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Abstract
Multiple research studies have demonstrated racial, socioeconomic status (SES), and
neighborhood disparities in first-line treatment of colorectal cancer patients, including
those with metastatic colorectal cancer. However, disparities in adjunct monoclonal
antibody treatment disparities have not been explored. The purpose of this study was to
assess racial, SES, and neighborhood disparities in adjunct monoclonal antibody
treatment of elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients. The research was rooted in 3
theories: the fundamental cause theory, the diffusion of innovations theory, and theory of
health disparities and medical technology. Data from the SEER-Medicare database and
logistic regression were used to assess the relationship between the variables of interest
and adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy. In this study, race (p = 0.070), SES (p =
0.881), and neighborhood characteristics (p = 0.309) did not significantly predict who
would receive monoclonal antibody therapy. The results demonstrated a potential
improvement in historically documented colorectal cancer treatment disparities.
Specifically, historical treatment disparities may not be relevant to newer therapies
prescribed to patients with severe disease. The difference could be related to improved
access to care or a change in treatment paradigm due to the severity of metastatic
colorectal cancer. Future studies aimed at understanding the causes of this social change
(i.e., reduced treatment disparities) are warranted. Understanding the root cause of the
reduced treatment disparities observed in this study could be used to reduce treatment

disparities in other cancer populations.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study
Introduction
In the United States, colorectal cancer survival rates, including survival rates of
individuals with metastatic colorectal cancer, have been associated with race,
socioeconomic status (SES), and neighborhood characteristics (degree of urbanization;
Hines, Markossian, Johnson, Dong, & Bayakly, 2014; Lian et al., 2011; Simpson, Pagan,
& Chen, 2013). Specifically, Black Americans, individuals of low SES, and individuals
residing in rural neighborhoods have been shown to have increased colorectal cancer
mortality rates (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention [CDC], 2012; Hines et al.,
2014; Lian et al., 2011; Simpson et al., 2013). Differences in colorectal cancer treatment
regimen (surgery, radiation, or chemotherapy) have been shown to contribute to these
survival disparities (Hao et al., 2011; Le, Ziogas, Lipkin, & Zell, 2008; Rane et al., 2014).
In 2004, the first monoclonal antibody therapy for colorectal cancer was approved for
treatment of metastatic colorectal cancer when given in adjunct with chemotherapy
(Scott, Wolchok, & Old, 2012). A review of Phase II-III clinical trials indicated that
monoclonal antibody therapy increases survival in metastatic colorectal cancer patient
populations when added to chemotherapy (Tol & Punt, 2010). It is possible that
disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment could contribute to disparities in the
survival of patients with metastatic colorectal cancer. However, due to the lack of
research, it is unknown if there are racial, SES, or neighborhood disparities in

monoclonal antibody treatment of metastatic colorectal cancer patients.



This chapter provides an introduction to the research project including a
summarization of items that will be described in detail in Chapters 2 and 3. Specifically,
I open this chapter with a background section summarizing the literature surrounding the
topic, present the research gap, and describe the importance of the study. Following this
brief background, the problem statement and study purpose are presented. Afterward an
overview of the research methodology and the theoretical basis will be provided. Finally,
the scope and limitations of the research project are described.

Background

In this section, I provide a brief summary of literature related to the topic and the
research gap, and I describe the importance of the study. Additional details related to the
literature search and findings are provided in Chapter 2.

Literature Related to the Study Topic

Colorectal cancer survival disparities based on race, SES, and neighborhood
characteristics have been observed in many different studies. Specifically, Black
Americans with colorectal cancer, including metastatic colorectal cancer, have reduced
survival rates compared to White Americans (Simpson et al., 2013; Sineshaw, Robbins,
& Jemal, 2014; Wallace et al., 2013; Wassira, Pinheiro, Symanowski, & Hansen, 2013),
low SES populations have reduced colorectal cancer survival rates compared to higher
SES populations (Hines et al., 2014; Oliphant et al., 2013b; Wassira et al., 2013), and
rural populations have reduced colorectal cancer survival rates compared to urban

populations (Henry, Niu, & Boscoe, 2009; Lian et al., 2011).



In addition, multiple researchers have associated treatment regimen differences
with these survival disparities, highlighting disparities in both type and aggressiveness of
colorectal cancer therapies (Bakogeorgos et al., 2013; Obeidat et al., 2010; Serra-Rexach
et al., 2012). Le et al. (2008) found significant differences in first-line treatment
(surgery, radiation, and chemotherapy) comparing Black Americans to White Americans.
These racial disparity results were supported in subsequent studies by White et al. (2008),
Hao et al. (2011), and Hines et al. (2012). In addition, Le et al. found significant
differences in first-line treatment (surgery, radiation, and chemotherapy) comparing
higher SES to lower SES areas. Another potential contributor to colorectal cancer
treatment disparities are the characteristics of the neighborhood patients reside within.
Hao et al. (2011) documented urban versus rural disparities in first-line chemotherapy
treatment in colorectal cancer. Specifically, populations with urban or suburban zip
codes were, respectively, 38% and 52% more likely to receive chemotherapy compared
to populations with rural zip codes (Hao et al., 2011).

Research Gap

At highlighted above, multiple studies have provided valuable information on
colorectal cancer treatment disparities. However, they were conducted using patient data
from the 1990s and early 2000, prior to the approval of monoclonal antibodies (Scott et
al., 2012). Currently, there are three monoclonal antibodies (bevacizumab, cetuximab,
and panitumumab) approved for the treatment of metastatic colorectal cancer (Scott et al.,

2012). Of particular importance to this research study, the literature searches performed



did not uncover any studies addressing racial, SES, or neighborhood (degree of
urbanization) disparities in adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment of colorectal cancer
patients. Adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy has been shown to reduce metastatic
colorectal cancer mortality in multiple populations, including the elderly (Bruera et al.,
2013, Cunningham et al., 2013; Naeim et al., 2013). Therefore, it is possible that
disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment are contributing to disparities in metastatic
colorectal cancer survival. However, given the lack of research, understanding disparities
in monoclonal antibody treatment of metastatic colorectal cancer patients is a clear
research gap.
Study Importance

Determining if racial, SES, or neighborhood disparities in monoclonal antibody
treatment of elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients exist is a critical first step to
eliminating these social inequalities. This study may provide the basis for positive social
change in one of two ways. First, if treatment disparities are found, this would illuminate
the need for policies that improve access to monoclonal antibodies, thereby helping
reduce social inequalities in colorectal cancer survival. Alternatively, if treatment
disparities are not found, an opportunity exists to understand the root cause of the
reduced treatment disparities, and this knowledge could potentially be used to reduce

treatment disparities in other cancer populations.



Problem Statement

Multiple research studies have demonstrated racial, SES, and neighborhood
(degree of urbanization) disparities in treatment of colorectal cancer patients with
surgery, radiation, or chemotherapy (Aarts, Lemmens, Louwman, Kunst, & Coebergh,
2010; Hao et al., 2011; Le et al., 2008). These treatment disparities have been associated
with colorectal cancer survival (Le et al., 2008). However, due to the lack of research, it
was unknown if there are racial, SES, or neighborhood disparities in monoclonal
antibody treatment of elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients.

Purpose of the Study

Disparities in chemotherapy, radiation, and/or surgery have been associated with
disparities in colorectal cancer survival. However, information regarding disparities in
adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment was not found in the literature. Therefore, my
aim was to determine whether these historical colorectal cancer treatment disparities have
persisted into newer monoclonal antibody therapies and the metastatic colorectal cancer
population. The expressed purpose of this study was to determine if there are racial, SES,
or neighborhood (degree of urbanization) disparities in first-line adjunct monoclonal
antibody treatment of elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients.

Study Methodology and Intent

In this quantitative research study, I used a retrospective cohort study design and

data from the National Cancer Institute’s (NCI) Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End

Results (SEER)-Medicare linked database, years 2007 to 2012.



Study Variables

The independent, dependent, and control variables used in this research project
are described briefly below. Detailed information on each variable, including operational
definitions, the location of the data and data codes, can be found in Chapter 3.

Independent variables. The first research question addresses racial/ethnic
disparities in first-line monoclonal antibody treatment. Therefore, race was the first
independent variable. The second research question addresses SES disparities in first-
line monoclonal antibody treatment. The census tract poverty indicator, located in the
NCT’s Patient Entitlement and Diagnosis Summary File (PEDSF), was used as a
surrogate for SES. The final research question addresses neighborhood characteristic
(degree of urbanization) differences in first-line monoclonal antibody treatment. The
2003 Rural/Urban Continuum Codes from the Economic Research Service (ERS), which
categories counties on an urban/rural scale based on population size, degree of
urbanization, and adjacency to a metro or nonmetro area, was used for this purpose (NCI,
2015c¢).

Dependent variable. The dependent variable for these research questions is
receipt of first-line adjunct (in combination with chemotherapy) monoclonal antibody
therapy, “yes” or “no.”

Covariates. Four covariates were added to the logistic regression analysis to
control for confounding. The first covariate used was gender (male or female). The

second covariate used was age at diagnosis. The third covariate was reason for original



Medicare entitlement (age or disability). Individuals who qualified for Medicare due to
End Stage Renal Disease were excluded from the study. The fourth covariate was the
registry that reported the data.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The three research questions (RQ1-RQ3) addressed by this research project are
listed below. In addition, the null and alternative hypotheses have been stated (Hol-Ho3
and H.1-H,3 respectively).

RQ1: Within the population of elderly (65 years+) individuals diagnosed with
metastatic colorectal cancer from January 2007 to December 2011, are there racial
disparities in first line adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment?

Hoy1: There is no significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody treatment based on race.

H,1: There is a significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody treatment based on race.

RQ2: Within the population of elderly (65 years+) individuals diagnosed with
metastatic colorectal cancer from January 2007 to December 2011, are there
socioeconomic disparities in first line adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment?

Ho2: There is no significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct



monoclonal antibody therapy based on area socioeconomic status (as defined by

the PEDSF census tract poverty indicator).

H,2: There is a significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody therapy based on area socioeconomic status (as defined by
the PEDSF census tract poverty indictor).

RQ3: Within the population of elderly (65 years+) individuals diagnosed with
metastatic colorectal cancer from January 2007 to December 2011, are there
neighborhood characteristic (degree of urbanization) disparities in first line adjunct
monoclonal antibody treatment?

Ho3: There is no significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody therapy based on neighborhood characteristics.

H.3: There is a significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody therapy based on neighborhood characteristics.
Theoretical Framework for the Study

The theoretical framework used for this project was a combination of theories
similar to the theoretical framework proposed by Chang and Lauderdale (2009). The
overarching theory was the fundamental cause theory. However, two additional theories

(the diffusion of innovations theory and the theory of health disparities and medical



technology) were used to extend the fundamental cause theory for the purpose of this
project. These theories and their relevance to the research topic are described briefly in
the following sections.
Theoretical Propositions

The fundamental cause theory was first proposed by Link and Phelan in 1995.
The theory argues that social states, such as race and SES, contribute to disease
rates/outcomes. Since resources are constantly changing, the authors proposed that it is
the beneficial social connections that serve to protect health regardless of the resource
mechanism (Phelan et al., 2010). In support of the fundamental cause theory, two other
theories were used. First, the diffusion of innovations theory was first proposed by
Rogers (1962) but has subsequently been updated with the most recent version of the
theory published by Rogers in 2010. The theory presents factors that influence whether
or not an individual or population will adopt a new innovation (Rogers, 2010). Second,
the theory of health disparities and medical technology was developed by Goldman and
Lakdawalla in 2005. The theory surrounds the assumption that richer patients
disproportionately use newer therapies.
Theoretical Framework Supports the Study Approach

In line with the fundamental cause theory, individuals of low SES, minority races,
or individuals living in rural areas could have systematically less of a given resource due
to their social connections. Therefore, it is possible that disparities in monoclonal

antibody therapy exist due, in part, to disparities in resource acquisition. Additionally,



according to the diffusion of innovation theory (Rogers, 2010), some populations (high
SES, urban neighborhoods) might be more likely to obtain newer treatments (such as
monoclonal antibody therapy). Finally, the theory of health disparities and medical
technology supports hypothesizes around higher levels of monoclonal antibody use by
high SES or nonminority populations.

In summary, these three theories work in concert to provide support for the
research questions. The fundamental cause theory attempts to explain disparities based
on resource acquisition, whereas the diffusion of innovation theory takes a temporal
approach to explain uptake of new technologies or treatments and the theory of health
disparities and medical technology proposes that the complexity and quantity of
treatment influences who will receive treatment. All three of these theories provide
rationale for research into disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment of metastatic
colorectal cancer patients, as it is likely that demographics and social status will
contribute to disparities in the use of newer, more complex treatments.

Nature of the Study

The specific aim of this quantitative study was to determine if there are racial,

SES, or neighborhood characteristic (degree of urbanization) disparities in first-line

adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment of elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients.

10

In this section, I briefly describe the design selected to address this question including the

key study variables and an overview of the methodology.
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Design Rationale

Quantitative research was the most appropriate research design to answer the
research questions. The most complete dataset available to answer these questions was
archival data from the NCI’s SEER-Medicare database. Therefore, since archival data
were used, this quantitative study is strictly observational and no interventions were be
performed.

Data for all the variables were obtained from five data sources within the SEER-
Medicare database: the PEDSF file (Patient Entitlement and Diagnosis Summary File)
and four Medicare claims files, the DME file (Durable Medical Equipment File), the
Medicare Part D Event (PDE) file, the Medicare Outpatient Claims file, and the Medicare
Carrier Claims file. The PEDSF dataset was available through 2011, while all the claims
datasets were available through 2012 with the first full year of PDE data in 2007.
Therefore, this project was limited to individuals diagnosed with metastatic colorectal
cancer from January 2007 to December 2011. This allowed for assessment of
chemotherapy and monoclonal antibody treatment into the 2012 claims datasets for
individuals diagnosed in the second half of 2011.

Methodology

Population. The specific population used for this study was elderly (65+)
Medicare enrolled individuals diagnosed with metastatic colorectal cancer between
January 2007 and December 2011 and treated with first-line chemotherapy within 6

months of diagnosis as in Meyerhardt, Sanoff, Carpenter, and Schrag (2012). This
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population was carefully selected for appropriateness in regards to the research question
and to control for confounding.

Sampling. This population was sampled using the NCI’s SEER-Medicare
database. The SEER-Medicare database is a unique research-oriented database resulting
from the linkage of the SEER cancer registries database and the Medicare enrollment and
claims data files (NCI, 2013a; Warren, Klabunde, Schrag, Bach, & Riley, 2002).

Patient data for the study variables (independent, dependent, covariate/control,
and selection variables) from 2007 to 2012 were compiled for all individuals meeting the
inclusion and exclusion criteria using MySQL, Python and SPSS.

Analysis. Logistic regression in SPSS was used to model the dichotomous
dependent variable based on the independent variables as in Burns and Burns (2008).
Specifically, the output of logistic regression predicted which dependent variable group
(monoclonal antibody, “yes” or “no”’) a sample should reside in based on the independent
variables (race, SES, neighborhood characteristics; Burns & Burns, 2008). Additional
models were planned to control for potential confounding variables.

Definitions
Study Variables

Concise definitions of the independent variables, dependent variable, and control
variables/covariates are provided in the following sections.

Independent variables. There are three research questions and three total

independent variables included in this research project. Data for all of the independent
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variables were available from the PEDSF (NCI, 2015¢). The three independent variables
included in this research project are defined below:

Neighborhood characteristics (degree of urbanization). Neighborhood was
defined using the 2003 Rural/Urban Continuum Codes from the ERS, which categories
counties on an urban/rural scale based on population size, degree of urbanization, and
adjacency to a metro or nonmetro area (NCI, 2015¢). This variable categorizes
neighborhoods as Big Metro, Metro, Urban, Less Urban, Rural, or Unknown (NCI,
2015c¢).

Race. Race used the SEER recode of the patient’s self-reported race to allow for
analysis of Latino individuals. The SEER recode reports race as one of the 11 selections:
Caucasian, Black, American Indian/Alaska Native, Chinese, Japanese, Filipino,
Hawaiian, Other Asian or Pacific Islander, Unknown, Caucasian, Spanish origin or
surname, Other unspecified (NCI, 2015¢). Given the low representation of some of the
races in the cohort, American Indian/Alaska Native persons were excluded from the race
analysis and Chinese, Japanese, Filipino, Hawaiian and Other Asian or Pacific Islander
groups were pooled into a single group entitled Asian or Pacific Islander.

Socioeconomic status (SES). As in an article by Schlichting, Soliman, Schairer,
Schottenfeld and Merajver (2012), the Census Tract Poverty Indicator variable was used
as a surrogate measure of SES. This variable uses information from the American
Community Survey that measures and reports census tract poverty levels (Kentucky

Cancer Registry, n.d.).
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Dependent variable. The dependent variable for all three research questions was
receipt of first-line adjunct (in combination with chemotherapy) monoclonal antibody
therapy. As in Meyerhardt et al. (2012), first-line adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment
was defined as at least one claim for a monoclonal antibody (bevacizumab, cetuximab, or
panitumumab) within 1 month of chemotherapy (which must occur within 6 months of
diagnosis). For the purpose of this research project, the dependent variable (first-line
monoclonal antibody treatment) was recorded dichotomized as “yes” or “no.”

Covariates. Four covariates were added to the logistic regression analysis to
control for confounding. These covariates are defined below.

Age at diagnosis. As documented by Medicare.

Gender. Gender was self-reported and defined as male or female.

Reason for original Medicare entitlement. Reason for original Medicare
entitlement; age, disability, End Stage Renal Disease (ESRD), or disability and ESRD.
Age and disability were the only options for this covariate as individuals with ESRD
were excluded from the study.

SEER Registry that reported the data. Which geographically based SEER-
Registry reported the data.

Study Terms

Operational definitions for the independent, dependent, and control/covariate

variables are documented in the study variable section above. In this section, I provide

two additional definitions required for sample selection and study execution.
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First-line chemotherapy. Given chemotherapy within 6 months of cancer
diagnosis as in Meyerhardt et al. (2012).

Socioeconomic status (SES). SES is a representation of the social and economic
state of an individual or population.

Assumptions

There is one large assumption necessary to justify this research project:
specifically that monoclonal antibodies improve survival of elderly metastatic colorectal
cancer patients. Clinical studies have shown a survival benefit in elderly metastatic
colorectal cancer patients treated with adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy
(Cunningham et al., 2013). However, real world evidence of improved survival of
elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients associated with monoclonal antibody therapy
has not been shown using the SEER-Medicare population.

Scope and Delimitations

Scope

The focus of this study is on identifying disparities in first-line adjunct
monoclonal antibody treatment of elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients. The
natural next question is whether or not any observed monoclonal antibody treatment
disparities correlate with disparities in survival. A robust analysis of survival would
require assessment and controlling for multiple comorbidities both pre- and post-

diagnosis. This type of analysis is large, complex, and out of scope for this study.
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However, if disparities in adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy are found, a future study
could address the impact of these findings on colorectal cancer survival.
Delimitations

This study was limited to U.S. elderly (65+ years) Medicare Part B and Part D
enrolled (but with no HMO coverage), SEER registry colorectal cancer patients whose
cancer had metastasized at diagnosis and who received first-line chemotherapy. This
very specific population was selected to reduce validity threats and bias in the study.
However, as a result, it is unclear how these results will generalize to other populations
(e.g., elderly population with different health insurance, individuals in a different region
of the United States, younger individuals, and individuals who are diagnosed with an
earlier stage cancer, and progress to metastatic cancer).

Limitations and Methods to Address Limitations

Design/Methodology Weaknesses

Study design weaknesses. In this study, I employed a retrospective cohort
observational study design. Given the sample selection criteria, loss to follow-up (the
main concern in cohort studies) should be small. Specifically, assessment of monoclonal
antibody therapy (the dependent variable) occurs within 1 month of chemotherapy.
Given that receipt of chemotherapy is a selection criterion, the loss to follow-up time was
only 1 month long, limiting the impact of this concern.

Data source weaknesses. [ used archival data from the SEER-Medicare database

to address the research questions. Therefore, the study quality is limited by the validity,
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reliability and completeness of the SEER-Medicare database. Given that hospitals,
clinicians, and pathologists are responsible for accurate reporting and coding of SEER
data, there is the potential for missing or inaccurate data. However, there are published
studies that have documented good reliability, validity, and completeness of different
subsets of the SEER-Medicare data (Du et al., 2008; Mahnken et al., 2008).

As aresult of the database used for this study, concerns regarding extrapolation of
the study results do exist. This SEER database includes data from approximately 28% of
the U.S. cancer population. However, this sample comes from specific SEER funded
cancer registries. These registries are geographically dispersed, located in 13 different
states. However, it is unclear whether the data within the SEER database is a true
representation of the greater U.S. cancer population. This threat cannot be avoided and
will be noted in the limitations section of Chapter 5.

Threats to validity. Study validity could be threatened by confounding variables.
Therefore, the logistic regression analysis plans included covariates to test for
independent associations between the independent and dependent variables. However,
the possibility still exists that other variables, not cited in the literature as associating
treatment and thus not included in the models, could confound the analysis.

To increase statistical conclusion validity, great effort was employed to ensure the
study was powered appropriately and that the statistical tests did not violate any

assumptions. In addition, the statistical analysis plan was explicitly laid out and further,
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undocumented analyses were not performed. This effort attempts to limit the type I error
rate.

Biases

Given that this is a cohort study, there is the potential for bias in the outcome
assessment. For example, it is possible that hospitals that treat primarily black patients
are less likely to record treatments compared to hospitals that treat primarily white
patients. However, Mahnken et al. (2008) found that the completeness of the SEER-
Medicare data did vary nonsignificantly by race and ethnicity. Therefore, if the dataset is
relatively complete (all treatments reported regardless of race, SES, or neighborhood
characteristics), bias in the outcome assessment should be reduced.

Other potential biases include selection bias. In the case of this study, all SEER-
Medicare colorectal cancer patients were included in the cohort if they met the sample
selection criteria (there was no random selection from the SEER dataset). This reduced
selection bias. Additionally, the SEER sample is large (represents 28% of U.S. cancer
cases), also reducing issues associated with selection.

Significance

In this section, I describe the potential significance of the study results.

Specifically, how the results could advance knowledge of the discipline, impact

practice/policy, and promote positive social change.
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Advance Knowledge of the Discipline

Given the survival benefit associated with adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy
(Tol & Punt, 2010), it is possible that disparities in adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy
are contributing to disparities in metastatic colorectal cancer survival. Increased
understanding of colorectal cancer treatment disparities could advance the knowledge of
the discipline and provide a new hypothesis to explain why colorectal cancer survival
disparities are persisting. If racial, SES, or neighborhood (degree of urbanization)
disparities are found, future studies could determine if these disparities contribute to
disparities in metastatic colorectal cancer survival.

Additionally, given that the elderly have the highest colorectal cancer burden (risk
and survival) of any age group, focusing on this group could potentially increase the
impact of the study results. Additionally, limiting this study to elderly colorectal cancer
patients will also allow this research to build on treatment disparity research already
generated using this population (Le et al., 2008; White et al., 2010).

Potential Practice/Policy Contributions

If racial, SES, or neighborhood (degree of urbanization) disparities are found,
research into why these disparities exist could commence. Understanding of the
reasoning behind treatment disparities could have a direct influence on practice or policy.
For example, it is possible that newer treatment options are less well known to

practitioners at rural hospitals compared to urban hospitals, making them less likely to
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prescribe adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy. If this was determined, policies could be
put in place to educate rural doctors regarding new efficacious treatments.

Potential for Positive Social Change

Determining if racial, SES, or neighborhood disparities in monoclonal antibody
treatment of elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients exist is a critical first step to
eliminating these social inequalities. This study may provide the basis for positive social
change in one of two ways. First, if treatment disparities are found, this would illuminate
the need for policies that improve access to monoclonal antibodies, thereby helping
reduce social inequalities in colorectal cancer survival. Alternatively, if treatment
disparities are not found, an opportunity exists to understand the root cause of the
reduced treatment disparities, and this knowledge could potentially be used to reduce

treatment disparities in other cancer populations.

Summary

Colorectal cancer survival disparities based on race, SES, and neighborhood
characteristics have been observed in many different studies. Specifically, Black
Americans have reduced colorectal cancer survival rates compared to White Americans
(Simpson et al., 2013; Sineshaw et al., 2014; Wallace et al., 2013; Wassira et al., 2013),
low SES populations have reduced colorectal cancer survival rates compared to higher
SES populations (Hines et al., 2014; Oliphant et al., 2013b; Wassira et al., 2013), and
rural populations have reduced colorectal cancer survival rates compared to urban

populations (Henry et al., 2009; Lian et al., 2011).
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In order to address these survival disparities, it is important to understand the
potential underlying causes of these disparities. Multiple articles have highlighted
disparities in both type and aggressiveness of colorectal cancer therapies (surgery,
radiation, and chemotherapy; Bakogeorgos et al., 2013; Obeidat et al., 2010; Serra-
Rexach et al., 2012). However, this project is unique as it is unknown if these historical
colorectal cancer treatment disparities have extended to the newer monoclonal antibody
therapies and individuals with metastatic colorectal cancer. Therefore, the purpose of this
study was to determine if there are racial, SES, or neighborhood (degree of urbanization)
disparities in first-line adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment of elderly metastatic
colorectal cancer patients.

I used archived colorectal cancer patient data available from the NCI’s (NCI)
SEER-Medicare database. Specifically, a retrospective cohort study was performed,
using the SEER-Medicare database, on patients diagnosed with colorectal cancer from
January 2007 to December 2011. The data were analyzed using logistic regression with
defined covariates.

Determining if racial, SES, or neighborhood disparities in monoclonal antibody
treatment of elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients exist is a critical first step to
eliminating these social inequalities. This study may provide the basis for positive social
change either through illuminating the need for policies that improve access to

monoclonal antibodies (if disparities are found) or providing rationale to further
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understand the root cause of the reduced treatment disparities (if disparities are not
found).

In this chapter, I provided an introduction to the research project including
summarization of items that will be described in detail in Chapters 2 and 3. In the
following chapter, I describe, in detail, the literature review performed as a basis for this
research study. Within the literature review, the literature gap described briefly in
Chapter 1 will be clearly illuminated. Additionally, the theoretical foundation for the

research and a rationale for the chosen variables are presented.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction

In the United States, colorectal cancer accounts for 8.6% of all new cancer cases
and 8.8% of all cancer deaths (NCI, n.d.a). Colorectal cancer risk and mortality rate
increases with age, with the elderly being most affected by the disease (CDC, 2013). In
the United States, elderly individuals (65 years+) account for 60% of all new colorectal
cancer cases and 70.9% of all colorectal cancer deaths (NCI, n.d.a). Colorectal cancer
survival rates in the United States have been shown to be associated with race, SES, and
neighborhood characteristics (degree of urbanization; CDC, 2012; Hao et al., 2011;
Naishadham, Lansdorp-Vogelaar, Siegel, Cokkinides, & Jemal, 2011; White, Vernon,
Franzini, & Du, 2010). Specifically, Black Americans, individuals of low SES, and
individuals residing in rural areas have been shown to have increased colorectal cancer
mortality (CDC, 2012; Naishadham et al., 2011; White et al., 2010). White et al. (2010)
also showed that racial disparities in colorectal cancer survival persisted when the
population was limited to the elderly (65 years+).

Colorectal cancer survival has been shown to be influenced by treatment received.
For example, using a population of elderly colorectal cancer patients, Le et al. (2008)
found significant differences in first-line treatment (surgery, radiation, and
chemotherapy) comparing Black Americans to White Americans and higher SES to
lower SES. Hao et al. (2011) also described disparities in first-line chemotherapy

treatment in colorectal cancer. Specifically, populations with urban or suburban zip
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codes were, respectively, 38% and 52% more likely to receive chemotherapy compared
to populations with rural zip codes (Hao et al., 2011). Additionally, urban Black
American colorectal cancer patients had 24% reduced rates of chemotherapy compared
urban White American colorectal cancer patients (Hao et al., 2011). In a meta-analysis of
studies published from 1995 to 2009, Aarts et al. (2010) found that colorectal cancer
patients of low SES received less aggressive therapies and less adjunct therapies.

Although these studies have provided valuable information on colorectal cancer
treatment disparities, including disparities in elderly populations, they were conducted
using patient data from the 1990s and early 2000. The colorectal therapies employed
during this period included surgery, radiation and chemotherapy. Beginning in 2004,
monoclonal antibody therapies specifically for metastatic colorectal cancer came onto the
market (Scott et al., 2012). Currently, there are three monoclonal antibodies
(bevacizumab, cetuximab, and panitumumab) approved for the treatment of metastatic
colorectal cancer (Scott et al., 2012). A review of clinical trials and observational
studies, included in this chapter, indicated that monoclonal antibodies increased
progression-free survival and overall survival in elderly metastatic colorectal cancer
patients when added to chemotherapy. Therefore, as with chemotherapy, it is possible
that disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment could contribute to disparities in
colorectal cancer survival.

However, due to the lack of research, it is unknown if there are racial, SES, or

neighborhood disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment of elderly metastatic
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colorectal cancer patients. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine if there
are racial, SES, or neighborhood disparities in first-line adjunct monoclonal antibody
treatment of U.S. elderly colorectal cancer patients.

This chapter includes three major sections. First, the literature search strategy
will be reviewed in detail, including the rationale behind each combination of search
terms. This section also includes tables highlighting the relevant articles identified by
each combination of search terms. Second, I describe the theoretical foundation
supporting the research question will be outlined. Specifically, one overarching theory
and two supporting theories provide rationale for potential disparities in colorectal cancer
treatment. Third, an in depth review of the literature identified by the literature search
will be provided. This section includes multiple subsections reviewing disparities in
colorectal cancer survival, underlying causes of the disparities, and the utility of
monoclonal antibodies in elderly colorectal cancer patients. Each subsection also
contains rationale for inclusion in this document as well as the relationship to the research
questions. Additionally, in the literature review section, key variables are outlined and
justified. I conclude the chapter with an evaluation of the literature review and a
description of how this study will address the gap and extend knowledge of colorectal
cancer treatment disparities research.

Literature Search Strategy
In this section of the literature review, I discuss databases and search terms used.

Literature searches were conducted to locate articles surrounding colorectal cancer, the
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elderly, drug treatments, and disparities in treatments or care. Search terms and articles
located are provided in table form in this section, and key articles will be reviewed in
Literature Review. As will be described, the reviewed literature informed the design of
the study and methodology discussed in Chapter 3.

Databases and Search Terms

Two databases were searched for literature related to colorectal cancer, the
elderly, drug treatment, and disparities: PubMed and Science Direct. PubMed is a
biomedical literature database developed and maintained by the National Center for
Biotechnology Information. Science Direct is a database with content primarily focused
on medicine, nursing and allied health. These two databases were selected for their
relevance to the research topic. Specifically, they were chosen for their utility in locating
journal articles surrounding colorectal cancer epidemiology, drug treatments, and
disparities in cancer care. Monoclonal antibody therapies for colorectal cancer, the focal
point of the research question, came onto the market in 2004 (Scott et al., 2012).
Therefore, the literature searches were restricted from 2004 to 2015. Only peer-reviewed
primary literature articles were included in the tables below. However, review articles
were read and bibliographies of these sources were also reviewed to ensure the database
searches did not miss any important articles.

Colorectal cancer epidemiology searches. PubMed and Science Direct were
queried using a combination of the following terms to locate articles regarding colorectal

cancer survival disparities in the elderly: colorectal cancer, survival, epidemiology,
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elderly, and disparities. The specific searches are outlined in Table 1. These searches
were restricted from 2004 to 2015 and only peer-reviewed primary journal articles were
included. However, bibliographies of secondary source articles were reviewed to ensure
all important primary articles were captured. Many of these searches produced a
significant number of articles. All articles produced in the queries were reviewed;
however, only potentially relevant articles are listed in Table 1. Potentially relevant
articles met at least one of the following four criteria:

* Provided U.S. colorectal cancer survival data from after 2004.

* Discussed treatment or care of elderly colorectal cancer patients.

* Discussed disparities in colorectal cancer survival, treatment, or care based on
race, socioeconomic status, or geography.

* Discussed any disparity in colorectal cancer within the population of elderly U.S.

colorectal cancer patients.
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Colorectal Cancer Epidemiology Primary Literature From PubMed and Science Direct

Search terms

Primary research articles

"Colorectal Cancer",

Survival®,
and Epidemiology®

Ahmed, Howel & Debrah (2014); Tong et al. (2014); Sineshaw,
Robbins & Jemal (2014); Simpson et al. (2013); Allemani et al.
(2013); Oliphant et al. (2013a); Mitry et al. (2013); Oliphant et
al. (2013b); Wassira, Pinheiro, Symanowski & Hansen (2013);
Chien, Schootman & Pruitt (2013); Wallace et al. (2013); Lam,
Lu, Kouzminova & Lin (2013); Jafri, Gould, El-Serag, Duan &
Davila (2013); Wan, Zhan, Lu & Tiefenbacher (2012);
Lansdorp et al. (2012); Renouf et al. (2011); Lian et al. (2011);
Cueto, Szeja, Wertheim, Ong & Tsikitis (2011); Tsai et al.
(2011); Osterlund et al. (2011); White, Vernon, Franzini & Du
(2010); Lejeune et al. (2010); Koroukian et al. (2010); Henry,
Niu & Boscoe (2009); Ran et al. (2009); Lang et al. (2009);
Kelsall et al. (2009); Le, Ziogas, Lipkin & Zell (2008)

"Colorectal Cancer"® and
Elderly®

Naeim et al. (2013); Bruera et al. (2013); Fu, Tsai, Marshall &
Potosky (2013); Bakogeorgos et al. (2013); Cunningham et al.
(2013); Serra-Rexach et al. (2012); Singal, Lin, Kuo, Riall &
Goodwin (2013); Abdelwahab, Azmy, Abdel-Aziz, Salim &
Mahmoud (2012); Jehn, Boning, Kroning, Possinger & Luftner
(2012); Price et al. (2012); Wildes et al. (2010); Vrdolijjak,
Omrcen, Boban & Hrabar (2011); Kozloff et al. (2010); White
et al. (2008); Wright, Barlow, Green, Baldwin & Taplin (2007)

nb

"Colorectal Cancer"?, Survival®

and Disparities®

Sineshaw et al. (2014); Wassira et al. (2013); Wallace et al.
(2013); Lansdorp et al. (2012); Wan, Zhan, Lu & Tiefenbacher
(2012); Cueto et al. (2011); White et al. (2010); Lejeune et al.
(2010); Henry et al. (2009); Le et al. (2008)

Note. * Text Word Search; ® Title Search

Colorectal cancer disparities search. Additional database queries were

performed to specifically locate any additional articles regarding colorectal cancer

disparities and to exclude any bias searches that could have resulted from including either

“survival” or “elderly” in the previous search. For this purpose, PubMed and Science

Direct were queried using a combination of the following terms: colorectal cancer,

disparities and one of the following: treatment, race or racial, state, rural, geographical
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or geography, or socioeconomic status. Given the importance of treatment disparities to
the research question, the search query that included the terms colorectal cancer,
treatment, and disparities was queried three times, each time moving one of the three
search terms to a text word query instead of a title query. Additionally, given that only
one article was identified with the search colorectal cancer, socioeconomic status, and
disparities, an additional search was performed after eliminating the search term

disparities. The exact search terms are detailed in Table 2.
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Colorectal Cancer Disparities Primary Literature From PubMed and Science Direct

Search terms

Primary research articles

"Colorectal Cancer",

Treatment® and Disparities®

Simpson et al. (2013); Wan et al. (2012); Cueto et al. (2011);
Haas et al. (2011); White et al. (2010); Lejeune et al. (2010);
White et al. (2008); Le et al. (2008)

"Colorectal Cancer",
Treatment® and Disparities®

Zullig et al. (2013); Wassira et al. (2013); Wallace et al. (2013);
Cueto et al. (2011); Haas et al. (2011); Crawford, Jones &
Richardson (2010); Obeidat et al. (2010); White et al. (2010);
Lejeune et al. (2010); Hao et al. (2011); White et al. (2008); Le
et al. (2008); McKibbin et al. (2008); Demissie et al. (2004)

"Colorectal Cancer"®,
Treatment® and Disparities®

Hines & Markossian (2012); Cueto et al. (2011); Haas et al.
(2011); White et al. (2010); Lejeune et al. (2010); White et al.
(2008); Le et al. (2008); Hassan, Arthurs, Sohn & Steele (2009)

"Colorectal Cancer"?, "Race or
Racial"® and Disparities®

Sineshaw et al. (2014); Wassira et al. (2013); Wallace et al.
(2013); Lansdorp-Vogelaar (2012); Stimpson, Pagan & Chen
(2012); Wilkins et al. (2012); Murphy et al. (2011); Laiyemo et
al. (2010); Hao et al. (2011); Robbins, Siegel & Jemal (2012);
White et al. (2010); White et al. (2008)

"Colorectal Cancer"®, State®
and Disparities®

Rane et al. (2014); Naishadham, Lansdorp-Vogelaar, Siegel,
Cokkinides & Jemal (2011)

"Colorectal Cancer"?, Rural®
and Disparities®

Rane et al. (2014); Wilkins et al. (2012); Beyer, Comstock,
Seagren & Rushton (2011); Cole, Jackson & Doescher (2012)

"Colorectal
Cancer"®,"Geographical or
Geography"® and Disparities®

None

"Colorectal Cancer"®,

"Socioeconomic status"® and
Disparities®

Le et al. (2008)

"Colorectal Cancer"®and
"Socioeconomic status"®

Hines, Markossian, Johnson, Dong & Bayakly (2014); Saldana-
Ruiz, Rubin, Colen & Link (2013); Steinbrecher et al. (2012);
Kelsall et al. (2009); Le et al. (2008); Gomez, O'Malley,
Stroup, Shema & Satariano (2007)

Note. ? Text Word Search:® Title Search
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Colorectal cancer monoclonal antibody treatment disparities search. A final

database query was performed to specifically locate any articles regarding colorectal
cancer disparities and monoclonal antibody therapies. For this purpose, PubMed and
Science Direct were queried using a combination of the following terms: colorectal
cancer, disparities and one of the following: antibody, bevacizumab, cetuximab or
panitumumab. Given that very little research has been performed surrounding disparities
in monoclonal antibody treatment of colorectal cancer patients, the search terms were
relaxed. The term colorectal cancer was queried as a title search term; however, the
other two search terms in each case were only listed as text search terms. The exact
search terms are described in detail in Table 3.
Table 3
Colorectal Cancer Monoclonal Antibody Treatment Disparities Primary Literature From

PubMed and Science Direct

Search terms Primary research articles
"Colorectal Cancer"®, McKibbin et al. (2008); Wallace et al. (2013)
Antibody® and Disparities®
"Colorectal Cancer"®, McKibbin et al. (2008); Wallace et al. (2013)
Bevacizumab® and Disparities®
"Colorectal Cancer"®, Wallace et al. (2013)

Cetuximab® and Disparities®
"Colorectal Cancer"®, None

Panitumumab?® and Disparities®

Note. * Text Word Search; ® Title Search

It is apparent from this search that very little research has been done surrounding

disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment of colorectal cancer patients. Of the two
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relevant articles located with this search, neither addressed racial, socioeconomic, or
geographical disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment of colorectal cancer patients.
Literature Search Strategy: Summary

The literature search revealed a significant amount of literature surrounding
colorectal cancer survival disparities. The search uncovered disparities in survival in
many populations including the elderly, blacks, Hispanics, Native Americans,
populations with low SES, populations living in rural counties as well as state-to-state
geographical disparities. Additionally, the literature search addressed potential
underlying causes of these disparities including differences in screening, access to care,
and treatment. Of particular relevance to the research topic, the literature search
uncovered documented disparities in colorectal cancer treatment. However, the treatment
disparities explored in these articles are differences in older therapies (chemotherapy and
surgery). The searches did not uncover any articles addressing racial, socioeconomic, or
neighborhood disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment of colorectal cancer patients.
Given that monoclonal antibody treatment has been shown to improve survival in the
elderly, understanding disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment could help explain
the persistence of colorectal cancer survival disparities.

