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Abstract 

Background: Decreased cancer incidence and reported changes to clinical management indicate that the COVID-

19 pandemic will result in diagnostic and treatment delays for cancer patients. We aimed to develop a flexible 

model to estimate the impact of delayed diagnosis and treatment initiation on survival outcomes and healthcare 

costs based on a shift in the disease stage at treatment initiation. 

Methods: The stage-shift model estimates population-level health economic outcomes by weighting disease 

stage-specific outcomes by the distribution of stages at treatment initiation, assuming delays lead to stage-

progression. It allows for extrapolation of population-level survival data using parametric distributions to calculate 

the expected survival in life years. The model was demonstrated based on an analysis of the impact of 3 and 6-

month delays for stage I breast cancer, colorectal cancer and lung cancer patients, and for T1 melanoma, based 

on Australian data. In the absence of patient-level data about time to stage progression, two approaches were 

explored to estimate the proportion of patients that would experience a stage shift following the delay: 1) based 

on the relation between time to treatment initiation and overall survival (breast, colorectal and lung cancer), and 

2) based on the tumour growth rate (melanoma). The model is available on http://stage-shift.personex.nl/. 

Results: A shift from stage I to stage II due to a 6-month delay is least likely for colorectal cancer patients, with 

an estimated proportion of 3% of the stage I patients diagnosed in 2020 progressing to stage II, resulting in 11 

excess deaths after 5 years and a total of 96 life years lost over a 10-year time horizon. For breast and lung cancer, 

progression from stage I to stage II due to a 6-month delay were slightly higher at 5% (breast cancer) and 8% 

(lung cancer), resulting in 25 and 43 excess deaths after 5 years, and 239 and 373 life years lost over a 10-year 

time horizon, respectively. For melanoma, with 32% of T1 patients progressing to T2 disease following a 6-month 

delay, the model estimated 270 excess death after 5 years and 2584 life years lost over a 10-year time horizon. 

Conclusions: Using a conservative 3-month delay in diagnosis and treatment initiation due to the COVID-19 

pandemic, this study predicts nearly 90 excess deaths and $12 million excess healthcare costs in Australia over 5 

years for the in 2020 diagnosed patients for 4 cancers. If the delays increase to 6 months, excess mortality and 

cost approach nearly 350 deaths and $46 million in Australia. More accurate data on stage of disease during and 

after the COVID-19 pandemic are critical to obtain more reliable estimates.  

 

 

Keywords: time to treatment initiation, diagnostic delays, treatment delays, stage shift, oncology, COVID-19  

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 30, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117630doi: medRxiv preprint 

http://stage-shift.personex.nl/
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117630


 3 

1. Introduction 

National responses to the COVID-19 pandemic involved initiation of urgent responses to reduce the rate of new 

COVID-19 diagnoses and ensure intensive care capacity is sufficient to manage the potentially increased demand 

of acute hospital admissions. However, with social distancing measures being effective in controlling the 

immediate outbreak, additional concerns have emerged about delays in cancer diagnosis and treatment and the 

capacity of the health system to manage a backlog of patients who had not sought or received care during the 

acute phase of the pandemic.  

 

Several countries have reported declining cancer incidences following COVID-19 and flagged this as an imminent 

policy concern, because it implies substantially delayed cancer diagnoses. The Netherlands Cancer Registry has 

presented weekly cancer incidence estimates since the outbreak of COVID-19, where the first case was reported 

on 27 February 2020. At the peak of the outbreak, cancer incidence was reduced by 40% on average, with the 

incidence rate for skin cancer decreasing 60% compared to historical data [1]. In addition, other changes have 

been reported, including an up to 66% reduction in chemotherapy administered across 8 hospitals in the United 

Kingdom [2]. Several professional societies have flagged these observations as requiring urgent action and 

encouraged interventions to restore the normal treatment throughput as much as possible [3]. 

 

This 2nd wave of pandemic consequences on the health service, which is not to be confused with a possible 2nd 

outbreak of COVID-19, is referred to as the impact of delayed access to care on health outcomes. These delays, 

as illustrated in Figure 1, may occur at different points throughout the care pathway [4]. In this terminology, there 

is an expected impact for patients due to diagnostic delays, caused by suspension of screening programs and 

delayed general practitioner (GP) visits or delayed access to diagnostic pathways. Additionally, there may be an 

impact of COVID-19 on care interruptions for patients already diagnosed and being treated for a chronic disease 

or cancer. For instance, care may be modified for immunocompromised patients at high risk of infection in the 

hospital setting by a delay or change in clinical management. Such changes include delaying surgery, a shift from 

intra-venously to orally administered systemic therapies, and modified radiotherapy delivery [5]. 

 

Two recent studies have estimated the health impact of COVID-19 on future cancer-specific health outcomes 

through estimates of excess mortality. Lai et al. (2020) used hospital admission data to estimate excess deaths of 

about 6,270 in the United Kingdom (UK) and 33,890 in the United States in addition to COVID-19 related 
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mortality [2]. Sud et al. (2020) used observational studies to generate per-day hazard ratios of disease-stage 

specific cancer progression and assumed hypothetical delays of 3 and 6 months, estimating attributable deaths of 

10,555 resulting from a 6 month delay [3].  

