an increase in the number of patients up-to-date for
screening mammography and pap test screening because biennial screening is recommended
rather than annual by ACS and the denominator greatly changed for cervical cancer
screening because it is not recommended for patients age 65 and older.

Our findings cannot be explained by lack of access to healthcare since all study subjects
were patients of established primary care practices and many had several healthcare visits
during the study period. Though patients had two to three co-morbid conditions, we adjusted
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for this in our analysis and the screening rates were overall very low. We examined the
impact of health insurance status and type as well as whether one or more health
maintenance visit occurred in the past two years, both of which were found to be
significantly associated with higher rates of cancer screening for tests that are not done in
the office, such as mammography and colonoscopy. Screening tests done in the office, such
as clinical breast exams and Pap tests were less likely to be affected by insurance status and
more likely to be influenced by having had a health maintenance visit. It is likely, as has
been reported elsewhere (24), that clinicians in this study face many competing demands
during the medical encounter, such as multiple diverse patient issues and acute illnesses.
These demands likely take precedence during the health care visit and, in the absence of a
clinic visit devoted to health maintenance, may make it less likely that patients will receive
preventive services.

As with other studies (25), we found that very few patients had received flexible
sigmoidoscopy for colorectal cancer screening and that most patients received either FOBT
or colonoscopy. This shift may also represent the known benefits of polyp removal in
reducing the incidence of colorectal cancer in the general population (26).

Among women with at least one health maintenance visit, those with unknown insurance
status were twice as likely to be up-to-date for a clinical breast exam compared to women
with private insurance. We speculate that these women may have had a breast symptom and
requested an exam that would not be as costly as a mammogram. Their insurance status as
unknown requires some speculation on our part. Patients indicating they were self-pay were
classified as uninsured, a different categorization entirely from Unknown.

We explored the hypothesis that being up-to-date for screening for one type of cancer
increases the likelihood of being up-to-date for screening for other types, as willingness to
participate in one screening might extend to other types of screening. This is supported by
the increased likelihood for up to date colorectal screening status in women who are up to
date for mammaography.

The recent healthcare reform law (27) will likely increase reimbursements to primary care
physicians for health maintenance visits and increase both office-based and off-site cancer
screening. Changes in health policy alone could go a long way toward increasing the number
of patients who are up-to-date for cancer screening, as well as increasing the number who
are current for other preventive or health surveillance activities. Although uncertainty
remains as to whether the legislation will be implemented in its original form, it is clear that
having fully covered primary care health maintenance visits could improve the receipt of
cancer screening in both urban and rural settings (28).

The strengths of our study include that we used medical records to assess cancer screening
activities rather than physician or patient survey, which may be affected by recall or social
response bias. Accuracy of patient self-report of cancer screening tests has been extensively
studied (29-31) including a recent meta-analysis (31), which found that patient self-report
consistently overestimates rates of cancer screening. Thus, we are confident that our use of
medical charts for this analysis was the best approach. There is additional support for the
representativeness of our study population to a more general population regarding
employment status, as we found our rates of employment comparable to those reported on a
national survey (32). The tests under study require a laboratory report or report in the
medical record on clinical findings, which is more accurate than using the medical record for
physician recommendations where documentation bias may be problematic. We studied four
clinics operating in rural settings, two of which were private and two of which were
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federally qualified health center, providing diversity in the type of settings where care is
provided in rural areas.

The weaknesses of our study included that we did not assess the perspectives of patients or
physicians about barriers to cancer screening, which should be further studied in rural
settings. We also did not focus on the recommendations physicians gave to patients about
cancer screening. Though we collected this information, we were concerned that physician
recommendations collected by chart review would significantly underestimate actual
recommendations, as it is not clear that all clinicians document the advice they provide. We
also experienced some missing data related to race and ethnicity and insurance status.
Though we worked hard to abstract this information, it was not always available. This is
due, in part, to the fact that assessing race and ethnicity is not required in private practice as
it is in FQHCs, and because FQHCs tend to provide care for the un- and underinsured,
insurance status is more likely to be missing. Lastly, this study did not assess cancer
screening among patients who do not have an established relationship with a healthcare
provider, though we expect screening rates would be even lower among patients who do not
have access to health care.