Theoretical Foundation

The theoretical framework for this project is a combination of theories similar to

the theoretical framework proposed by Chang and Lauderdale (2009). The overarching

theory is the fundamental cause theory. However, two additional theories (the diffusion
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of innovations theory and the theory of health disparities and medical technology) are
used to extend the fundamental cause theory for the purpose of this project. I describe
these theories and their relevance to the research topic in detail in the sections below.
Fundamental Cause Theory

The overarching theory for the research questions is the fundamental cause
theory. This theory was originally developed to explain why the association between
SES and mortality persists across multiple diseases and risk factors (Link & Phelan,
1995). This theory proposes that beneficial social connections protect health and reduce
mortality (Link & Phelan, 1995).

Origin and definition of the theory. Link and Phelan (1995) first proposed the
fundamental cause theory in 1995. Link and Phelan (1995) argue that social states, such
as race and SES, contribute to disease rates for two major reasons. First, social states
impact resources available to combat diseases (Link & Phelan, 1995). Second, social
state is tied to multiple other disease risk factors (Link & Phelan). An important
assumption of this theory is that the relationship between social state and disease persists
over time (Phelan et al., 2010). Since resources are constantly changing, it is the
beneficial social connections that serve to protect health regardless of the resource
mechanism (Phelan et al.).

Utilization of the theory. The fundamental cause theory has been used primarily

to address differences in disease and disease mortality rates based on SES. The theory is
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especially useful when attempting to explain SES disparities that persist over time and
across varying resources.

Of particular importance to the research questions, in 2005, Phelan and Link
expanded the theory to help explain why breakthroughs in disease detection or treatment
do not often reduce social disparities. The authors argue that social and economic
inequalities contribute to resource acquisition (Phelan & Link, 2005). Therefore, as new
methods of treating or preventing disease become available, these resources are not
distributed equally (Phelan & Link). Instead they are distributed based on “knowledge,
money, power, prestige, and beneficial social connections” (Phelan & Link, 2005, p.
227). Therefore, even as the ability to combat disease incidence or mortality improves
(as with the introduction of monoclonal antibodies for colorectal cancer) the acquisition
of these new resources is not equal and therefore disparities persist.

These arguments were further supported in an article by Chang and Lauderdale
(2009). In this work the authors address disparities in cholesterol levels in the era of
nongeneric statins (Chang & Lauderdale, 2009). The authors found that in the years
before statin therapy, high SES populations had cholesterol levels higher than low SES
populations (Chang & Lauderdale). However, looking at cholesterol levels through the
statin era, this gradually reversed with the high SES population having lower cholesterol
levels compared to the low SES population (Chang & Lauderdale). The authors propose

that high SES populations had greater access to statins compared to the lower SES
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populations (Chang & Lauderdale). This distribution of resources disparity contributed
to the reversal of cholesterol situation comparing the SES groups.

Relationship to the research questions. Although in recent years (2004-2009)
new colorectal cancer treatments and technologies appear to be contributing to increasing
survival rates in all races, racial disparities in colorectal cancer survival, specifically
comparing Black Americans and White Americans, are increasing (Sineshaw et al.,
2014). Sineshaw et al. (2014) propose that minority populations have not benefited as
greatly from newer treatments or these treatments have not be disseminated into these
populations as greatly (Sineshaw et al.). This hypothesis is supported by Simpson et al.
(2013). In the Simpson et al. (2013) study, black patients with metastatic colorectal
cancer were less likely to receive multimodality therapy compared to White Americans.

In this research project I address disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment of
elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients. Adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy has
been shown to be highly efficacious in increasing colorectal cancer survival (Bruera et
al., 2013, Cunningham et al., 2013; Naeim et al., 2013). However, monoclonal antibody
therapy is new and expensive. Thus, in accordance with the fundamental cause theory, it
is possible that minority populations or populations of low SES will be less likely to
receive this new resource. These resource acquisition differences could contribute to the

persisting disparities in colorectal cancer survival.
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Diffusion of Innovations Theory

As an extension of the fundamental cause theory, the diffusion of innovation
theory (Rogers, 1962) will be used to help explain why some populations (high SES,
certain geographies) might be more likely to obtain newer treatments. This model is
much older and more widely used compared to the fundamental cause theory. The model
states that widening disparities are influenced by the nature of the new technology and
the uptake/diffusion of the technology (Rogers, 1962).

Origin and definition of the theory. The diffusion of innovations theory was
first proposed by Rogers in1962. The theory has subsequently been updated with the
most recent version of the theory published by Rogers in 2010. The theory proposes five
innovation adopter categories based on how long post availability the innovation is
expected be adopted (Rogers, 2010). The categories use a normal distribution with
innovators (~2.5% of the population) adopting the innovation quickly following
availability, followed by early adopters (13.5%), early majority (34%), late majority
(34%), and 16% laggards (Rogers, 2010). Of particular importance to the model and the
research questions, there are several factors that influence whether or not an individual or
population will adopt a new innovation, and thus which adopter category that individual
or population will reside within (Rogers, 2010). These factors include relative advantage,
compatibility, complexity, triability (ability to “try it out” before committing to adoption)
and observability (observed results) (Rogers, 2010). The requirements needed to meet

each of these factors can differ from one population to another. Therefore, Rogers (2010)
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notes that it is critical to understand the target population and specific social factors that
can contribute to innovation adoption (Rogers, 2010).

Utilization of the theory. Relevant to the research questions, the diffusion of
innovations theory has been used as a model to explain multiple findings including drug
prescribing differences and the uptake of new diagnostic tests. For example, Armstrong,
Weiner, Weber, and Asch (2003) used the diffusion of innovations theory to help
understand early uptake the BRCA1/2 test for breast cancer susceptibility. The authors
found that early adopters of the test were proactive in inquiring about the test and had
heard about the test from sources in addition to their doctor or genetic counselor
(Armstrong et al., 2003). These adoption characteristics, including access to outside
knowledge of the test, could differ based on the social characteristics or demographics of
a population.

Additionally, Makowsky, Guirguis, Hughes, Sadowski, and Yuksel (2013) used
the diffusion of innovations theory to understand the adoption of pharmacist prescribing
behaviors in Alberta, Canada. The authors found that prescribing behaviors varied
greatly and was dependent on the innovation, the adopter, readiness of the system, and
communication/influence (Makowsky et al., 2013). The authors found that patient
focused pharmacists were more likely to prescribe medications compared to disease
focused pharmacists (Makowsky et al.). Additionally, pharmacists commented that
physician relationships influenced their decision to prescribe (Makowsky et al.). Of

importance to this research study, access to patient-centered health care and a



38
collaborative healthcare system could influence drug prescribing decisions and uptake of
new innovations (such as monoclonal antibodies).

Relationship to the research questions. In concert with the fundamental cause
theory, the diffusion of innovations theory helps provide support for the research
questions. As noted in the section above, racial disparities in colorectal cancer survival,
specifically comparing Black Americans and White Americans, are increasing (Sineshaw
et al., 2014). Many studies have documented the efficacy of bevacizumab (monoclonal
antibody) in metastatic colorectal cancer. However, the uptake of monoclonal antibody
therapy has not been immediate or complete. According to Renouf et al. (2011), 5.9% of
patients diagnosed with colorectal cancer in 2004 were given bevacizumab compared to
30.6% of colorectal cancer patients diagnosed in 2006. In concert with the diffusion of
innovations theory, it is conceivable that different populations could reside in different
adopter categories based on social factors such as race and SES. Thus, it is possible that
a greater percentage of high SES, nonminority populations fall into innovator or early
adopter categories. This could contribute to the widening colorectal cancer survival
disparities and supports the research questions aimed at addressing disparities in
monoclonal antibody treatment.

Theory of Health Disparities and Medical Technology

As additional support for the fundamental cause theory and the diffusion of

innovations theory, the theory of health disparities and medical technology is used

(Goldman & Lakdawalla, 2005). This theory states that medical advances are linked to
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widening disparities due to disparities in health care utilization (Goldman & Lakdawalla,
2005).

Origin and definition of the theory. The theory of health disparities and
medical technology is a relatively new theory developed by Goldman and Lakdawalla in
2005. The theory itself is very similar to the fundamental cause theory, but focuses on
the quantity and complexity of newly introduced therapies (Goldman & Lakdawalla,
2005). The theory was originally developed to help explain why better-educated people
are healthier (Goldman & Lakdawalla). The authors rooted their theory in basic
consumer theory and argue that new medical technologies disproportionately benefit the
heaviest health care users; richer patients (Goldman & Lakdawalla). They claim that
richer more well-educated patients tend to be the heaviest health care users and use more
complex treatment regimens (Goldman & Lakdawalla). Therefore, richer patients
disproportionately use newer therapies.

Utilization of the theory. Goldman and Lakdawalla (2005) used the theory of
health disparities and medical technology to help explain why the introduction of a
complicated anti-retroviral therapy for HIV patients benefited rich well-educated patients
disproportionately. The authors found that richer patients were more likely to likely to
invest effort into obtaining and adhering to the complex treatment regimen (Goldman &
Lakdawalla, 2005).

Additionally, as noted above, the theory relies on the assumption that the heaviest

healthcare users benefit most from newer, more complex technologies and treatments
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(Goldman & Lakdawalla, 2005). Therefore, Goldman and Lakdawalla (2005) assessed
disparities in survival of chronically ill populations and found the largest survival
disparity was based on education. Specifically, more educated populations had higher
survival rates compared to lower education populations (Goldman & Lakdawalla). This
highly educated population, they argue, is the population expected to be the heaviest
health care utilizers, supporting their theory.

Relationship to the research questions. Treatment for metastatic colorectal
cancer can be multifaceted including surgery (if possible), chemotherapy and monoclonal
antibody therapy. Given that the research questions address disparities in adjunct
monoclonal antibody therapy, a relatively complex treatment regimen, this theory is
appropriate and compliments the other two theories previously presented. Utilizing this
theory, it is possible that richer patients use more health care resources compared to
poorer individuals and are thus more likely to obtain adjunct monoclonal antibody
therapy. This could contribute to disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment based on
social status or demographics.

Theoretical Foundation Summary

Utilization of the three theories noted above in drug uptake and disease outcome
research was first proposed by Chang and Lauderdale (2009). The overarching theory for
this research project is the fundamental cause theory. As commented above, this theory
focuses on disparities in resource distribution and can help explain why breakthroughs in

disease treatment (such as monoclonal antibody therapy) do not reduce social disparities
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in survival. Specifically, as new methods of treating disease become available, these
resources are not distributed equally (Phelan & Link, 2005). Instead they are distributed
based on “knowledge, money, power, prestige, and beneficial social connections” (Phelan
& Link, 2005, p. 227). This theory proposes that beneficial social connections protect
health and reduce mortality (Link & Phelan, 1995). In line with the fundamental cause
theory, it is possible that disparities in monoclonal antibody therapy exist due to
disparities in resource acquisition.

Two additional theories are used to extend the fundamental cause theory for the
purpose of this research project. First, the diffusion of innovation theory (Rogers, 2010)
is used to help explain why some populations (high SES, certain geographies) might be
more likely to obtain newer treatments. This model states that widening disparities are
influenced by the nature of the new technology and the uptake/diffusion of the
technology (Rogers). For monoclonal antibody therapy, this model is supported by
Renouf et al. (2011). The authors found that uptake of monoclonal antibodies for
colorectal cancer treatment was not immediate or complete (Renouf et al.). Early
adopters of monoclonal antibody therapy could have innovator-like characteristics such
as pro-active inquiry into treatment regimens that might contribute to treatment
disparities based on social characteristics or demographics. Second, the theory of health
disparities and medical technology is used (Goldman & Lakdawalla, 2005). This theory
states that medical advances are linked to widening disparities because new medical

technologies disproportionately benefit the heaviest health care users; richer patients
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(Goldman & Lakdawalla). Given that richer more well-educated patients tend to be the
heaviest health care users and use more complex treatment regimens, richer patients
disproportionately use newer therapies (Goldman & Lakdawalla). This could contribute
to higher monoclonal antibody use by high SES or nonminority populations.

In summary, these three theories work in concert to provide support for the
research questions. The fundamental cause theory attempts to explain disparities based
on resource acquisition; whereas the diffusion of innovation theory takes a temporal
approach to explain uptake of new technologies or treatments; and the theory of health
disparities and medical technology proposes that the complexity and quantity of
treatment influences who will receive treatment. All three of these theories provide
rationale for research into disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment of colorectal
cancer patients, as it is likely that demographics and social status will contribute to
disparities in utilization of newer, more complex treatments.

Literature Review

In this literature review I have provided an overview of colorectal cancer
epidemiology, reviews studies related to disparities in colorectal cancer survival, and
examines the potential underlying causes of colorectal cancer survival disparities. I have
also addressed studies related to the safety and efficacy of monoclonal antibodies in
elderly colorectal cancer patients. In addition, I’ve described strengths and weaknesses

of previous approaches and, on this basis, variables and concepts chosen for the study
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were justified. Finally, I provided a review and synthesis of the studies related directly to
the research questions.

Colorectal Cancer Epidemiology

In the United States, colorectal cancer accounts for 8.6% of all new cancer cases
and 8.8% of all cancer deaths (NCI, n.d.b). Colorectal cancer risk and mortality rate
increases with age, with the elderly being most affected by the disease (CDC, 2013). In
the U.S., elderly individuals (65 years+) account for 60% of all new colorectal cancer
cases and 70.9% of all colorectal cancer deaths (NCI, n.d.a). As identified in the
literature search section above, many studies have uncovered disparities in colorectal
cancer survival based on demographics such as race, SES, or neighborhood
characteristics (degree if urbanization). However, the underlying causes of these
disparities, especially in patients with metastatic colorectal cancer, have been only
minimally addressed in the literature.
Review of Studies Related to Constructs and Methods

This research study aims to address disparities in adjunct monoclonal therapy of
elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients. This topic is important due to previously
observed survival disparities within this population. Therefore, this section will provide
an in-depth review of what is known about survival disparities in colorectal cancer and
will provide the rationale for further research into treatment disparities.

Disparities in colorectal cancer survival. The research topic for the study

addressed disparities in monoclonal antibody therapy based on several demographic
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predictors. This topic is important as it could help explain previously observed and, in
some cases, widening disparities in colorectal cancer survival. Many studies have
addressed disparities in colorectal cancer survival. These studies have uncovered
disparities based on age, race, socioeconomic status, and neighborhood characteristics
(degree of urbanization). These studies also provide the rationale for the research topic
and are described in detail in the sections below.

Disparities in the elderly. Colorectal cancer survival disparities have been
documented in the elderly population. Using data from the SEER-Medicare linked
database, White et al. (2010) found significant survival disparities comparing elderly
black patients to elderly white patients (adjusted Hazard Ratio: 1.24; 95% CI: 1.14-1.35).
Similar results were obtained by Gomez et al. (2007), also using the SEER-Medicare
linked database. Contrarily, Wallace et al. (2013) observed only modest survival
disparities comparing elderly black to elderly white colorectal cancer patients. However,
the population in the Wallace et al. (2013) differed from the other two studies. Namely,
as opposed to using national-level data, Wallace et al. (2013) limited the population
studied to residents of South Carolina and expanded the definition of elderly to include
patients over 50 years of age. The White et al. (2010) and Gomez et al. (2007) studies
defined elderly as over 65 years of age. The source population differences could explain
the discrepancy in results obtained in these studies.

Additionally, Chien et al. (2013) identified spatial disparities in colorectal cancer

survival of elderly patients residing in Atlanta and Detroit. Specifically, their research
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identified geographical areas with excessive risk of colorectal cancer death (Chien et al.,
2013). However, the authors comment that additional research is needed to understand
the moderating pathways driving these disparities (Chien et al., 2013).

Finally, disparities in colorectal cancer mortality based on age were identified in a
study by Ahmed et al. (2014). Specifically, elderly patients over 80 years of age had
higher cancer-specific mortality rates compared to patients 60-80 years of age (Ahmed et
al., 2014). Relevant to the research topic, Ahmed et al. (2014) also identified treatment
disparities associated with advancing age that were correlated with mortality rates.
Similarly, Serra-Rexach et al. (2012) found that a population of colorectal cancer patients
younger than 75 years of age had a better cancer-specific survival rate compared to the
75+ years of age group. These results are documented in detail in Table 4.

The survival disparities observed within the population of elderly colorectal
cancer patients provide some of the rationale for using this population in this research
study. Additionally, many of the key referenced survival disparities studies used data
from the SEER-Medicare database (Chien et al., 2013; Lang et al., 2009; White et al.,
2010). This is the data source used for this research project. Therefore, this research

study builds directly on previous data and methodologies.
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Advanced Age-Related Colorectal Cancer Survival Disparities
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Outcome
variable(s)
Source Data source Sample assessed Results
Elderly (66+
years) US
colorectal
cancer
patients in
two Identified geographic
metropolitan areas with excess risk of
areas (Detroit colorectal cancer death.
SEER and Atlanta),  Spatial patterns Spatial patterns varied by
Chien et al. (2013) Database 1991-2005 of survival cancer type and stage.
Pathologically
documented
colorectal Elderly patients (50+
cancer years) showed only
patients modest racial disparities
South Carolina  diagnosed in survival (less than 50
Central Cancer from 1996- Median survival  years) (Hazard Ratio:
Wallace et al. (2013) Registry 2006. time 1.16; 95 % C11.01-1.32).
Black patients had worse
survival compared to
white patients (adjusted
Elderly (66+) Hazard Ratio: 1.24; 95%
colorectal CI: 1.14-1.35). Asian
cancer patients had better
patients survival compared to both
diagnosed black and white patients
SEER between Kaplan-Meier (adjusted Hazard Ratio:
White et al. (2010) Database 1992-2002. survival methods  0.80; 95% CI: 0.70-0.92).
Ohio Cancer
Incidence Elderly
Surveillance colorectal
System, Vital  cancer
Records, patients
Medicare diagnosed
Administrative  between 1999
Data, Home and 2001 and Two or more geriatric
Health Care admitted to syndromes were
Outcome and ~ home health associated with increased
Assessment care 30 days Comorbidities disease-specific mortality
Koroukian et al. Information before or after and survival (Hazard Ratio: 2.71; 95%
(2010) Set (OASIS) diagnosis rates CI: 1.80-4.07).

table continues
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Elderly (66+)
colorectal
cancer 5-year survival improved
patients temporally, with survival
diagnosed improving from 43% to
between 46.3% in colon cancer and
SEER- 1992-2000, from 39.4% to 42.2% in
Medicare follow-up rectal cancer from 1992-
Lang et al. (2009) Linked Data through 2005.  5-year survival 2000.
Hospital The younger than 75 years
records Colorectal of age group had a better
(administrative  cancer cancer-specific survival
database) from patients rate compared to the 75+
a single diagnosed or years of age group (36.41
Serra-Rexach et al. institution in treated at the  Cancer-specific months vs. 26.05 months;
(2012) Madrid, Spain  institution survival rate hazard ratio: 0.66).
Unadjusted colorectal
cancer mortality rates
were higher in Black
Americans and Hispanic
compared to White
Americans and lower in
Japanese compared to
White Americans.
Adjustments for stage
eliminated the difference
Colorectal between White Americans
cancer and Hispanics and White
patients (65+ Americans and Japanese.
years) However, comparing
diagnosed blacks to White
between Americans, cancer stage
SEER- 1992-1996 and SES only accounted
Medicare and followed for half of the observed
Gomez et al. (2007) Linked Data through 1999. Mortality rate mortality difference.
Treatment
centers in the 30-day and 6-month
former mortality was the highest
Northern Elderly in patients 80+ years.
Region of colorectal Association of age with
England cancer mortality at 6-months was
conducted by  patients (60+ the highest in patients
the Northern years) that receiving curative surgery
Region had surgery (OR: 3.8,95% CI: 2.8-
Colorectal for their 30 day and 6- 5.2) compared to those
Cancer Audit cancer month post- receiving palliative
Group between operative surgery (OR: 1.5, 95% CI:
Ahmed et al. (2014) (NORCCAG)  1998-2003 mortality 1.1-2.1).
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Socioeconomic disparities. Socioeconomic disparities in colorectal cancer
survival have been documented in the literature. Specifically, populations with lower
SES often have higher colorectal cancer mortality rates. Oliphant et al. (2013b) found
that both post-operative death and 5-year survival rates were independently predicted by
low SES. Similarly, Lian et al. (2011) and Lejeune et al. (2010) found that lower SES
areas had higher colorectal cancer-specific mortality rates. Interestingly, in several
studies, survival disparities based on race (Le et al., 2008;Wassira et al., 2013; White et
al., 2010; Yan et al., 2009) or urban versus rural geography (Henry et al., 2009; Hines et
al., 2014) were somewhat attenuated when the authors controlled for SES. Therefore,
SES appears to associate with colorectal cancer survival and might even account for
some of the observed racial and geographical disparities in survival. Since this research
study attempts to uncover treatment differences that could contribute to observed
colorectal cancer survival disparities, it is critically important to include SES as a

variable. The results from the referenced papers are documented in detail in Table 5.
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Socioeconomic Colorectal Cancer Survival Disparities
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Outcome
variable(s)
Source Data source Sample assessed Results
Low SES was independently
associated with increased
Postoperativ  postoperative death (Adjusted
e mortality Odds Ratio: 2.26; 95% CI:
(30 days 1.45-3.53) and lower 5-year
Regional post- survival rates (Adjusted
audit Patients surgery) and Relative Excess Risk: 1.25;
database undergoing 5-year 95% CI: 1.03-1.51). However,
Oliphant from West of  surgery for relative when postoperative deaths were
et al. Scotland (16  colorectal cancer  survival excluded, the relative survival
(2013b) hospitals) (2001-2004) rates was similar across SES groups.
Black Americans had a 20.1%
higher risk of colorectal cancer
death compared to White
Patients Americans. This increased risk
Nevada diagnosed with persisted when adjusted for
Central colorectal cancer tumor stage, sex, diagnosis
Wassiraet Cancer between 1995- Survival period, tumor sub-location,
al. (2013)  Registry 2007. rates marital status, and SES.
S-year survival rate in this
urban underserved population
was worse than the national rate
(52.9% vs. 64.3%). Colorectal
Northern cancer screening was associated
California with improved survival.
urban county Advanced age and later stage
hospital cancer was associated with
records and reduced survival. However,
national Colorectal cancer insurance status of the patients
Lametal. SEER patients over 11-  5-year was not associated with
(2013) database year time period  mortality survival.
National
Institutes of  Colorectal cancer Survival
Health patients identified (Bayesian Lower SES neighborhoods had
AARP Diet from 1995-2003  multilevel higher colorectal cancer-
Lianetal. and Health and followed survival specific mortality (Hazard
(2011) Study until 2006. models) Ratio: 1.2; 95% CI: 1.1-1.5).

table continues
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Comorbidities and

Elderly (66+) socioeconomic status were
colorectal cancer associated with a reduction in
patients Kaplan- the survival difference between
SEER- diagnosed Meier both blacks and White
White et Medicare between 1992- survival Americans and Black
al. (2010)  Linked Data  2002. methods Americans and Asians.
Patients from lower SES areas
Three UK Access to had poorer overall survival and
cancer treatment were also less likely to receive
registries (measured treatment within 6 months of
linked to Colorectal cancer in time from diagnosis. When limited to
area-level patients diagnosis to  patients receiving treatment
socio- diagnosed treatment) within 1 month of diagnosis, no
Lejeune et economic between 1997- and 3-year survival disparity existed based
al. (2010)  information  2000. survival on area SES.
There were geographical areas
of the state with both higher and
lower survival rates. When
Patients Survival race/ethnicity and area SES
diagnosed with rates were controlled, the risk of
New Jersey colorectal cancer  evaluated death was attenuated in several
Henry et Cancer between 1996- using spatial areas. However, in some areas,
al. (2009)  Registry 2003. scan statistic survival disparities persisted.
Black Americans had
significantly higher rates of late
stage disease and were more
likely to reside in lower SES
census tracts. After adjusting
Patients for age, marital status, sex, SES
diagnosed with group, cancer stage, and
colorectal cancer treatment, race was no longer a
Yanetal. SEER between 1988- significant predictor of overall
(2009) Program 1992. Survival rate survival.
Prospective
Cohort Study
Participants
(recruited Even with universal health care,
between 1990- area-level SES was associated
1994; age 40-69) with reduced survival rates
Australia who were (Hazard Ratio: 0.73; 95% CI:
Melbourne subsequently 0.53-1.00) from colorectal
Kelsallet  Collaborative diagnosed with cancer (after adjustment for age,
al. (2009)  Cohort Study colorectal cancer  Survival rate  sex, tumor stage and treatment).

table continues
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After adjustment for age, sex,
histology, tumor site, and stage,
Black Americans had increased
cancer-specific death rates
compared to White Americans
(Hazard Ratio: 1.19; 95% CI:
1.14-1.25). However, when

patients Kaplan- adjusted for area-level SES and
California diagnosed Meier treatment, the disparity was
Le et al. Cancer between 1994- survival reduced (Hazard Ratio: 1.08;
(2008) Registry 2003. methods 95% CI: 1.03-1.13).
Georgia
Comprehensi
ve Cancer Rural residents had a 14%
Registry, increased risk of death (Hazard
Census-tract  Patients Ratio: 1.14, 95% CI: 1.07-1.22).
level diagnosed with However, when adjusted for
geographic colorectal cancer SES level, no differences in
Hines et residency and  in Georgia (2000- survival between rural and
al. (2014)  SES. 2007) Survival rate urban tracts were noted.
SES and colorectal cancer
incidence were positively
associated in Hispanics, but
Colorectal negatively associated in Black
cancer cases Americans and White
(1999-2001) Americans. In White
California and Americans, as SES increased,
Cancer colorectal colorectal cancer mortality
Steinbrech  Registry, Colorectal cancer cancer declined. However, this was
er et al. U.S. census patients aged 50+ deaths not observed in Hispanics or
(2012) data years (1999-2001) Black Americans.
Unadjusted colorectal cancer
mortality rates were higher in
Black Americans and Hispanic
compared to White Americans
and lower in Japanese compared
to White Americans.
Adjustments for stage
eliminated the difference
Colorectal cancer between White Americans and
patients (65+ Hispanics and White Americans
years) diagnosed and Japanese. Comparing
between 1992- Black Americans to White
SEER- 1996 and Americans, cancer stage and
Gomez et  Medicare followed through  Mortality SES only accounted for half of
al. (2007) Linked Data  1999. rate the observed mortality disparity.




52

Racial disparities. Many key studies have reported significant racial disparities in
colorectal cancer survival (Hassan et al., 2009; Hines et al., 2012; Le et al., 2008;
Wallace et al., 2013; Wassira et al., 2013; White et al., 2010) . For example, a study by
Wassira et al. (2013) showed that Black Americans had reduced colorectal cancer
survival compared to White Americans. This difference persisted even after adjustment
for tumor stage, sex, age, diagnosis period, tumor sub-location, marital status and SES
(Wassira et al., 2013). However, the role of race has been debated. A study by Yan et al.
(2009) found that after adjusting for age, marital status, sex, SES group, cancer stage, and
treatment, race was no longer a significant predictor of overall survival. Therefore, the
data is somewhat mixed as to whether race or other factors associated with race predict
colorectal cancer survival. However, it is well documented that Black Americans have
higher colorectal cancer mortality rates compared to White Americans. Although the
data sources are minimal, colorectal cancer survival disparities have also been noted in
other minority races including Native Americans (Cuerto et al., 2011) and Hispanics
(Jafri et al., 2013; Wan et al., 2012). Authors from several documented studies comment
that treatment related data are needed to advance the understanding of racial disparities in
colorectal cancer (Wassira et al., 2013; Wallace et al., 2013). This might help explain the
difference in results comparing the Wassira et al. (2013) study to the Yan et al. (2009)

study; as Yan et al. (2009) controlled for treatment regimen. This point is of particular
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importance to this study as disparities in treatment could help explain some of the racial
disparities in colorectal cancer survival.

In recent years (2004-2009), new treatments and technologies appear to be
contributing to increasing survival rates in all races (Sineshaw et al., 2014). However,
these survival increases are greater in White Americans compared to Black Americans
(Sineshaw et al., 2014). Therefore, racial disparities in colorectal cancer survival,
specifically comparing Black Americans and White Americans, are increasing (Sineshaw
et al., 2014). Similar widening disparities were observed in a study by Robbins et al.
(2012). Sineshaw et al. (2014) propose that minority populations have not benefited as
greatly from newer treatments or these treatments have not be disseminated into these
populations as robustly (Sineshaw et al., 2014). This hypothesis is supported by Simpson
et al. (2013). In the Simpson et al. (2013) study, black metastatic colorectal cancer
patients were less likely to receive multimodality therapy compared to White Americans.
When adjusted for differences in treatment, the increased risk of death seen in black
versus white patients disappeared (Simpson et al., 2013).

Given that race has been associated with colorectal cancer survival and the
presence of studies linking racial disparities to treatment disparities, it is critically
important to include race as a variable in this study. It is possible that newer technologies
(monoclonal antibody therapies) are driving the recent widening disparities in colorectal
cancer based on race. Studies describing racial disparities in colorectal cancer survival

are described in detail in Table 6.
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Racial Colorectal Cancer Survival Disparities
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Outcome
Data Variable(s)
Source Source Sample Assessed Results
Comparing 1992-1997 to 2004-2009,
the 5-year
S-year survival rate increased in all races
cause except nonHispanic Black Americans
Sineshaw US colorectal  specific (nonHispanic White Americans =
et al. SEER cancer patients survival 11.4% to 17.7%; nonHispanic Black
(2014) Program (1992-2009) rates Americans = 8.6% to 9.8%).
Black race was associated with a
higher mortality rate (Hazard Ratio:
1.15, 95% CI: 1.08-1.22). When the
data were adjusted for patient, tumor,
and demographic factors, the Hazard
Ratio reduced marginally, but was still
SEER- Elderly (66+ significant. When the data were
Simpson Medicare  years) US Survival adjusted for treatment, there was no
et al. Linked colorectal (logistic longer a significant different in
(2013) Data cancer patients regression) survival comparing white to black race.
Black Americans had a 20.1% higher
Patients risk of colorectal cancer death
diagnosed compared to White Americans. This
Nevada with colorectal increased risk persisted when adjusted
Central cancer for tumor stage, sex, diagnosis period,
Wassira et  Cancer between 1995- Survival tumor sub location, marital status, and
al. (2013)  Registry 2007. rates SES.
Disparities in survival comparing
Black Americans to White Americans
increased over the time period.
Comparing age groups, younger
patients (less than 50 years) showed
the greatest racial disparities in
Pathologically survival (Hazard Ratio: 1.34, 95% CI:
documented 1.06-1.71). Elderly male patients (50+
South colorectal years) showed only modest racial
Carolina cancer patients disparities in survival (Hazard Ratio:
Central diagnosed Median 1.16, 95% CI: 1.01-1.32). No racial
Wallace et Cancer from 1996- survival disparity was observed in elderly
al. (2013)  Registry 2006. time female patients.

table continues
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Comparing 1993-1997 to 2003-2007,

land5 there were no significant
Hispanic year age- improvements in 5-year survival for
colorectal specific Hispanics. There was a modest
Jafrietal. SEER cancer patients survival increase in 1-year survival for young
(2013) Program (1993-2007) rates Hispanics.
Screening accounted for 19% of the
MISCAN- Colorectal survival disparity between Black
Lansdorp- Colon cancer patients Americans and White Americans.
Vogelaar  microsimu (50 years+) 36% of the survival disparity was
et al. lation from 1975- Mortality explained by difference in cancer
(2012) model 2007 rate stage.
White and Survival rates from colon cancer were
Native worse for Native Americans (Hazard
American Ratio: 1.20; 95% CI: 1.08-1.34),
Cueto et SEER colorectal Survival however no difference was found in
al. (2011)  database cancer patients rates survival for rectal cancer.
Black patients had worse survival
Elderly (66+) compared to white patients (adjusted
colorectal Hazard Ratio: 1.24; 95% CI: 1.14-
SEER- cancer patients Kaplan- 1.35). Asian patients had better
Medicare  diagnosed Meier survival compared to black and white
White et Linked between 1992-  survival patients (adjusted Hazard Ratio: 0.80;
al. (2010) Data 2002. methods 95% CI: 0.70-0.92).
There were geographical areas of the
Patients Survival state with both higher and lower
diagnosed rates survival rates. When race/ethnicity
New with colorectal evaluated and area SES were controlled, the risk
Jersey cancer using of death was attenuated in several
Henry et Cancer between 1996- spatial scan areas. However, in some areas,
al. (2009)  Registry 2003. statistic survival disparities persisted.
Patients
diagnosed After adjusting for age, marital status,
with colorectal sex, SES group, cancer stage, and
cancer treatment, race was no longer a
Yanetal. SEER between 1988- Survival significant predictor of overall
(2009) Program 1992. rate survival.

table continues
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After adjustment for age, sex,
histology, tumor site, and stage, Black
Americans had increased cancer-
specific death rates compared to White
Americans (Hazard Ratio: 1.19; 95%

Colorectal CI: 1.14-1.25). However, when
cancer patients Kaplan- adjusted for area-level SES and
California  diagnosed Meier treatment, the disparity was reduced
Le etal. Cancer between 1994- survival (Hazard Ratio: 1.08; 95% CI: 1.03-
(2008) Registry 2003. methods 1.13).
Death rate from Colorectal Cancer was
highest in Hispanics and nonHispanic
Black Americans and in several
Colorectal geographical regions. Spatial access to
cancer patients Survival oncologists was significantly
Texas diagnosed and Access  associated with survival in nonurban
Wanetal. Cancer between 1995- to areas only. Access to care did not
(2012) Registry 2003 Healthcare  explain all geographic disparities.
SEER
Cancer
Program
Data
(reporting
from
Atlanta Colorectal Black Americans had slightly higher
and Rural  Cancer death rates from both colon and rectal
Georgia patients cancer (Hazard Ratio for colon cancer:
Cancer diagnosed 1.11, 95% CI: 1.00-1.24; Hazard Ratio
Hines et Registries  between 1992- Mortality for rectal cancer: 1.24, 95% CI: 1.14-
al. (2012)  only) 2007. rate 1.35).
Madigan Colorectal
Army cancer patients NonWhite Americans were diagnosed
Medical treated at the Stage of younger and with a greater proportion
Center medical center diagnosis,  of stage III tumors. Age and tumor
Hassanet  medical from 1994- Survival stage at diagnosis were the only
al. (2009)  records 2004, rates predictors of lower survival.

table continues
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Over the time period (1985-2008)
mortality rates decreased in both Black
Americans and White Americans.
However, the decreases were smaller
for Black Americans. As a result,
black to white mortality ratios
increased from 1.17 to 1.41 for
localized disease, from 1.03 to 1.30 for
regional disease, and from 1.21 to 1.72
for distant-stage disease.

Colorectal
cancer patients
(65+ years)
diagnosed
SEER- between 1992-
Medicare 1996 and
Gomez et  Linked followed Mortality
al. (2007) Data through 1999. rate

Unadjusted colorectal cancer mortality
rates were higher in Black Americans
and Hispanic compared to White
Americans and lower in Japanese
compared to White Americans.
Adjustments for stage eliminated the
difference between White Americans
and Hispanics and White Americans
and Japanese. However, comparing
Black Americans to White Americans,
cancer stage and SES only accounted
for half of the observed mortality
difference.

Neighborhood disparities. The presence of neighborhood level disparities

(degree of urbanization) in colorectal cancer survival is controversial. Several studies

have shown that controlling for SES attenuated rural versus urban difference in colorectal

cancer survival. For example, Hines et al. (2014) reported that rural residents in Georgia

had 14% higher risk of colorectal cancer mortality compared to urban residents.

