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1. Summary of key findings
The East Midlands Cancer Alliance

The latest available data on key cancer indicators for the East Midlands Cancer Alliance suggest
the standard of care for patients on a cancer pathway in many CCGs was in line with, or above,
the national average. However, variation exists in the Alliance footprint.

Leicester City and Nottingham City CCGs reported the highest number of Indicators that were
significantly below the national average.

Screening: Screening uptake and coverage was broadly above the England average. In Leicester
City CCG there was lower than average coverage and uptake across all three screening programmes.

Emergency presentations: Emergency presentation rates were similar to the England average, with
Nottingham West and Rushcliffe CCGs reporting a lower than average proportions of emergency
presentations. Two CCGs had a higher than average proportion of diagnoses through an emergency
route (Leicester City, and Mansfield and Ashfield).

Cancer Waiting Times: No CCGs met the 62-day cancer waiting times (year to Q2 2017/18) standard.

Early diagnosis: Rushcliffe and South Lincolnshire CCGs had a higher proportion of early stage
diagnoses than the England average. East Leicestershire and Rutland, Lincolnshire East,
Lincolnshire West, Mansfield and Ashfield, Nottingham City and Southern Derbyshire CCGs had a
lower than average proportion of early stage diagnoses.

Incidence: In general the incidence rate in the East Midlands Cancer Alliance was similar to the
England average; Mansfield and Ashfield CCG was the only CCG with a significantly higher incidence
rate than expected.

Survival: Newark and Sherwood and East Leicestershire and Rutland CCGs had higher one-year
cancer survival rates than the England average. However, six CCGs in the East Midlands Cancer
Alliance showed poorer than average survival: Erewash, Leicester City, Lincolnshire East,
Lincolnshire West, Mansfield and Ashfield and Nottingham City CCGs.

Mortality: The under-75 cancer mortality rate was generally in line with the England average. In East
Leicestershire and Rutland CCG the mortality rate was lower than average, and in Nottingham City
CCG it was higher than average.

Patient experience: Patient-reported experience of overall cancer care was generally positive across
all CCGs in the East Midlands Cancer Alliance. There were exceptions of poorer patient experience
ratings in Leicester City, Lincolnshire East, Lincolnshire West, Nottingham City and South West
Lincolnshire CCGs.
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2. About the data pack

Cancer Alliances were formed as a result of recommendations in the 2015 Independent
Cancer Taskforce's Achieving World-Class Cancer Outcomes report. The 19 Alliances lead
on the local delivery of the Cancer Strategy Implementation Plan, using a whole pathway
and cross-organisational approach.

CADEAS is a partnership between NHS England and Public Health England. The service
supports Alliances with their data, evidence and analysis needs, to help drive evidence-
based local decisions in the delivery of the Cancer Strategy Implementation Plan.

This data pack aims to provide all Cancer Alliances in England with a snapshot of cancer
in their local populations, with a breakdown by Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG).

3. How to interpret the data

This data pack highlights variation in cancer services across CCGs in the Alliance. By using a
colour coding system Alliances can identify where variation exists and prioritise areas for
action. Data here should be considered alongside other sources of information for
contextual and richer interpretation.

The colour system: broadly, yellow indicates data are similar to the England level. Dark blue
shows data are better than England and light blue indicates data are worse than England.
Some metrics have been benchmarked to operational standards or expected values; these
are denoted in the legends and in the Annex. All statistical tests for England benchmarking
have been conducted using a 95% confidence level.

At the time this report was made, there were three sites of the National Cancer Vanguard
and 16 Alliances and the metric geography labels reflect this.

Information on data sources can be found in the Annex.

4. Data releases

CADEAS have released the following products,containing data metrics for the Cancer
Alliances:

@ A one-off CCG level data pack for each of the 19 Cancer Alliances, to enable
comparisons across CCGs within an Alliance.