In conclusion, we found that the proportion of age eligible patients being up-to-date for risk
appropriate cancer screening in rural primary care settings is lower than reported elsewhere.
This is especially true for cervical and breast cancer screening and less so for colorectal
cancer. Having some form of health insurance is associated with being more likely to have a
health maintenance visit in the past two years and being up-to-date for breast, cervical and
colorectal cancer screening.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the American Cancer Society (RSGI-07-1661-01CPHPS), Knight Cancer Institute
(P30 CA069533C), Oregon Clinical & Translational Research Institute (UL1 RR024140) and Oregon Health &
Science University’s Research Program in Family Medicine.

References

1. Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality. Evidence Syntheses, No. 74. Rockville (MD): Agency
for Healthcare Research and Quality (US); Nov. 2009 U.S. Preventive Services Task Force,
Screening for Breast Cancer Systematic Evidence Review Update for the US Preventive Services
Task Force. Report No.: 10-05142-EF-1

2. Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality. Systematic Evidence Reviews, No. 25. Research
Triangle Institute/University of North Carolina; Rockville (MD): Agency for Healthcare Research
and Quality (US); Jan. 2002 U.S. Preventive Services Task Force, Evidence Review: Screening for
Cervical Cancer.

3. Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality. Evidence Syntheses, No. 65.1. Rockville (MD):
Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (US); Oct. 2008 U.S. Preventive Services Task Force,
Screening for Colorectal Cancer: An Updated Systematic Review. Report No.: 08-05-05124-EF-1
(http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK35179/)

4. Smith RA, Cokkinides V, Eyre HJ. Cancer Screening in the United States, 2007: A Review of
Current Guidelines, Practices, and Prospects. CA Cancer J Clin. 2007:90-104. [PubMed: 17392386]

5. Breen N, Cronin KA, Meissner HI, Taplin SH, Tangka FK, Tiro JA, McNeel TS. Reported Drop in
Mammography. Cancer. 2007; 109:2405-9. [PubMed: 17503429]

6. Denberg TD, Melhado TV, Coombes JM, Beaty BL, Berman K, Byers TE, Marcus AC, Steiner JF,
Ahnen DJ. Predictors of non-adherence to screening colonoscopy. JGIM. 2005; 20(11):989-995.
[PubMed: 16307622]

7. Insinga RP, Glass AG, Rush BB. Use of cervical cancer screening among insured women: the extent
of missed opportunities. Health Policy. 2005; 73:194-201. [PubMed: 15978962]

Cancer. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 December 16.


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK35179/

1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN 1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN

1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN

Carney et al.

Page 9

8. Rodriquez MA, Ward LM, Perez-Stable EJ. Breast and Cervical Cancer Screening: Impact of health
insurance status, ethnicity and nativity of Latinas. Annals of Family Medicine. 2005; 3(3):235-241.
[PubMed: 15928227]

9. Coughlin SS, Thompson T. Physician recommendation for colorectal screening by race, ethnicity,
and health insurance status among men and women in the United States, 2000. Health Promotion
Practice. 2005; 6(4):369-378. [PubMed: 16210678]

10. Palmer RC, Schneider EC. Social disparities across the continuum of colorectal cancer: a
systematic review. Cancer Causes and control. 2005; 16(1):55-61. [PubMed: 15750858]

11. Bigby J, Holmes MD. Disparities across the breast cancer continuum. Causes and Control. 2005;
16(1):35-44.

12. Klabunde, Carrie N.; Riley, Gerald F.; Mandelson, Margaret T.; Frame, Paul S.; Brown, Martin L.
Health plan policies and programs for colorectal cancer screening: a national profile. American
Journal of Managed Care. 2004; 10(4):273-9. [PubMed: 15124504]

13. Varghese RK, Friedman C, Ahmed F, R=Franks AL, Manning M, Seef LC. Does health insurance
coverage of office visits influence colorectal cancer testing? Cancer Epidemiology, biomarkers &
Prevention. 2005; 14(3):744-747.