However, when the authors adjusted for SES level, the disparity was attenuated (Hines et

al., 2014). Additionally, Henry et al. (2009) found geographical areas in New Jersey with

higher rates of colorectal cancer death. As in Hines et al. (2014), when the authors

controlled for SES, the increased risk of death was attenuated in many areas (Henry et al.,

2009).
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Lian et al. (2011) took a different approach to the question and directly assessed
neighborhood socioeconomic deprivation as a predictor of colorectal cancer mortality
rates using national-level data. Contrary to the previously listed studies, in the Lian et al.
(2011) article, SES did not explain all the observed geographical variation in mortality.
Therefore, although neighborhood SES appears to contribute to colorectal cancer
mortality, other neighborhood characteristics might also contribute to colorectal cancer
mortality rates. In this study, neighborhood characteristic (degree of urbanization)
disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment will be addressed to assess the possibility
that rural residents have reduced levels of treatment compared to urban residents. Studies
describing neighborhood characteristic disparities in colorectal cancer survival are

described in detail in Table 7.



Table 7
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Neighborhood Characteristics Related to Colorectal Cancer Survival Disparities

Outcome
Variable(s)
Source Data Source Sample Assessed Results
Rural residents had a 14%
Georgia Cancer  Patients increased risk of death (Hazard
Registry, diagnosed with Ratio: 1.14, 95% CI: 1.07-1.22).
Census-tract colorectal However, when adjusted for SES
Hines et  level geographic cancer in level, no difference in survival
al. residency and Georgia (2000- Mortality between rural and urban tracts
(2014) SES. 2007) rate was noted.
Death rate from Colorectal
Cancer was higher than the state
average in several geographical
regions. Spatial access to
Colorectal oncologists was significantly
cancer patients ~ Survival associated with survival in
Wan et diagnosed and Access nonurban areas only. Access to
al. Texas Cancer between 1995-  to care did not explain all
(2012) Registry 2003 Healthcare  geographic disparities.
There were geographical areas of
the state with both higher and
Survival lower survival rates. When
Patients rates race/ethnicity and area SES were
diagnosed with  evaluated controlled, the risk of death was
Henry et colorectal using attenuated in several areas.
al. New Jersey cancer between spatial scan However, in some areas, survival
(2009) Cancer Registry  1996-2003. statistic disparities persisted.
Elderly US Identified geographic areas with
Chienet SEER Program- colorectal Spatial excess risk of colorectal cancer
al. Medicare cancer patients  pattern of  death. Spatial patterns varied by
(2013) Linked Data (1991-2005) survival cancer type and stage.
There was significant
geographical variation in
colorectal cancer-specific
mortality. Lower SES
neighborhoods had higher
Colorectal colorectal cancer-specific
National cancer patients ~ Survival mortality (Hazard Ratio: 1.2; 95%
Institutes of identified from (Bayesian  CI: 1.1-1.5). . However,
Lianet  Health AARP 1995-2003 and  multilevel  neighborhood SES did not
al. Diet and Health ~ followed until ~ survival account for geographical variation
(2011) Study 2006. models) in colorectal cancer deaths.
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Underlying causes of colorectal cancer survival disparities. As documented in
detail in the sections above, there are a multitude of studies describing disparities in
colorectal cancer survival based on many different factors including age, race, SES and
neighborhood characteristics (degree of urbanization). However, in order to reduce these
disparities, it is important to understand the underlying causes of these disparities. This
area of research is less well developed, however the three main areas of exploration
include observed disparities in access to care, screening and treatment.

Access to care disparities. One potential underlying cause of the colorectal
cancer survival disparities are disparities in access to care. Oliphant et al. (2013a) found
that access and utilization of a colorectal cancer specialist for surgery as opposed to a
nonspecialist was associated with a reduced risk of postoperative death and an increased
5-year survival rate. Likewise, Zullig et al. (2013) found that older age was associated
with reduced rate of colorectal cancer specialist referral. Therefore, it is possible that
access to a specialist contributes to the colorectal cancer survival disparity seen in the
elderly. Additionally, Laiyemo et al. (2010) found racial disparities in follow-up to
abnormal colorectal cancer screening results; with Black Americans less likely than
White Americans to obtain follow-up within 1 year of abnormal result. Access to care
was proposed as a reason for this disparity (Laiyemo et al., 2010) However, if access to
care is gauged by healthcare spending, Wright et al. (2007) found that the total cost for

colorectal cancer care was slightly higher in Black Americans compared to White
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Americans. Therefore, the role that access to care disparities play in overall colorectal
cancer survival is still unclear.

Screening disparities. Another potential underlying cause of colorectal cancer
survival disparities are disparities in early detection or screening. Multiple papers have
highlighted racial differences in colorectal cancer screening. For example, Crawford et
al. (2010), Stimpson et al. (2012), and Wilkins et al. (2012) all found that Black
Americans had lower colorectal cancer screening rates compared to White Americans.
The relevance of these results to survival was addressed by Lansdorp-Vogelaar et al.
(2012). In this article, the authors found that 19% of the difference in survival between
elderly Black Americans and White Americans with colorectal cancer could be explained
by differences in screening (Lansdorp-Vogelaar et al., 2012). Therefore, disparities in
early detection via screening do appear to contribute to disparities in colorectal cancer
survival. However, according to Lansdorp-Vogelaar et al. (2012) there are additional
factors contributing to the differences in survival, including potential disparities in
treatment, which need further research. Interestingly, when Stimpson et al. (2012)
adjusted their analysis for SES, no racial screening disparities were found.

Cole et al. (2012) found a modest difference in colorectal screening comparing
rural to urban zip codes. Specifically, after adjustment for demographics and health
characteristics, rural residents had lower screening rates compared to urban residents
(48% vs. 54%, respectively) (Cole et al., 2012). These screening rate disparities could be

reflecting access to care disparities given the geographical nature of the disparity.
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However, this was not address by Cole et al. (2012). Finally, Lang et al. (2009)
performed a temporal study to correlate colorectal cancer screening rates and survival
rates. Across the time period (1992-2005), earlier detection did not appear to impact
survival (Lang et al., 2009). However, the authors did find that technological
improvements (new technologies/treatments or better use of current treatments) and
demographics were responsible for the largest share of the temporal 5-year survival
improvement (Lang et al., 2009).

Treatment disparities. A final potential underlying cause of colorectal cancer
survival disparities are disparities in treatment. This area of disparity research has been
researched to a greater extent compared to access to care or screening disparities.
Multiple papers have found that different demographic variables including age, rural
versus urban geography, SES, and race are associated with different treatment regimens.
For example, although targeted treatments (such as chemotherapy) have been shown to
increase survival rates, Mitry et al. (2013) found that only 10% of elderly received
targeted treatments, compared to 40% of younger populations. These results are
supported in the literature as age-related disparities in colorectal cancer treatment
(surgery, chemotherapy, radiation) have been observed in multiple different studies
including Bakogeorgos et al. (2013), Obeidat et al. (2010) and Serra-Rexach et al. (2012).
Of importance for this study, this age-related treatment disparity has persisted into newer
colorectal cancer therapies. Fu et al. (2013) and Kozloff et al. (2010) observed reduced

adjunct bevacizumab treatment with increasing patient age. Therefore, the literature
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supports an age-related colorectal cancer treatment disparity, where the elderly are less
likely to receive newer treatments.

In addition to age disparities, many articles have addressed racial and SES
disparities in colorectal cancer treatments. Le et al. (2008) found significant differences
in first-line treatment (surgery, radiation, and chemotherapy) comparing Black
Americans to White Americans. These racial disparity results were supported in
subsequent studies by Hao et al. (2011), Hines et al. (2012), and White et al. (2008).
Interestingly, Zullig et al. (2013) found no racial disparities in treatment when the
population was limited to Veteran Affairs (VA) hospitals. In their article, Zullig et al.
(2013) proposed that the racial disparities in treatment observed in the aforementioned
studies could be related to insurance status or access to care differences.

Compared to higher SES areas, Lejeune et al. (2010) found that patients from
lower SES areas were less likely to receive treatment within 6 months of colorectal
cancer diagnosis. Additionally, Le et al. (2008) found significant differences in first-line
treatment (surgery, radiation, and chemotherapy) comparing higher SES to lower SES
areas. Hao et al. (2011) described urban versus rural disparities in first-line
chemotherapy treatment in colorectal cancer. Specifically, populations with urban or
suburban zip codes were, respectively, 38% and 52% more likely to receive
chemotherapy compared to populations with rural zip codes (Hao et al., 2011).

Of particular importance to this study, my literature searches did not uncover any

studies addressing racial, SES, or neighborhood disparities in monoclonal antibody
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treatment of colorectal cancer. Adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy has been shown to
reduce colorectal cancer mortality in multiple populations, including the elderly (as
discussed in the next section). It is possible that disparities in monoclonal antibody
treatment are contributing to disparities in colorectal cancer survival. However, given the
lack of research, disparities in monoclonal antibody treatments are a clear literature gap.

Studies describing access to care, screening and treatment disparities in colorectal

cancer patients are described in Table 8.



Table 8

Access to Care, Screening and Treatment Disparities

Access to care disparities
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Outcome
Variable(s)
Source Source Sample Assessed Results
Patients with a primary care
physician (PCP) were more likely
to be screened for colorectal
Texas Colorectal cancer (OR: 2.05; 95% CI: 2.03-
Medicare Medicare cancer 2.07). Ethnic disparities in
Singal et al. Database beneficiaries (age  screening screening were almost eliminated
(2013) (2000-2009) 66-75) rates after accounting for PCP.
Individuals 50+
years old living Black Americans were more
Telephone in the two highest likely to report colorectal cancer
surveys in colorectal cancer  Colorectal screening barriers. Having a
two rural mortality cancer physician recommend screening
Wilkins et al. Georgia counties in screening was associated with the highest
(2012) counties Georgia. rates screening rates regardless of race.
Veteran
Affairs (VA)  Patients
Health diagnosed with
System colorectal cancer Older age at diagnosis was
Database within the VA associated with reduced odds of
Zullig et al. (encompassin  system from Treatment medical oncology referral and
(2013) g 128 centers) 2003-2006. patterns surveillance colonoscopy.
Prostate, Subjects enrolled
Lung, in the study
Colorectal, between 1993-
and Ovarian 2001 who
(PLCO) received trial-
Cancer sponsored
Screening flexible Black Americans were less likely
Trial (10 sigmoidoscopy than White Americans to obtain
geographicall  (FSG) and follow-up colonoscopy within 1
Laiyemo et al. y diverse obtained an Follow-up year of abnormal FSG result
(2010) sites) abnormal result. rates (62.6% vs. 72.4% respectively).
Elderly (65+)
colorectal cancer The total colorectal cancer cost
patients with Surgical and  for Black Americans was higher
stage II-III rectal ~ post-surgical ~ than White Americans ($44,199
SEER- or stage IIl colon  costs for vs. $38,588). However, after
Wright et al. Medicare cancer diagnosed  colorectal adjusting for covariates, this
(2007) Linked Data  in 1992-1996. cancer care. difference was insignificant.

table continues
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Postoperative
Colorectal cancer  mortality (30
patients days post
Regional undergoing surgery) and
audit surgery during 5-year Both postoperative mortality rates
database from two time periods  relative and 5-year survival rates were
Oliphant et al. West of (1991-1994 and survival improved in patients who
(2013a) Scotland 2001-2004) rates. received surgery from a specialist.
Screening disparities
Outcome
Variable(s)
Source Data Source Sample Assessed Results
Northern
California
urban county Colorectal cancer screening was
hospital associated with improved survival
records and in this urban underserved
national Colorectal cancer population. Insurance status of
Lam et al. SEER patients over 11-  5-year the patients was not associated
(2013) database year time period  mortality with survival.
MISCAN- Black colorectal Screening accounted for 19% of
Lansdorp- Colon cancer patients the survival disparity between
Vogelaar microsimulati (50 years+) from  Mortality Black Americans and White
etal. (2012) on model 1975-2007 rate Americans.
White Americans were more
likely than Black Americans or
Hispanics to have received either
type of colorectal cancer
Behavioral Black, white and screening (fecal occult blood
Risk Factor Hispanics (age Colorectal testing or endoscopy). Persons
Surveillance 50+ years) cancer without insurance or a usual
Crawford et al. System between 2002- screening source of care were less likely to
(2010) (BRFSS) 2004 rates obtain screening.
Subjects with a White Americans were more
personal history likely to report a colorectal
of cancer, endoscopy exam (44%), followed
National subjects over 50 by Black Americans (36%) and
Health years old, or Hispanics (28%). The difference
Interview subjects over 40 in screening rates between White
Study and the years old with a Colorectal Americans and Black Americans
Stimpson et al. linked Area family history of  endoscopy was eliminated when adjusted for
(2012) Resource File cancer. rates area socioeconomic status.
Individuals 50+
years old living
Telephone in the two highest
surveys in colorectal cancer  Colorectal Black respondents had lower
two rural mortality cancer screening rates compared to
Wilkins et al. Georgia counties in screening White Americans (50.4% and
(2012) counties Georgia. rates 63.4% respectively).

table continues
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Although the rates in both rural
and urban communities increased
over time, after adjustment for

Behavioral demographics and health
Risk Factor Individuals (age Colorectal characteristics, rural residents had
Surveillance 50+ years) cancer lower screening rates compared to
Cole et al. System between 1998- screening urban residents (48% vs. 54%
(2012) (BRFSS) 2005 rates respectively).
Comparing the time periods,
earlier detection did not appear to
impact survival. Technological
Elderly (66+) improvements (new
colorectal cancer technologies/treatments or better
patients use of current treatments) and
diagnosed demographics were responsible
between 1992- for the largest share of the
Lang et al. SEER 2000, follow-up 5-year temporal 5-year survival
(2009) Database through 2005. survival improvement.
Treatment disparities
Outcome
Variable(s)
Source Data Source Sample Assessed Results
3-year
survival and ~ Compared to the national
Medicare Receipt of colorectal cancer sample,
West Virginia beneficiaries minimally- individuals diagnosed in West
Cancer aged 66+ and appropriate Virginia were diagnosed in early
registry and diagnosed with colorectal stages, but had poorer survival
Rane et al. the SEER colorectal cancer  cancer rates. The West Virginia cohort
(2014) database from 2003-2006  treatment had lower treatment rates.
Comparing the 1997-2004 time-
period to the earlier time period,
Patients with patients receiving chemotherapy
nonresectable increased from 19% to 57%.
metastatic However, from 2005-2009, less
French colorectal cancer  Treatment than 10% of the elderly received
Mitry et al. population- diagnosed from rates and targeted treatments, compared to
(2013) based registry  1976-2009 survival rates  40% for younger patients.
Native Americans and White
Americans had similar surgery
recommendation rates. Native
White and Native  Survival Americans were more likely to
American rates and receive radiation, but less likely to
Cueto et al. SEER colorectal cancer ~ Treatment receive sphincter-preserving
(2011) database patients Regimens surgery.

table continues
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Three UK Access to Patients from lower SES areas
cancer treatment were less likely to receive
registries (measured in  treatment within 6 months of
linked to Colorectal cancer  time from diagnosis. When limited to
area-level patients diagnosis to  patients receiving treatment
socio- diagnosed treatment) within 1 month of diagnosis, no
Lejeune et al. economic between 1997- and 3-year survival disparity existed based on
(2010) information 2000. survival area SES.
Elderly (65+)
colorectal cancer 57% of newly diagnosed patients
patients, received bevacizumab, compared
diagnosed from Patient to 44% of patients with
2005-2009 and characteristic  progressive disease. Patients aged
given s associated 80+ were less likely than younger
SEER- chemotherapy with adjunct  elderly patients (65-69) to receive
Medicare anytime through ~ bevacizumab  adjunct bevacizumab (OR: 0.64;
Fuetal (2013) Linked Data  2010. use. CI: 0.57-0.73).
Use of bevacizumab as a first-line
Treatment adjunct therapy decreased with
patterns, age. Comparing elderly (65+
safety, years) receiving bevacizumab to
progression-  elderly not receiving
BRIiTE free survival, bevacizumab, there was a
Kozloff et al. observational  Colorectal cancer  overall significant increase in median
(2010) cohort study patients survival survival with bevacizumab
Barnes- Within this group, advancing age
Jewish was associated with a reduction
Hospital chemotherapy treatment.
Oncology Stage 111 Chemotherap Receiving chemotherapy was
Data Services  Colorectal cancer y treatment associated with lower risk of
Wildes et al. Registry patients (age 65-  rates, death death for all stratified elderly age
(2010) (1996-2006)  99) rates groups.
Elderly individuals (65+ years)
were less likely to receive first-
line doublet chemotherapy
compared to younger (under 65
Medical years) patients (54% vs. 84%).
records from  Patients with The use of each of the medicines
10 U.S. advanced stage studied (irinotecan, oxaliplatin
McKibbin et al.  community colorectal cancer  Treatment and bevacizumab) were all lower
(2008) practices (2003-2006). patterns in elderly patients.
Elderly patients (70+ years) were
more likely to receive only single
agent chemotherapy, fewer cycles
(6.2 cycles compared to 8.3 for
Single Treatment, younger patients), and lower
Bakogeorgos et institution Colorectal cancer  dose, doses (42.8% of planned dose
al. comparative patients (52.8%  toxicity, compared to 78.4% for younger
(2013) study elderly; 70+) efficacy patients).

table continues
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patients
diagnosed or
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The younger than 75 years of age
group was more likely to receive
surgery, radiation, and
chemotherapy and less likely to

al. Madrid, treated at the Treatment receive palliative care compared
(2012) Spain institution patterns to the older group (75+).
Elderly (66+ Black Americans were less likely
years) stage IV to be treated with the newer
colorectal cancer  Irinotecan chemotherapy option (Irinotecan)
patients treatment compared to White Americans
diagnosed (newest (OR: 0.641; 95% CI: .453-0.907).
between 2000- chemotherap  Older elderly patients (71+ years)
SEER- 2002 and treated  y option) were less likely to receive
Obeidat et al. Medicare with first-line based onrace Irinotecan compared to younger
(2010) Linked Data  chemotherapy or age elderly patients (66-70 years).
Receipt of standard of care (stage
specific and defined by the
White and Black Physician Data Query guidelines)
elderly (65+ increased in both race groups over
years) colorectal time. However, Black Americans
cancer patients were overall 16% less likely to
SEER- diagnosed receive standard of care compared
White et al. Medicare between 1991- Treatment to White Americans (OR: 0.85;
(2008) Linked Data 2002. patterns 95% CI: 0.78-0.90).
Black Americans and Hispanics
were less likely than White
Americans to undergo surgery
(OD: 0.57,95% CI: 0.52-0.63 and
OR: 0.82, 95% CI: 0.70-0.95
respectively). Similar disparities
Elderly (65+ were seen for receipt of adjunct
years) colorectal chemotherapy. Adjustment for
cancer patients area sociodemographics, surgeon
SEER- diagnosed Treatment capacity, and medical oncologist
Haas et al. Medicare between 1992- patterns and  capacity reduced the observed
(2011) Linked Data 2005. mortality disparities.
Urban and suburban patients were
more likely than rural patients to
receive chemotherapy (38% and
Black and white 53% more likely respectively).
persons Urban black patients were 24%
diagnosed with less likely to receive
Georgia stage III colon or chemotherapy compared to urban
Comprehensi  stage [I/I11 rectal white patients. There were no
Hao et al. ve Cancer cancer between Treatment racial differences within suburban
(2011) Registry 2000-2004 patterns and rural areas of residence.

table continues
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SEER Cancer
Program Data
(reporting
from Atlanta
and Rural Colorectal
Georgia Cancer patients Black Americans had lower rates
Cancer diagnosed of surgery (50% decreased odds
Hines et al. Registries between 1992- for colon cancer; 67% decreased
(2012) only) 2007. Surgery rates  odds for rectal cancer).
NonWhite Americans were
diagnosed younger and with a
Madigan greater proportion of stage II1
Army Colorectal cancer tumors. No disparities in
Medical patients treated at ~ Stage of treatment (surgery, adjunct
Center the medical diagnosis, therapy, disease recurrence) were
Hassan et al. medical center from 1994-  treatment found comparing nonWhite
(2009) records 2004. patterns Americans to White Americans.
Georgia
Comprehensi
ve Cancer
Registry,
Census-tract ~ Patients Lower SES census tracts had
level diagnosed with lower colon cancer surgery rates.
geographic colorectal cancer Rural and lower-SES census tracts
Hines et al. residency and  in Georgia (2000- Treatment also had reduced rates of
(2014) SES. 2007) patterns chemotherapy.
Black and white
persons Black Americans were less likely
diagnosed with than White Americans to receive
colon or rectal standard of care. Black
Demissie et al. SEER cancer between Treatment Americans were also more likely
(2004) database 1988-1997. patterns to refuse recommended treatment.
Veteran
Affairs (VA)  Patients Black Americans and White
Health diagnosed with Americans were equally likely to
System colorectal cancer receive National Comprehensive
Database within the VA Cancer Network guideline-
Zullig et al. (encompassin  system from Treatment concordant colorectal cancer care
(2013) g 128 centers) 2003-2006. patterns through the VA system.
Ohio Cancer
Surveillance
System, Vital
Records, Elderly colorectal
Medicare cancer patients
Administrativ  diagnosed
e Data, Home between 1999
Health Care and 2001 and Functional limitation and geriatric
Outcome and  admitted to home syndromes were associated with
Assessment health care 30 lower likelihood of treatment
Koroukian et al.  Information days before or Treatment (surgery-only or surgery +
(2010) Set (OASIS)  after diagnosis patterns chemotherapy).
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Safety and efficacy of adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment in elderly
colorectal cancer patients. In this study, I aim to understand a potential underlying
disparity in colorectal cancer survival, namely disparities in adjunct monoclonal antibody
treatment. Therefore, for the validity of the hypothesis, it’s critically important that
monoclonal antibodies extend survival and are safe to use in the study population.

Multiple studies determined that adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment with
either bevacizumab or cetuximab was safe in elderly patients with either manageable side
effects or side effects equivalent to the younger populations of patients (Abdelwahab et
al., 2012; Bruera et al., 2013, Cunningham et al., 2013; Naeim et al., 2013).

Additionally, multiple clinical studies showed improved survival in elderly colorectal
cancer patients treated with adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy. For example, in a
large Phase III study, Cunningham et al. (2013) found that elderly patients that received
bevacizumab plus chemotherapy had a median progression-free survival time of 9.1
months compared to 5.1 months in patients treated with chemotherapy only. Progression-
free survival improvement was also seen with adjunct bevacizumab in a smaller Phase 11
study by Vrdoljak et al. (2011). Similar results were obtained with adjunct cetuximab
therapy. Specifically, elderly colorectal cancer patients treated with cetuximab plus
chemotherapy had a progression-free survival time of 8.8 months, compared to 5.8

months for chemotherapy only (Price et al., 2012).
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Several recent population-based observational studies have supported these
clinical findings. Kozloff et al. (2010) and Renouf et al. (2011) both found that adjunct
bevacizumab therapy increased median survival time in elderly colorectal cancer patients.
Additionally, Jehn et al. (2012) found that the efficacy and side effect profile of adjunct
cetuximab therapy was similar comparing elderly patients to younger patients.
Table 9 includes both clinical and observational studies citing the efficacy and/or

safety of monoclonal antibody treatment in the elderly.
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Monoclonal Antibody Treatment of Elderly Colorectal Cancer Patients

Clinical Studies with Adjunct Monoclonal Antibody Therapy

Outcome
Variable(s)
Source Data Source Sample Assessed Results
Median overall survival was
12.7 months with manageable
side-effects and no new safety
signals for capecitabine
Clinical study Phase II study (chemotherapy) and
(capecitabine in elderly Survival bevacizumab (anti-VEGF
Naeim et plus colorectal and Side- monoclonal antibody)
al. (2013) bevacizumab) cancer patients Effects combination.
Clinical study Drug activity, efficacy, and
(triple Phase II study safety of triple chemotherapy +
chemotherapy fit elderly Survival bevacizumab were equivalent to
Bruera et plus colorectal and Side- the overall colorectal cancer
al. (2013) bevacizumab) cancer patients Effects population.
Elderly patients had improved
progression-free survival with
the addition of adjunct
bevacizumab to their
chemotherapy (median survival
Phase 111 9.1 months vs. 5.1 months;
Study in hazard ratio: 0.53, 95% CI:
elderly (70+) 0.41-0.69). Adverse events
previously were slightly higher in the
Cunningha  Clinical Trial untreated Progression combination group, but overall
m et al. (capecitabine +/- colorectal -free the combination was tolerated
(2013) bevacizumab) cancer patients survival well.
Median progression-free was
Phase II trial Progression 11.5 months and overall
Clinical Trial in elderly (70+ -free survival was 21.2 months.
(first line years) survival, Side-effects were similar to
Vrdoljak et  capecitabine +/-  colorectal overall those reported in earlier studies
al. (2011) bevacizumab) cancer patients survival with younger age groups.

table continues
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Colorectal
cancer patients

The addition of bevacizumab to
capecitabine to the elderly (75+
years) population increased

given Progression progression free survival (5.8
MAX trial data  capecitabine -free months vs. 8.8 months; Hazard
(international or survival ratio: 0.65). Compared to the
Priceetal.  randomized capecitabine + and younger age groups, there were
(2012) controlled trial)  bevacizumab  toxicity no major toxicity differences.
Elderly
colorectal Median survival time was 7
cancer patients months and median
(65 years +) progression-free survival was 4
who months for irinotecen
progressed (chemotherapy) + cetuximab
Abdelwaha  Clinical Trial after at least Survival (anti-EGFR monoclonal
betal. (irinotecen plus  one previous and Side- antibody). Side effects were
(2012) cetuximab) treatment Effects tolerable.
Observational Studies with Adjunct Monoclonal Antibody Therapy
Outcome
Variable(s)
Source Data Source Sample Assessed Results
Multicenter Colorectal Progression  Side-effects and efficacy
study in cancer patients -free (progression-free survival) of
Germany using (18 years +) survival cetuximab + irinotecan were
electronic treated with and side similar comparing the greater
Jehn et al. databases (2005- cetuximab + effect than 65 age group to the less
(2012) 2007) irinotecan assessment than 65 age group.
Treatment
Colorectal patterns, Comparing elderly (65+ years)
cancer patients safety, receiving bevacizumab to
given progression elderly not receiving
bevacizumab -free bevacizumab, there was a
BRIiTE as a first line survival, significant increase in median
Kozloffet  observational adjunct overall survival with bevacizumab
al. (2010) cohort study therapy survival treatment.
In the 2003/2004 cohort, 5.9%
received bevacizumab; whereas
Patients Survival in the 2006 cohort 30.6%
diagnosed pre and received bevacizumab. Overall
British with colorectal post survival was improved in the
Columbia cancer in bevacizum 2006 cohort compared to the
Renouf et cancer agency 2003/2004 or  ab approval 2003/2004 cohort (13.8 months
al. (2011) database 2006 (2006) to 17.3 months).
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Evaluation of Strengths and Weaknesses of Previous Approaches

The vast majority of literature cited in the sections above utilized secondary data
sources (such as the SEER-Medicare database) to address their research questions. In a
broad sense, this has multiple benefits. First, the data is already collected, organized, and
available for use saving both time and cost. Second, using secondary data sources results
in assess a larger or more geographically broad sample. Third, since the data is already
collected, it is possible to retrospectively use several years of collected data; something
that might not have been possible if primary data collection were performed.
Alternatively, data for some of the literature cited above was collected or compiled
specifically for the study in question. These included the utilization of hospital records,
telephone surveys, or clinical trials. The benefit of these approaches is the researchers
were able to address very specific questions; which may not have been answered using
published database sources. However, these approaches can be time consuming and
expensive. Therefore, researchers using these approaches often had smaller sample sizes
or addressed a limited sample (either temporally or geographically). Table 10 describes

the strengths and weakness of multiple data acquisition approaches.
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Strengths and Weaknesses of Previous Data Collection Methods Related to the Study

Previous Data
Collection Method

Strengths

Weaknesses

Telephone Surveys

Ability to address a very specific
question in a very specific
geographical region. Wilkins et al.
(2012) were able to address the
impact of physician colorectal cancer
screening recommendation on
screening rates and also identify
specific screening barriers.

Telephone surveys are time
consuming and limited the scope
in Wilkins et al. (2012). This type
of approach is not feasible for
national-level assessments or large
sample sizes. Research is often
limited to a cross-sectional
approach.

Data Collection
from
Hospital/Medical
Records

If present in medical records, this
approach would allow the researchers
to address a specific question.
Hassan et al. (2009) had specific
questions about diagnosis and
survival at a single VA center,
therefore, this approach was
appropriate. This approach also
allows the researcher to address
differences over time.

This approach also limits the
study scope. Hospital record
research is likely only feasible if
performed at a few hospitals. This
would not be feasible on a large
scale and could be time
consuming.

Clinical Trials

Clinical trials allow the researcher to
prospectively address questions such
as drug efficacy (Naeim et al., 2013;
Bruera et al., 2013; Cunningham et
al., 2013). These studies are very
well controlled.

This approach is very expensive
and time consuming. It is also not
feasible for some types of
questions due to ethical
limitations.

Database (SEER-
Medicare Database,
Veteran Affairs
Database, State-
Level Cancer
Surveillance
Systems, BRFSS)

Researchers used these databases to
ask a multitude of research questions
including the impact of demographics
on colorectal cancer survival and
treatment without performing any
primary data collection (Naishadham
et al., 2011; White et al., 2010;
Simpson et al., 2013). This method
can save time in data collection and
allows for large, broad data sets.

Using secondary databases can
limit the questions that can be
asked. The data in these sources
can be difficult to access and use
if not coded uniformly. The
multitude of data often requires
software for extraction.
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Given the research questions address disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment
based on demographic variables at a national level, some of these approaches are more
feasible than others. For example, telephone surveys are not feasible for this study. It
would be difficult to randomly call enough metastatic colorectal cancer patients to
adequately assess the use of monoclonal antibody therapy. Additionally, clinical trials
would not be feasible due to cost, time, and ethics of the questions asked. Therefore,
since the SEER-Medicare linked database contains all the variables needed to address the
research question in the study, the secondary data collection method using published
databases is appropriate.

The SEER-Medicare database is a large population-based database that contains
matched medical records and demographic information for Medicare beneficiaries who
have been diagnosed with cancer (NCI, 2015a). For this research project, several SEER-
Medicare datasets containing data from colorectal cancer patients 65+ years in age were
requested and obtained. The first file obtained was the SEER PEDSF; a file containing
demographics and information related to the patient’s cancer diagnosis (i.e. information
on cancer stage, diagnosis date, previous primary tumors) (NCI, 2015b). In addition to
the SEER file, four matched Medicare claims files were obtained. These included the
Part D Event (PDE) dataset, the Outpatient Claims dataset, the Durable Medical
Equipment (DME) dataset and the Carrier Claims dataset from 2007 to 2012. The PDE
dataset includes all drugs prescribed under Medicare Part D; data available only 2007 to

2012 (NCI, 2015b). The remaining datasets contain all Part B claims including diagnosis
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and procedure codes (NCI, 2015b). These five patient matched SEER-Medicare datasets
contain information on all the variables required to answer the research questions.
Justification of Chosen Variables

The independent variables (race, SES, neighborhood characteristics) selected for
the research study were chosen due to their relationship with colorectal cancer survival
(either overall survival or survival specific to the metastatic colorectal cancer population).
This is critical as this study aims to understand disparities in an underlying factor that
could contribute to differences in colorectal cancer survival. The dependent variable,
adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy is a new therapy shown to increase survival in
metastatic colorectal cancer patients. Disparities in treatment of colorectal cancer
patients have been documented, but the findings have not been extended to monoclonal
antibody therapy. If racial, SES, or neighborhood disparities in adjunct monoclonal
antibody treatment are found, future studies could determine if these disparities
contribute to the previously observed disparities in survival.

Review and Synthesis of Studies Related to the Research Questions

The study evaluates racial, SES, and neighborhood (degree of urbanization)
disparities in adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment of elderly colorectal cancer patients.
As outlined in the literature review sections above, there are documented disparities in
colorectal cancer survival based on race, SES, and neighborhood characteristics. The
underlying cause(s) of these disparities is not well researched; although many papers

have suggested treatment disparities as a needed follow-up study. For example,
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Sineshaw et al. (2014) propose that minority populations have not benefited as greatly
from newer treatments or these treatments have not be disseminated into these
populations as greatly (Sineshaw et al., 2014). However, research has not been
performed to determine if disparities in newer colorectal cancer therapies (such as
monoclonal antibodies) exist. Given the documented efficacy of monoclonal antibody
therapy, this study evaluated adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment to determine if any
of the groups exhibiting survival disparities (minority race, low SES, rural neighborhood)
also have disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment.

The dependent variable in the study is rate of adjunct monoclonal antibody
treatment. A review of clinical trials and post-marketing observational studies indicate
that all three available antibodies increase progression-free survival or overall survival
when added to chemotherapy (Bruera et al., 2013, Cunningham et al., 2013; Naeim et al.,
2013). Therefore, as with chemotherapy, it is possible that disparities in monoclonal
antibody treatment could contribute to disparities in colorectal cancer survival.

There are three independent variables in this study. Each independent variable
was selected due to its association with colorectal cancer survival. The first independent
variable is race. There are many key studies that have associated race with increased risk
of colorectal cancer death (Simpson et al., 2013; Sineshaw et al., 2014; Wallace et al.,
2013; Wassira et al., 2013). The second independent variable is SES. As with race,
many studies have associated low SES with increased risk of colorectal cancer death

(Hines et al., 2014; Oliphant et al., 2013b; Wassira et al., 2013). The third independent
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variable is neighborhood characteristics. Although less well researched, two studies have
identified rural neighborhood as a risk factor for reduced colorectal cancer survival
(Henry et al., 2009; Lian et al., 2011).

Summary and Conclusion

As outlined in the literature review above, colorectal cancer survival disparities
based on race, SES, and neighborhood characteristics have been observed in many
different studies. Specifically, Black Americans have reduced colorectal cancer survival
rates compared to White Americans (Simpson et al., 2013; Sineshaw et al., 2014;
Wallace et al., 2013; Wassira et al., 2013), low SES populations have reduced colorectal
cancer survival rates compared to higher SES populations (Hines et al., 2014; Oliphant et
al., 2013b; Wassira et al., 2013), and rural populations have reduced colorectal cancer
survival rates compared to urban populations (Henry et al., 2009; Lian et al., 2011).

In order to address these colorectal cancer survival disparities, it is important to
address the potential underlying causes of these disparities. Historical research into the
underlying causes of colorectal cancer survival disparities can be lumped into three main
categories; access to care disparities, screening disparities, and treatment disparities. This
study aims to fill a gap and expand on potential treatment disparities in colorectal cancer.
Multiple articles have highlighted disparities in both type and aggressiveness of
colorectal cancer therapies (surgery, radiation, and chemotherapy) (Bakogeorgos et al.,
2013; Obeidat et al., 2010; Serra-Rexach et al., 2012). Although these studies have

provided valuable information on colorectal cancer treatment disparities, including
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disparities in elderly populations, they were conducted using patient data from the 1990s
and early 2000. The colorectal therapies employed during this period included surgery,
radiation and chemotherapy. Beginning in 2004, monoclonal antibody therapies for
colorectal cancer came onto the market (Scott et al., 2012). Prior to this research project,
it was unknown if these historical treatment disparities had extended to the newer
monoclonal antibody therapies.

Determining if disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment of elderly metastatic
colorectal cancer patients exist is a critical first step to eliminating these social
inequalities. If racial, SES, or neighborhood disparities are found, future studies could
determine if these disparities contribute to any observed disparities in survival.
Additionally, if treatment disparities are found, this would illuminate the need for policies
that improve access to monoclonal antibodies, thereby helping reduce social inequalities
in colorectal cancer survival. Alternatively, if treatment disparities are not found, an
opportunity exists to understand the root cause of the reduced treatment disparities, and
this knowledge could potentially be used to reduce treatment disparities in other cancer
populations.

The next chapter outlines the specific study design aimed at addressing the
literature gap described above. The study methodology and statistical analysis plans will

also be described in detail.
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Chapter 3: Research Method
Introduction

In this chapter I describe, in detail, the methodology for this research project.
This includes information regarding the design and the rationale behind the chosen
design. Additionally, the archived dataset (SEER-Medicare) that was used is described
and justified. All variables (independent, dependent, and covariate/control) are identified
and operationalized. Detailed information about the coding and location of these
variables is also provided. I also describe the study population and the sample selection
protocol that was used (including inclusion and exclusion criteria and power analysis).
Additionally, within this chapter, the analysis procedure used is outlined. This includes
justification of the software analysis chosen (SPSS) and details on the descriptive and
inferential statistical methods. Finally, information regarding internal, external,
construct, and statistical validity, in addition to ethical practices, is presented.

Research Design and Rationale

In this section, I outline, in detail, the study research design and rationale. This
includes the selected independent, dependent, and control variables and the time/resource
constraints.
Research Design

Study variables. The independent, dependent, and control variables used in this
research project are described in detail below. For each variable, the location of the data

and data codes are listed.
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Independent variables. There were three research questions and three total
independent variables included in this research project. All of the independent variables
are available from the PEDSF (NCI, 2015c). The PEDSF is linked by a 10 digit patient
ID (column #1 in the PEDSF document; patient id) to the four Medicare claims files
used in this research project.

The first research question addressed racial/ethnic disparities in first-line
monoclonal antibody treatment. Therefore, race was the first independent variable. For
this research project, race was identified using the SEER race recode as listed in column
#101 of the PEDSF (rac_recb); 1 = Caucasian, 2 = Black, 3 = American Indian/Alaska
Native, 4 = Chinese, 5 = Japanese, 6 = Filipino, 7 = Hawaiian, 8 = Other Asian or Pac.
Islander, 9 = Unknown, 11 = Caucasian, Spanish origin or surname, 12 = Other
unspecified (NCI, 2015c). Given the low representation of some of the races in the
cohort, American Indian/Alaska Native persons were excluded from the race analysis,
and Chinese, Japanese, Filipino, Hawaiian and Other Asian or Pacific Islander groups
were pooled into a single group entitled Asian or Pacific Islander.