@ Indicator summary grids comprising key indicators for each Alliance, available at CCG,
STP and Alliance levels. These are similar to the grids found in sections 5 and 6 of this
data pack and are published by CADEAS on a monthly basis.
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5. Cancer Alliance
key indicators grid,
by CCG

Bowel screening coverage (60-69)
Bowel screening uptake (60-69)

Bowel screening coverage (60-74)
Bowel screening uptake (60-74)

Cancer Waiting Times: Two-Week Wait
Cancer Waiting Times: 62-day Standard
Incidence age-standardised rate

Breast screening coverage
Breast screening uptake
Emergency presentations
Early stage diagnosis

Under 75 cancer mortality age-standardised rate O
Cancers staged

One-year cancer survival
Patient experience
Cervical screening coverage

Corby

East Leicestershire & Rutland

Erewash

Leicester City

Lincolnshire East

Lincolnshire West

Mansfield & Ashfield

Nene

Newark & Sherwood

Nottingham City

Nottingham North & East

Nottingham West

Rushcliffe

South Lincolnshire

South West Lincolnshire

Southern Derbyshire

West Leicestershire

- Statistically better than England

Not statistically different from England

_ Statistically worse than England

Excludes routes to diagnosis, prevalence and pathway median waiting times. This is due to the volume of data in these three areas. Please see
data in rest of data pack
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6. Cancer Alliance key
indicators grid, by CCG

Under 75 cancer mortality age-standardised rate O

E

2

2 (9]

2 2

1] o

st X

© )

AN
Corby 71 | 175 | 85
East Leicestershire & Rutland 8.6
Erewash 136 | 89
Leicester City 6 145 B
Lincolnshire East 145 [
Lincolnshire West 140 [
Mansfield & Ashfield O 151 [ 87
Nene 72 | 132 | 8.6
Newark & Sherwood 125 | 85
Nottingham City 69 8 8
Nottingham North & East 72 | 150 | 89
Nottingham West 72 | 121 | 86
Rushcliffe 73 | 123 | 85
South Lincolnshire 73 | 127 | 87
South West Lincolnshire 72 | 126 [
Southern Derbyshire 72 | 148 | 88
West Leicestershire 72 | 127 | 86

- Statistically better than England

Bowel screening coverage (60-69)

58

Not statistically different from England

_ Statistically worse than England

Bowel screening uptake (60-69)

57

60

Bowel screening coverage (60-74)

59

Bowel screening uptake (60-74)

58

59

Breast screening coverage

~
w

Breast screening uptake

o

73

o

Cervical screening coverage

72

Emergency presentations

N
=

I
©

22

21

£

20

19

18

17

17

18

20

20

o
©)

Cancer Waiting Times: Two-Week Wait

Cancer Waiting Times: 62-day Standard

[

©

o

&

e

© 2

o n

c o

g s

ol &%

el e g

gl gl e
3| z| ¢
1818
606 | 49 | 93

50 90

616 | 51 91

66 6 90
606 8
581 8 8
649 0 8
591 6 9
580 50 88
634 [ 51 | 91
573 53 92
608 53 91
597 GO 89
568 [ 55 | 89
624 88
600 9 86

53 90

Excludes routes to diagnosis, prevalence and pathway median waiting times. This is due to the volume of data in these three areas. Please see

data in rest of data pack

CADEAS Alliance Data Pack by CCG




7. Alliance indicators by CCG

Cancer survival

One-year index of cancer survival, all cancers, adults
diagnosed in 2015 and followed up to 2016
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Cancer patient experience

, case-mix

Patient overall rating of cancer care

adjusted, 2016
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Bowel cancer screening, ages 60-69
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Bowel cancer screening, ages 60-74
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Breast cancer screening
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Cervical cancer screening

Females, aged 25-64, attending cervical screening
within target period (3.5 or 5.5 year coverage),

2016/17
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Routes to diagnosis

Routes to diagnosis for breast cancer in England, 2006-2015
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Routes to diagnosis for colorectal cancer in England, 2006-2015