14. Stone, D. Protect the Sick: Health Insurance Reform in One Easy Lesson. J.L. Med. & Ethics;
Winter. 2008 Insight and Perspectives on Health Reform: Part Il - Private and Public Health
Coverage: How should they change?; p. 653

15. Sneddon Little, J.; Foy Romano, T. [Accessed 3/18/11] Reforming the US Health Care System:
Where There’s a Will, There Could Be a Way. http://www.bos.frb.org/economic/conf/conf50/
conf50a.pdf

16. American Cancer Society. [Accessed 3/19/11] American Cancer Society Launches Nationwide
Awareness Campaign to Spotlight Challenges to the U.S. Health Care System. Sep 17. 2007 http://
www5.cancer.org/docroot/subsite/accesstocare/content/Press_Kit.asp

17. Reske, HJ.; Martella, A. [Accessed 3/19/11] Dick Morris: GOP Will Succeed in Repealing
Obamacare. Newsmax.com. Jan Wednesday 5. 2011 08:06 PM: http://www.newsmax.com/
Headline/dick-morris-obama-healthcare/2011/01/05/id/381993

18. Kaiser Commission on Medicaid and the Uninsured. [Accessed 3/19/11] The Uninsured: A Primer
on Key Facts about Americans without Health Insurance. Jan. 2006 http://www.kff.org/uninsured/
upload/7451.pdf

19. Hwang W, Weller W, Ireys H, Anderson G. Out-of-pocket medical spending for care of chronic
conditions. Health Affairs. 2001; 20(6):267-278. [PubMed: 11816667]

20. Research Data Assistance Center. [accessed 11/14/11] Frequently asked questions about Medicare.
http://www.resdac.org/medicare/medicarefaq.asp#Who%20are%20the%20Medicare
%20beneficiaries

21. Fagnan LJ, Morris C, Shipman SA, Holub J, King A, Angier H. Characterizing a Practice-based
Research Network: Oregon Rural Practice-based Research Network (ORPRN) survey tools. J Am
Board Fam Med. 2007; 20(2):204-219. [PubMed: 17341758]

22. United States (US) Preventive Services Task Force (USPSTF). [accessed 11/17/11]
Recommendations for Breast, Cervical and Colorectal Cancer Screening. http://
www.uspreventiveservicestaskforce.org/uspstopics.htm

23. Casey MM, Thiede Call K, Klingner JM. Are rural residents less likely to obtain recommended
preventive healthcare services? Am J Prev Med. 2001; 21(3):182-188. [PubMed: 11567838]

24. Crabtree BF, Miller WL, Tallia AF, Cohen DJ, DiCicco-Bloom B, Mcllvain HE, Aita VA, Scott
JG, Gregory PB, Stange KC, McDaniel RR Jr. Delivery of clinical preventive services in family
medicine offices. Annals of Family Medicine. 2005; 3(5):430-435. [PubMed: 16189059]

25. Seeff AC, Richards TB, Shapiro JA, Nadel MR, Manninen DL, Given LS, dong FB, Winges LD,
McKenna MT. How Many Endoscopies Are Performed for Colorectal Cancer Screening? Results
From CDC'’s Survey of Endoscopic Capacity. Gastroenterology. 2004; 127:1670-1677. [PubMed:
15578503]

26. Winawer SJ, Zauber AG, Ho MN, O’Brien MJ, Gottlieb LS, Sternberg SS, Waye JD, Schapiro M,
Bond JH, Panish JF, Ackroyd F, Shike M, Kurtz RC, Hornshy-Lewis L, Gerdes H, Stewart ET.

Cancer. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 December 16.


http://www.bos.frb.org/economic/conf/conf50/conf50a.pdf
http://www.bos.frb.org/economic/conf/conf50/conf50a.pdf
http://www5.cancer.org/docroot/subsite/accesstocare/content/Press_Kit.asp
http://www5.cancer.org/docroot/subsite/accesstocare/content/Press_Kit.asp
http://www.newsmax.com/Headline/dick-morris-obama-healthcare/2011/01/05/id/381993
http://www.newsmax.com/Headline/dick-morris-obama-healthcare/2011/01/05/id/381993
http://www.kff.org/uninsured/upload/7451.pdf
http://www.kff.org/uninsured/upload/7451.pdf
http://www.resdac.org/medicare/medicarefaq.asp#Who%20are%20the%20Medicare
http://www.resdac.org/medicare/medicarefaq.asp#Who%20are%20the%20Medicare
http://www.uspreventiveservicestaskforce.org/uspstopics.htm
http://www.uspreventiveservicestaskforce.org/uspstopics.htm

1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN 1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN

1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN

Carney et al.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Page 10

Prevention of Colorectal Cancer by Colonoscopic Polypectomy. N Engl J Med. 1993; 329:1977—
1981. [PubMed: 8247072]