The second research question addressed SES disparities in first-line monoclonal
antibody treatment. As in an article by Schlichting et al. (2012), the census tract poverty
level was used to estimate of SES. This variable is located in column #146
(census_pov_ind) in the PEDSF document and lists census track poverty as 1 = 0% to <
5% poverty, 2 = 5% to < 10% poverty, 3 = 10% to < 20% poverty, 4 =20% to 100%

poverty, 9 = unknown (NCI, 2015c).
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The final research question addressed neighborhood (degree of urbanization)
differences in first-line monoclonal antibody treatment. The PEDSF document includes
the 2003 Rural/Urban Continuum Codes from the ERS, which categories counties on an
urban/rural scale based on population size, degree of urbanization, and adjacency to a
metro or nonmetro area (NCI, 2015¢). The PEDSF recode of these values was used for
this research project. This is column #97 (urbrur) in the PEDSF document and identifies
county of residence as 1 = Big Metro, 2 = Metro, 3 = Urban, 4 = Less Urban, 5 = Rural,
and 9 = Unknown (NCI, 2015c¢).

Dependent variable. There were several research questions built into this
research project. However, each research question addressed the independent variable’s
association with the percentage of elderly (65 years+) metastatic colorectal cancer
patients who receive first-line adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy. Therefore, the
dependent variable for these research questions was receipt of first-line adjunct (in
combination with chemotherapy) monoclonal antibody therapy, “yes” or “no.”

There are three monoclonal antibodies (bevacizumab, cetuximab, and
panitumumab) currently approved for first-line treatment of patients with metastatic
colorectal cancer when given in combination with chemotherapy (Amgen, 2014; Bristol-
Myers Squibb & Eli Lilly and Company, 2013; Genentech, 2013). These monoclonal
antibodies can be covered by Medicare Part B (if administered at an outpatient clinic or a
physician’s office) or Medicare Part D (if administered as a prescription drug from a

specialty pharmacy). Therefore, this information was obtained from the Medicare PDE
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dataset, the Medicare Outpatient Claims dataset, and the Medicare Carrier Claims dataset.
The DME dataset was not used for this variable as data for these three drugs is not
present within this dataset.
In the PDE dataset, the brand name for each monoclonal antibody (Avastin,
Erbitux, or Vectibix) is listed in column #90 (BN). In addition the following NDC codes
for the administered drug will be present in column #35 (PROD_SRVC _ID) of the PDE
dataset (NCI, 2015b):
* Bevacizumab (Avastin): 50242006001 or 50242006101 (293 patients from
2007-2012)

* Cetuximab (Erbitux): 66733094823 or 66733095823 (59 patients from 2007-
2012)

e Panitumumab (Vectibix): 55513095401 or 55513095601 (23 patients from
2007-2012)

In the Carrier Claims and Outpatient Claims dataset, receipt of one of the
monoclonal antibodies is listed as a “J” HCPCS code (columns #93 in the Carrier Claims
data set or columns #241 in the Outpatient Claims data set; NCI, 2015b):

* Bevacizumab: J9035 (25,825 patients from 2007-2012)

e Cetuximab: J9055 (7,004 patients from 2007-2012)

* Panitumumab: J9303 (2,026 patients from 2007-2012)

First-line adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment was defined as at least one claim

for a monoclonal antibody (bevacizumab, cetuximab, or panitumumab) in one of the
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three files above within 1 month of first postdiagnosis chemotherapy claim (which must
have occurred within 6 months of diagnosis) as in Meyerhardt et al. (2012). Given the
need to compare claim dates to determine if monoclonal antibody was received within 1
month of chemotherapy, the drug dispense date for each monoclonal antibody claim was
also used. This is listed an MMDDYYYY in PDE dataset column #27 (srve_mon,
srve_day, srve_yr) and in column #32 (from_dtm, from_dtd, from_dty) of the Outpatient
Claims and Carrier Claims datasets. For the purpose of this research project, the
dependent variable (first-line monoclonal antibody treatment) was recorded dichotomized
as “yes” or “no.”

Control variables. Multiple covariates were assessed to control for confounding.
The first covariate assessed was gender. This is column #41 (m_sex) in the PEDSF file:
1 = male, 2 = female. The second covariate was age at diagnosis. This is column #1881
in the PEDSF file. The third covariate was reason for original Medicare entitlement.
This is column #43 in the PEDSF file: 0 = Age, 1 = Disability (individuals with 2 = End
Stage Renal Disease or 3 = Disability/End Stage Renal Disease were excluded from the
study). The final covariate was which registry reported the data. This is indicated by the
first two digits in the patient ID (PEDSF column #1).

Research design. The specific aim of this study was to determine if there are
racial, SES, or neighborhood (degree of urbanization) disparities in first-line adjunct
monoclonal antibody treatment of elderly, Medicare-enrolled, metastatic colorectal

cancer patients. As monoclonal antibody therapy has been shown clinically to improve
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survival, it would be unethical to perform an intervention study to address these
questions. Therefore, the method used was strictly observational, using a retrospective
cohort quantitative research design. Specifically, individuals meeting the selection
criteria were selected from the SEER-Medicare colorectal cancer population as outlined
in the sample selection section of this document. Disparities in monoclonal antibody
treatment were then assessed across different populations (different SES levels, races,
and neighborhood characteristics) using logistic regression.

Rationale. All the research questions can be addressed using numerical values
and/or discrete categories for all variables. Therefore, quantitative research was the most
appropriate research design. Given the utility of the achieved SEER-Medicare database
to answer the research questions, I used only secondary data.

Time and resource constraints. I used data from the NCI’s SEER-Medicare
database. The SEER-Medicare database is a large population-based database that
contains matched medical claim records and demographic information for Medicare
beneficiaries who have been diagnosed with cancer (NCI, 2015a). Data from five files
within this database for years 2007 to 2012 (PEDSF 2007-2011 only) was accessed for a
reasonable fee ($1600). Data access required completion of a dissertation proposal,
International Review Board (IRB) approval, approval of an application by SEER-
Medicare oversight committee, and dissertation chair approval/completion of a data use

agreement (NCI, 2015¢; E. Yanisko, personal communication, February 5, 2013).
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Use of a retrospective research design and archival data reduced the time
constraints associated with data collection. However, time constraints still existed. Upon
completion of a final data application (which required several iterations), approval by the
SEER-Medicare oversight committee took 4 weeks, and data acquisition took an
additional 3 weeks (E. Yanisko, personal communication, February 5, 2013). In all, it
took 4 months from submission of the first draft application to receipt of the final data
set. All the data obtained from SEER-Medicare were received uniformly coded and there
were training courses and support staff available to help with the extraction/compilation
process (E. Yanisko, personal communication, February 5, 2013).

Methodology

In this section, I describe the population used for this study and the procedures
used to sample that population. Since archival data were used and no new data were
collected on study subjects, this section does not contain procedures for new data
collection.
Population

The research questions addressed disparities in monoclonal antibody therapy of
elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients. The specific population used for this study
was elderly (65+) individuals diagnosed with metastatic colorectal cancer between
January 2007 and December 2011, treated with first-line chemotherapy within 6 months
of diagnosis. Individuals with a previous cancer history and individuals with end stage

renal disease were excluded. Since monoclonal antibodies can be prescribed under
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Medicare Part B or D, to limit the impact of insurance coverage differences, the
population was limited to individuals with evidence of enrollment in Part B and D
Medicare. This population is about 65% of the Medicare population (MedPac, 2013).
Additionally, given that claims billed to Medicare HMOs (Medicare Part C; Medicare
Advantage) would not be included in the SEER-Medicare database, the study cohort was
limited to patient without HMO coverage. Given that metastatic colorectal cancer
patients have high mortality rates and the time from cohort selection (which required a
chemotherapy claim) to assessment of the dependent variable was only 1 month, to limit
unnecessary patient exclusion, continuous Medicare Part B and D enrollment was not
required.

Tumor resection (if possible) followed by chemotherapy (5-Fluorouracil,
Oxaliplatin, or Irinotecan) is the standard of care for metastatic colorectal cancer (NCI,
2015f). Monoclonal antibody therapy is indicated for first-line metastatic colorectal
cancer as an adjunct to chemotherapy. Given this, only individuals who received first-
line chemotherapy, as indicated by a chemotherapy claim within 6 months of cancer
diagnosis, as in Meyerhardt et al. (2012), were included in the study population. Finally,
as previously stated, given that adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy is only approved for
metastatic colorectal cancer, the population of interest included only patients with
metastatic colorectal cancer.

In the United States, colorectal cancer accounts for 8.6% of all new cancer cases

and 8.8% of all cancer deaths (NCI, n.d.a). In 2010, 131,607 people in the United States
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were diagnosed with colorectal cancer (CDC, 2013). Colorectal cancer risk and mortality
rate increases with age, with the elderly being most affected by the disease (CDC, 2013).
In the United States, elderly individuals (65 years+) account for 60% of all new
colorectal cancer cases and 70.9% of all colorectal cancer deaths (NCI, n.d.a). In 2010,
approximately 79 thousand elderly (65+) individuals were diagnosed with colorectal
cancer (CDC, 2013). At diagnosis, the tumor in approximately 20% of patients has
already metastasized (Roswell Park Cancer Institute, n.d.a). Therefore, the population of
elderly persons diagnosed per year with metastatic colorectal cancer is approximately
15.8 thousand.

In terms of prevalence, there are approximately 1.16 million people living with
colorectal cancer in the United States (NCI, n.d.a). Of all individuals diagnosed and
being treated for colorectal cancer, it is estimated that 55% of these individuals have
metastasized tumors (Roswell Park Cancer Institute, n.d.). Therefore, the population of
individuals living with metastasized colorectal cancer is approximately 638,000, with the
majority of these individuals over the age of 65.

Sampling and Sampling Procedures

The sampling strategy was carefully designed to eliminate as many confounding
variables as possible. The detailed sampling procedures are described in the following
section.

Sampling procedures. SEER-Medicare datasets for colon and rectal cancer

patients from 2007 to 2011 (PEDSF) and 2007 to 2012 (Outpatient Claims file, DME file,
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Carrier Claims File and PDE file) were received from the NCI. These datasets included

clinical and demographic data from all SEER district reported colorectal cancer cases

(NCI, 2015¢). In order to be included in the study, an individual must have met the

following inclusion and exclusion criteria:

First colorectal cancer diagnosis at or after 65 years of age (PEDSF column
#1881; Age at Diagnosis).
First diagnosis of colorectal cancer occurred between January 2007 and
December 2011 (PEDSF column #1888; Year of Diagnosis).
Cancer sequence number (number of primary tumors the individual had been
diagnosed with up to and including their colorectal cancer diagnosis) of 00 or
01 indicating that the colorectal cancer tumor was their first primary tumor
(PEDSF column #1884).
Covered by Medicare Part B for at least 1 month during the year of diagnosis
(PEDSF columns #548). Value >/=1 for diagnosis year. Presence of a
chemotherapy claim in one of the Part B files (DME, Carrier Claims or
Outpatient Claims) was also required for inclusion and demonstrates
coverage.
Covered by Medicare Part D for at least 1 month during the year of diagnosis
(PEDSF column #221). Value >/=1 for diagnosis year.

0 Monoclonal antibody therapy can be covered under Medicare Part B or

Medicare Part D. Therefore, this selection criterion is included to help
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ensure complete medical records for all study participants and limit the
impact of insurance coverage on the disparity measures.

Not Enrolled in a Medicare managed care plan during the year of diagnosis
(Medicare Part C) (PEDSF column #550; HMO Months). Any number other
than 00 for both the year of diagnosis and the year of treatment will result in
exclusion.

0 Managed care plans enrollees have their claims processed by the
managed care entities, not Medicare. Thus, these claims will not be in
the SEER-Medicare data.

Colorectal cancer had undergone metastasis at diagnosis (PEDSF column
#1953; CS Mets at Dx). Specifically, individuals with codes 00 (none/no
distant metastasis) or 99 (unknown/distant metastasis not stated) will be
excluded.

0 Monoclonal antibodies are only approved for use in metastatic
colorectal cancer patients.

Patients that qualified for Medicare due to End Stage Renal Disease were
excluded (PEDSF column #43; rsncd1). Individuals with codes of 2 or 3 were
excluded.

Given chemotherapy up to 31 days before or 6 months after of diagnosis as
determined by comparing diagnosis date (PEDSF column #1886 = Month of

Diagnosis; PEDSF column #1888; Year of Diagnosis) to the first
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chemotherapy claim date. Given that no day of the month is listed for
diagnosis, the diagnosis day was set to the last day of the diagnosis month to
ensure all within 6 months of diagnosis chemotherapy claims were captured.
Chemotherapy receipt was defined as receiving any of the following as single
agents or in combination. The “J” HCPCS codes are listed in columns #93 in
the Carrier Claims data set, column #93 in the DME dataset, or columns #241
in the Outpatient Claims data set (NCI, 2015b). The NDC codes are located
in column #409 in the DME dataset (NCI, 2015b). Date of receipt was
defined using the Claim From Date located in column #32 of all three datasets
(NCI, 2015b). Only the earliest chemotherapy claim and claim date for each
individual was recorded.

0 5S-fluorouracil (5-FU):
= HCPCS =J9190
= NDC Codes =00703301513, 00703301812, 00703301912,
10139006301, 10139006310, 10139006311, 10139006312,
10139006320, 10139006350, 63323011710, 63323011720,
63323011751, 63323011761, 66758004401, 66758004403
0 capecitabine:
= HCPCS =J8520, J8521
= NDC Codes = 00004110020, 54868414300, 54868414301,

54868414302, 00004110150, 00004110175, 54868526000,



54868526001, 54868526002, 54868526003, 54868526004,
54868526005, 54868526006, 54868526007, 54868526008,
54868526009
0 leucovorin:
= HCPCS =J0640
= NDC Codes = 00703279301, 00703279701, 00703514001,
00703514501, 00703514591, 00904231560, 25021081310,
25021081430, 25021081530, 25021081567, 25021081630,
25021081667, 55390000901, 55390005110, 55390005210,
55390005301, 55390005401, 55390081810, 55390082401,
55390082501, 55390082601, 62701090030, 62701090099,
62701090125, 63323071050, 63323071100
o0 floxuridine:
= HCPCS =J9200
= NDC Codes = 55390013501, 63323014507
0 oxaliplatin:
= HCPCS =J9263
= NDC Codes = 00024059010, 00024059120, 00024059240,
00069006701, 00069007001, 00069007401, 00069101001,
00703398501, 00703398601, 25021021120, 25021021250,

41616017640, 41616017840, 47335017640, 47335017840,

94
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61703036318, 61703036322, 63323017530, 63323017650,
63323065010, 63323065017, 63323065020, 63323065027
0 irinotecan
= HCPCS =J9206
= NDC Codes =00009111101, 00009111102, 00009752901,
00009752902, 00009752903, 00009752904, 00009752905,
00143970101, 00143970201, 00703443211, 00703443411,
10019093401, 10019093402, 10019093417, 10019093479,
10518010310, 18111000202, 18111000203, 23155017931,
23155017932, 25021020002, 25021020005, 25021021402,
25021021405, 55390029501, 55390029601, 59762752902,
61703034909, 61703034916, 61703034936, 63323019302,
63323019305, 66758004801, 66758004802
Power Analysis
This section describes the G*Power analysis used to estimate sample size required
for each of the three research questions. This section also provides justification for the
effect sizes, alpha level, and power level chosen.
Alpha level. Iused an alpha level 0.05 for this study. In social sciences, an alpha
level of 0.05 is often employed (Web Center for Social Research Methods, 2006). This is
because an alpha level of 0.05 represents a compromise between Type I and Type II

error. This alpha level allows for a 5% chance that the null hypothesis will be rejected
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when it is true (i.e. there is no difference between groups; Type I error) (Web Center for
Social Research Methods, 2006). Additionally, being conservative and not setting the
alpha level too low reduces the risk of Type II error or failing to reject the null hypothesis
when it is false (Web Center for Social Research Methods, 2006). Finally, given that the
research questions ask if there is a difference between groups and do not specify
directionality, a two tailed analysis was used.

Effect size and power level. In G*Power version 3.1.9.2 (Faul, Erdfelder,
Buchner, & Lang, 2009) the effect size is represented as an odds ratio, the average
probability of “yes” to the dependent variable (in this case monoclonal antibody
treatment), and a specified power level. Although it’s never been researched, it is
reasonable to hypothesize that the racial, SES, and neighborhood (degree of urbanization)
differences in monoclonal antibody treatment will mimic historical differences in other
colorectal cancer treatments. This hypothesis is in line with the Fundamental Cause
Theory which states that even with changing resources, it is the beneficial social
connections that serve to protect health regardless of the resource mechanism (Phelan et
al., 2010). In other words, groups that showed chemotherapy, radiation, or surgery
treatment disparities might show similar monoclonal antibody treatment disparities.

For SES odds ratio estimation, Lejeune et al. (2010) cites the difference in
adjusted treatment rates (surgery, radiation, or chemotherapy) between high and low SES
districts as 1.15. However, in Hines et al. (2014), the difference in chemotherapy rates

comparing high to low SES districts was greater (OR = 0.83). Given that the degree of
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disparity differs between the two studies, to be conservative, 1.15 was used as the odds
ratio estimate for SES differences. In terms of racial disparities, Obeidat et al. (2010)
determined that Black Americans were less likely than White Americans to receive newer
chemotherapy options (OR = 0.641). However, White (2008) found more modest
differences between Black Americans and White Americans in terms of chemotherapy
receipt (OR = 0.85). Therefore, for this power analysis, a conservative OR of 0.85 was
used. For urban/rural disparity estimation, the Hines et al. (2014) article found that
chemotherapy rates differed comparing urban to rural districts (OR = 0.84). Therefore,
an odds ratio of 0.84 was used for this final power analysis.

In addition to the odds ratios, G*Power also requires the average probability of
receiving treatment. In an observational study conducted using 2006 treatment data,
Renouf et al. (2011) found that 30.6% of metastatic colorectal cancer patients received
adjunct bevacizumab. Therefore, given that this study is assessing 2007 to 2012
treatment data, a conservative probability of 0.306 was used.

Finally, adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment of colorectal patients is
hypothesized to vary by race, SES and neighborhood (degree of urbanization). However,
it is unlikely that any of these variables fully explain differences in treatment. When the
magnitude of the expected outcome is unknown, Cohen (1988) suggests selecting a
medium power level of 0.5. This medium power level (0.5) means that 6% of the
variance in treatment is explained by the independent variable (Cohen, 1988). This

power level was used for the research questions.
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Independent variable association with control variables. For all three research
questions, there are four control variables planned into the logistic model. An R? for the
relationship between the primary independent variable and the control variables must be
defined for the power analysis. A literature search did not return data on the correlation
between the independent variables (race, SES, neighborhood characteristics) and the
control variables (gender, age at diagnosis, reason for original Medicare entitlement, and
reporting registry) in this elderly metastatic colorectal cancer population. Therefore, for
the purpose of this analysis, a value representing (by convention) a medium correlation
(R =0.3) was selected. Thus, the R? value for the relationship between the independent
variable in each research question and the control variables was set at (0.3)? = 0.09.

Power analysis. This research study has three different research questions and
three different independent variables, all tested as a predictors of a binary outcome
variable (monoclonal antibody treatment; yes or no) using logistic regression. Each
independent variable has a different expected odds ratio. Therefore, three different power
analyses were performed.

Utilizing the information above regarding available alpha level, effect size, power
level and association with control variables, the software program G*Power was used to
estimate required sample size for this logistic regression analysis (Faul, et al., 2009). The
inputs and outputs of this analysis are represented in Appendix C.

Estimated available sample size. According to the NCI (2015d), the number of

newly diagnosed colorectal cancer patients in the SEER dataset was 12,062, 11,489, and
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10,564 in 2007 to 2009 respectively. This is an average of 11,372 new cases per year. In
order to be included in this count the patients had to be enrolled in both Medicare Part A
and Medicare Part B (NCI, 2015d). Since this research study is limited to patients
enrolled in Medicare Part B and D (approximately 65% of the Medicare population), the
number of patients meeting the study selection criteria is approximately 7,392 patients
per year. This study cohort included individuals diagnosed over five years (2007-2011).
Therefore, within the SEER dataset (2007-2011), an estimated 36,960 will be colorectal
cancer patients enrolled in Medicare Part B and D. Approximately 20% of these patients
were expected to be excluded due to enrollment in Medicare managed care/HMO,
leaving approximately 29,568 patients. This sample is further reduced as this study only
addresses treatment in patients diagnosed with metastatic colorectal cancer. If an
estimated 20% of these patients were diagnosed with metastatic colorectal cancer, the
expected available sample size for this study over the years 2007 to 2011 is 5,914. The
sample size will be limited once more by the number of patients receiving first-line
chemotherapy. If an estimated 50% receive first-line chemotherapy, this would result in
a sample size of 2,957.

The actual final sample size was 2,241, slightly lower than estimated. However,
the sample size is still significantly above the size required for all three research

questions (1029, 764, and 666 respectively) with a power of 0.5.
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Procedures for Recruitment, Participation, and Data Collection

As stated above, since archival data were used and no new data were collected on
study subjects, this section does not contain procedures new data collection. However,
this section provides detailed information on the SEER-Medicare database and how the
data were accessed.

Data access. This study used data from the NCI’s SEER-Medicare database.
The SEER-Medicare database is a large population-based database that contains matched
medical claim records and demographic information for Medicare beneficiaries who have
been diagnosed with cancer (NCI, 2015a). The process for requesting the data is outlined
in detail on the SEER Medicare website (NCI, 2015g). Specifically, for this project, an
application form (Appendix A), a SEER-Medicare data use agreement (Appendix B), and
proof of Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval were submitted (NCI, 2015g). Upon
application approval, the data needed for these research questions for years 2007 to 2012
was accessed for a reasonable fee ($1600). The five data files obtained were the Part D
Event (PDE) dataset, the Durable Medical Equipment (DME) dataset, the Carrier Claims
dataset, the Patient Entitlement and Diagnosis Summary File (PEDSF) and the Outpatient
Claims dataset. All colorectal cancer patient data within these five files from 2007 to
2012 (PEDSF 2007-2011 only) was obtained.

SEER-Medicare sample information. The SEER-Medicare database is a unique
research-oriented database resulting from the linkage of the Surveillance, Epidemiology,

and End Results (SEER) cancer registries database and the Medicare enrollment and
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claims data files (NCI, 2015a; Warren et al., 2002). The cancer diagnosis and
demographic information within the SEER-Medicare database comes from the SEER
program. The SEER program includes NCI contracted registries in Connecticut, lowa,
New Mexico, Utah, Hawaii, Georgia, Louisiana, New Jersey, Puerto Rico, Kentucky and
California (NCI, n.d.a). These registries represent approximately 28% of the U.S. cancer
population (NCI, 2013). When the SEER database is linked to the Medicare claims
databases, such as in the SEER-Medicare dataset, researchers have access to data that
includes incidence, cancer site, stage, histology, demographics, medical procedures,
initial treatments, and vital status (NCI, n.d.a). Starting in 2007, SEER began linking the
Medicare Part D (PDE) file which allows researchers to perform prescription drug
research (NCI, 2013). In total, there are 1.6 million persons with cancer included in the
dataset and over 900 publications using the dataset (NCI, 2013).

Instrumentation. Given that archived data were used, no instrumentation was
used for the current study. All the data within the SEER-Medicare linked database comes
from either cancer registry documents or Medicare claim forms. In the case of the SEER
program (cancer registry documents), data collection is both passive and active. After
hospitals, clinicians and pathologists collect the data, SEER registry personnel actively
perform follow-ups to collect data or passively collect data through state databases (NCI,
2011). Once data is compiled by the registries, they incorporate mortality data from the
National Center of Health Statistics, Medicare claims records, and information from the

U.S. Census Bureau (NCI, 2011). Subsequently quality checks are implemented to
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ensure all the data has been linked appropriately and the data is then de-identified (NCI,
2011).

Given that hospitals, clinicians, and pathologists are responsible for accurate
reporting and coding of SEER data, there is the potential for missing or inaccurate data.
There are multiple published studies that have assessed the reliability and the validity of
different subsets of the SEER-Medicare data. Du et al. (2008) assessed the validity and
reliability of the SEER report on breast cancer chemotherapy. In this assessment, the
authors reviewed medical charts from 1228 women diagnosed with breast cancer and
compared these results to the SEER-Medicare reports (Du et al., 2008). For patients who
did not receive chemotherapy, the SEER-Medicare data agreed with the chart review over
99% of the time (Du et al., 2008). For the women listed as receiving chemotherapy in the
SEER-Medicare dataset, the authors were able to find strong evidence for chemotherapy
in the chart review for 97% of the cases, indicating strong validity (Du et al., 2008). Ina
separate analysis, Du et al. (2008) list the overall reliability (kappa) of the SEER-
Medicare breast cancer chemotherapy data as 0.69 (95% confidence interval = 0.63-
0.76).

Mahnken et al. (2008) assessed the completeness of the SEER-Medicare database
for Oral and Pharyngeal Cancer. When comparing to the SEER limited-use dataset, the
authors found that 6.4% of the incident cases were missing from the larger SEER-

Medicare linked database (Mahnken et al., 2008). The completeness of the data did vary
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nonsignificantly by race and ethnicity and could be partly explained by differences in

Medicare coverage (Mahnken et al., 2008).

Operationalization of constructs. All of the variables used in this research

project are available within the PEDSF (Patient Entitlement and Diagnosis Summary

File), the Outpatient Claims dataset, the DME (Durable Medical Equipment) dataset, the

Carrier Claims dataset or the Part D Event (PDE) dataset (NCI, 2015c). The independent

and dependent variables are operationalized below. The control/covariate and selection

variables have been described in detail in the previous sections.

Race: Identified as listed in column #101 of the PEDSF (rac_recb);
1=Caucasian, 2=Black, 3=American Indian/Alaska Native, 4=Chinese,
5=Japanese, 6=Filipino, 7=Hawaiian, 8=Other Asian or Pac. Islander,
9=Unknown, 11=Caucasian, Spanish origin or surname, 12=Other unspecified
(NCI, 2015¢).

Socioeconomic Status: The PEDSF Census Tract Poverty Indicator will be
used as an estimation of SES. This is column #146 (census_pov_ind) in the
PEDSF document and uses data from the 2010 Census (NCI, 2015¢).
Neighborhood characteristics (degree of urbanization): This will be defined
using the 2003 Rural/Urban Continuum Codes from the Economic Research
Service (ERS), which categories counties on an urban/rural scale based on
population size, degree of urbanization and adjacency to a metro or nonmetro

area (NCI, 2015c). The PEDSF re-code of these values will be used for this
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research project. This is column #91 (urbrur) and identifies county of
residence as 1=Big Metro, 2=Metro, 3=Urban, 4=Less Urban, 5=Rural,
9=Unknown (NCI, 2015c).

Monoclonal antibody therapy (yes/no): Receipt of bevacizumab, cetuximab
or panitumumab (as identified by a claim in the PDE, Carrier Claims, or
Outpatient dataset) within 1 month of first post-diagnosis chemotherapy
claim. Location and codes for each file are described below.

0 PDE dataset: The brand names for the three monoclonal antibodies
(Avastin, Erbitux, Vectibix) will be listed in column #90 (BN). In
addition, the following NDC codes for the administered drug will be
present in column #35 (PROD_SRVC ID): bevacizumab
(50242006001 or 50242006101), cetuximab (66733094823 or
66733095823), panitumumab (55513095401 or 55513095601).

0 Outpatient Claims dataset: Receipt of one of the monoclonal
antibodies will be listed as a “J” HCPCS code in column #241 (hcpcs):
bevacizumab (J9035), cetuximab (J9055), panitumumab (J9303).

0 Carrier Claims dataset: Receipt of one of the monoclonal antibodies

will be listed as an HCPCS code (above) in column #93.
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Research Questions and Hypothesizes

RQ1: Within the population of elderly (65 years+) individuals diagnosed with
metastatic colorectal cancer from January 2007 to December 2011, are there racial
disparities in first line adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment?

Ho1: There is no significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody treatment based on race.

Hai: There is a significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody treatment based on race.

RQ2: Within the population of elderly (65 years+) individuals diagnosed with
metastatic colorectal cancer from January 2007 to December 2011, are there
socioeconomic disparities in first line adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment?

Hoy: There is no significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody therapy based on area socioeconomic status (as defined by
the PEDSF census tract poverty indicator).

Ha: There is a significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody therapy based on area socioeconomic status (as defined by

the PEDSF census tract poverty indictor).
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RQ3: Within the population of elderly (65 years+) individuals diagnosed with
metastatic colorectal cancer from January 2007 to December 2011, are there
neighborhood characteristic (degree of urbanization) disparities in first line adjunct
monoclonal antibody treatment?

Hos: There is no significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody therapy based on neighborhood characteristics.

Ha3: There is a significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody therapy based on neighborhood characteristics.

Data Analysis Plan

In this section, I describe, in detail, the analysis plan used for this research project.
This includes the software packages that were used for data compilation, management
and analysis, how sample selection occurred, and the statistical methods that were
employed.
Hardware

The SEER-Medicare datasets and all raw analysis files were stored on a server
leased from Hivelocity and accessed remotely over a secure firewall using VPN. The
Hivelocity server had a 2 x 1000GB Hard Drive with 2 x 2.26GHz Quad-Core L5520
Nehalem Xeon Processor and 72GB DDR3 Memory. The operating system was

CentOS7.
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Software

Python 2.7.5, MySQL 5.6.24 Community Server, MySQL Workbench 6.3.3.0 and
BASH (BourneAgain SHell) were employed to create a database to allow access to the
data, compile needed variables into tables and select the study cohort based on the listed
inclusion and exclusion variables. Data for the selected cohort was then imported into
IBM SPSS Statistics 21 and SPSS was used for subsequent descriptive and inferential
statistical analyses (IBM, n.d.). For this research project, it was necessary to compile,
sort and select data from ~100,000 total cases. Therefore, a high capacity, effective data
management program such as MySQL and Python with the ability to query, select and
split datasets was critical. Additionally, SPSS was capable of performing logistic
regression analyses (IBM, n.d.), as was required by this project.
Data Preparation

Prior to analysis, the data needed to be organized and the cohort needed to be
selected. A pictorial representation of the methods followed during the cohort selection
process can be found in Figure 1 and the step by step details can be found in Appendix D.

Additionally, the exact code used for each step is documented in Appendix D.
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seer_create.sql

\ 4

Seer_load_pedsf.py

pedsf.cancerfile01.txt,
pedsf.cancer.file02.txt

N

dme07.txt —-dme12.txt

pdesaf07.txt — pdesaf12.txt

nch07 fileXXX.txt — nch12. fileXXX.txt
outsaf07 fileXXX.txt — outsaf12 fileXXX.txt

\ 4
seer_load_other.py

N

seer_queries.sql

\ 4

export_master_view.sh >| Master_table.txt
\ 4
Update_master_table.py > Master_table_updated.txt
B :
ASH Script | It
Python 2.7 script Output
MySQL Structured

Query Language Script

Figure 1. Pictorial representation of the software used and files generated during the

cohort selection process.
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After the data were compiled and the preliminary cohort was selected using the
steps outlined above, the all variables needed for the selected cohort will be imported into
SPSS. The variables transferred to SPSS, including several computed variables are
documented in Appendix E.

At this point, the cohort in SPSS had already been selected on the following
variables:

1. Cases with diagnosis dates from January 2007 to December 2011.

2. Cases with an age at diagnosis of 65 or over.

3. Cases with a sequence number of 00 or 01 (first primary tumor).

4. Cases with cancer metastasis at diagnosis.

5. Evidence (at least 1 month in the diagnosis year) of Medicare Part B and

Medicare Part D enrollment.

6. No HMO coverage in the year of diagnosis.

7. Chemotherapy received within 6 months of diagnosis.

Once the data were in SPSS, individuals with Medicare entitlement due to End
Stage Renal disease (Reason for original Medicare entitlement codes 2 or 3) were
excluded. Additionally, any patient with a chemotherapy claim more than 31 days before
diagnosis were excluded. Using the computed column “days” (6a in Appendix D —
indicates days from first post diagnosis chemotherapy claim to first monoclonal antibody

claim), individuals with a monoclonal antibody within 1 month (31 days) of their
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chemotherapy claim date were coded as “yes” in the “Monoclonal antibody” column, all
others were coded as “no”.

As a final step in data preparation, codes for each variable were defined (e.g., 1 =
male, 2 = female) in the variable view section of SPSS. In addition variable type
(categorical or continuous) was defined in the variable view. Once all variables were
defined, data analysis (descriptive and inferential) began.

Statistical Tests

This section will describe, in detail, the statistical tests that employed to answer
the research questions. Statistical assumptions and interpretation of outputs will also be
discussed.

Descriptive statistics. Descriptive statistics in SPSS were used to understand
sample distribution. Specifically tables and/or figures were generated to document
distribution of the sample in terms of race, gender, age at diagnosis, SES, neighborhood
characteristics (degree of urbanization), reporting registry, and reason for original
Medicare entitlement over the study period (2007-2011) and by diagnosis year.
Additionally, also using SPSS, frequency tables were generated to relate the
independent/control variables to the dependent variable as outlined below:

* Frequency of monoclonal antibody therapy by gender.

* Frequency of monoclonal antibody therapy stratified by reporting registry.

* Frequency of monoclonal antibody stratified by reason for original Medicare

entitlement (age or disability).
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* Frequency of monoclonal antibody therapy stratified by age at diagnosis.

* Frequency of monoclonal antibody therapy by year of diagnosis.

* Frequency of monoclonal antibody therapy by race.

* Frequency of monoclonal antibody therapy across SES ranges (as defined
using the Census Tract Poverty Indicator)

* Frequency of monoclonal antibody therapy stratified on neighborhood
characteristics (degree of urbanization as defined using the 2003 Rural/Urban
Continuum code)

Inferential statistics. Logistic regression is used to model a dichotomous
outcome variable (in this case receipt of monoclonal antibody, “yes” or “no”’) based on
other predictor variable(s) (Burns & Burns, 2008). The output of logistic regression
predicts which dependent variable group a sample should reside in based on the
independent variable(s) (Burns & Burns, 2008). For example, in this study, using a
simple ANOVA, it is possible that race would predict (to a certain extent) the chance of
monoclonal antibody receipt. However, in this example, in order to determine if the
independent variable (race) is independently associated with the dependent variable
(monoclonal antibody receipt), the model will need to control for differences in these
covariates. In other words, is the association between the independent and dependent
variable still significant after adding the covariates to the model? Logistic regression

methods will allow this to be accomplished.



112

There are two main assumptions that must be met in order use logistic regression.
First, the dependent variable must be dichotomous (Burns & Burns, 2008). The
dependent variable (monoclonal antibody therapy) is dichotomous, meeting this
assumption. Second, the categories must be mutually exclusive and exhaustive, because
a sample must only be in one group and every sample must be assigned to a group (Burns
& Burns, 2008). This assumption is also met with this data set. For all independent,
dependent and control variables every sample will fall within one (and only one) of the
categories. Burns and Burns (2008) also note that larger samples are often needed for
logistic regression and recommend at least 50 cases per predictor. For the analyses
described in Table 12, the maximum number of predictor variables will be seven. As
noted in the power section above, the sample size (2,241) exceeds this minimum number.
Logistic regression does not assume linear relationships between dependent and
independent variables, nor does it assume equal variance within groups or normal
distribution (Burns & Burns, 2008). Therefore, these conditions do not need to be tested
prior to analysis.

There are multiple logistic regression analyses performed on the study data given
the different research questions. All logistic regression analyses performed described in
Table 11. Covariate analyses to test for independent associations (analyses 4, 5 and 6 in
Table 11) were planned to be performed only if a significant association was found
between the independent variable and the dependent variable for that research question.

For example, if race is found to not associate with monoclonal antibody treatment in
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analysis 1, analyses 4 will not be performed as there will be no need to test for variables
confounding the relationship (as a relationship does not exist). For analysis 7, a final
logistic regression models was generated with any variable (independent or covariate)

that was determined to be significantly associated with monoclonal antibody treatment.
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Logistic Regression Analyses
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Analysis  Dependent  Independent
# Variable Variable(s)  Covariates  Sample exclusion Rationale
Test association
Monoclonal Patients with Race  between
Antibody Unknown or race and
Analysis Therapy Race (9 Other/Unspecified monoclonal
1 (yes/no) categories)  None will be excluded antibody receipt
Neighborho Patients with Test association
Monoclonal  od neighborhood between
Antibody Characteristi characteristics neighborhood and
Analysis Therapy cs (5 Unknown monoclonal
2 (yes/no) categories)  None will be excluded antibody receipt
SES; Census Patients with Test association
Monoclonal Tract Census Tract between
Antibody Poverty Poverty Indictor area SES and
Analysis  Therapy Indicator (4 Unknown will be  monoclonal
3 (yes/no) categories)  None excluded antibody receipt
Age at
diagnosis,
Gender,
Original Test for an
reason for independent
Medicare association
Monoclonal entitlement,  Patients with Race between
Antibody Reporting Unknown or race and
Analysis  Therapy Race (9 registry, Other/Unspecified monoclonal
4 (yes/no) categories)  Gender will be excluded antibody receipt
Age at
diagnosis,
Gender,
Original Test for an
reason for independent
Medicare Patients with association
Monoclonal =~ Neighborho entitlement, neighborhood between
Antibody od: Rural/ Reporting characteristics neighborhood and
Analysis  Therapy Urban (5 registry, Unknown monoclonal
5 (yes/no) categories)  Gender will be excluded antibody receipt

table continues
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Age at
diagnosis,
Gender,
Original Test for an
reason for independent
SES; Census Medicare Patients with association
Monoclonal Tract entitlement,  Census Tract between
Antibody Poverty Reporting Poverty Indictor area SES and
Analysis Therapy Indicator (4  registry, Unknown will be  monoclonal
6 (yes/no) categories)  Gender excluded antibody receipt
Age at
diagnosis,
Gender,
Original Generate a model
reason for of association
Race, Medicare Samples with using all
Monoclonal =~ Neighborho entitlement, Unknown/Unspeci significant
Antibody od Reporting fied independent variables
Analysis  Therapy Characteristi  registry, values will be (independent and
7 (yes/no) cs, SES Gender excluded covariate).