Corby

Screen Detected

East Leicestershire & Rutland

Erewash

Leicester City

Lincolnshire East

Lincolnshire West

Mansfield & Ashfield

Nene 8%
Newark & Sherwood 9%
Nottingham City 7%
Nottingham North & East 8%

Nottingham West

Rushcliffe

South Lincolnshire

South West Lincolnshire

Southern Derbyshire

West Leicestershire

O

CADEAS Alliance Data Pack by CCG

Managed

46%

49%
45%

59%

58%

50%
58%
60%
61%
64%
64%
59%
61%

50%

Emergency

) Number of Cases
Presentation

22%

N
(%1

N
4]

18% 2181
9% 624
31% 19% 1311
24% 12% 2055
25% 12% 1568
27% 10% 1325

24% 18% 3821

23% 10% 871

11% 1477

20% 10% 1096
18% 9% 760
15% 11% 830
23% 13% 1105

21 10% 965

IH

25% 13% 3085

24% 18% 2306

Statistically better than England -

Not statistically different from England

Statistically worse than England -

14



Routes to diagnosis

Routes to diagnosis for lung cancer in England, 2006-2015
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Routes to diagnosis for prostate cancer in England, 2006-2015
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Cancer waiting times: two-week wait

Two-Week Wait for all cancers, year to Sep 2017
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Cancer waiting times: 62-day standard

62-day wait for first treatment for all cancers, year to
Sep 2017
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Cancer incidence

Age-standardised incidence rate for all cancers, 2015
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Early diagnosis

Cancer diagnosed at stage 1 or 2 as a proportion of all
staged and unstaged cancers (10 cancers only*), year
to December 2016
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Cancers staged
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Median waiting times: Colorectal cancer pathway

Median waiting times (days): Colorectal cancer
pathway, 2015
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Lung cancer pathway
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Indicator

8. Annex: Data sources

O Cancer outcomes

Source

One-year cancer survival

Patients followed up in
2016

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/healthandsoci
alcare/conditionsanddiseases/bulletins/indexofcancersurvivalforclinicalc

ommissioninggroupsinengland/adultsdiagnosed2oo0oto2o15andfollowed

upto2016/relateddata
Benchmark: England

Under-75 mortality age-
standardised rate

2015

Extracted from CancerStats
Benchmark: England

Prevalence

21 year prevalence 1995-
2015 patients who are
alive on the 31st
December 2015

http://www.ncin.org.uk/view?rid=3579

Patients overall rating of
cancer care (case-mix
adjusted)

2016

National Cancer Patient Experience Survey

http://www.ncpes.co.uk/

Benchmark: Expected values

O Cancer pathway

Screening uptake and
coverage

2016/17

Confidence interval based on Wilson method
https://fingertips.phe.org.uk/profile/cancerservices
Benchmark: England

Two-week waiting time
standard

Quarterly Q3 2016/17 to
Q2 2017/18; Yearto Q2
2017/18

https://www.england.nhs.uk/statistics/statistical-work-areas/cancer-
waiting-times/

Benchmark: Operational Standard

62-day waiting time
standard

Quarterly Q3 2016/17 to
Q2 2017/18; Year to Q2
2017/18

https://www.england.nhs.uk/statistics/statistical-work-areas/cancer-
waiting-times/

Benchmark: Operational Standard

Cancers diagnosed
through emergency
presentation

Year to Q1 2017

Confidence interval based on Wilson method
http://www.ncin.org.uk/view?rid=3580
Benchmark: England

Routes to diagnosis (all
malignant neoplasms)

2015

https://www.cancerdata.nhs.uk/routestodiagnosis
Benchmark: England

Incidence rate

2015

Extracted from CancerStats
Benchmark: England

Cancers diagnosed at
stage 1 & 2 (note this is
based on the CCGIAF
definition and includes
data for 10 tumours only)

Yearto Q3 2016

Confidence interval based on Wilson method
http://www.ncin.org.uk/view?rid=3605
Benchmark: England

Confidence interval based on Wilson method. Extracted from CAS

Cancers staged
9 2035 Benchmark: England
NCRAS analysis using CAS data, based on TSCT-NCRAS work, using the
Pathways (median times) 2015 CWT field REFERRAL_DATE:

http://www.ncin.org.uk/view?rid=3544
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