Elmendorf, Douglas W. Additional Information on the Effect of the Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act on the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund. Congressional Budget Office; Jan 22.
2010 Retrieved 2010-03-31. This letter responds to questions you posed about the Congressional
Budget Office’s (CBQO’s) analysis of the effects of H.R. 3590, the Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act (PPACA)

Gordon NP, Hiatt RA, Lampert DI. Concordance of Self-reported Data and Medical Record Audit
for Six Cancer Screening Procedures. JNCI. 1993; 85(7):566-570. [PubMed: 8455203]

Caplan LS, McQueen DV, Qualters JR, et al. Utilization in a Managed Care Population Validity of
Women'’s Self-Reports of Cancer Screening Test. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev. 2003;
12:1182-1187. [PubMed: 14652278]

Rauscher GH, Johnson TP, Cho Y1, Walk JA. Accuracy of Self-Reported Cancer-Screening
Histories: A Meta-analysis. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev. 2008; 17(4):748-57. [PubMed:
18381468]

National Institute on Aging. Growing Old in America: The Heath and Retirement Study (HRS
Databook). 2007.

Cancer. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 December 16.



1duosnuey Joyiny vd-HIN 1duosnuey Joyiny vd-HIN

wduosnue Joyiny vd-HIN

Carney et al.

Page 11

Table 1
Patient Demographic Characteristics
Characteristic Males Females
N=1,563 N=1,870
Community
Community A 621 (40%) | 608 (33%)
Community B 942 (60%) | 1,262 (67%)
Age*
50-59 629 (40%) | 717 (38%)
60-69 536 (34%) | 647 (35%)
70-79 270 (17%) | 301 (16%)
80+ 128 (8%) | 205 (11%)
BMI
Less than 18.5 4 (0.3%) 26 (1%)
18.5-30 658 (42%) | 810 (43%)

Greater than 30

433 (28%)

556 (30%)

Not computable

468 (30%)

478 (26%)

Race
White 888 (57%) | 1,132 (61%)
Other 47 (3%) 53 (3%)
Unknown/Unspecified 628 (40%) 685 (37%)
Ethnic Group
Hispanic 184 (12%) | 239 (12%)
Non-Hispanic 436 (28%) 632 (34%)
Unspecified 943 (60%) 999 (53%)
Marital Status
Married/Partnered 1,082 (69%) | 1,047 (57%)
Un-partnered 333 (21%) 649 (35%)
Unknown 148 (9%) 164 (9%)
Employment Status
Employed 735 (47%) | 694 (37%)
Unemployed 72 (5%) 177 (9%)
Retired 509 (33%) 542 (29%)
Other 71 (5%) 80 (4%)
Unknown 176 (11%) | 377 (20%)
Last Reported Insurance
Private only 831 (53%) | 1,009 (54%)
Medicare or Medicare + Private 251 (16%) 322 (17%)
Medicaid or Medicare + Medicaid 83 (5%) 107 (6%)

Cancer. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 December 16.
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Characteristic Males Females
N=1,563 N=1,870
Uninsured 111 (7%) 172 (9%)
Unknown 287 (18%) | 266 (13%)
Smoking Status
Non-user 721 (46%) | 1,176 (63%)
Former User 489 (31%) 377 (20%)
Current User 264 (17%) 216 (12%)
Unknown 89 (6%) 101 (5%)
Alcohol Use
Non-user 502 (32%) 952 (51%)
Former User 173 (11%) 73 (4%)
Current User 764 (49%) 673 (36%)
Unknown 124 (8%) 172 (9%)
Family History of Cancerl
Breast 65 (4%) 200 (11%)
Cervical 6 (0.4%) 22 (1%)
Colorectal 29 (2%) 64 (3%)
Other Cancer 394 (25%) 451 (24%)
None 1,070 (68%) | 1,152 (62%)

Personal History of Cancer 12

Breast 0 (0%) 106 (5%)
Cervical 0 (0%) 28 (1%)
Colorectal 22 (1%) 23 (1%)
Other Cancer 264 (17%) 189 (10%)
None 1299 (82%) | 1658 (88%)

*

Age was missing for 5 patients

lSome subjects had a history of multiple types of cancer.

ZI'hose with a prior persona history of breast, cervical, and colorectal cancer were excluded from other analyses.
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