Covariates and Confounding Variables

Any control variable found to significantly associate with monoclonal antibody
treatment during covariate analysis in Chapter 4 was added to the logistic regression
analyses to control for confounding. There are four control variables/covariates being
controlled for in this research project. The first control variable was gender. Oliver et al.
(2013) cites weak correlations between receipt of chemotherapy or surgery and gender.
Specifically, women were slightly more likely than men to receive surgery (95.5% vs.
92.2%) and men were slightly more likely than women to receive chemotherapy (38.6%
vs. 45.2%) (Oliver et al., 2013). These treatment differences might extend to monoclonal
antibody therapy and it is therefore important to control for gender in the statistical

model.
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The second control variable was age at diagnosis. This study was limited to
individuals over 65 years of age. However, even in the over 65 age group, increasing age
has been correlated with treatment disparities. Fu et al. (2013) and Kozloff et al. (2010)
observed reduced adjunct bevacizumab treatment with increasing patient age. Therefore,
it was important to control for age at diagnosis in the model.

The third control variable was reason for original Medicare entitlement (age or
disability). Individuals with End Stage Renal Disease (ESRD) or disability + End Stage
Renal Disease were excluded. However, underlying disability has the potential to impact
treatment prescribed/received and needed to be included in the model.

The final control variable was which registry reported the data. Naishadham et al.
(2011) found state to state differences in progress toward reducing colorectal cancer
mortality from 1990-2007. Specifically, the southern states showed little to no
improvement, whereas the north-eastern states showed improvement often in excess of a
33% reduction in mortality (Naishadham et al., 2011). Therefore, it is possible that
geographic region (as indicated by reporting district) could impact treatment received.
Results Interpretation

Descriptive statistics. The planned descriptive statistical analyses were
presented in the statistical tests section of this chapter and are reported in frequency
tables in Chapter 4. These frequency tables stratify the cohort by each
independent/control variable and the dependent variable (monoclonal antibody

treatment).
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Inferential statistics. The outputs of the logistic regression analyses described in
the statistical tests section of this chapter are log odds (b coefficients — slope values),
odds ratio (Exp(B)) and p-values. These values are located in the “Variables in the
Equation” table in the logistic regression SPSS output (Burns & Burns, 2008). The log
odds values (“b”) ranges from 0 to infinity and estimates the likelihood of the
membership in the target group (monoclonal antibody receipt = yes) versus the other
group (monoclonal antibody receipt = no) (Burns & Burns, 2008). For example, if “b”
was 0.04 for the independent variable SES (% below poverty level), then for every one
unit increase (percentage point) increase in SES, the increase in log odds of receipt of
monoclonal antibody receipt increases by 0.04. Negative log odds values mean the
relationship is negative (reduces likelihood of monoclonal antibody receipt) instead of
positive. Additionally, the Exp(b) has been reported. These are the odds ratios for the
predictors (independent variables). The odds ratios indicate the increased (or reduced)
chance of monoclonal antibody receipt based on the model of independent
variables/covariates. 95% confidence intervals for the odds ratios have also be generated
in SPSS. Odds ratios for each research question (race, SES, neighborhood
characteristics) were compared with and without covariate inclusion (if necessary) to
determine if the independent variable is independently associated with the dependent
variable (monoclonal antibody receipt).

A p-value (Sig.) for each logistic regression model has also been reported (Burns

& Burns, 2008). This value informs whether or not the model was significant for the
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independent variable and dependent variable in question. A p-value of less than 0.05 has
been considered significant.

Finally, two pseudo R Square values (Cox & Snell and Nagelkerke) have been
reported for each model. These variables are measures of model fit (values close to 0.0
are a poor fit; values close to 1.0 are a good fit).

Threats to Validity
Threats to External Validity

The external validity of this study could be threatened by population validity or
the ability to extrapolate the data to the larger U.S. elderly population. The SEER
database includes data from approximately 28% of the U.S. cancer population. However,
this sample comes from specific SEER funded cancer registries. These registries are
geographically dispersed, located in 13 different states. However, it is possible that the
ability to extrapolate the data obtained will be limited. It is unclear whether the data
within the SEER database is a true representation of the greater U.S. cancer population.
This threat cannot be avoided and will be noted in the limitations section of Chapter 5.

Given that this research is observation (nonexperimental) and used nonsubjective
medical record data, many of the other threats to external validity are avoided. For
example, ecological validity issues, interaction effect of testing issues, interaction effects
of selection biases and the experiment treatment, and reactive effects of experimental

arrangements are avoided due to the study design.
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Threats to Internal Validity

Internal validity could be threatened by confounding variables. To address this
potential issue, research into potential alternative causes of treatment disparities was
performed. Historical treatment associations with gender, age at diagnosis, and
geographical region (i.e. reporting registry) were found in the literature review.
Therefore, the logistic regression analysis included these three variables as covariates to
test for independent associations between the independent and dependent variables. In
addition, other health issues such as serious disability could influence treatment.
Therefore, in addition, the original reason for Medicare entitlement (age or disability)
was included as a covariate in the logistic regression model. Individuals who qualified
for Medicare due to end stage renal disease (ESRD) and individuals with a previous
cancer history were excluded from the study.

The internal validity of this study could also be threatened by maturation.
Maturation occurs when changes in the dependent variable occur over time. This study
used data over five years of cancer diagnoses and treatments. Therefore, it is possible
that the year of diagnosis could impact prescribed treatment. In other words, if fewer
individuals diagnosed in 2007 were prescribed a monoclonal antibody compared to
diagnosed in 2011, there could be higher levels of disparity in 2007 compared to 2011 (in
line with the Diffusions of Innovations Theory). To address this, monoclonal antibody
treatment rates have been analyzed by diagnosis year in Chapter 4. If a significant

difference exists, Chapter 5 will document a potential for maturation issues in the cohort.
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An additional threat to internal validity is sample selection. In the case of this
study, all SEER-Medicare colorectal cancer patients were included if they met the sample
selection criteria (there was no random selection from the SEER dataset). This reduces
selection bias threats. Additionally, the SEER sample is large (represents 28% of U.S.
cancer cases) also reducing issues associated with selection.

Experimental mortality is another potential threat to internal validity. This is
reduced through sample selection. Since treatment information is reported through the
Medicare claims datasets, only samples with evidence of Medicare Part B and Part D
enrollment in the year of diagnosis (as indicated by at least 1 month of coverage) were
included in the sample. In addition, individuals with any evidence of HMO plan
enrollment in the year of diagnosis were excluded as these individuals could have claims
not reported in the Medicare data files. Finally, presence of a chemotherapy claim was
also required for cohort selection, demonstrating coverage. This should reduce the
incidence of missing treatment data after diagnosis. Additionally, the timeframe from
cohort selection to measurement of the dependent variable (monoclonal antibody
treatment) was only 1 month. This short timeframe should also reduce experimental
mortality concerns.

Threats to Construct or Statistical Conclusion Validity

All of the variables used in this research study were explicitly operationalized to

reduce threats to construct validity. Many of the other threats to construct validity are

reduced due to the observational nature of this study. For example, there should be no
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interaction of different treatments, interaction of testing and treatment, evaluation
apprehension, or experimenter expectancy issues.

To increase statistical conclusion validity, great effort has been employed to
ensure the study was powered appropriately and that the statistical tests have not violated
any assumptions. In addition, the statistical analysis plan was explicitly laid out and
further analyses were not performed. This will ensure that the type I error rate is not
unnecessarily inflated.

Ethical Procedures

Given that this research utilized anonymized medical records and demographic
data, human and data ethnic concerns are minimized. However, the efforts to further
minimize human and data ethic concerns are described in the following sections.

Ethical treatment of humans. The ethical concerns surrounding this research
study are substantially minimized due to the use of anonymized archival data. No new
data collections were performed. Therefore, there are no ethical concerns surrounding
recruitment materials, data collection, or intervention activities. In addition, zip codes
were not requested, minimizing the chance that any data could be accidently unblinded.
All of the SEER-Medicare patient files received from the NCI were anonymized and no
attempt was made to de-anonymize the data. Finally, an approved IRB application was
completed prior to requesting the data.

Ethical treatment of data. All data received from the SEER-Medicare database

was pre-anonymized. The raw data were not shared with anyone not associated with this
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project (chair, co-chair, statistic support, etc.) and all researchers ensured that attempts to
de-anonymize data did not occur. The data were stored securely on a leased Hivelocity
server and accessed through a VPN firewall. All the data reported within this dissertation
document were aggregate data only; no individual or raw data has been shared publically.
There are no conflicts of interest associated with this study.

Agreements to gain access to data. In order to gain access to the SEER-
Medicare database, a proposal consisting of a data application, a data use agreement
(submitted documents in Appendix A and B) and proof of IRB approval was submitted to
the SEER-Medicare liaisons. The Walden University IRB approval (approval #12-11-14-
0086341) was utilized to satisfy the IRB requirement. The data use agreement (DUA)
was required to be signed by the PhD scientist overseeing the research; in this case, Dr.
Raymond Panas (chair). This data application package was approved by the SEER-
Medicare (NCI) committee (Appendix F).

Summary

As outlined in the methodology plan above, this study was observational and used
archived colorectal cancer patient data available from the NCI’s (NCI) SEER-Medicare
database. This data within this database contains all information needed to answer the
three research questions regarding disparities in monoclonal antibody treatment.

A retrospective cohort study was performed using individuals diagnosed with
metastatic colorectal cancer between January 2007 and December 2011. The data were

compiled using MySql, Python and SPSS. The outlined sampling procedure limited the
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sample to elderly patients eligible for first-line adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy
(individuals with metastatic colorectal cancer given first line chemotherapy).
Additionally, the sampling procedure aimed to reduce the impact of insurance coverage
on claim availability in the dataset by excluding patient covered by managed care
organizations/HMOs (as their claims would not be billed through Medicare and would
not be represented in the SEER-Medicare dataset).

I present the results in Chapter 4 using descriptive statistics, frequency tables, and
logistic regression. Logistic regression is the appropriate inferential statistic due to the
dichotomous nature of the dependent variable (monoclonal antibody therapy, “yes” or
“no”). Covariate analyses were employed when necessary to determine whether or not
the independent variables are independently associated with the dependent variable.

Finally, validity and ethical concerns have been explicitly addressed.

Specifically, threats to internal, external, construct, and statistical validity have been
addressed and efforts have been taken to minimize threats and maximize the impact of
the data. Additionally, human and data ethical concerns have been discussed. The use of
archived, anonymized data reduces ethical concerns. However, steps were still taken to
protect the data and ensure the anonymized data remains anonymized and secure.

In the following chapter, I describe selection of the study cohort including
attrition at each inclusion/exclusion variable. Additionally, I present demographics of the

cohort, and descriptive statistics of the independent, control and dependent variables.
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Finally, logistic regression modeling is used to test the three research questions

surrounding disparities in adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment.
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Chapter 4: Results
Introduction

The purpose of this research study is to assess disparities (based on race, SES, and
neighborhood characteristics) in adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment of elderly
metastatic colorectal cancer patients. In this chapter, I will first outline the selection of
the study cohort, present the demographics of the study cohort, and use descriptive
statistics to relate the independent variables and the covariates to the dependent variable
(monoclonal antibody treatment). Subsequently, using the selected cohort and logistic
regression, the three research questions will be tested. The research questions along with
null and alternative hypotheses are outlined below:

RQ1: Within the population of elderly (65 years+) individuals diagnosed with
metastatic colorectal cancer from January 2007 to December 2011, are there racial
disparities in first line adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment?

Ho1: There is no significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody treatment based on race.

Hai: There is a significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody treatment based on race.
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RQ2: Within the population of elderly (65 years+) individuals diagnosed with
metastatic colorectal cancer from January 2007 to December 2011, are there
socioeconomic disparities in first line adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment?

Hoy: There is no significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody therapy based on area socioeconomic status (as defined by
the PEDSF census tract poverty indicator).

Haz: There is a significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody therapy based on area socioeconomic status (as defined by
the PEDSF census tract poverty indictor).

RQ3: Within the population of elderly (65 years+) individuals diagnosed with
metastatic colorectal cancer from January 2007 to December 2011, are there
neighborhood characteristic (degree of urbanization) disparities in first line adjunct
monoclonal antibody treatment?

Hos: There is no significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody therapy based on neighborhood characteristics.

Ha3: There is a significant association between the percentage of elderly (65

years+) metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct

monoclonal antibody therapy based on neighborhood characteristics.
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Data Collection

In this research, I used secondary data from the NCI’s SEER-Medicare database
and thus was strictly retrospective and observational. Therefore, no treatments or
interventions were administered and no adverse events were identified. Additionally, all
of the data remained anonymized and no attempt was made to identify patients. As
requested by the NCI, to conserve anonymity, all data cells with less than 11 counts have
been masked.

The SEER-Medicare database is a large population-based database that contains
matched medical records and demographic information for Medicare beneficiaries who
have been diagnosed with cancer (NCI, 2015a). For this research project, a request was
made for five linked SEER-Medicare datasets containing data from colorectal cancer
patients for the years 2007 to 2012 (with the exception of the PEDSF with years 2007-
2011 only). The first dataset, the PEDSF, is the primary SEER file and contains
demographics and information related to the patient’s cancer diagnosis (i.e., information
on cancer stage, diagnosis date, previous primary tumors; NCI, 2015b). The other four
datasets are all Medicare claims datasets. This included the PDE dataset, the Outpatient
Claims dataset, the DME dataset, and the Carrier Claims dataset. The PDE dataset
includes all drugs prescribed under Medicare Part D and the other three datasets
(Outpatient Claims dataset, the DME and the Carrier Claims dataset) contain all Part B

claims including diagnosis and procedure codes (NCI, 2015b). These five patients
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matched SEER-Medicare datasets contain information on all the variables required to
answer the research questions described above.

The data request/application process began in December, 2014 and required
several revisions and reviews. The specific concern from the NCI was in regard to data
security and storage. The original proposed plan (storage on a home server) and the
secondary plan (storage on the Walden server with access via sFTP) were unacceptable to
the protocol reviewers. The final approved application included plans to lease a secure
server at Hivelocity and access the data via VPN. The raw data files and the analysis
files were stored securely on a Hivelocity server throughout the data compilation/analysis
process. Only the final summary tables enclosed in this chapter were saved and shared
outside the secure server. The entire application process took 4.5 months and data were
received and uploaded to the server in April, 2015. Copies of the application and data
use agreement can be found in Appendix A and B.

Given that secondary data were used, there were no discrepancies in data
collection. However, during the application process, several study design
recommendations were received from the NCI. Specifically, the NCI recommended the
addition of NDC codes to the DME dataset query, the exclusion of patients with HMO
coverage, the exclusion of individuals with a history of other primary tumors, and the
exclusion of individuals with end stage renal disease. These changes were all made to the

study protocol and Chapter 3 was modified prior to cohort selection/data analysis.
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Cohort Selection
The study cohort was selected from a pool of 119,712 patients in the SEER-

Medicare database diagnosed with colorectal cancer from January 2007 to December
2012 using MySQL, Python, and SPSS. The methods for this process can be found in
Appendix D. A pictorial representation of cohort selection, including the number of
eliminated patients at each step in the selection process, is described in Figure 2. All
subsequent descriptive and inferential analyses are performed using the 2241 patients in

the cohort.
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Patients diagnosed with colorectal
cancer fromJan 2007 - Dec 2011

n=119712
Age at Diagnosis >/= 65 years - Excluded
n=93478 “|__n=26,234
First Primary Tumor Excluded
n=86336 > n=7,142

v

Cancer Metastasized at
Diagnosis
n=14561

v

Enrolled in Part B Medicare Year

Excluded
> n=71,775

Excluded

of Diagnosis > n=646
n=13915

Enrolled in Part D Medicare Year Excluded

of Diagnosis > n=>5,011
n=8904

No HMO Coverage Year of Excluded

Diagnosis > n=3,617
n=5287

First chemotherapy claim within Excluded

six months of diagnosis > n=3044
n=2243

Medicare Entitlement l_\lOT due Excluded

to End Stage Renal Disease > n=2

n=2241

v

Final Study Cohort
n=2241

Figure 2. Flow chart showing the selection of the study cohort based on multiple
different inclusion and exclusion criteria. The number of individuals excluded at each

step in the process is listed.
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Demographics of the Study Cohort

The study cohort, as outlined in the cohort selection figure above, includes elderly
(65+) patients diagnosed with metastatic colorectal cancer between January 2007 and
December 2011 and given chemotherapy within 6 months of diagnosis (as evident by a
Medicare claim). Individuals included in the cohort had to have evidence of Part B
Medicare coverage (at least 1 month in the year of diagnosis), evidence of Part D
Medicare coverage (at least 1 month in the year of diagnosis), but no HMO coverage in
diagnosis year. Additionally, they could have no history of a previous primary tumor and
could not have been entitled to receive Medicare due to ESRD. The demographics of this
cohort are described in detail in Tables 14 through 20.

As described in Table 12, the cohort is 72% white with an additional 8.7% white
with Spanish origin or surname. The next most prevalent race is black, which makes up
10.7% of the cohort. For the purpose of this research question, due to low patient
numbers in some groups, all Asian and Pacific Islander races (Chinese, Japanese,
Hawaiian, Filipino and Other Pacific Islander) were combined into the group called
Asian or Pacific Islander. Three other SEER reported race categories, American
Indian/Alaska Native, Unknown, and Other Unclassified were excluded from the table
and subsequent analyses due to having a total of 11 patients or less over the years 2007 to
2011. Looking at the cohort over diagnosis years 2007 to 2011, the percentage of White
Americans and White Americans with Spanish origin or surname remains fairly

consistent; however, the percentage of Black Americans in the cohort almost doubles
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(from 7.4% to 13.8%) over the timeframe. The incidence of colorectal cancer in Black
Americans is known to be slightly higher than in White Americans and Black Americans
make up 13.5% of the United States population (NCI, n.d.b). Therefore, the percent of
Black Americans in the cohort could be low. However, given that the chemotherapy
rates in Black Americans in the general population over the years 2007 to 2011 is
unknown and chemotherapy is a selection variable for the cohort, it is difficult to estimate
if this racial breakdown is representative of the larger population.
Table 12

Demographics of the Study Cohort by Year - Race

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 All
Years
(2007-
2011)
Study cohort (1) 407 450 439 488 457 2241
Race (n/%)
White (nonHispanic) 300 339 310 349 315 1613
(73.7%)  (75.3%) (70.6%) (71.5%) (68.9%) (72%)
Black 30 38 51 57 63 239
(7.4%) (8.4%) (11.6%) (11.7%) (13.8%) (10.7%)
Asian or Pacific Islander 33 38 40 31 38 180
(8.1%) (8.4%) (9.1%) (6.4%) (8.3%) (8.0%)
White (Spanish origin 42 31 36 47 39 195
or surname) (10.3%) (6.9%) (8.2%) (9.6%) (8.5%) (8.7%)

The cohort is distributed equally by gender (48.3% male and 51.7% female) as
described in Table 13. Additionally, the gender distribution is fairly constant over the

2007 to 2011 timeframe (with slightly fewer males than females in 2009 and 2010).
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Table 13

Demographics of the Study Cohort by Year - Gender

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 All Years
(2007-
2011)
Study cohort () 407 450 439 488 457 2241
Gender (n/%)
Male 201 232 195 227 228 1083
(49.4%)  (51.6%)  (44.4%)  (46.5%)  (49.9%)  (48.3%)
Female 206 218 244 261 229 1158

(50.6%)  (48.4%)  (55.6%) (53.5%)  (50.1%)  (51.7%)

As described in Table 14, the average age of diagnosis of the cohort is 74.09 (+/-
6.51) years. This is consistent over the study time frame with the lowest age at diagnosis
of 73.53 (+/- 6.07 years) in 2007 and the highest age at diagnosis of 74.48 (+/- 6.61) in
2009. This average age at diagnosis in this cohort is consistent with the average
diagnosis age in the general colorectal cancer population given that this study only
includes individuals 65 years and older (NCI, n.d.b).
Table 14

Demographics of the Study Cohort by Year — Age at Diagnosis

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 All Years
(2007-
2011)

Age at diagnosis  73.53 (+/- 7423 (+/- 7448 (+- 73.82 (+- 7435 (+/- 74.09 (+/-
(Average +/- SD) 6.07) 6.47) 6.61) 6.77) 6.51) 6.51)

The study cohort is also fairly evenly distributed across the four SES levels as
described in Table 15. The highest percentage (28.7%) of individuals in the cohort

resided in a census tract with 10% to less than 20% poverty, while the lowest percentage
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(21.3%) of individuals in the cohort resided in a census tract with 0% to less than 5%

poverty. The distribution is fairly consistent over the 2007 to 2011 timeframe with a

slight reduction (25.8% in 2007 to 21.4% in 2011) in the number of individuals residing

in the lowest SES areas (20% to 100% poverty).

Table 15

Demographics of the Study Cohort by Year — Socioeconomic Status

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 All
Years
(2007-
2011)
Study cohort () 407 450 439 488 457 2241
Census tract poverty
indicator (SES) (n/%)
0% - <5% poverty 85 104 103 99 87 478
(highest SES) (20.9%)  (23.1%) (23.5%) (20.3%) (19.0%) (21.3%)
5% - <10% poverty 96 104 119 128 93 540
(23.6%) (23.1%) (27.1%) (26.2%) (20.4%) (24.1%)
10% - <20% poverty 117 132 114 145 135 643
(28.7%)  (29.3%) (26.0%) (29.7%) (29.5%) (28.7%)
20% - 100% poverty 105 104 100 111 98 518
(lowest SES) (25.8%) (23.1%) (22.8%) (22.7%) (21.4%) (23.1%)
Unknown * * * * 44 62
(9.6%) (2.8%)

Note. *Less than 11 patients in group. Value masked for privacy purposes.

The breakdown of reporting registry for the patients in the cohort is described in

Table 16. The highest percentage of individuals in the cohort (34.3%) had data reported

from California. This is followed by 13.5% in New Jersey and 11.1% in Georgia with

the lowest percentage being reported from Utah (1.5%). Frequency of patients within the

other reporting registries is described in detail in Table 16. Distribution of the cohort

across reporting registry is fairly consistent across the timeframe 2007 to 2011. Given

that the SEER-Medicare database relies on data from 13 registries in district geographies,
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this geographical breakdown is not representative of the larger U.S. metastatic colorectal

cancer population.

Table 16

Demographics of the Study Cohort by Year — Reporting Registry

Reporting registry 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 All Years
(n/%) (n/%) (n/%) (n/%) (n/%) (2007-
2011)
(n/%)
Study cohort (n) 407 450 439 488 457 2241
Reporting registry
(n/%)
Hawaii * * * * * 35 (1.6%)
Iowa 33(8.1%) 39(8.7%) 29(6.6%) 39 (8.0%) 30(6.6%) 170
(7.6%)
New Mexico * * 12 (2.7%) * 11(2.4%) 49 (2.2%)
Seattle 20 (4.9%) 27(6.0%) 15(3.4%) 23(4.7%) 21 (4.6%) 106
(4.7%)
Utah * * * * * 34 (1.5%)
Kentucky 31 (7.6%) 37(8.2%) 38(8.7%) 28(5.7%) 27 (5.9%) 161
(7.2%)
Louisiana 18 (4.4%) 22(4.9%) 28(6.4%) 42 (8.6%) 43(9.4%) 153
(6.8%)
New Jersey 44 61 63 71 63 302
(10.8%) (13.6%) (14.4%) (14.5%) (13.8%) (13.5%)
Georgia 48 50 51 47 (9.6%) 52 248
(11.8%) (11.1%) (11.6%) (11.4%) (11.1%)
California 150 147 149 174 149 769
(36.9%) (32.7%) (33.9%) (35.7%) (32.6%) (34.3%)

Note. *Less than 11 patients in group. Value masked for privacy purposes.

Neighborhood characteristics (degree of urbanization) for patients within the
study cohort are described in Table 17. The cohort is primarily from Big Metro areas
(52.7%) with the least number of patients from Rural areas (2.5%). This is fairly

consistent across the 2007 to 2011 timeframe.
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Demographics of the Study Cohort by Year — Neighborhood Characteristics
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2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 All
Years
(2007-
2011)
Study Cohort (n) 407 450 439 487 457 22407
Neighborhood
Characteristics (1/%)
Big Metro 206 234 243 260 238 1181
(50.6%)  (52.0%) (55.4%) (53.4%) (52.1%) (52.7%)
Metro 124 121 117 139 131 632
(30.5%)  (26.9%) (26.7%) (28.4%) (28.7%) (28.2%)
Urban 26 30 21 29 35 141
(6.4%) (6.7%) (4.8%) (5.9%) (7.7%) (6.3%)
Less Urban 42 49 47 52 39 229
(10.3%)  (10.9%) (10.7%) (10.7%)  (8.5%)  (10.2%)
Rural * 16 11 * 14 57
(3.6%) (2.5%) (3.1%) (2.5%)

Note.*Less than 11 patients in group. Value masked for privacy purposes.
?0One missing value

Table 18 describes the cohort based on the reason for original Medicare

entitlement (why they first gained access to Medicare). As described in the cohort

selection section, individuals who gained Medicare entitlement due to ESRD were

excluded from this study. Therefore, individuals in the cohort were only entitled due to

Age or Disability. Individuals in the cohort were primarily entitled due to age (90.6%).

This is fairly consistent over the time frame with slightly fewer (7.1%) begin entitled due

to disability in 2009 and slightly more being entitled due to disability (12.1%) in 2010.
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Table 18

Demographics of the Study Cohort by Year — Reason for Original Medicare Entitlement

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 All
Years
(2007-
2011)
Study Cohort (7) 407 450 439 488 457 2241
Reason for Original
Medicare Entitlement®
Age 372 408 408 429 413 2030
(91.4%)  (90.7%) (92.9%) (87.9%) (90.4%) (90.6%)
Disability 35 42 31 59 44 211

(8.6%)  (93%)  (71%) (12.1%)  (9.6%)  (9.4%)

2Entitlement due to End Stage Renal Disease Excluded from Cohort

Analysis of Covariates

Four covariates were assessed to determine if they need to be added to the logistic
regression model to control for confounding. The first covariate assessed was gender
(male or female). The second covariate was age at diagnosis. The third covariate was
reason for original Medicare entitlement (Age or Disability only; Individuals that
qualified for Medicare due to End Stage Renal Disease were excluded from the study
cohort). The fourth covariate was reporting registry.

Distribution of these covariates is described in the following tables and figures.
In addition, univariate analysis describing the association of each of the covariates with
the dependent variable (monoclonal antibody treatment) is presented. Covariates with
significant association with the dependent variable will be carried into the logistic
regression model to test for independent association of the dependent and independent

variables (if an association was found).
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Gender
The first covariate to be analyzed for association with monoclonal antibody
treatment rate is gender. Table 19 describes the frequency of the adjunct monoclonal
antibody receipt based on gender in the cohort. The frequency is fairly equivalent with
slightly fewer women (percentage-wise) receiving adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy.
Table 19

Monoclonal Antibody Treatment Rate by Gender

Gender Patients (n) Received Monoclonal Antibody
Treatment (n (%))
Male 1083 460 (42.5%)
Female 1158 470 (40.6%)
Total 2241 930 (41.5%)

Table 20 describes the Chi-Square statistic comparing monoclonal antibody
treatment rate to gender. Gender is not associated with monoclonal antibody treatment
(Pearson’s Chi-Square p-value = .365). Therefore, gender will not be included in the

logistic regression models.
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Differences in Gender-Based on Monoclonal Antibody Treatment Rate
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Value df Asymp. Sig.  Exact Sig. (2- Exact Sig. (1-
(2-sided) sided) sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8212 365
Continuity Correction® 745 388
Likelihood Ratio 821 365
Fisher's Exact Test 368 .194
Linear-by-Linear 821 365
Association
N of Valid Cases 2241

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 449.44.

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table

Reporting Registry

The second covariate to be analyzed for association with monoclonal antibody

treatment is reporting registry. Table 21 describes the frequency of adjunct monoclonal

antibody receipt based on reporting registry within the cohort. There are some registries

with higher than average rates and some with lower than average rates. For example,

Utah, Hawaii, and Seattle have relatively high treatment rates (61.8%, 57.1% and 53.8%

respectively) while Connecticut, California, and New Jersey have lower treatment rates

(33.1%, 37.7% and 38.4%).
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Table 21

Monoclonal Antibody Treatment Rate by Reporting Registry

Reporting Registry Patients (n) Received Monoclonal Antibody
Treatment (n (%))
Connecticut 121 40 (33.1%)
Detroit 93 48 (51.6%)
Hawaii 35 20 (57.1%)
Towa 170 70 (41.2%)
New Mexico 49 23 (46.9%)
Seattle 106 57 (53.8%)
Utah 34 21 (61.8%)
Kentucky 161 69 (42.9%)
Louisiana 153 61 (39.9%)
New Jersey 302 116 (38.4%)
Georgia 248 115 (46.4%)
California 769 290 (37.7%)
Total 2241 930 (41.5%)

Table 22 describes the Chi-Square statistic comparing monoclonal antibody
treatment rate to reporting registry. Reporting registry is associated with monoclonal
antibody treatment (Pearson’s Chi-Square p-value =.001). Therefore, reporting registry
will be included in the logistic regression models to control for confounding.

Table 22

Differences in Reporting Registry Based on Monoclonal Antibody Treatment Rate

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 32.378* 11 .001
Likelihood Ratio 32.138 11 .001
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.470 1 116
N of Valid Cases 2241

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 14.11.
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Medicare Entitlement Characteristics

The third covariate to be analyzed for association with monoclonal antibody
treatment is original Medicare entitlement characteristics (age or disability). Table 23
describes the frequency of adjunct monoclonal antibody receipt based on entitlement
characteristics. Within the cohort, there are slightly higher rates of monoclonal antibody
receipt in patients entitled due to age compared to patients entitled due to disability.
Table 23

Monoclonal Antibody Treatment by Medicare Entitlement Characteristics

Entitlement Characteristics® Patients (n) Received Monoclonal Antibody
Treatment (n (%))
Age 2030 854 (42.1%)
Disability 211 76 (36.0%)
Total 2141 930 (41.5%)

Patients entitled due to End Stage Renal Disease were excluded from both Cohort

Table 24 describes the Chi-Square statistic comparing monoclonal antibody
treatment rate to original Medicare entitlement characteristics. Medicare Entitlement
Characteristics are not associated with monoclonal antibody treatment (Pearson’s Chi-
Square p-value =.090). Therefore, entitlement characteristics will not be included in the

logistic regression models.
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Differences in Medicare Entitlement Characteristics Based on Monoclonal Antibody

Treatment Status

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.8822 1 .090
Likelihood Ratio 2.921 1 .087
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.880 1 .090
N of Valid Cases 2241

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected

Age at Diagnosis

count is 87.56.

The final covariate to be analyzed for association with monoclonal antibody

treatment rate is age at diagnosis. Table 25 describes the mean age of diagnosis for

individuals in the cohort who received and did not receive adjunct monoclonal antibody

treatment. The mean age of diagnosis is higher for individuals who did not receive

adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy.

Table 25

Monoclonal Antibody Treatment by Age at Diagnosis

Monoclonal N  Mean Age at Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Antibody Treatment Diagnosis

Yes 930 73.03 6.002 197
No 1311 74.84 6.742 .186

Figure 3 graphically represents the distribution of age at diagnosis for those who

received and did not receive monoclonal antibody therapy. The percentage of individuals

who received monoclonal antibody declines with increasing diagnosis age.
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Figure 3. Bar graph showing the distribution of monoclonal antibody treatment by age at
diagnosis.
Table 26 presents the results from an independent samples #-test comparing
monoclonal antibody treatment to age at diagnosis for the cohort. As shown, age at
diagnosis is significantly associated with monoclonal antibody treatment (p-value =

.000). Therefore, age at diagnosis will be included in the logistic regression models to

control for confounding.
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Table 26

Differences in Average Age at Diagnosis Based on Monoclonal Antibody Treatment
Status

Levene's t-test for Equality of Means
Test for
Equality of
Variances
F Sig. ¢ df Sig. Mean  Std. Error 95%
(2- Difference Difference Confidence

tailed) Interval of
the

Difference
Equal 18.087 .000 - 2239 .000 -1.803 276 (-2.345,
variances 6.525 -1.261)

Ace at assumed
Dig;giosis Equal - 2127.67 .000  -1.803 271 (2.334,
variances 6.655 -1.272)

not
assumed

As presented in the sections above, two of the covariates are significantly
associated with monoclonal antibody receipt. Therefore, to control for confounding,
reporting registry and age at diagnosis will be included in the logistic regression models.
Specifically, if a significant association is found between any of the independent
variables (race, SES, neighborhood characteristics) and monoclonal antibody treatment,
an additional model will be run to include these three covariates as potential confounders.
Including the covariates will test for an independent association between the independent
and dependent variables.

Descriptive Statistics

The results for the three research questions presented in this paper are outlined
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and presented here. This section first uses descriptive statistics to present the distribution
of adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy based on race, SES, and neighborhood
characteristics. Specifically, this section describes the overall rate of adjunct monoclonal
antibody treatment and the relationship between monoclonal antibody treatment rate and
the three independent variables. These relationships were also stratified on diagnosis
year to test for maturation issues.

Overall Rate of Adjunct Monoclonal Antibody Treatment

As presented in Table 27, the average adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment rate
was 41.5%. The monoclonal antibody treatment rate declines slightly from 2007 to 2011.
As shown in Table 28, this decrease in treatment rate from 2007 to 2011 approaches
significance (Pearson Chi-Square p-value = .067). Given that the difference in
monoclonal antibody treatment is nonsignificant over the study timeframe, concerns

described in Chapter 3 regarding maturation are minimized.
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Table 27

Monoclonal Antibody Receipt by Diagnosis Year

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total
Total in Study 407 450 439 488 457 2241
Cohort (n)
Monoclonal 181 192 196 194 167 960

Antibody Receipt ~ (44.5%)  (42.7%)  (44.6%)  (39.8%)  (36.5%)  (41.5%)
(n (%))

Table 28

Differences in Diagnosis Year Based on Monoclonal Antibody Treatment Status

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.7622 4 .067
Likelihood Ratio 8.806 4 .066
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.510 1 011
N of Valid Cases 2241

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 168.90.

Monoclonal Antibody Treatment Rate by Race

The first research question in this project addresses disparities in adjunct
monoclonal antibody treatment by race. Table 29 presents the monoclonal antibody
treatment rates in the cohort by race. The White (nonHispanic) group had the highest
rates of monoclonal antibody treatment (43.1%). The other three race groups (Black
Americans, Asian or Pacific Islander, and White (Spanish origin or surname)) had

monoclonal antibody treatment rates that were 4.8%-7.2% lower.
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Monoclonal Antibody Treatment Rate by Race
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Race Total in Study Cohort (1) Monoclonal Antibody

Treatment Rate (n (%))
White (nonHispanic) 1613 695 (43.1%)
Black 239 88 (36.8%)
Asian or Pacific Islander 180 69 (38.3%)
White (Spanish origin or surname) 195 70 (35.9%)

Monoclonal Antibody Treatment Rate by SES

The second research question in this project addresses disparities in adjunct

monoclonal antibody treatment by SES. Table 30 presents the monoclonal antibody

treatment rates in the cohort by SES (using the census tract poverty indicator). The rate

of monoclonal antibody treatment is fairly consistent across SES groups.

Table 30

Monoclonal Antibody Treatment Rate by SES Group

Census Tract Poverty Indicator (SES) Total in Study Cohort Monoclonal
(n) Antibody Treatment

Rate (n (%))

0% - <5% (highest SES) 478 199 (41.6%)

5% - <10% 540 218 (40.4%)

10% - <20% 643 273 (42.5%)

20% - 100% (lowest SES) 518 220 (42.5%)

Monoclonal Antibody Treatment Rate by Neighborhood Characteristics

The third research question in this project addresses disparities in adjunct

monoclonal antibody treatment based on neighborhood characteristics (degree of

urbanization). Table 31 presents the monoclonal antibody treatment rates in the cohort
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by Neighborhood (i.e. Big Metro, Metro, Urban, Less Urban or Rural). The rate of
monoclonal antibody is lowest in the rural neighborhood group (31.6%).

Table 31

Monoclonal Antibody Treatment Rate by Neighborhood Characteristics

Total in Study Cohort (1) Monoclonal Antibody Treatment

Rate (n (%))
Big Metro 1181 484 (41.0%)
Metro 632 261 (41.3%)
Urban 141 67 (47.5%)
Less Urban 229 99 (43.2%)
Rural 57 18 (31.6%)

Statistical Assumptions

Logistic regression will be used in the subsequent sections to test for associations
between the independent and dependent variables. There are two main assumptions that
must be met in order use logistic regression. First, the dependent variable must be
dichotomous (Burns & Burns, 2008). The dependent variable in this case (monoclonal
antibody therapy; “yes” or “no”) is dichotomous, meeting this assumption. Second, the
categories must be mutually exclusive and exhaustive, meaning that a sample must only
be in one group and every sample must be assigned to a group (Burns & Burns, 2008).
This assumption is also met with this data set. For all independent and dependent
variables every sample falls within one (and only one) of the categories. Burns and
Burns (2008) also note that larger samples are often needed for logistic regression and
recommend at least 50 cases per predictor. When all independent variables and

covariates are included, the maximum number of predictor variables will is six (three
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significant covariates and three independent variables). Therefore, for these analyses,
Burns and Burns would recommend at least 300 cases. The total sample size exceeds this
number since the cohort has 2,241 patients. Logistic regression does not assume linear
relationships between dependent and independent variables, nor does it assume equal
variance within groups or normal distribution (Burns & Burns, 2008). Therefore, these
conditions do not need to be tested prior to analysis.

Statistical Analysis of Research Questions

In previous sections in this chapter, cohort demographics were presented,
covariates were assessed and descriptive statistics comparing the independent and
dependent variables were introduced. This section uses logistic modeling to test for
significant and independent associations between the independent and dependent
variables. Specifically, this section will answer the three research questions presented in
the project and determine whether or not, in these two cohorts, there are disparities in
adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy based on race, SES, or neighborhood
characteristics.
Monoclonal Antibody Disparities by Race

Prior to analysis, individuals with race American Indian/Alaska Native, unknown,
or other unspecified (there were 11 patients or less in the cohort in each of these groups)
were excluded. This eliminated a total of 14 patients. Race was coded as a categorical

variable for dummy coding and White (nonHispanic) was listed as the reference variable.
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Black American was dummy coded as (1), Asian/Pacific Islander was dummy coded as
(2) and White (Spanish origin or surname) was dummy coded as (3).

A binary logistic regression model was then executed using SPSS to determine if
race predicts monoclonal antibody treatment. The syntax for this analysis can be found
in Appendix G. Table 32 shows the result of the logistic regression analysis including a
model summary and statistics for the association between race and monoclonal antibody
treatment. The pseudo R Square values (0.003 for the Cox & Snell and 0.004 for
Nagelkerke) signify a poor model fit for race and monoclonal antibody treatment.

The odds ratios for race versus monoclonal antibody treatment can be found in the
Exp(B) column in the Table 32. The odds ratios are all compared back to the reference
group, in this case White (nonHispanic). The odds ratio for White (nonHispanic) vs.
Black American is 1.299 (95% CI: 0.981, 1.720), the odds ratio for White (nonHispanic)
vs. Asian/Pacific Islander vs. is 1.218 (95% CI: 0.888, 1.671), and the odds ratio for
White (nonHispanic) vs. White (Spanish origin or surname) is 1.352 (95% CI: 0.993,
1.841). Given that the overall model significance was 0.070 and all confidence intervals
overlap 1.0, race is not a significant predictor of monoclonal antibody treatment.
However, Black Amerian and White (Spanish origin or surname) do approach

significance with a p-values of 0.068 and 0.056 respectively.
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Table 32

Logistic Regression Analysis — Race and Monoclonal Antibody Treatment

Model Summary
-2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square Nagelkerke R Square
3013.928* .003 .004
Variables in the Equation
Race (dummy code) B SE. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 95% C.Lfor
EXP(B)
Lower Upper

White (nonHispanic) 7.071 3 .070
(reference)
Black (1) 262 143 3.337 1 .068 1.299 981  1.720
Asian/Pacific Islander (2) 197 161 1493 1 222 1218 .888  1.671
White (Spanish origin or 302 158 3.664 1 .056 1.352 993 1.841
surname) (3)
Constant 278 .050 30.632 1 .000 1.321

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 because parameter estimates changed by less than
.001.

The logistic regression model shows that race is not a significant predictor of
adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment in this cohort. Therefore, the null hypothesis
should be accepted for the first research question relating race to monoclonal antibody
treatment. Additionally, given the lack of association between race and monoclonal
antibody therapy, no covariates need to be added to the models to control for
confounding.

Monoclonal Antibody Disparities by SES
Prior to analysis, individuals with a census tract poverty indicator value of

“unknown” were excluded from the cohort (the census tract poverty indicator variable is
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the measure of SES for this research project). This eliminated a total of 44 patients. SES
was coded as a categorical variable for dummy coding and the 0% to <5% poverty group
was listed as the reference variable. The 5% to <10% poverty group was dummy coded
as (1), the 10% to <20% poverty group was dummy coded as (2) and the 20% to 100%
poverty group was dummy coded as (3).

A binary logistic regression model was then executed using SPSS to determine if
SES predicts monoclonal antibody treatment. The syntax for this analysis can be found
in Appendix H. Table 33 shows the result of the logistic regression analysis including a
model summary and statistics for the association between SES and monoclonal antibody
treatment. The pseudo R Square values (0.000 for the Cox & Snell and 0.000 for
Nagelkerke) signify no model fit for SES and monoclonal antibody treatment.

The odds ratios for SES level versus monoclonal antibody treatment can be found
in the Exp(B) column in the Table 33. The odds ratios are all compared back to the
reference group, in this case 0% to <5% poverty. Therefore, the odds ratio for 0% to
<5% poverty vs. 5% to <10% poverty is 1.054 (95% CI: 0.820, 1.353), the odds ratio for
0% to <5% poverty vs. 10% to <20% poverty is 0.967 (95% CI: 0.761, 1.229), and the
odds ratio for 0% to <5% poverty vs. 20% to 100% poverty is 0.966 (95% CI: 0.751,
1.243). Given that the overall model significance was p = 0.881 and all confidence
intervals overlap 1.0, SES (as measured using the census tract poverty indicator variable)

is not a significant predictor of monoclonal antibody treatment.
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Table 33

Logistic Regression Analysis — SES and Monoclonal Antibody Treatment

Model Summary
-2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square Nagelkerke R Square
2960.649° .000 .000
Variables in the Equation
SES (dummy code) B SE. Wald df  Sig Exp(B) 95% C.Lfor
EXP(B)
Lower Upper
0% to <5% poverty .668 3 .881
(reference)
5% to <10% poverty (1) 052 128 .167 .683  1.054  .820 1.353

10% to <20% poverty (2) -034 122 077 782 0.967 761 1.229
20% to 100% poverty (3) -034 128 .072 789 0.966 51 1.243
Constant 338 .093 13.262 .000 1.402

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 because parameter estimates changed by less than

.001.

[ T Gy

The logistic regression model shows that SES is not a significant predictor of
adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment. Therefore, the null hypothesis should be
accepted for the second research question relating SES to monoclonal antibody treatment.
Additionally, given the lack of association between SES and monoclonal antibody
therapy, no covariates need to be added to the models to control for confounding.
Monoclonal Antibody Disparities by Neighborhood Characteristics

Prior to analysis, one individual with a missing Rural/Urban Continuum code was
eliminated. The 2003 Rural/Urban Continuum code groups were coded as categorical

variables for dummy coding and the Big Metro group was listed as the reference variable.
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Metro was dummy coded as (1), Urban was dummy coded as (2), Less Urban was
dummy coded as (3) and Rural was dummy coded as (4).

A binary logistic regression model was then executed using SPSS to determine if
Neighborhood Characteristics (degree of urbanization) predicts monoclonal antibody
treatment. The syntax for this analysis can be found in Appendix I. Table 34 shows the
result of the logistic regression analysis including a model summary and statistics for the
association between neighborhood characteristics and monoclonal antibody treatment.
The pseudo R Square values (0.002 for the Cox & Snell and 0.003 for Nagelkerke)
signify a poor model fit for neighborhood characteristics and monoclonal antibody
treatment.

The odds ratios for neighborhood characteristics versus monoclonal antibody
treatment can be found in the Exp(B) column in the Table 34. The odds ratios are all
compared back to the reference group, in this case Big Metro. Therefore, the odds ratio
for Big Metro vs. Metro is 0.987 (95% CI: 0.811, 1.201), the odds ratio for Big Metro vs.
Urban is 0.767 (95% CI: 0.540, 1.089), and the odds ratio for Big Metro vs. Less Urban
s 0.912 (95% CI: 0.685, 1.214) and the odds ratio for Big Metro vs. Rural is 1.505 (95%
CI: 0.851, 2.662). Given that the overall model significance was p = 0.309 and all
confidence intervals overlap 1.0, neighborhood characteristics are not a significant

predictor of monoclonal antibody treatment.
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Table 34

Logistic Regression Analysis — Neighborhood Characteristics and Monoclonal Antibody

Treatment
Model Summary
-2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square Nagelkerke R Square
3034.950° .002 .003
Variables in the Equation
Neighborhood B SE. Wald df  Sig Exp(B) 95% C.Lfor
Characteristics (dummy
EXP(B)
code)
Lower Upper
Big Metro (reference) 4.792 4  .309
Metro (1) -013  .100  .017 1 897 0987 811 1.201
Urban (2) -265 179 2.204 1 138 0.767 540 1.089
Less Urban (3) -092 146 400 1 527 0912 685 1.214
Rural (4) 408 291 1970 1 160 1.505 851 2.662
Constant 365  .059 37.993 1 .000 1.440

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 because parameter estimates changed by less than
.001.

The logistic regression model shows that neighborhood characteristics are not a
significant predictor of adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment. Therefore, the null
hypothesis should be accepted for the third research question relating neighborhood
characteristics (degree of urbanization) to monoclonal antibody treatment. Additionally,
given the lack of association between neighborhood characteristics and monoclonal
antibody therapy, no covariates need to be added to the models to control for

confounding.
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Final Logistic Regression Model

The three independent variables tested (race, SES, neighborhood characteristics)
did not significantly predict the dependent variable group (monoclonal antibody therapy;
yes or no) in the logistic regression models above. However, two of the covariates
(diagnosis age and reporting registry) did significantly associate with monoclonal
antibody receipt in the covariate analysis section of this chapter. Therefore, as a final
analysis, a logistic regression model has been generated using these two significant
variables to determine how well these variables fit the model and if they are both
independently associated with monoclonal antibody treatment.

Prior to analysis, the categorical variables reporting registry was coded as a
categorical variable for dummy coding. Binary logistic regression models were executed
using SPSS to determine if the model predicts monoclonal antibody treatment. The
Syntax for these queries can be found in Appendix J. Table 35 shows the result of the
logistic regression analysis including a model summary and statistics for the association
between the two variables (age at diagnosis, reporting registry) and monoclonal antibody
treatment. The pseudo R Square values (0.032 for the Cox & Snell and 0.042 for

Nagelkerke) signify a weak model fit.
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Logistic Regression Analysis — Final Model With Diagnosis Age and Reporting Registry

Model Summary
-2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square Nagelkerke R Square
2969.819a .032 042
Variables in the Equation
Variable (dummy code) B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp 95% CI for
(B) EXP(B)
Lower Upper

Reporting Registry = Connecticut 28.953 11 .002
Reporting Registry = Detroit (1) -721 286 6331 1 .012 486 277  .853
Reporting Registry = Hawaii (2) -870 396 4816 1 .028 419 .193 911
Reporting Registry = lowa (3) 2293 251 1368 1 242 746 456 1219
Egporting Registry = New Mexico  _497 348 2038 1 .153 .608 .307 1.204
Reporting Registry = Seattle (5) -807 277 8466 1 .004 446 259 769
Reporting Registry = Utah (6) -1.017 406 6279 1 012 362 .163 .80l
Reporting Registry = Kentucky (7)  -298 253 1389 1 239 742 452 1219
Reporting Registry = Louisiana (8) -160 .257 387 1 .534 852 515 1411
ge)porﬁng Registry = New Jersey  _ 186 229 662 1 .416 .830 .530 1.300
Reporting Registry = Georgia (10)  -464 234 3932 1 .047 .629 397 995
Eelr;orting Registry = California 124 209 350 1 554 883 586 1.332
Age at Diagnosis 043 007 38437 1 .000 1.044 1.030 1.058
Constant 2549 558 20.892 1 .000 .078

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 3 because parameter estimates changed by less than

.001.

Although the pseudo R Square values indicate that this is a weak model, the

model does significantly predict monoclonal antibody therapy (0.002 for reporting

registry and 0.000 for age at diagnosis). Additionally, given that both variables

maintained significance in the model, reporting registry and age at diagnosis are

independently associated with monoclonal antibody treatment.
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Summary

In this research project, I explored disparities in adjunct monoclonal antibody
treatment of elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients. The three independent
variables tested for association with monoclonal antibody treatment were race, SES, and
neighborhood characteristics (degree of urbanization). There were also four covariates
assessed for association with monoclonal antibody treatment; gender, age at diagnosis,
reporting registry and reason for Medicare entitlement. Two of the covariates (age at
diagnosis and reporting registry) were found to significantly associate with monoclonal
antibody therapy. Logistic regression modeling of the three independent variables (race,
SES and neighborhood characteristics) showed that none of the variables significantly
predicted who would receive monoclonal antibody therapy. These data support accepting
the null hypotheses for all three research questions (Ho1, Ho2 and Hos listed at the
beginning of this chapter). A final logistic regression model was then executed with all
variables shown to associate with monoclonal antibody therapy (age at diagnosis and
reporting registry). These two variables independently associated with monoclonal
antibody therapy in the logistic regression model.

In the next chapter I will interpret the finding presented in this chapter. Namely, I
will compare the results to what was previously found in the literature and to the
theoretical framework this study was based on. Additionally, limitations of the research,

recommendations for future research and implications of the study will be presented.
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations
Introduction

Colorectal cancer survival disparities based on race, SES, and neighborhood
characteristics (degree of urbanization) have been documented in the literature.
Disparities in treatment regimen have been associated with these survival disparities.
However, assessments of disparities in adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment (a newer
treatment specifically for metastatic colorectal cancer) were not found in the literature.
Therefore, in this study, my aim was to determine whether these historical colorectal
cancer treatment disparities, observed with surgery, radiation, and chemotherapy,
extended into the newest class of treatments, monoclonal antibody therapies. The
specific aim of this quantitative study was to assess racial, SES, or neighborhood
characteristic (degree of urbanization) disparities in first-line adjunct monoclonal
antibody treatment of elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients.

To answer these research questions, a retrospective cohort study was performed
using secondary data from the NCI’s SEER-Medicare database. From this database,
2,241 patient records that met the inclusion and exclusion criteria were selected for the
study. The demographics of this cohort including any differences across diagnosis year
were described in Chapter 4 (Tables 12-18). Generally, the cohort was stable over
diagnosis years 2007 to 2011 with a few exceptions including a linear increase in the
number of Black American patients in the cohort from diagnosis year 2007 to diagnosis

year 2011 (7.4% of the cohort to 13.8% of the cohort over the timeframe). Adjunct
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monoclonal antibody treatment rate did not significantly change over the 2007 to 2011
timeframe although a steady decline was observed that almost reached significance (p =
0.067). The covariates age at diagnosis and reporting registry were significantly
associated with adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy, while the covariates gender and
reason for original Medicare entitlement (age or disability) were not. Logistic regression
was then used to model the independent variables as predictors of the dependent variable.
None of the three independent variables (race, SES, and neighborhood characteristics)
predicted monoclonal antibody therapy. As a result, the null hypothesis was accepted for
all three research questions. However, of note, the race vs. monoclonal antibody model
did approach significance (overall model p = 0.070), with black race (p = 0.068) and
White, Spanish origin or surname (p = 0.056) being almost significantly different than the
reference group, White American race. As a final analysis, a model was generated with
the two variables that did significantly associate with monoclonal antibody therapy (age
at diagnosis and reporting registry). This final model was significant and both variables
were independently associated with adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy.

Interpretation of the Findings
The results of this study were outlined in length in Chapter 4 and summarized

above. In this section, I will interpret the findings as they relate to the literature review

and the theoretical foundation of this study.
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Results as They Relate to the Literature

Multiple studies outlined in the literature review found disparities in either the
type of aggressiveness of colorectal cancer treatment based on race, SES, and
neighborhood characteristics (degree of urbanization; Bakogeorgos et al., 2013; Obeidat
et al., 2010; Serra-Rexach et al., 2012). This study is unique in that I examined a
population of newly diagnosed metastatic colorectal cancer patients for disparities in
treatment with adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment (a newer therapy specifically for
metastatic colorectal cancer). Unlike the vast majority of the literature, in this research, I
did not identify significant treatment disparities based on race, SES, or neighborhood
characteristics. Therefore, the historically observed treatment disparities may not be
relevant to newer therapies (monoclonal antibodies) prescribed to patients with severe
disease (metastatic colorectal cancer). The difference could be related to improved
access to care or a change in treatment paradigm due specifically to the severity of
metastatic colorectal cancer.

Although the null hypothesis was accepted for all three research questions
(monoclonal antibody therapy disparities based on race, SES, or neighborhood
characteristics), a few literature reported findings were confirmed. First, age at diagnosis
was selected as a covariate due to previous literature documentation of an association
between diagnosis age and adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy. Specifically, Fu et al.
(2013) and Kozloff et al. (2010) observed reduced adjunct bevacizumab treatment with

increasing patient age. These results were confirmed in this study. Age at diagnosis was
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independently and significantly associated with adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy (p
=0.000). In addition, another covariate, reporting registry was significantly associated
with monoclonal antibody treatment. SEER reporting registries are geographically
dispersed across regions of the United States. Previous research has shown marked
differences in colorectal cancer survival improvements across geographical regions of the
United States. Specifically, over the timeframe 1990 to 2007, the southern states showed
little to no improvement, whereas the north-eastern states showed improvement often in
excess of a 33% reduction in mortality (Naishadham et al., 2011). It is possible that
regional treatment disparities influence these mortality rates. This was not addressed as a
primary question in this study due to the incomplete coverage of U.S. regions by the
SEER registry data, but could be explored in future studies.
Theoretical Framing of the Results

The overarching theory for this research project was the fundamental cause
theory. According to this theory, as new methods of treating diseases become available,
these resources are not distributed equally (Phelan & Link, 2005). Instead they are
distributed based on “knowledge, money, power, prestige, and beneficial social
connections” (Phelan & Link, 2005, p. 227). Based on this theory and the literature
review documenting disparities in older colorectal cancer therapies, disparities in
monoclonal antibody treatment based on race, SES, or neighborhood characteristics
(degree of urbanization) would have been expected. However, disparities in race, SES,

and neighborhood characteristics were not observed in this study. Therefore, the findings



163
are seemly inconsistent with this theory. However, most of the previous research into
colorectal cancer treatment disparities was performed with the general colorectal cancer
population. This study is addressing disparities in patients with advanced disease,
specifically colorectal cancer that had metastasized at diagnosis. Therefore, it is possible,
given the severity of the disease and the high mortality rate, that some of the social
barriers to treatment were eliminated. For example, maybe patients with metastatic
colorectal cancer are more likely to see a specialist or have a doctor advocate on their
behalf. These are questions that could be explored in future studies. Alternatively, given
that monoclonal antibodies were approved in 2004 and I assessed patients diagnosed
between 2007 and 2011, it is possible that the fundamental cause theory (which would
support disparities in new treatments) is no longer applicable. For example, if by 2007,
uptake of monoclonal antibodies was already at a maximum level, monoclonal antibodies
would no longer be considered a new method of treatment and their use may not be
subject to unequal distribution.

Two additional theories were used to extend the fundamental cause theory for the
purpose of this research project: the diffusion of innovations theory and the theory of
health disparities and medical technology. The diffusion of innovation theory states that
widening disparities are influenced by the nature of the new technology and the
uptake/diffusion of the technology (Rogers, 2010). Individuals who were treated with
monoclonal antibody shortly after approval would be expected to have innovator-like

characteristics such as proactive inquiry into treatment regimens that might contribute to
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treatment disparities based on social characteristics or demographics. Renouf et al. (2011)
found that 5.9% of patients diagnosed with colorectal cancer in 2004 were given the
VEGF monoclonal antibody bevacizumab compared to 30.6% of colorectal cancer
patients diagnosed in 2006. In the Renouf et al. study, according to the diffusion of
innovations theory, higher disparities in treatment would have been expected in 2004
compared to 2006 given that treatment was in an uptake phase. However, monoclonal
antibodies were newly approved in 2004, likely accounting for this sharp increase in
treatment rate between 2004 and 2006. In this study, the rate of monoclonal antibody
treatment was 44.5%, 42.7%, 44.6%, 39.8%, and 36.5% in diagnosis years 2007, 2008,
2009, 2010, and 2011 respectively. Therefore, in the years examined in this study (2007-
2011), the overall rate of monoclonal antibody therapy had reached a plateau. Given this,
the diffusion of innovations theory, which is most useful in explaining a disparity during
the uptake of a technology, is likely not valid for this research study.

As additional support for the fundamental cause theory, the theory of health
disparities and medical technology was used (Goldman & Lakdawalla, 2005). This
theory states that medical advances are linked to widening disparities because new
medical technologies disproportionately benefit the heaviest health care users, richer
patients (Goldman & Lakdawalla, 2005). Given that richer more well-educated patients
tend to be the heaviest health care users and use more complex treatment regimens, richer
patients disproportionately use newer therapies (Goldman & Lakdawalla, 2005). This

theory was used to hypothesize that there might be higher monoclonal antibody use by
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high SES or nonminority populations. This study did not demonstrate a social inequality
in receipt of monoclonal antibody as would be expected based on this theory. However,
it is possible, given the severity of the disease and the high mortality rate, that some of
the social/economic barriers to treatment in poorer populations were eliminated.

In summary, the lack of disparity in treatment of metastatic colorectal cancer
patients with monoclonal antibodies is seemly inconsistent with the three theories used to
provide rationale for the research questions. Possible reasons for this include the extreme
severity of disease studied and plateau in the uptake of monoclonal antibody therapy
during the study period.

Limitations of the Study

This study has multiple limitations. First, due to the nature of the data, this study
used a very specific population of elderly individuals enrolled in Medicare Part B and D,
but with no HMO (Medicare Part C; Medicare Advantage) plan. This population does
differ systematically from the general Medicare population and from the population of
Medicare enrollees with an HMO plan. For example, the population sampled for this
study has a higher average income rate compared to the general Medicare population
(America’s Health Insurance Plans, 2015). Additionally, lower frequencies of racial
populations including Black Americans, Asians, and individuals with Hispanic origin are
observed in the population sampled for this study compared to the general Medicare
population (America’s Health Insurance Plans, 2015). Therefore, the sample used in this

study may not be completely representative of the overall Medicare population.
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However, given the potential for missing data with HMO plan enrollees, this limitation
was unavoidable.

Second, all individuals selected for inclusion in the study had colorectal cancer
that had metastasized at diagnosis. This was necessary as the SEER registry data only
identifies metastasis state at diagnosis. There is no way using the SEER registry data to
identify patients that progress to metastasis. Likewise, the Medicare claims files cannot
provide information about metastasis. Claims data are generated for the purpose of
payment (billed items) and not for the purpose of research. Cancer stage and progression
cannot be determined using claims data. Therefore, the sample selected for this study is
entire composed of individuals who were diagnosed with severe metastasized colorectal
cancer tumors. As such, it is unclear how well these results would extrapolate back to
individuals diagnosed in an earlier stage that subsequently progress to metastasis.

Third, the study sample was limited to individuals with a cancer sequence number
of 00 or 01 indicating that the colorectal cancer tumor was their first tumor. Given the
potential implications to treatment for individuals with a history of other cancers, this
exclusion criterion was necessary. However, it is unclear how the results of this study
would extrapolate to individuals with a history of other primary tumors.

Fourth, given the nature of the data used (Medicare claims) in this study, [ used
only included Medicare enrolled individuals aged 65+ at diagnosis. As such is it unclear
if these results can be extrapolated to the population of metastatic colorectal cancer

patients under the age of 65 and with different insurance coverages.
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The fifth limitation is the ability to assess survival. In order to assess survival
relative to monoclonal antibody therapy, it would have been necessary to assess and
control for any comorbidities. This comorbidity analysis would have required research
into ICD-9 codes present in the claims files during the pre- and post-diagnosis period for
each patient. This would have been a significant undertaking and was determined to be
out of scope for this research study. Therefore, death dates were not collected, and
survival was not assessed in this study.

Sixth, the population sampled came from the 13 geographically dispersed SEER
registries. The ability to extrapolate the results to the larger U.S. wide population of
metastatic colorectal cancer patients is limited by the representativeness of the SEER
database. This SEER database includes data from approximately 28% of the U.S. cancer
population. However, it is unclear whether the data within the SEER database are a true
representation of the greater U.S. cancer population.

Seventh, I used archival data from the SEER-Medicare database to address the
research questions. Therefore, the study quality is limited by the validity, reliability, and
completeness of the SEER-Medicare database. Given that hospitals, clinicians, and
pathologists are responsible for accurate reporting and coding of SEER data, there is the
potential for missing or inaccurate data. However, there are published studies that have
documented good reliability, validity, and completeness of different subsets of the SEER-

Medicare data (Du et al., 2008; Mahnken et al., 2008).
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Finally, adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment in this study was defined as being
given any approved monoclonal antibody (Avastin, Erbitux, and Vectibix) in
combination with first line chemotherapy. The different antibodies were not separated
out during the analysis. Of importance, Erbitux and Vectibix (both EGFR antibodies) are
only indicated for adjunct therapy after testing for a specific KRAS genetic mutation.
Thus, there is an additional variable influencing whether or not a person is prescribed an
EGFR antibody. In this study, of the individuals that received adjunct monoclonal
antibody therapy, there were only 72 individuals that received an EGFR antibody; the
remaining 858 individuals received Avastin, a VEGF antibody. Given this, it is unclear
how the study results would extrapolate to a study looking at only adjunct EGFR
antibody therapy.

In summary, as a result of the database used for this study and the necessary
inclusion and exclusion criteria, concerns regarding extrapolation of the study results do
exist. These limitations will be taken into account in the recommendations and
implications sections below.

Recommendations

Multiple previous reports have documented colorectal cancer treatment disparities
based on race, SES, and neighborhood. Given that treatment disparities were not
observed in this study, these historical treatment disparities may not be relevant to newer
therapies (adjunct monoclonal antibodies) prescribed to patients with severe disease

(metastatic colorectal cancer). The difference could be related to improved access to care
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or a change in treatment paradigm due specifically to the severity of metastatic colorectal
cancer. Future studies aimed at understanding the causes of this observed difference is
warranted. Understanding the root cause of the reduced treatment disparities observed in
this study could potentially be used to reduce treatment disparities in other cancer
populations. For example, given the severity of metastatic colorectal cancer, is it possible
that patients are more likely to see a specialist or have a doctor advocate on their behalf,
thus reducing the disparities in treatment? These are questions that could be explored in
future research studies.

As commented previously, race did approach significance in predicting
monoclonal antibody treatment (overall model p = 0.070), with Black American race (p =
0.068) and White, Spanish origin or surname (p = 0.056) being almost significantly
different than the reference group, White American race. Therefore, future confirmatory
studies to confirm (or reject) the lack of racial disparities in monoclonal antibody
treatment of metastatic colorectal cancer patients are needed.

Reporting registry was a significant predictor of adjunct monoclonal antibody
therapy. Given the reported U.S. regional differences in colorectal cancer survival, future
studies could follow-up on regional disparities in adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment
and potentially the influence of treatment on survival. A GIS study to overlay treatment
regimen and survival rate of metastatic colorectal cancer patients could be especially

powerful.
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An additional variable that almost reached significance was reason for original
Medicare entitlement (age or disability). Rates of monoclonal antibody treatment were
lower in individuals entitled to Medicare due to disability compared to those entitled due
to age (p = 0.090). Given the marginal association, future studies assessing disparities in
monoclonal antibody treatment of metastatic colorectal cancer patients based on
disability are warranted.

When assessing the demographics of the study cohort, the number of Black
Americans in the cohort increased linearly and doubled from 2007 to 2011. Given that
the cohort selection criteria required first line chemotherapy, it is possible that this
increase is due to increased first line chemotherapy treatment rates in elderly Black
Americans with metastatic colorectal cancer. Exploring this was out of scope for this
study. However, it is an interesting finding that could be addressed in future studies.

The overall adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment rate in the cohort declined by
8% from diagnosis year 2007 to diagnosis year 2011. This difference in monoclonal
antibody treatment rate based on diagnosis year was almost significant (p = 0.067).
Given the reported efficacy of adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment, this decline is
unexpected. One possible explanation for the low and declining treatment rate is the cost
of monoclonal antibody therapies and the cost-effectiveness of adding monoclonal
antibody treatment to first-line chemotherapy. Although monoclonal antibodies have
been shown to improve survival rates in individuals with metastatic colorectal cancer, a

low perceived cost-effectiveness of adding monoclonal antibodies to chemotherapy could
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be driving down their use (Lange et al., 2014). Prospective studies designed to illicit the
rationale for prescribing behavior or qualitative studies to assess provider/patient feelings
about adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy and their benefit versus their high cost might
be the next logical step.

Implications

The results demonstrate a potential improvement in historically documented
colorectal cancer treatment disparities. Specifically, historical treatment disparities may
not be relevant to newer therapies (adjunct monoclonal antibodies) prescribed to patients
with severe disease (metastatic colorectal cancer). The difference could be related to
improved access to care or a change in treatment paradigm due specifically to the severity
of metastatic colorectal cancer. Future studies aimed at understanding the causes of this
observed social change (i.e. reduced treatment disparities) are warranted. Understanding
the root cause of the reduced treatment disparities observed in this study could potentially
be used to reduce treatment disparities in other cancer populations.

Although disparities in treatment based on race, SES, and neighborhood were not
observed, I did demonstrate, in this study, differences in adjunct monoclonal antibody
treatment rate based on reporting registry and age at diagnosis. The age at diagnosis
disparity replicates results found in two other studies and highlights the need for
interventions (at the policy or practice level) to improve access to monoclonal antibody
therapy for those of advanced age. Additionally, the regional differences in monoclonal

antibody treatment rate demonstrated by the reporting registry differences highlight the
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need to understand treatment patterns at a regional level across the United States.
Remediation in the form of policies to improve access could help increase monoclonal
antibody treatment rates in low treatment rate regions.

Finally, the study uncovered an overall decline in the percent of elderly metastatic
colorectal cancer patients given first line chemotherapy who received adjunct monoclonal
antibody therapy (8% decline from 2007 to 2011). Monoclonal antibodies are efficacious
and safe. Therefore, this study highlights the need for additional research into adjunct
monoclonal antibody treatment patterns and prescribing habits. Understanding this
unexpected decline in adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment rates could illicit social
change by improving antibody treatment rates and, in turn, colorectal cancer survival.

Conclusion

Previous research highlighted social disparities in colorectal cancer treatment that,
in part, explained disparities in colorectal cancer survival. However, all previous
research looked at conventional therapies (chemotherapy, radiation, surgery) in the
general colorectal cancer population. This research project was unique in that it explored
disparities in adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment within a specific population of
elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients. In this study, race, SES, and neighborhood
characteristics were not associated with adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy. The
results demonstrate a potential improvement in historically documented colorectal cancer
treatment disparities. Specifically, historical treatment disparities may not be relevant to

newer therapies prescribed to patients with severe disease. The difference could be
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related to improved access to care or a change in treatment paradigm due specifically to
the severity of metastatic colorectal cancer. Future studies aimed at understanding the
causes of this social change (i.e. reduced treatment disparities) are warranted.
Understanding the root cause of the reduced treatment disparities observed in this study
could potentially be used to reduce treatment disparities in other cancer populations.

I accepted the null hypothesis for all three research questions. However, two
covariates (reporting registry and age at diagnosis) did significantly predict adjunct
monoclonal antibody treatment rate. The age at diagnosis disparity in monoclonal
antibody treatment of metastatic colorectal cancer patients supports previous findings by
Fu et al. (2013) and Kozloff et al. (2010). In addition, two other findings were
uncovered. First, the number of Black American individuals in the cohort doubled from
2007 to 2011. The most likely cause, assuming insurance enrollment is stable in the
population, is an increase in first-line chemotherapy rate. This is encouraging and should
be explored further. Additionally, over the years of this study (2007 - 2011) there was an
8% decline in the overall rate of monoclonal antibody treatment. Monoclonal antibodies
have been shown to be safe and efficacious when added to chemotherapy. Given that all
the individuals in the cohort received chemotherapy (which has multiple side effects), the
low treatment rate and specifically the decline in adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment
(which has been shown to be safe and effective) was unexpected. Further research into
prescribing habits and who receives adjunct monoclonal antibody therapy is warranted.

One potential topic for further research is the perceived cost-effectiveness of monoclonal
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antibodies for metastatic colorectal cancer. This could be explored from both provider
and the patient angles. If an explanation for the low and declining rate of monoclonal
antibody treatment is found, policies or support systems could be put into place to
increase adjunct monoclonal treatment rates and possibly increase survival rates for

individuals with metastatic colorectal cancer.
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II. ProjectDescription:

A. Title: Disparities in Monoclonal Antibody Treatment of Elderly Metastatic Colorectal
Cancer Patients

B. Brief overviewofyourproject (one ortwo sentences): This project will determine

whether ornot there are dispantiesin first line adjunctmonodonal antibody treatment of
elderly metastatic colorectal cancer patients.

C. Cancersitesbeingrequested (e.gLung): Colorectal Cancer

D. Description ofthe Project (between 1-5 pages):

Research Questions:

The three research questions (RQ1-RQ3) that will be addressed by thisresearch project are
listed below. Inaddition, the null and altemative hypotheseshavebeen stated (Ho1-Ho3 and
Hal-HaS3respectively).

RQ1: Within the populationofelderly (65 years+)individuals diagnosed with metastatic
colorectal cancer from January 2007 to December 2010, are there racial disparitiesin first
line adjunctmonodonal antibody treatment?
Hol: There are no significant differencesinthe percentage of elderly (65 years+)
metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first ine adjunct monoclonal
antibodytreatment basedonrace.
Hal: There are significant differencesinthe percentage of elderly (65 years+)
metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct monoclonal
antibodytreatment basedonrace.

RQ2: Within the populationofelderly (65 years+)individuals diagnosed with metastatic
colorectal cancer from January 2007 to December 2010, are there socioeconomic disparities
in first ine adjunct monoclonal antibody treatment?
Ho2: There are no significant differencesin the percentage of elderly (65 years+)
metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first ine adjunct monoclonal
antibodytherapy based on area socioeconomic status (as defined by % census area
underthe poverty level or % census area withlessthan a HS education).
Ha2: There are significant differencesin the percentage of elderly (65 years+)
metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first ine adjunct monoclonal
antibodytherapy based on area socioeconomic status (as defined by % census area
underthe poverty level or % census area withlessthan a HS education).

RQ3: Within the populationofelderly (65 years+)individuals diagnosed with metastatic
colorectal cancer from January 2007 to December 2010, are there neighborhood
characteristic (urbanversus rural) disparities in first line adjunct monoclonal antibody
treatment?
Ho3: There are no significant differencesin the percentage of elderly (65 years+)
metastatic colorectal cancer patients who receive first line adjunct monoclonal
antibodytherapy based on neighborhood charactenstics.
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Ha3: There are significant differences inthe percentage of elderly (63 years+)
metastatic colorectal cancer patients who recetve first line adjunct monoclonal
antibodytherapy basedonneighborhood characteristics.

Descnption of the Study Subject/Sites Phazes to be Included m the Analysis:

The specific sample utilized for this analysis will be eldery {(65+)Medicare enrolled
mdividuals diagnosed with metastatic colorectal cancer between January, 2007 and
December 2010, treatedwith first-line chemotherapy within & months of diagnesis and
enrolled in Medicare Part B and D.

Rationale: Theresearchguestions address disparities in monoclonal antibody therapy
ofelderly colorectal cancer patients. Monodonal antibody therapy is indicated only as an
adjunct to chemotherapy (not as a stand-alone dmg). Therefore, only individuals who
received first-line chemotherapy will be included inthis analysis. Additionally, giventhat
meonoclonal antibody therapy is only approved for metastatic colorectal cancer, only patients
with metastatic colorectal cancer will be mcludedin this analysis.

Cohort Selection Cntena:

Inorderto be includedin the study, an individual must meet the following 6
mclusion critena:

1) Farst colonorrectal cancer diagnosis at orafter 63 vears ofage (PEDSF column
#2457; Age at Diagnosis).

2} First diagnosis of colorectal cancer occurred between Jarmary 2007 and December
2010 (PEDSF cohumn #2431 Year of Diagnosis).

3} Coveredby Medicare Part B for 12 months during both the vear of diagnoesis and
the vear oftreatment (PEDSF cohumns £1268).

4y Coveredby Medicare Part D for 12 months duringboth the vear of diagnosis and
the vear oftreatmernt (FEDSF cohumnn £823).

53}  Therapymitiatedbetween2007and 2011 (PEDSF column #2493 ; Year Therapy
Started).

6) Given chemotherapy within 6 months of dia gnosis as detemuned by companng
diagnosis date (PEDSF column #2449=NMonth of Diagnosis; PEDSF colwmn 224 31;
Yearof Diagnosis) to the chemotherapy claim date. Chemotherapy receipt will be
defined asreceiving any ofthe following: 3-flucrowracil (3-FU, J9190), capecitabine
(J8320,J8321), leucovorn (JO640), floxundine (J9200), oxaliplatin (J9263), or
imnotecan (J9206). These “T" HCPCS codes arelisted in columns #93 inthe NCH
data set; cohmms 2241 in the Outpatient Claims data set; or column #93 n the DME
data set(MNational Cancer Institate, 2013%).

Patients will be excluded from the study if their colorectal cancerhadnot
undergone metastasis at diagnosis; asmonoclonal antibodies are only approved for
metastatic colorectal cancer. PEDSF colwmn #2333 {C5 Mets at Dx) defines whether ornot
the cancerhadmetastasized at diagnosis. Individuals with codes 00 (no distant metastasis)
or 99 (distant metastasis unknown/mot dooumented) will be excluded from the study.

Independent Vanahbles:




There are three research questions and four total mdependert wanables mcluded in
this research project. All ofthe independentvarables are available from the FEDSF (Patient
Entitlement and iagnosis Summary File). The FEDSF iz linked by a ten digit patient ID
(cohwnn#]1 inthe PEDSF document; patient id)to all other SEER-Medicare files utilizedin
this rezearch project.

Baceis the first mdependentvanable. Eacewill beidentified ashstedin column
#6635 ofthe PEDSF (rac_rech); 1=Caucasian 2=Elack 3=AmerncanIndian/Alaska Native,
4=Chinese, 3=Japanese, 6=Filipino, 7=Hawailan, 8=0ther Aszian or Pac. Islander,
0=Unknown, 1 1=Caucasian, Spanish ongin or sumame, 12=0ther unspecified
Socioecononc status (SES)is the secondindependent variable and will be defined asinan
article by Schlichting, Soliman,_ Schairer, Schottenfeld and Merajver (20127, Specifically,
percent of census tractresidents iving below the poverty level and percentof census track
residents aged 25+ with less than a high school (HS) educationwill be used as estimates of
SES. Thesevanables canbe found n cohumn 2438 (ctpov00) and cohumn 396 (ctnond0 ) in
the PEDSF document Neighborhood(rural vs. urban)is the third mdependernt wanahle.
Column 91 {urbrur) in the PEDSF docwment identifies county ofresidence as 1=Big Metro,
2=Mletro, 3=Urban, 4=Lezz Urban, 3=Fural, 3=Unknowmn.

Cowvarates:

Multiple covanates will be added to the logistic regression analysis to control for
confounding. The first covarate utilized will be gender. Thisis cohunn#41 (m_sex)inthe
PEDSF file; 1=Male, 2=Female. The second covanate utilized will be yearofbirth. This is
cohumn 237 mthe PEDSF file. The third covanate will be reason for onginal Medicare
entitlemment. Thisis cohunn£43 inthe PEDSF file; 0=Age, 1=Disability, 2=End Stage Fenal
Disease, 3=Dhzabihty/End Stage Benal Dizease. The final covanate will be which registry
reportedthe data. Thisis indicated by the first 2 digits in the patient ID{PEDSF cohnmnn=1)

Outcome Vanable:

The outcome (dependert) variable forthe three research questionis receipt of first-
line (concwrent chemotherapy and within 6 months of diagnoesis)monoeclonal antibody
therapy. This outcome variableis dichotonized as “yes™ or“no™.

Inthe PDE dataset, the brand name for the monoclonal antibody {Avastin, Erbitux,
or Vectibix) will be hsted n column 290 (BN). Inadditon the followingNDC11 codes for
the a dministered dmg will be presentin cohumn 233 (PEOD_SEVC_ID)ofthe PDE dataset

*  Awastin: 50242-0060-01
. Erbitux: 66733004823
¢+ Vectibix: 35513-0054-01

Inthe NCH and Outpatient Clanms data setsreceipt of one ofthe monoclonal
antibodies will be listed asa “J" HCPCE code (cohnnn =93 inthe NCH data set and cohumm
#£241 nthe Outpatient Claims data set). The DME file doesnotinclude these treatment
codes and will not be used for this vanahble.

. Bevacizumah: J9033
* Cetuximab: J9033
* Paniturmzmab: J9303

List ofrequested files and howthey will be used:
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Colorectal cancer patient data fromthe PDE. NCH, DME, PEDSF and Outpatient
Claims files forthe years 2007-2011 are beingrequested Infonmationon the variables that
will be obtained fromeach ofthe four files and howthey will be uzed are outlined below.

The vanables
independent,

1) PartD
a.

b.

extracted fromthe five filez will be uzedto either select the dataoras
dependent or control {covariate) variables.

Event (PDE) dataset(2007-2011):

Cohmmn #90 {EN)—presence ofthe brand name Awvastin, Erbitux, or Vectibix
(dependent variable)

Colmmn #3535 (PROD_SEVC_ID)—presence oftreatmeant codes 3024 2-0060-
01,66733-0048-23, 0r 35513093401 (dependent variable)

2) NCH Camer Claims dataset(2007-2011):

a.

b.

Cohmmns £93 —presence oftreatment codes JO033, JOO33, or JO303
(dependent variable)

Columns £93 — presence oftreatment codes J9190, JE320, JE521, JO640,
JO200,J9263, or JO206 (selection variable)

3) DME (Durable Medical Equipmment) dataset (2007-20117:

a.

b.

Column #93 —presence oftreatment codes J9190, JE320, JE321, JO640,
Jo200,J9263, J9206 (selection variable)

NOTE: The DME equipment file will not be used forthe dependent varable
(monoclonal antibody treatment) as the DME sumimary file doesnotmclude
patients with these treatment codes.

4} Patient Entitlemnent and Diagnosis Summary File (2007-2011)

By rETEEmR e N o

0.
3) Cutpa
a.

b.

Column#41 {m_sex)— genderidentifier (covanate)

Colmmn #37 (year of birth)—age (covarate)

Column #43 —reason for onginal Medicare entitlerment (covanate)
Cohmmn #1 (first two digits) — reportingregistry (covariate)

Cohmmn #663 (rac_rech)—race (independent variable)

Cohmn £438 (ctpovl0)— SES measire 21 {independent vanable)
Colmn 2396 (ctnonl0)— SES measire 22 (independent variable)

Cohmn #91 {urbrur) —neighborhood characteristics (independent variable)
Column=2553 (C5 Mets at Dx)—Metastasis at diagnosis (selection vanable)
Colmn #2437 — Age at Diagnosis (selection varable)

Cohmn #2431 —Year of Diagnosis (selection vanable)

Columns £1268 —Medicare Part B enrollment (selection vanable)

. Colwnn #823 —Medicare Part D enrolbment (selection variable)

Cohmn #2493 —Year Therapy Started(zelection varable)
Cohmmn #2449 — Month of Diagnosis (selection varable)
tient Claims dataset (2007-2011).
Columns £241 —presence of treatment codes J90335, 19035, or JO303
(dependent vanable)
Cohmmns £241 —presence of treatment codes JO190, JE320, JE321, J0640,
J9200,19263, or JO206 (selection variable)

The 3% population (non-cancer and/or other cancer)is NOT being requested.

Descnption ofthe Personnel Involved

Thiz d

ata request supports the dissertationresearch of Knsta Schroeder, M.H.S.

Ensta hasten years of expenence as a pre-climical researchbiologst specializingin the
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dizscovery and developmentoflarge molecule therapies. Upon completionofthis research
project, Krista will have a PhDin Public Health-Epidetnriology from Walden University.

The chair of Enista Schroeder’s dissertation conrttee and the Principle Investigator
(PI) for this research projectis Dr. Baymond Panas. Dr. Panasis a contnbuting member of
the faculty as Walden University. Dr. Panas will provide direct oversight and review ofthe
student’s work. He will also work with the student to address questions or concems
regarding the dissertation process, data collection, data analysis, and developmert ofthe
final dissertation marmsconpt.

Timeline for Completion:

Uponreceipt ofthe datasets, Krista Schroederunderthe direct oversight of Dr. Panas
will compile and analyze the data as deseribed briefly inthis applicationandin detailin her
approved dissertationproposal. The current timeline for completion ofthis research project
andher dissertationis September, 2013, She also plans to publish the resultsin a joumal by
yearsend2013.

References:

Schlichting, I, Scliman, A, Schairer, C, Schottenfeld, D, & Merajver, 5. (2012).
Inflanmmatory and non-inflanematory breast cancer survival by socioecononic position in the
Surveillance, Epidemiology, and EndResults database, 1990-2002. Breast Cancer Besearch
And Treatment, 134(3),1257-1268. doi:10.1007/210549012-2133-2

Column numbers and variable descripiors were located using the following two National
Cancer Institute web pages:

WNational Cancer Institute. (2013a). SEER-Medicare: SEER program& data. Fetrieved from
http:/‘apphedresearch cancer. gov'seenmedicare/‘about data ‘pro gram html

National Cancer Institute. (2013b). SEER-Medicare: Medicare claims files. Retneved from
http:/‘apphedresearch cancer gov'seenmedicare medicare/ clams htmlZmedpar

E. Data Storage and Protection
Please be aware that Cloud Storage of data does NOT meet pnvacy rules andwill notbe
approved for stonng SEER-Medicare data.

A monthly lease will be established on a Hivelocity serverlocatedat their Tanpa, FL data
center (2010 Woodland Center Boulevard =700, Tampa, F1. 33614). Storage of data at this
data certeris both HIPAA and PCT compliart (2014 aundits). They also passedtheir2014
S3AE-16 audit. The datacernterisunder constantvideo surveillance. Entrance to both the
building and the datacenter floorrequires a keycard. Inaddition, to enterthe datacenter, a
keypadeodeisrequired. Eachkeycardhasits ownunique keypadlogin and eachkeycard
hasthe name and picture ofthat particular employes. Hivelocity uses centralized controls
forrealtime data security and menitoring and would contact Dr. Panas and Krista Schroeder
if the server were part of a databreach. Giventheirreal-time secunty monitonng system,
this contact will oceur immediately afterthe data breachis identified (well within 24 hours).
Additionally, the server will be set up with KemelCare so that all security kemelupdates are
applied automatically as soon asthe patchis available without the need for areboot. The
server will use a Jimaper SEX-210 firewall wath VPN features through the firewall (VPN set




up with encryption). Dr. Baymond Panas and Ensta Schroederwill be given accessto the
server through this VP and access will be password protected The SEER-Medicare data
DVDs wall be zent to Dr. Panas'home and he will upload the data directly to the secure
server through the VPN (no datawill be downloaded onto his personal computer). He will
then store the DVDs in a physicallockboxin his home office. No attenrpt will be made to
identify individual patients, hospitals or physicians and any publications andpresentations of
the data will not allowidentification of patients hospitals or physicians (no data ponts with
less than 11 patients will be reported). Finally, we agree to contact the NCI and obtain
approvalifthe data needsto be moved for ary reason (change host provider, ete.).

F. FundmngSource: Ifyourorgamzationisa consulting finm, contractor, or phanmaceutical
compary, then vour application must include a letter from the fimderindicating thatyou
are free to work and publish your findings without lirnitations by the funder. Thisletter
must come froma person in authority on comparry letterhead.

Thereis no funding source forthis project. Ensta Schroederwill pay all fees associated with
the data files in support ofher dissertation research

G. Restricted Variables: Selected variables are not released withowt the pemission ofthe
Principal Investigator of each of the SEER Fegistries. These vanablesinclude census
tract ofthe patient, zip code ofthe patient physicianorhospital, and unencrypted
provider mumbers. If vou are requesting accessto any of these variables, youmust
mnclude the justificationin your description o fthe projectandalso subrat the conpleted
request form forrestricted vanables. Please see
http:/healthservices. cancer. gov/seenmedicare privacy vanables hitml forimfonmaton.
NCIwil provide a researcherwith contact infonmation for each oftheseregistries;
howeverit is the responsibility ofthe researcherto obtain penrission from eachregistry.

Bestnicted vanables are not beingrequested for thisresearch project

IIT. Data Files Requested:

Pleaselist specific SEER-Medicare data files and vears of datarequired. Project description
must describe how each file will beuzed.

Medicare clzims prior to 1998 are available only for cases diagnosed with cancer before 2003,

Cases diagnosed 2003-2003 have daims from 1998+ cases diapnosed 2006 -2007 have odams from
2000+ cases diapnosed 2008-2000 have claims from 2002+; cases diapnosed 2010-201Thave claims
2004+

Years
Name of file available Years requested
Patient Entiflement and Diagnoesis Summary File (PEDSF)
(SEER. cases) 1973-2011 | 2007-2011
Surmmanzed Denorminator File (SUMDENOM)
3% non-cancer sample 1891-2011
3% PEDSF **
3% cancer sample (Medicare enrollment data only) 1891-2011
MEDPAFR. 1591-2012

201
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NCH - Camier (physician/supplier) 1801-2012 [ 2007-2011

Cutpatient 1091-2012 | 2007-2011

Home Health (HHA) 1691-2012

Hospice 1991-2012

Durable Medical Equipment (DME) 1994-2012 [ 2007-2011

Part D Event (FDE) 2007-2012 | 2007-2011
1996, 1998,

*Hospital File 2000-2012

*MNCI approval seguired. Invastizatos must provids a description of how the hospitsl data ars to ba uead in this application.
(** To receive the 3%PEDSF, vourust also be approved to receive the SUMDENCOM file.
Inthis case, your SUMDENCOM file will include persons inthe 5% sample who neverhad
any cancer (SUMSTAT = 1) and patients in the 3% sample reportedto have cancer, but no
additional mformation(SUMSTAT=2).
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Appendix B: SEER Medicare Use Agreement

Investigator: Rayvmond M. Panas, PhD
Date February 2, 2015

Disparities in Monoclonal Antibody Treatment of Elderly Metastatic Colorectal Cancer
Project title:  Patients

SEER-MEDICARE DATA USE AGREEMENT {DUA)
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR

Information pertaining to an individual's health status and medical treatment is sensitive, Therefore,
specific laws, including the Privacy Act of 1974 and the Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act of 15396, have been enacted to ensure the confidentiality of health information. In
utilizing health data for research purposes, it is absolutely necessary to ensure, to the extent
possible, that uses of such data will be limited to research. Uses for any other reason, particularly
those resulting in personal disclosures, will be prosecutad to the full extent of the law. In addition,
release of information about providers, i.e., the physicians and hospitals that provide care for cancer
patients, may compromise the willingness of these providers to cooperate with the activities of the
cancer registries. Therefore, considerations regarding the privacy of providers are also of great
importance

In order for the National Cancer Institute to provide the linked SEER-Surveillance, Epidemiology
and End Results (SEER)-Medicare data to you, it is necessary that you agree to the following
provisions:

1. You agree that the statements and methods made in your attached rasearch proposal are
complete and accurate,

2. You will not use the data for purposes other than described in your rasearch proposal.

3. You will not permit others to use the data except for collaborators involved with the research as
described in your proposal. Access to the SEER-Medicare data shall be limited to the minimum
number of individuals necessary to achieve the purpose stated in your proposal. The number of
lgcations where the data are located shall also be minimized and specific location details must be
provided in your proposal’s data storage and management plan. If you plan to move the data to 2
new location at your institute you must contact NCI in writing prior to moving the data for
instruction on how to handle the SEER-Medicare data.

4. You will establish and maintain the appropriate administrative, technical, and physical safeguards
to protect the confidentiality of the data and to prevent unauthorized use or access to it, as
described in your proposal. The safeguards shall provide a level and scope of security that is not
less than the level and scope of security requirements established by the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) in OMEB Circular No. A-130, Appendix lll-Security of Federal Automatad
Information Systems (http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a130/a130.html) as well as
Federal Information Processing Standard 200 entitled “Minimum Security Reguirements for
Federal Information and Information Systems”
http://csre.nist.gov/publications/fips/fips200/FIPS-200-final-march. pdf); and, Special Publication
800-53 "Recommendead Security Controls for Federal Information Systams”
(http://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/SpecialPublications/MIST.5P.800-53r4. pdf). You agree to allow
NCI to conduct on-site inspactions to ensure compliance with the data storage [ confidentiality
/security policies.

Revised October 2014 — Page 1
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You agree not to place the SEER-Medicare data on personal computers, portable devices and
remowvable media without permission. Portable devices include any non-fixed equipment that
contains an operating system which may be used to create, access or store SEER-Madicare data.
This includes but is not limited to laptops, personal digital assistants (PDAs), and smart phones.
Removable media include, but are not limited ta: CDs, DVDs, MP3 players, removable memory,
and USB drives (thumb drives). If approved, all data stored on any of these devices must be
password protected AND encrypted. Approved encryption standards must be FIPS-140 compliant
and include Advanced Encryption Algorithm (AES) that uses a 128, 192, or 256-bit key size. In the
event that the data are lost or stolen, you agree to report the loss to the SEER-Medicare contact
within 24-hours/first business day of discovering the loss. Cloud storage does not meet privacy
rules and is not acceptable for storing SEER-Medicare data.

You may use an institutionally provided VPN to link to a time sharing system for data access. In
this case, the remote PC may support the VPN but the SEER-Meadicare data must remain on the
institution’s server.

You will store all media on which the SEER-Medicare data are delivered in a secure location, such
as a locked file cabinet in a locked office, only accessible by you or appropriate designatad staff.

You must maintain all datasats containing restricted variables physically separate from any other
SEER-Medicare files. Separate access controls with strong user authentication
(username/password, digital certifications, etc.) must be established to allow limited access to
these files. You should be able to track all access to these files.

All SEER-Medicare data must raside at your institution under your purview. If you plan to move
to a different institution, you must contact NCI in writing prior to meoving for instructions on how
to handle the SEER-Madicare data. You may not duplicate any SEER-Medicare files prior to
moving nor can you take SEER-Medicare data with you without written permission from NCI. If
you chosa not to take the data with you, you must destroy the files or designate a new Pl prior to
moving.

You will not attempt to link nor permit others to link the SEER-Medicare data with individually
identified records in another database without the written consent from the applicable SEER
registries.

Mo one having access to the data will attampt to learn the identity of any persons with cancer in
these data and/or their physicians or treating hospitals. In the event that you discover or are able
to deduce the identity of a specific patient or provider (individual or institution), you agree that
you will not attempt to contact these individuals or institutions.

Mo findings or information derived from the SEER-Medicare data may be released if such findings
contain any combination of data elements that might allow the deduction of a patient’s or
providers’ (individual or institution) identity. In tables, cell sizes less than 11 (eleven) must be
suppressed. Also, no use of percentages or other mathematical formulas may be used if they
result in the display of a cell 10 or less. Mapping of data related to reflect incidence, treatment,
or survival at the registry-specific lavel or at other small areas is not permitted without prior
approval from NCI and the involved registries. Although it is permissible to report registry names
with registry-specific cancer rates (e.g., incidence, complications, mortality), registry namas must

Revised October 2014 — Page 2



13.

14,

15.

be anonymized when reporting the quality or completaness of registry-specific data (e.g., case or
treatment ascertainment). You agree that NCI shall be the sole judge as to whether the
anonymization sufficiently precludes one from identifying or deducing the identity of a specific
patient, provider {individual or institution) or registry with a reasonable degree of certainty.

You agree to provide the SEER-Medicare contact with a copy of all manuscripts to be submitted
for publication prior to submission. You further agree not to submit such findings to any third
party until receiving NCI's approval from the SEER-Medicare contact to do so. NCI agrees to make
a detarmination about approval and to notify the user within 4 wesks after receipt of any
findings. NCI's review of the findings is for the purpose of assuring that data confidentiality is
maintained and that individual patients and/or providers (individual and institution) cannot be
identified. NCl may withhold approval for publication if NCI reviewers determine that the format
in which data are presented may result in identification of individual patients and/or providers
(individual and institution). NCI may also review that the focus of the paper is consistent with
research questions that were described in the request for SEER-Medicare data. NCI may decline
to approve manuscripts that are beyond the scope of what is in the data request.

You agree that in the event NCI determines or has a reasonable belief that you have violated any
terms of this agreement, NCl may request that you return the data and all derivative files to NCI.
You understand that as a result of NCI's determination or reasonable belief that a violation of this
agreement has taken place, NCI may refuse to release further SEER-Medicare data to you fora
period of time to be determined by NCI.

All files received may be retained for a3 maximum of five years. At the completion of the project
ar five years from receipt all files including all back-up files and original media must be destroyed
and notification of destruction must be sent to NCL. Investigators who need to retain files beyond
that period must contact NCI.

Please indicate the SEER-Medicare files you will use:

[<] | patient Entitlement and Diagnosis Summary File) (PEDSF) Years 2007-2011
D Summarized Denominator File [SUMDENOM) Years
[ | meorar Years
E NCH - Carrier (physician/supplier) Years 2007-2011
Bd 1 outpatient Years 2007-2011
D Home Health Agency Years
|:| Hospice Years
< | burable medical equipment Years 2007-2011
X | part 0 event (PoE) vears | 2007-2011

These files will include:

E Cancer cases D Non-cancer cases

Revised October 2014 — Page 3
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f:'rznalu:rq of F‘lincl'pn| Inveﬂi'gatn-r {Im the case of students and fellows, the department chair or advizar from

the studant’s acadamic institution must ign the dats request)

Your signatura indicates that you agree to comply with the above stated provisions. Deliberataly making a
false statement regarding any matter within the jurisdiction of any department or agency of the Federal
Government viclates 18 USC 1001 and is punishable by a fine up to 510,000 or up to five years in prison

Ravmond M. Panas

Mame — [printed or typed)

Walden University

Institution/Crganization

Electronic Signanie - Raymond M. Panas/02092015/16:29:14

Signature

Febmary @, 2015

Date
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Appendix C: Power Analyses
Logistic regression — A priori: Compute required sample size — given Q, power and effect

size: SES Input/Output Table

Input Parameters:
Tail(s) = Two

Odds ratio=1.15

Pr(Y=11X = 1) HO = 0.306

o err prob = 0.05

Power (1-B err prob) = 0.50

R? other X =0.09

X distribution = Normal

XparmL =0
Xparmo=1
Output:

Critical z=1.96

Total sample size = 1029

Actual power = 0.500

Logistic regression — A priori: Compute required sample size — given @, power and effect
size: Race

Input Parameters:



Tail(s) = Two

Odds ratio = 0.85

Pr(Y=11X = 1) HO = 0.306

o err prob = 0.05

Power (1-B err prob) = 0.50

R? other X =0.09

X distribution = Normal

Xparm L =0
Xparmo=1
Output:

Critical z=1.96

Total sample size = 764

Actual power = 0.500

208

Logistic regression — A priori: Compute required sample size — given @, power and effect

size: Rural/Urban Neighborhood

Input Parameters:

Tail(s) = Two

Odds ratio = 0.84

Pr(Y=11X=1) HO=0.306

o err prob = 0.05

Power (1-B err prob) = 0.50




R? other X =0.09

X distribution = Normal

Xparmu =0
Xparmo=1
Output:

Critical z=1.96

Total sample size = 666

Actual power = 0.500
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Appendix D: Database Generation and Cohort Selection Code (Organized by File
Generated)

Steps used to compile the study cohort:

1. Build the database (seer create.sql; Appendix D): Script that creates the database
and tables for use on this project.

2. Import the PEDSF data (seer load pedsf.py; Appendix D): Python script that
connects to the database ‘seer db’ created above and then runs sql insert queries
to load the data from the seer text files into the database.

a. This script loaded the data from the pedsf.cancer.file01.txt and
pedsf.cancer.file02.txt files into the PEDSF table.

3. Import the Claims File data (seer load other.py; Appendix D): Python script that
connects to the database ‘seer db’ created above and then runs sql insert queries
to load the data from the seer text files into the database.

a. This script loaded the following datasets (each dataset has multiple files):
i. Durable Medical Equipment files to the seer db.DME table (files
loaded: dme07.txt, dme08.txt, dme09.txt, dmel0.txt, dmell.txt,
dmel2.txt)
ii. Part D Event files to the seer db.PDE table (files loaded:
pdesaf07.txt, pdesaf08.txt, pdesaf09.txt, pdesafl0.txt, pdesafl 1.txt,

pdesafl2.txt)



1il.

1v.

Carrier Claims files to the seer db.NCH table (files loaded:
nch07.file001.txt, nch07.file002.txt, nch07.file003.txt,
nch07.file004.txt, nch07.file005.txt, nch07.file006.txt,
nch07.file007.txt, nch08.file001.txt, nch08.{ile002.txt,
nch08.file003.txt, nch08.file004.txt, nch08.{ile005.txt,
nch08.file006.txt, nch08.file007.txt, nch08.{ile008.txt,
nch09.file001.txt, nch09.file002.txt, nch09.file003.txt,
nch09.file004.txt, nch09.file005.txt, nch09.file006.txt,
nch09.file007.txt, nch09.file008.txt, nch10.file001.txt,
nch10.file002.txt, nch10.file003.txt, nch10.file004.txt,
nch10.file005.txt, nch10.file006.txt, nch10.file007.txt,
nch10.file010.txt, nch11.file001.txt, nch11.file002.txt,
nchl11.file003.txt, nchll1.file004.txt, nch11.file005.txt,
nchl11.file006.txt, nchl1.file007.txt, nch11.file008.txt,
nch12.file001.txt, nch12.file002.txt, nch12.file003.txt,

nch12.file004.txt, nch12.file005.txt, nch12.file006.txt)
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Outpatient claims files to the seer db.OUTPATIENT table (files

loaded: outsaf07.file001.txt, outsaf07.file002.txt,

outsaf07.file003.txt, outsaf07.file004.txt, outsaf07.file005.txt,
outsaf08.file001.txt, outsaf08.file002.txt, outsaf08.file003.txt,

outsaf08.file004.txt, outsaf08.file005.txt, outsaf08.file006.txt,
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outsaf09.file001.txt, outsaf09.file002.txt, outsaf09.file003.txt,
outsaf09.file004.txt, outsaf09.file005.txt, outsaf09.file006.txt,
outsaf10.file001.txt, outsaf10.file002.txt, outsaf10.file003.txt,
outsaf10.file004.txt, outsaf10.file005.txt, outsaf10.file006.txt,
outsaf10.file007.txt, outsafl 1.file001.txt, outsafl1.file002.txt,
outsafl1.file003.txt, outsafl 1.file004.txt,outsafl1.file005.txt,
outsafl1.file006.txt, outsafl 1.file007.txt, outsaf12.file001.txt,
outsaf12.file002.txt, outsaf12.file003.txt, outsaf12.file004.txt,
outsaf12.file005.txt, outsaf12.file006.txt)

4. Execute SQL queries to select data based on inclusion and exclusion criteria
(seer_queries.sql; Appendix D): The selection process is described below.
a. Filters claim data to only those matching Chemotherapy or Monoclonal
antibody NDC or HCPCS codes needed for this research study.
b. Filters claim data to first claim after diagnosis.
c. Combines filtered claim data and pedsf data into one master table
d. Adds a ‘diagnosis_date’ column which is the last day of the month in
which the patient was diagnosed. This date is combination of
smPEDSF.date yr and smPEDSF.date_mo.
5. Database export (export master view.sh; Appendix D): BASH script - runs a

simple SELECT query to export the seer db.master view to master table.txt
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6. Pre-SPSS processing (update _master table.py; Appendix D): Python script —

computes and adds five columns to the master table.txt and saves it as

master table updated.txt. Columns added are below.

a. days — The number days between first chemotherapy treatment and first

monoclonal antibody treatment.

b. first chemo — The date of the first chemotherapy treatment for that patient

c. chemo type — The type (ex. hepes code) for the first chemotherapy

treatment

d. first ma - The date of the first monoclonal antibody treatment for that

patient

e. ma_type — The type (ex. hcpcs code) for first monoclonal antibody

treatment

Code used to generate the study cohort:

seer_build.py

# -*- coding: utf-8 -*-

# seer_build.py

# MySQL Workbench Python script

# Written in MySQL Workbench 6.3.2

# Author: Andrew Schroeder, May 2015

# Description: Connects to MySQL server and execute
# SQL script to create the seer_db

i mport mysql . connector

frommysqgl . connector inport errorcode
i mport sys

i mport re

PATH_TO_FILE = "seer_create.sqgl"

try:

cnx =mysql .connector .connect (user =root'

password =" , host ='localhost' )

s 'seer_create.sql'



except mysqgl . connector . Error as err

iferr .errno ==errorcode .ER_ACCESS DENIED ERROR
pri nt ("Something is wrong with your user name or password
elif err .errno ==errorcode .ER _BAD DB ERROR
pri nt ("Database does not exist" )
el se:
print(err)
sys .exit (1)
cursor =cnx .cursor ()
sqgp =™
for line inopen (PATH_TO_FILE):
In =line .rstrip ()
i f re .match ("--* | In ):
pass
elif re .match ("\s*$" |, In ):
pass
el se:
sql += """ +1In

forq insqgl .split ("" ):

ifg ==":
pass
el se:
print (q + ")
cursor .execute (g + ;" )

cnx. close ()

seer _load pedsf.py

# -*- coding: utf-8 -*-

# seer_load_pedsf.py

# MySQL Workbench Python script

# Written in MySQL Workbench 6.3.2

# Author: Andrew Schroeder May 2nd 2015

i mport mysql . connector

frommysqgl . connector inport errorcode
i mport sys

i mport re

class COLS:
patient_id
registry
race =2

1
o

PEDSF 1 FILE "Isamba/seer/data/pedsf.cancer.fileO1.txt"
PEDSF 2 FILE "Isamba/seer/data/pedsf.cancer.file02.txt"
pedsf thl_cols = [ 'patient_id' , 'reporting_id' , 'rac_recb’
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‘census_pov_ind' , ‘'urbrur' , 'm_sex' , ‘birthyr , ‘'age_dx'
'date_yr'

‘date_ mo' , ‘rsncdl’ , 'seq_num' , ‘ptbcnt 2007 , 'ptbcnt_2008' ,

'ptbent_2009' , 'ptbcnt_2010' , 'ptbcnt 2011 , 'ptbcnt_2012' ,

'hmocnt_2007" , ‘hmocnt_2008" , ‘hmocnt_2009" ,

'nmocnt_2010" , ‘'hmocnt_2011' , ‘'hmocnt_2012" ,

'ptd_2007* , ‘'ptd_2008' , 'ptd_2009" , ‘'ptd_2010' , 'ptd_2011"
'ptd_2012"

‘cs met 1' , 'cs met?2 , 'csmet3 , 'csmetd , 'cs_ meth5 ,

'cs met 6 , ‘cs met 7 , 'cs met8 , 'cs met9 , 'cs met 10" ]

pedsf _txt cols =
[
[1,10],[1,2],[101,2],[246,1],[97,1],[41, 1],
[37,4],[1881, 3],[1888, 4],[ 1886, 2],
#rsncdl
[43,1],[ 1884, 2],
#ptbent 2007-2012
[ 1252, 2],[1296, 2], [ 1340, 2], [ 1384, 2], [ 1428, 2],[ 1472, 2],
#hmocnt 2007-2013
[1254,2],[ 1298, 2],[ 1342, 2],[ 1386, 2], [ 1430, 2], [ 1474, 2],
#ptd 2007 - 2012
[261,2],[301,2],[341,2],[381,2],[421,2],[461, 2],
# cs_mets
[ 1953, 2],[ 22583, 2], [ 2553, 2], [ 2853, 2], [ 3153, 2], [ 3453, 2],
[ 3753, 2],[4053, 2], [ 4353, 2], [ 4653, 2]
]

def slice (string , start , length ):
S = start - 1 #adjust for zero based list
returnstring [s:s+length ].strip ()

def insert_table (cursor , table name , line , table cols , text_cols ):
col_data =1
tbl_cols =1
count =0
f or tcol i ntext_cols
data =slice (line ,tcol [0],tcol [1])
if data '=""":
tbl_cols . append (table_cols [ count ])
#print table_cols[count] +": " + data
col_data . append ( data )
count +=1
table_string = ("INSERTINTO" +
table_name + (" + """ .join (thl_cols ))
table_string += ") VALUES (" + ("%s," * (len (tbl_cols )-1)) +
"%ps)"
cursor . execute ( (table_string ), col_data )

def insert pdesaf  (cursor , line , year ):
cols =1



cols
cols
cols
cols
cols
cols
cols
cols
cols
cols
#rsncd
cols .
cols .
#ptben
cols
cols
cols
cols
cols
cols .
#hmoc
cols
cols
cols
cols
cols
cols

. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice

1

append ( slice
append ( slice
t 2007-2013

. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice

append ( slice
nt 2007-2013

. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice
. append ( slice

#ptd 2007 - 2013

(line , 0, 10))
(line ,0,2))
(line , 101, 2))
(line , 146, 1))

(line ,97,1))
(line ,41,1))
(line , 37, 4))

(line , 1881, 3))
(line , 1888, 4))
(line , 1886, 2))

(line ,43,1))
(line , 1884, 2))

(line , 1252, 2))
(line , 1296, 2))
(line , 1340, 2))
(line , 1384, 2))
(line , 1428, 2))
(line , 1472, 2))

(line , 1254, 2))
(line , 1298, 2))
(line , 1342, 2))
(line , 1386, 2))
(line , 1430, 2))
(line , 1474, 2))

cols . append (slice (line , 261, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 301, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 341, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 381, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 421, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 461, 2))
# cs_mets
cols . append (slice (line , 1953, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 2253, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 2553, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 2853, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 3153, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 3453, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 3753, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 4053, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 4353, 2))
cols . append (slice (line , 4653, 2))
cursor . execute ((pedsf_string ), cols )
try:
chx =mysql . connector . connect (
user ='root" , password =" ,
host ='localhost’ , database ='seer db’

)
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except mysqgl . connector .Error aserr :

iferr .errno ==errorcode .ER_ACCESS DENIED ERROR
pri nt ("Something is wrong with your user name or password

elif err .errno ==errorcode .ER _BAD DB ERROR
pri nt ("Database does not exist" )

el se:
print(err)

sys .exit (1)

cursor =cnx .cursor ()
cursor . execute (“"truncate PEDSF;" )
count =0
wi t h open (PEDSF_1 FILE) as infile
for line ininfile
insert_table (cursor , "PEDSF", line , pedsf_thl_cols
count +=1

i f count % 500 ==
print count
wi t h open (PEDSF_2 FILE) as infile

for line ininfile
insert_table (cursor , "PEDSF", line , pedsf_thl_cols
count +=1
i f count %500 ==
print count

cnx . commit ()
cursor . close ()
cnx. close ()

seer load other.py

# -*- coding: utf-8 -*-

# seer_load_other.py

# MySQL Workbench Python script

# Written in MySQL Workbench 6.3.2

# Author: Andrew Schroeder May 2nd 2015

i mport mysql . connector

frommysqgl . connector inport errorcode

i mport sys

i mport re

i mport os
e L L
# constants and data

B B R T R B R R T R R R R B
DATA _PATH= "/samba/seer/data"

DME_FILES = []
fori inrange (7,13):
DME_FILES . append ( 'dme{:02d}.txt' .format (i))

, pedsf_txt_cols

, pedsf_txt_cols
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dme_tbl_cols
dme_txt_cols

[ 'patient_id' , 'hcpes' , 'ndc_cd' |, ‘claim_from_date' ]
[[1,10],[93,5],[409,11],[32, 8]]

PDE_FILES = []

fori inrange (7,13):
PDE_FILES . append ( 'pdesaf{:02d}.txt' .format (i))
pde_tbl_cols = [ 'patient_id' , 'brand" , ‘'prod_srvc_id' , 'service_date' ]
pde_txt_cols =[[1,10],[90,30],[35,11],[27,8]]
nch_file_rages =[0,1,2,3,4,5,7,8,9,9,9,9, 7]
NCH_FILES = []
fori inrange (7, 13):
forj inrange (1, nch_file_rages [1]):
NCH_FILES . append ( 'nch{:02d}.file{:03d}.txt' .format (i, j))
nch_tbl_cols = [ 'patient_id' , 'hcpes' , ‘claim_from_date' ]
nch_txt _cols =[[1,10],[93,5],[32,8]]
op_file_rages =1[0,1,2,3,4,5,6,6,7,7,8,8,7]
OP_FILES =[]
fori inrange (7,13):
forj inrange (1, op_file rages [1]):
OP_FILES . append ( 'outsaf{:02d}.file{:03d}.txt' .format (i, j))
op_tbl_cols = [ 'patient_id' , ‘'hcpes' , ‘claim_from_date' ]
op_txt_cols =[[1,10],[241,5],[32,8]]

progress_text = "Row Count: {:}\t\tTable: {:%}\t\tTotal: {:%}\r"

S e e e e e e
# functions

S e D L L L L L S L D L R
def calc_ num records (FILES):

record_size =0
records =0
f or file i n FILES :
path =0s . path . join ( DATA_ PATHfile )

i f record_size == 0:
wi t h open (path ) as infile
record_size =len (infile .readline ())

i f not os . path .isfile (path):

print "Error {0} does not exist!" . format (path )
Sys .exit (1)
i f record_size = 0:
records +=0s . path . getsize (path ) / record_size

ret ur n records
def slice (string , start , length ):
s = start - 1 #adjust for zero based list
returnstring [s:s+length ].strip ()

def insert_table (cursor , table name , line , table cols , text_cols ):



col_data =1
tbl_cols =1
count =0
for tcol i ntext _cols
data =slice (line ,tcol [0],tcol [1])
#convert from MMDDYYYY to YYYYMMDD
i f table_cols [count ] == 'claim from_ date' or
table_cols [count ] == 'service date' :
date =data [4:] + "" +data [:2] + "" +data [2:4]
data = date
if data !'="":
tbl_cols . append (table_cols [ count ])
col_data . append ( data )
count +=1
table_string = "INSERTINTO"  +table name + "(* +
“" .join (thl_cols )
table_string += ") VALUES (" + ("%s," * (len (tbl_cols
cursor . execute ( (table_string ), col_data )

S e L L D L L L S L D L S
# main script body
T e e e e e e

# Connect to database

try:
cnx =mysql .connector .connect (user =root' , password
host ='localhost' , database ='seer db" )
except mysqgl . connector . Error aserr :
iferr .errno ==errorcode .ER_ACCESS DENIED ERROR
pri nt ("Something is wrong with your user name or password
elif err .errno ==errorcode .ER_BAD DB ERROR
pri nt ("Database does not exist" )
el se:
print(err)

sys .exit (1)

# open data files and count the number of records
# (used for progress reporting)
dme_records =calc_num_records (DME_FILES

print "DME Records: {0}" . format (dme_records )
pde_records =calc_num_records (PDE_FILES)
print "PDE Records: {0}" . format (pde_records )
nch_records  =calc_num_records ( NCH_FILES)
print "NCH Records: {0}" . format (nch_records )
op_records =calc_num_records ( OP_FILES)
print "OP Records: {0}" . format (op_records )
#import the DME data to the DME table

cursor =cnx .cursor ()

cursor . execute (“"truncate DME;" )

total_progress =0

)-1)) + "%s)"
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total_records =dme_records + pde_records + nch_records + op_records
count = 0
for file i n DME_FILES:

wi t h open (os. path . join (DATA_PATH file )) as infile

for line ininfile
insert_table (cursor , "DME", line , dme_tbl cols , dme_txt cols )
count +=1
i f count % 5000 ==
sys . stdout . write (
progress_text . format (
count , float (count )/float (dme_records ),
float (total_progress + count )
/ float (total_records ) )
sys . stdout . flush ()

cnx . commit ()
print "DME table committed."

#import the PDE data to the PDE table

cursor . execute (“truncate PDE;" )
total_progress += count
count = 0

for file i n PDE_FILES :
wi t h open (os. path . join (DATA_PATH file )) as infile

for line i ninfile
insert_table (cursor , "PDE", line , pde_tbl cols , pde_txt_cols )
count +=1
i f count 9% 5000 ==
sys . stdout . write (
progress_text . format (
count , float (count )/float (dme_records ),
float (total_progress + count )
/ float (total_records ) )
sys . stdout . flush ()

cnx . commit ()
print "PDE table committed."

#import the NCH data to the NCH table

cursor . execute (“truncate NCH;" )
total_progress += count
count = 0

for file i n NCH_FILES:
wi t h open (os. path . join (DATA_PATH file )) as infile

for line i ninfile
insert_table (cursor , "NCH", line , nch_tbl_cols , nch_txt cols )
count +=1
i f count 9% 5000 ==
sys . stdout . write (
progress_text . format (
count , float (count )/float (dme_records ),
float (total_progress + count )

/ float (total_records ) )
sys . stdout . flush ()



cnx . commit ()
print "NCH table committed.”

#import the outpatient data into the OUTPATIENT dat
cursor . execute (“"truncate OUTPATIENT;" )
total_progress += count
count = 0
f or file i n OP_FILES :
wi t h open (os. path . join (DATA_PATH file
for line ininfile

insert_table
count

(cursor , "OUTPATIENT", line
+=1
i f count 9% 5000 ==
sys . stdout . write (
progress_text
count
float

, float

/ float
sys . stdout . flush ()
cnx . commit ()
print "OUTPATIENT table committed.”

cursor . close ()
cnx. close ()

update master table.py

# -*- coding: utf-8 -*-
# update_master_table.py
# author: Andrew Schroeder May, 2015

i mport sys

i mport re

f r omdatetime i mport datetime

class COLS:
patient_id =0
reporting_id =
rac_rech =2
census_pov_ind
urbrur =4

m_sex =5

1
w

date_yr
date_mo
birthyr
age_dx =
rsncdl = 10
cs_met 1 =11
diagnosis_date = 12
ccDME_hcpcs = 13

, op_tbl_cols

. format (

(count )/ float

(total_progress
(total_records
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)) as infile

, 0p_txt_cols )

(dme_records ),
+ count )

) )



ccDME_claim_date = 14
ccDME_ndc_cd = 15
mmDME_hcpcs = 16
mmDME_claim_date = 17
mmDME_ndc_cd = 18
ccNCH_hcpcs = 19
ccNCH_claim_date = 20

mmNCH_hcpcs = 21

mmNCH_claim_date = 22
ccOP_hcpces = 23
ccOP_claim_date = 24
mmOP_hcpcs = 25
mmOP_claim_date = 26
mmPDE_brand = 27
mmPDE_srvc_date = 28
mmPDE_prod_srvc_id = 29

MASTER_FILE_IN = "master_table.txt"
MASTER_FILE_OUT= "master table updated.txt"

future_date = datetime . strptime ('2025-01-01" , "%Y-%m-%d")
count =0

wi t h open (MASTER_FILE_OUT 'w' ) as outfile
wi t h open (MASTER_FILE_IN) as infile

outfile . write  (
next (infile ).rstrip () + "\t" .join (
["™,"days" , "first_chemo" , "chemo_type" , "first_ ma"
"ma_type" ])

+ "\n" )

for line ininfile

cols =line .split ()

print ("{0}, {1}, {2}" . format (

cols [ COLS ccDME_claim_date ],

cols [ COLS ccNCH_claim_date ],

cols [ COLS ccOP_claim_date 1))
# chemo data
i f cols [ COLS ccDME_claim_date ] == 'NULL' :

datel = future_date

data = "NULL"
el se:

datel = datetime . strptime  (

cols [ COLS ccDME_claim_date ], "%Y-%m-%d")

i f cols [ COLS ccNCH_claim_date ] == 'NULL' :

date2 = future_date
el se:

date2 = datetime . strptime (

cols [ COLS ccNCH_claim_date ], "%Y-%m-%d")
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i f cols [ COLS ccOP_claim _date ] == 'NULL' :
date3 = future_date
el se:
date3 = datetime . strptime  (
cols [ COLS ccOP_claim_date ], "%Y-%m-%d")

if not (datel >date2 or datel >date3 ):

date_out = datel
i f cols [ COLSccDME_ndc cd] !'= "NULL":
data_out =cols [ COLS ccDME_ndc_cd]
el se:
data_out =cols [ COLS ccDME_hcpcs]
elif not (date2 >datel or date2 >date3 ):
date_out = date2
data_out =cols [ COLS ccNCH_hcpces|]
elif not (date3 >date2 or date3 >datel ):
date_out = date3
data_out =cols [ COLS ccOP_hcpcs |
# ma data
i f cols [ COLS mmDME_claim_date] == 'NULL' :
ma_datel = future_date
ma_data = "NULL"
el se:
ma_datel = datetime . strptime (
cols [ COLS mmDME_claim_date ], "%Y-%m-%d")
i f cols [ COLS mmNCH_claim_date ] == 'NULL' :
ma_date2 = future_date
el se:
ma_date2 = datetime . strptime  (
cols [ COLS mmNCH_claim_date ], "%Y-%m-%d")
i f cols [ COLS mmOP_claim_date | == 'NULL' :
ma_date3 = future_date
el se:
ma_date3 = datetime . strptime  (
cols [ COLS mmOP_claim_date 1, "%Y-%m-%d")
i f cols [ COLS mmPDE_srvc_date ]| == 'NULL' :
ma_date4 = future_date
el se:
ma_date4 = datetime . strptime  (
cols [ COLS mmPDE_srvc_date 1, "%Y-%m-%d")

if not (ma datel > ma_date2 or
ma_datel > ma_date3 or
ma_datel > ma_date4 ):
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ma_date_out = ma_datel ;
i f cols [ COLS mMmDME_ndc c§l !'= "NULL":
ma_data_out =cols [ COLS mmDME_ndc_cdl
el se:
ma_data_out =cols [ COLS mmDME_hcpc$
elif not (ma_date2 >ma datel or
ma_date2 > ma_date3 or
ma_date2 > ma_date4 ):
ma_date out =ma_date2 ;
ma_data_out =cols [ COLS mmNCH_hcpc$
elif not (ma_date3 >ma datel or
ma_date3 > ma_date2 or
ma_date3 > ma_date4 ):
ma_date out = ma_date3 ;
ma_data_out =cols [ COLS mmOP_hcpcg
elif not (ma_date4d > ma datel or
ma_date4 > ma_date2 or
ma_date4 > ma_date3 ):
ma_date out = ma_date4 ;
i f cols [ COLS mmPDE_brand !'= "NULL":
ma_data_out =cols [ COLS mmPDE_brand
el se:
ma_data_out =cols [ COLS mmPDE_prod_srvc_id ]
el se:
print ('This should not happen’ )
sys .exit (1)
i f date_out == future_date or
cols [ COLS diagnosis_date ] == "NULL":
days_out = "NULL"
date_out = "NULL"
el se:
diagnosis_date = datetime . strptime  (
cols [ COLS diagnosis_date ], "%Y-%m-%d")
elapsed =date_out - diagnosis_date
days_out = elapsed . days
date_out = date_out . strftime  ("%Y-%m-%d")
i f ma_date out == future_date or
cols [ COLS diagnosis_date ] == "NULL":
ma_days_out = "NULL"
ma_date out = "NULL"
el se:
diagnosis_date = datetime . strptime  (
cols [ COLS diagnosis_date ], "%Y-%m-%d")
ma_elapsed =ma_date_out - diagnosis_date
ma_days_out = ma_elapsed . days
ma_date_out = ma_date_out . strftime  ("%Y-%m-%d")

newline =line .rstrip () + "\t" .join (



225

[" ,str (days out ),

date_ou t, data_out
ma_date _out
ma_data _out])

print (newline )

outfile .write (newline + "\n" )
count +=1

seer create.sql

-- MySQL Script generated by MySQL Workbench
-- seer_create.sql

-- 05/01/15 17:33:43

-- MySQL Workbench Forward Engineering

SET @OLD_UNIQUE_CHECK®&® @UNIQUE_CHECKSNIQUE_CHECKSO;

SET @OLD_FOREIGN_KEY_CHECK® @FOREIGN_KEY_CHECKSOREIGN_KEY_CHECKSD;
SET @OLD_SQL_MOBE @SQL_MODE

SQL_MODETRADITIONAL, ALLOW_INVALID_DATES' ;

-- Schema seer_db

DROP SCHEMA | F EXI STS “seer_db’ ;

-- Schema seer_db

CREATE SCHEMA | F NOT EXI STS “seer_db’
DEFAULT CHARACTER SET utf8  COLLATE utf8_general_ci ;
USE ‘seer_db’ ;

-- Table "seer_db"."PEDSF’

DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . PEDSF ;

CREATE TABLE | F NOT EXI STS 'seer_db™ . PEDSF (

'iIdPEDSF I NT NOT NULL AUTO_INCREMENT
“patient_id" VARCHAR( 10) NULL,

‘reporting_id" VARCHAR( 2) NULL,

‘rac_rech’ TI NYI NT(2) UNSIGNED NULL,
“census_pov_ind’ TI NYI NT( 1) UNSIGNED NULL,
“urbrur’ TI NYI NT( 1) UNSIGNED NULL,

‘m_sex”  TINYINT(1) UNSIGNED NULL,

“birthyr YEAR NULL,

‘age_dx’ TI NYI NT(3) UNSIGNED NULL,

“date_yr YEAR NULL,

‘date_mo’ TI' NYI NT(2) UNSIGNED NULL,
‘rsncdl’ TI' NYI NT( 1) UNSIGNED NULL,
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‘seq_num’ TI NYI NT(2) UNSIGNED NULL,
© year® YEAR NULL,

“ptbent_2007° TINYI NT(2) NULL,
“ptbent_2008° TINYI NT(2) NULL,
“ptbent_2009° TINYINT(2) NULL,
“ptbent_2010° TINYINT(2) NULL,
“ptbent_2011° TINYINT(2) NULL,
“pthent_2012° TINYI NT(2) NULL,
*hmocnt_2007" TINYI NT(2) NULL,
"hmocnt_2008" TI NYI NT(2) NULL,
"hmocnt_2009° TI NYI NT(2) NULL,
"hmocnt_2010° TI NYI NT(2) NULL,
*hmocnt_2011° TINYI NT(2) NULL,
*hmocnt_2012° TINYI NT(2) NULL,
“ptd_2007" TINYINT(2) NULL,
“ptd_2008" TINYINT(2) NULL,
“ptd_2009° TINYINT(2) NULL,
‘ptd_2010° TINYI NT(2) NULL,
‘ptd_2011° TINYI NT(2) NULL,
ptd_2012° TINYINT(2) NULL,
‘cs_met 17 TI NYI NT(2) NULL,
‘cs_met 27 TI NYI NT(2) NULL,
‘cs_met_3° TINYINT(2) NULL,
‘cs_met_4° TINYINT(2) NULL,
‘cs_met 5° TI NYI NT(2) NULL,
‘cs_met_6° TI NYI NT(2) NULL,
‘cs_met 77 TI NYI NT(2) NULL,
‘cs_met_8° TINYINT(2) NULL,
‘cs_met 9 TINYINT(2) NULL,

‘cs_met_10° TI NYI NT(2) NULL,
PRI MARY KEY ( idPEDSF" ))
ENGINE = InnoDB ;

-- Table “seer_db™."NCH"

DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . 'NCH" ;

CREATE TABLE | F NOT EXI STS 'seer_db™ . NCH™ (
YiIdNCH® I NT NOT NULL AUTO_INCREMENT
“patient_id” VARCHAR( 10) NOT NULL,

“hepes® VARCHAR( 5) NULL,
“claim_from_date’ DATE NOT NULL,
PRI MARY KEY (idNCH" ))

ENGINE = InnoDB ;

-- Table “seer_db"."OUTPATIENT"

DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . OUTPATIENT" ;
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CREATE TABLE | F NOT EXI STS 'seer_db™ . OUTPATIENT (
IdOUTPATIENT I NT NOT NULL AUTO_INCREMENT
“patient_id’ VARCHAR( 10) NOT NULL,

“hepes® VARCHAR( 5) NULL,

“claim_from_date’ DATE NOT NULL,

PRI MARY KEY (idOUTPATIENT" ))

ENGINE = InnoDB ;

-- Table “seer_db"."DME"

DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . 'DME" ;

CREATE TABLE | F NOT EXI STS 'seer_db™ . 'DME" (
"idDME’ I NT NOT NULL AUTO_INCREMENT
“patient_id" VARCHAR( 10) NOT NULL,
“hepes® VARCHAR( 5) NULL,
“ndc_cd’ VARCHAR( 11) NULL,
“claim_from_date’ DATE NOT NULL,
PRI MARY KEY (idDME" ))
ENGINE = InnoDB ;

-- Table “seer_db"."PDE"

DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . PDE’ ;

CREATE TABLE | F NOT EXI STS ‘seer_db™ . PDE" (
idPDE’ I NT NOT NULL AUTO_INCREMENT
“patient_id" VARCHAR( 10) NOT NULL,

“brand’ VARCHAR( 30) NULL,

“prod_srvc_id” VARCHAR( 11) NULL,
“service_date’ DATE NULL,

PRI MARY KEY ( idPDE" ))
ENGINE = InnoDB ;

SET SQL_MODE= " ;

GRANT USAGE ON *.* TOkrista ;

DROP USERkrista ;

SET SQL_MODE'TRADITIONAL,ALLOW _INVALID DATES' ;
CREATE USER ‘'krista’ | DENTI FI ED BY 'M#4806d#5656' ;

GRANT ALL ON'seer_db™ .* TO ‘krista’ ;

GRANT SELECT ON TABLE ‘seer_db® .* TO 'krista’ ;

GRANT SELECT, | NSERT, TRI GGER ON TABLE ‘seer_db® .* TO ‘krista’ ;
GRANT SELECT, | NSERT, TRI GGER, UPDATE,

DELETE ON TABLE ‘seer_db® .* TO 'krista’ ;

SET SQL_MODE@OLD_SQL_MOPE



SET FOREIGN_KEY_CHECKS@OLD_FOREIGN_KEY_CHECKS
SET UNIQUE_CHECKS@OLD_UNIQUE_CHECKS

seer gueries.sql

-- seer_queries.sql
-- author: Andrew Schroeder
-- May 5th, 2015

-- NCH, OUTPATIENT, PDE, DME tables are filtered fo
--m, ¢, mm, cc prefixes are used to distinguish fi

-- original table. New tables are generated for per
enhancements

-- on final "master_view" queries

-- ¢ prefix indicates subset with matching chemothe
-- cc prefix indicates subset of ¢ with only first

-- after diagnosis_date

-- m prefix indicated subset with matching monoclon
-- mm prefix indicates subset of m with only first

-- after diagnosis_date

-- create "c" and "m" tables
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . cNCH;
CREATE TABLE cNCH AS

SELECT NCH. idNCH, NCH. patient_id , NCH. hcpcs , NCH. claim_from_date

FROMNCH
VWHERE NCH. hcpcs IN ('J9190" , 'J8520" ,'J8521"

r specific criteria
Itered results from
formance

rapy code
claim record

al antibody code
claim record

'J0640" ,'J9200" ,'J9263" ,'J9206' );

DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . 'mNCH};
CREATE TABLE mNCH AS

SELECT NCH. idNCH, NCH. patient_id , NCH. hcpcs , NCH. claim_from_date

FROMNCH
WHERE NCH. hepes | N ('J9035' , 'J9055' |, 'J9303' ) ;

DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . cOP";
CREATE TABLE cOP AS

SELECT OUTPATIENT. idOUTPATIENT, OUTPATIENT. patient_id

OUTPATIENT . hcpes , OUTPATIENT. claim_from_date
FROMOUTPATIENT

VWHERE OUTPATIENT. hcpes |N ('J9190" ,'J8520" ,'J8521" ,'J0640"
'J9200" ,'J9263" ,'J9206' );

DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . 'mOP’;
CREATE TABLE mOP AS

SELECT OUTPATIENT. idOUTPATIENT, OUTPATIENT. patient_id
OUTPATIENT . hcpcs , OUTPATIENT. claim_from_date

FROMOUTPATIENT

VWHERE OUTPATIENT. hcpes | N ('J9035" , 'J9055" ,'J9303" );

DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . 'mPDE";
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CREATE TABLE mPDE AS
SELECT PDE. idPDE, PDE. patient_id , PDE. brand , PDE. prod_srvc_id ,

PDE . service_date
FROMPDE
WHERE brand | N ('AVASTIN' , 'ERBITUX" ,'VECTIBIX" ) OR
prod_srvc_id | N('5024206001' , '50242006101' , '66733094823'

'66733095823" , '55513095401' , '55513095601' );

DROP TABLE | F EXI STS ‘'seer_db® . cDME";
CREATE TABLE cDME AS
SELECT DME. idDME, DME. patient_id , DME. hcpcs , DME. ndc_cd ,

DME . claim_from_date
FROMDME
WHERE DME. ndc_cd | N('00703301513" , '00703301812" , '00703301912"

'10139006301' , '10139006310" , '10139006311' , '10139006312'
'10139006320" , '10139006350" , '63323011710' , '63323011720'
'63323011751' , '63323011761' , '66758004401' , '66758004403'
'00004110020° , '54868414300'" , '54868414301' , '54868414302'
'00004110150° , '00004110175' , '54868526000' , '54868526001'
'54868526002' , '54868526003' , '54868526004' , '54868526005'
'54868526006' , '54868526007' , '54868526008' , '54868526009'
'00703279301' , '00703279701' , '00703514001' , '00703514501'
'00703514591' , '00904231560' , '25021081310' , '25021081430'
'25021081530" , '25021081567' , '25021081630' , '25021081667'
'55390000901' , '55390005110" , '55390005210'" , '55390005301'
'55390005401' , '55390081810" , '55390082401' , '55390082501'
'55390082601' , '62701090030" , '62701090099' , '62701090125'
'63323071050° , '63323071100' , '55390013501' , '63323014507'
'00024059010" , '00024059120" , '00024059240' , '00069006701'
'00069007001' , '00069007401' , '00069101001' , '00703398501'
'00703398601' , '25021021120" , '25021021250' , '41616017640'
'41616017840" , '47335017640' , '47335017840' , '61703036318'
'61703036322' , '63323017530" , '63323017650' , '63323065010'
'63323065017' , '63323065020' , '63323065027' , '00009111101'
'00009111102" , '00009752901' , '00009752902' , '00009752903'
'00009752904' , '00009752905' , '00143970101' , '00143970201"'
'00703443211' , '00703443411' , '10019093401' , '10019093402'
'10019093417' , '10019093479' , '10518010310' , '18111000202'
'18111000203" , '23155017931' , '23155017932' , '25021020002'
'25021020005' , '25021021402' , '25021021405' , '55390029501'
'55390029601' , '59762752902' , '61703034909' , '61703034916'
'61703034936" , '63323019302' , '63323019305' , '66758004801'
'66758004802' )

ORDME. hcpcs IN ('J9190" ,'J8520" ,'J8521" ,'JO640"

'J9200" ,'J9263' ,'J9206' );
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS ‘seer_db™ . 'mDME
CREATE TABLE mDME AS
SELECT DME. idDME, DME. patient_id , DME. hcpcs , DME. ndc_cd ,

DME . claim_from_date
FROMDME
WHERE DME. ndc_cd | N( '50242006001" , '50242006101'" , '66733094823" ,

'66733095823'" , '55513095401' , '55513095601' )



ORDME. hepes IN ('J9035" , 'J9055" , 'J9303'

-- create "cc" and "mm" tables

-- create ccDME, uses cDME_temp for simpler SQL
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . cDME_temp ;
CREATE TABLE cDME_temp AS

SELECT cDME. *

FROMcDME
I NNER JO N (
SELECT cDME. patient_id , M N( cDME claim_from_date
FROMcDME
GROUP BY cDME. patient_id ) tmp
ON cDME. patient_id =tmp . patient_id
AND cDME. claim_from_date =tmp . min_date ;

DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . ccDME" ;

CREATE TABLE ccDME AS

SELECT c . *

FROMcDME_temp ¢

I NNER JO N (
SELECT ¢ . patient_id , M N(c.idDME) as min_id
FROMcDME_temp ¢
GROUP BYc . patient_id ) tmp

)

) as min_date

ONc . patient_id =tmp . patient_id ANDc . idDME =tmp . min_id ;

-- create mmDME, uses mDME_temp for simpler SQL
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS ‘seer_db® . 'mDME_temp’;
CREATE TABLE mDME_temp AS
SELECT mDME *
FROMMDME
I NNER JO N (
SELECT mDME patient_id , M N( mDMEclaim_from_date
FROMmMDME
GROUP BY mDME patient_id ) tmp
ON mDME patient_id =tmp . patient_id
AND mDME claim_from_date =tmp . min_date ;
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db® . 'mmDME;
CREATE TABLE mmDMEAS
SELECT m. *
FROMMDME_temp m
I NNER JO N (
SELECT m. patient_id , M N(m idDME) as min_id
FROMmMDME_temp m
GROUP BY m. patient_id ) tmp

) as min_date

ONm. patient_id =tmp . patient_id ANDm. idDME =tmp . min_id ;

-- create ccNCH, uses cNCH_temp for simpler SQL
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . cNCH_temp’ ;
CREATE TABLE cNCH_temp AS

SELECT cNCH. *
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FROMcNCH
I NNER JO N (
SELECT cNCH. patient_id , M N(cNCH claim_from_date ) as min_date
FROMcNCH
GROUP BY cNCH. patient_id ) tmp
ONCNCH. patient_id =tmp . patient_id
AND cNCH. claim_from_date =tmp . min_date ;
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . ccNCH' ;
CREATE TABLE ccNCH AS
SELECT c . *
FROMCcNCH_temp ¢
I NNER JO N (
SELECT ¢ . patient_id , M N(c.idNCH) as min_id

FROMCcNCH_temp ¢
GROUP BYc . patient_id ) tmp
ONc . patient_id =tmp . patient_id ANDc . i dNCH =tmp . min_id ;

-- create MmMNCH, uses mNCH_temp for simpler SQL
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db® . " mNCH_temp’;
CREATE TABLE mNCH_temp AS
SELECT mNCH *
FROMMNCH
I NNER JO N (
SELECT mNCH patient_id , M N( mNCHclaim_from_date ) as min_date
FROMMNCH
GROUP BY mNCH patient_id ) tmp
ON mNCH patient_id =tmp . patient_id
AND mNCH claim_from_date =tmp . min_date ;
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . mmNCH;
CREATE TABLE mmNCHAS
SELECT m. *
FROMMNCH_temp m
I NNER JO N (
SELECT m. patient_id , M N(m idNCH) as min_id
FROMMNCH_temp m
GROUP BY m. patient_id ) tmp
ONm. patient_id =tmp . patient_id ANDm. idNCH =tmp . min_id ;

-- create ccOP, uses cOP_temp for simpler SQL
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . cOP_temp™ ;
CREATE TABLE cOP_temp AS
SELECT cOP. *
FROMcOP
I NNER JO N (
SELECT cOP. patient_id , M N(cOP. claim_from_date ) as min_date
FROMcOP
GROUP BY cOP. patient_id ) tmp
ON cOP . patient_id =tmp . patient_id
AND cOP . claim_from_date =tmp . min_date ;
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS ‘seer_db™ . ccOP" ;
CREATE TABLE ccOP AS
SELECT ¢ . *
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FROMcOP_temp ¢

I NNER JO N (
SELECT c . patient_id , M N(c.idOUTPATIENT) as min_id
FROMcOP_temp c
GROUP BY c . patient_id ) tmp

ONc . patient_id =tmp . patient_id ANDc . idOUTPATIENT =tmp . min_id ;
-- create mmOP, uses mOP_temp for simpler SQL
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db® . 'mOP_temp’;
CREATE TABLE mOP_temp AS
SELECT mOP. *
FROMmMOP
I NNER JO N (
SELECT mOP. patient_id , M N( mOPclaim_from_date ) as min_date
FROMmMOP
GROUP BY mOP. patient_id ) tmp
ON mOP. patient _id =tmp . patient_id
AND mOP. claim_from_date =tmp . min_date ;
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . 'mmOP;
CREATE TABLE mmOP AS
SELECT m. *
FROMMOP_temp m
I NNER JO N (
SELECT m. patient_id , M N(m idOUTPATIENT) as min_id

FROMMOP_temp m
GROUP BY m. patient_id ) tmp
ONm. patient_id =tmp . patient_id AND m. idOUTPATIENT =tmp . min_id ;

-- create mmPDE, uses mPDE_temp for simpler SQL
DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . 'mPDE_temp’;
CREATE TABLE mPDE_temp AS

SELECT mPDE *

FROMmPDE
I NNER JO N (
SELECT mPDE patient_id , M N(mPDEservice_date ) as min_date
FROMmPDE
GROUP BY mPDE patient_id ) tmp
ON mPDE patient_id =tmp . patient_id
AND mPDE service_date =tmp . min_date ;

DROP TABLE | F EXI STS 'seer_db™ . 'mmPDE;
CREATE TABLE mmPDE AS
SELECT m. *
FROMmMPDE_temp m
I NNER JO N (
SELECT m. patient_id , M N(m idPDE) as min_id
FROMmMPDE_temp m
GROUP BY m. patient_id ) tmp
ONm. patient_id =tmp . patient_id ANDm. idPDE =tmp . min_id ;

-- create the master_view

CREATE OR repl ace vi ewmaster_view as



sel ect

SmPEDSF . patient_id , smPEDSF. reporting_id

SmPEDSF . census_pov_ind , smPEDSF urbrur , smPEDSF. m_sex,

SmPEDSF . date_yr , smPEDSF date_mo, smPEDSF. birthyr

smPEDSF .rsncdl , smPEDSF cs_met 1 ,

LAST DAY( CONCAT_WS('-' , smPEDSFdate_yr , smPEDSFdate_mo,'l" ))
as ‘diagnosis_date’

ccDME . hepes as ccDME_hcepces

ccDME . claim_from_date

as ccDME_claim_date

ccDME .ndc_cd as ccDME_ndc cd ,
mmDME . hcpcs as mmDME_hcpcs,

mmDME . claim_from_date

as mmDME_claim_date ,

mmDME . ndc_cd as mmDME_ndc_cd,
ccNCH . hepes as ccNCH_hepes

ccNCH . claim_from_date

as ccNCH_claim_date ,

mmNCH . hcpcs as mmNCH_hcpcs,

mmNCH . claim_from_date

as mmNCH_claim_date ,

ccOP . hcpes as ccOP_hcpes

ccOP . claim_from_date

as ccOP_claim_date ,

mmOP . hcpcs as mmOP_hcpcs,

mmOP . claim_from_date

as mmOP_claim_date

mmPDE . brand as mmPDE_brand,

mmPDE . service_date
mmPDE . prod_srvc_id
FROMsmPEDSF
LEFT OUTER JO NccDME
ON smPEDSF. patient_id
LEFT QUTER JO NmmDME
ON smPEDSF. patient_id
LEFT OUTER JO NccNCH
ON smPEDSF. patient_id
LEFT OUTER JO NmmNCH
ON smPEDSF. patient_id
LEFT QUTER JO NccOP
ON smPEDSF. patient_id
LEFT OUTER JO NmmOP
ON smPEDSF. patient_id
LEFT OQUTER JO NmmPDE
ON smPEDSF. patient_id

export master view.sh

#!/usr/bin/bash

mysql -A seer_db -e "SELECT * FROM master_view ORDER BY patient_id;"

master_table.txt

as mmPDE_srvc_date ,

as mmPDE_prod_srvc_id
= ccDME. patient_id
= mmDMEpatient_id
= ccNCH . patient_id
= mmNCH patient_id
= ccOP . patient _id
= mmOP patient_id

= mmPDE patient_id ;

, SMPEDSF. rac_recb
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, SMPEDSF. age_dx ,
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Appendix E: Variables Transferred to SPSS for Analysis

Ten digit patient ID (column #1 in the PEDSF document; patient id)

Registry reporting the data (The first 2 digits in the patient ID; PEDSF column #1)
Race (column #101 of the PEDSF document; rac_recb)

Census Tract Poverty Indicator, measure of SES (column #146 of the PEDSF
document; census_pov_ind)

PEDSF re-code of the 2003 Rural/Urban Continuum Codes (column #97 of the
PEDSF document; urbrur)

Gender (PEDSF column #41; m_sex)

Year of birth (PEDSF file column #37)

Age at diagnosis (PEDSF column #1881)

Year of diagnosis (PEDSF column #1888)

Month of diagnosis (PEDSF column #1886)

Reason for original Medicare entitlement (PEDSF column #43)

Cancer sequence number (PEDSF column #1884)

Medicare Part B coverage months 2007-2011 (PEDSF columns #548 and below)
Medicare Part D coverage months 2007-2011 (PEDSF columns #221 and below)
Medicare managed care plan (Medicare Part C) coverage months 2007-2011 (PEDSF
columns #550 and below; HMO Months).

Metastasis at Diagnosis (PEDSF column #1953; CS Mets at Dx)
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* First Chemotherapy Claim and Date: These are two computed variables (first chemo
and chemo_type) as in 6b and 6¢ in Appendix D above. The variable first chemo is
the date of the first post diagnosis chemotherapy claim. The variable chemo_type is
the NDC or HCPCS code for the first post diagnosis appearance of any of the
following codes in any of the Part B files (Carrier Claims, DME or Outpatient
Claims): HCPCS codes: J9190, J8520, J8521, J0640, 19200, J9263, 19206; NDC
codes: 00703301513, 00703301812, 00703301912, 10139006301, 10139006310,
10139006311, 10139006312, 10139006320, 10139006350, 63323011710,
63323011720, 63323011751, 63323011761, 66758004401, 66758004403,
00004110020, 54868414300, 54868414301, 54868414302, 00004110150,
00004110175, 54868526000, 54868526001, 54868526002, 54868526003,
54868526004, 54868526005, 54868526006, 54868526007, 54868526008,
54868526009, 00703279301, 00703279701, 00703514001, 00703514501,
00703514591, 00904231560, 25021081310, 25021081430, 25021081530,
25021081567, 25021081630, 25021081667, 55390000901, 55390005110,
55390005210, 55390005301, 55390005401, 55390081810, 55390082401,
55390082501, 55390082601, 62701090030, 62701090099, 62701090125,
63323071050, 63323071100, 55390013501, 63323014507, 00024059010,
00024059120, 00024059240, 00069006701, 00069007001, 00069007401,
00069101001, 00703398501, 00703398601, 25021021120, 25021021250,

41616017640, 41616017840, 47335017640, 47335017840, 61703036318,



61703036322, 63323017530, 63323017650, 63323065010, 63323065017,
63323065020, 63323065027, 00009111101, 00009111102, 00009752901,
00009752902, 00009752903, 00009752904, 00009752905, 00143970101,
00143970201, 00703443211, 00703443411, 10019093401, 10019093402,
10019093417, 10019093479, 10518010310, 18111000202, 18111000203,
23155017931, 23155017932, 25021020002, 25021020005, 25021021402,
25021021405, 55390029501, 55390029601, 59762752902, 61703034909,
61703034916, 61703034936, 63323019302, 63323019305, 66758004801,

66758004802. The locations for these codes and dates in each of the files are

outlined below.

0 Carrier Claims:

HCPCS codes (column #93)

Date of treatment for the previous code (column #32)

0 Outpatient Claims:

HCPCS code (column #241)

Date of treatment for the previous code (column #32)

HCPCS code (column #93)
NDC code (column #409)

Date of treatment for the previous code (column #32)
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First Monoclonal Antibody Claim and Date: These are two computed variables
(first ma and ma_type) as in 6d and 6e in Appendix D above. The variable first ma
is the date of the first post diagnosis monoclonal antibody claim. The variable
ma_type is the NDC, HCPCS code, or Brand Name code for the first post diagnosis
appearance of any of the following codes in any of the Part B files (Carrier Claims,
DME or Outpatient Claims): (Carrier Claims, Outpatient Claims, or PDE): HCPCS
codes: J9035, J9055, J9303; NDC codes: 50242006001, 50242006101, 66733094823,
66733095823, 55513095401, 55513095601 ; or Brand Name codes: Avastin, Erbitux,
Vectibix. The locations for these codes and dates in each of the files are outlined
below.
0 Carrier Claims:
=  HCPCS code (column #93)
= Date of treatment for the previous code (column #32)
0 Outpatient Claims:
=  HCPCS code (column #241)

= Date of treatment for the previous code (column #32)

= Brand name code (column #90)
=  NDC code (column #35)

= PDE drug dispense date (column #27)
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Appendix F: SEER-Medicare Data Approve to Use

EANS Wpkden University Ml - SEER-Med care roguest
-
Mail —
SEER-Medicare request
Yanisko, Elaine (IM Mon, Mar 9, 2015 at 2:21 PM

Dr. Panas

| have attached the reviewers' commens an your application, You do nol need (o respond (o these comments
unless you decide you want the additional files.

| have not received the hard copy of the signed DUA,  You should send that to me at the address befow

Please complete the attached checklst and retum it to me by emad. When | have the hard copy of the DUA, |
can send the completed checkiist to be invodced.  Invoices are sent by requiar mail, but | can provade a POF if
you prefer. Once we receve payment the checklist i placed in the queus to be completed  Our tumanound
tirme 15 3-5 weeks, il is dependent on the number of requests in the quese. Completed datasets ane shipped
UPS ground. Please be sure 1o provide a valid UPS delivery address in section 4 of the checkhist

Reminders

1. Release of SEER-Medicare data rs project specific. You may only access these data to work on the prosect
as it was descnbed in the approved applicabion.  Amy other analysis must be submitted as a new apphication
Mo work can begin until all approvals have been secured

2 Al manuscnpts must be submitted for revies poor (o subsmitting for publication

I recommend amy stall with access 1o these files sign the DUA for your reconds as documentation they have
agreed to atede by the rules | requirernents for usig these data. As the PI, you will be held responsible for any
violations of the DUA

Please note this checklist includes the 2013 claims files {except for the Part D Event file). If you want thes
additional year of data, please be sure that your DUA includes this year before you mail it tome.  Thereis a
delay in the release of the 2013 files. We hope this will be resobved quickly, bul we will not invoice for these
data until this has been resolved
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Please iet me know if you have any quesions

Thanks

Elare
it Vol gongie: comumailie e 28k s Diodcd T 1058\ ew s piAgesesr-med coreSimpsrusdseanchsguerny Smsgs 1408 cE S0 0e TR D Aniny = t4fc e TR 2
0TS W alden Uinvesraity Mal - SEER-Madae request

Elagine Yanisko

IMS, Inc

InSorrmahan i Mis el may be confdental I s nended only [ e addmatesin) dantfmd above. I you am Aol he S0dmeses (sl oF an
smployes or sgont of fie sddmeesse(] plenas nole (Al By dmearens bon dainbutan, of copying of the commureaton @ Fincly
prohdbibed. If you have ecesved i e-mal in eoor, please noblty the semder of the o

2 attachments

# Panas colorectal 02_28_ 2015 review.docx
Lt T

*:"'_ﬂ 2014-Checklist-022815.dec
450K
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Appendix G: Logistic Regression Syntax; Monoclonal Antibody Disparities by Race

Monoclonal Antibody Treatment and Race Logistic Regression Syntax

DATASET ACTIVATE DataSetl1.

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter $=(NOT rac_recb =3 and NOT rac_recb =9 and NOT rac_recb = 12).
VARIABLE LABELS filter $ 'NOT rac_recb =3 and NOT rac_recb =9 and NOT
rac_recb = 12 (FILTER)'".

VALUE LABELS filter $ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMATS filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter $.

EXECUTE.

LOGISTIC REGRESSION VARIABLES MA treatment
/METHOD=ENTER Race new
/CONTRAST (Race new)=Indicator(1)
/PRINT=CI(95)

JCRITERIA=PIN(0.05) POUT(0.10) ITERATE(20) CUT(0.5).
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Appendix H: Logistic Regression Syntax; Monoclonal Antibody Disparities by SES

Monoclonal Antibody Treatment and SES Logistic Regression Syntax

DATASET ACTIVATE DataSetl.

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter $=(NOT census_pov_ind=9).

VARIABLE LABELS filter $ 'NOT census_pov_ind =9 (FILTER)'"
VALUE LABELS filter $ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMATS filter $ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter $.

EXECUTE.

LOGISTIC REGRESSION VARIABLES MA treatment
/METHOD=ENTER census_pov_ind
/CONTRAST (census_pov_ind)=Indicator(1)
/PRINT=CI(95)

JCRITERIA=PIN(0.05) POUT(0.10) ITERATE(20) CUT(0.5).
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Appendix I: Logistic Regression Syntax; Monoclonal Antibody Disparities by
Neighborhood Characteristics

Monoclonal Antibody Treatment and Neighborhood Characteristics Logistic Regression

Syntax

DATASET ACTIVATE DataSetl.

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter $=(NOT urbrur =9).

VARIABLE LABELS filter $ 'NOT urbrur=9 (FILTER)'"
VALUE LABELS filter $ 0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.
FORMATS filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter $.

EXECUTE.

LOGISTIC REGRESSION VARIABLES MA treatment
/METHOD=ENTER urbrur
/CONTRAST (urbrur)=Indicator(1)
/PRINT=CI(95)

JCRITERIA=PIN(0.05) POUT(0.10) ITERATE(20) CUT(0.5).



243
Appendix J. Logistic Regression Syntax; Model Including All Significant Independent
Variables and Covariates

Monoclonal Antibody Treatment and All Significant Variables Logistic Regression

DATASET ACTIVATE DataSet].
FILTER OFF.
USE ALL.

EXECUTE.

LOGISTIC REGRESSION VARIABLES MA treatment
/METHOD=ENTER reporting_id age dx
/CONTRAST (reporting_id)=Indicator(1)
/PRINT=CI(95)

JCRITERIA=PIN(0.05) POUT(0.10) ITERATE(20) CUT(0.5).
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