 

 

Figure 1. Based on Olesen et al. (2009) [5]: graphical illustration of different types of delays within the care 

pathway that may be induced by service disruptions due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 

 

Although both studies were well-designed and thought provoking, they were based on the impact of, for instance, 

short-term surgical delays or access to chemotherapy for which some evidence was available from the National 

Health Service (NHS) in the UK. However, delays due to the COVID-19 pandemic will not only occur in the 

hospital setting but also in the time to initial presentation and in the transition from primary to hospital care. 

Furthermore, delays will not have an equally negative effect on health outcomes for all cancer patients. While it 

is hard to estimate cancer specific excess mortality due to diagnostic and treatment delays, this study aims to 

address this problem through quantifying the impact of delays in time to treatment initiation (TTI) on cancer stage 

progression. Rather than assuming that TTI delays have a direct impact on health outcomes, this approach is based 

on the assumption that these delays only impact outcomes if they result in disease-stage progression, i.e. treatment 

being initialized at a more advanced disease stage [6].  

 

Several studies have explored the relation between TTI and health outcomes. A systematic review concluded there 

is a relation between diagnostic delays and poorer outcomes for some cancers, including breast, colorectal, head 

and neck, testicular and melanoma [7]. Other studies also concluded a link between TTI and overall survival, with 

lung cancer and pancreas cancer being more heavily impacted by longer TTIs compared to breast cancer, for 

example [8]. Other recent studies concluded evidence of a relation between diagnostic delay and outcomes in head 

and neck cancers [9, 10]. For other cancers, like colorectal cancer, there is some evidence that delays to surgery 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 30, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117630doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117630


 5 

of up to 30 days may not directly impact health outcomes [8, 11]. Despite varying levels of evidence of a relation 

between TTI and outcomes, studies conclude health systems should focus on the effectiveness of pathways after 

referral from primary care to shorten TTI [12]. Since responses to COVID-19 have led to restrictions for travel as 

well as imposed fears of patients to see health professionals, it is anticipated that delays in TTI will result in cancer 

progressing to a more advanced stage by the time of treatment initiation. 

 

This paper presents a flexible stage-shift model that estimates long-term outcomes based on the distribution of 

disease stages at treatment initiation. It uses disease stage-specific incidence, survival and costing data to calculate 

expected survival in life years and excess healthcare costs for 4 cancers. The model, which is available in an 

online application, is versatile and flexible to include country specific data for any cancer type. The model is 

illustrated by estimating the impact of COVID-19 induced TTI delays on shifts from stage I to stage II for breast 

cancer, colorectal cancer and lung cancer, and from tumour stage 1 (T1) to T2 for melanoma. We will finally 

discuss limitations of the modelling approach.   

 

 

2. Methods 

The model developed to estimate the impact of delays in TTI is based on the distribution of disease stages at 

treatment initiation. It was implemented in an online tool using the shiny package [13] in R [14]: http://stage-

shift.personex.nl. Although the tool allows data for any cancer type or country to be entered, Australian data for 

4 cancers (breast cancer, colorectal cancer, lung cancer and melanoma) are included for demonstration. This 

section describes how the expected survival and healthcare costs are estimated and introduces the two approaches 

for calculating the stage shift resulting from delays in TTI. The R script used to perform the analysis is publicly 

available for download from the online tool. We refer to the baseline scenario as our best belief of the distribution 

of disease stages at treatment initiation in a scenario without delays, and the stage shift scenario as the distribution 

following delays. 

 

2.1 Health impact in terms of expected life years 

The expected survival in life years for a particular distribution of disease stages at treatment initiation is calculated 

based on the area under the combined survival curve. This combined survival curve is obtained by weighting 

stage-specific survival probabilities by the distribution of disease stage at treatment initiation (Figure 2). To allow 
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for appropriate interpolation between data points and extrapolation beyond the time horizon of the data, a series 

of parametric distributions are fitted to the survival data. The survival function corresponding to the selected 

distribution is integrated to obtain the expected survival in life years for a specific scenario. The impact of a stage 

shift on the expected survival can be calculated as the difference between the survival outcomes for the baseline 

scenario compared to those of the stage shift scenario. Patient-level estimates of the expected life years are 

translated into population-level estimates based on the incidence. 

 

 

Figure 2. Graphical illustration of how the combined overall survival for a patient population is obtained by 

weighting stage-specific survival estimates by the stage distribution at treatment initiation. 

 

The following distributions are fitted to the weighted survival curves using nonlinear least-squares regression of 

their parameters on logarithmic scale: exponential, Gamma, Gompertz, log-Normal, log-logistic, and Weibull. In 

absence of individual patient data, a parametric distribution cannot be selected using likelihood-based 

performance measures. Therefore, the tool allows for selection based on graphical and numerical inspection, 

including the survival probability point-estimates and the sum of the squared residuals. 

 

To illustrate the framework, disease stage-specific (TNM stage) 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5-year relative survival 

probabilities were taken from the 2019 “Cancer data in Australia” report by the Australian Institute of Health and 

Welfare (AIHW) for breast cancer, colorectal cancer and lung cancer (Table 1) [15]. A different approach was 

taken to estimate the stage shift for melanoma patients (see Section 2.3.2), which required tumour (T) stage-

Distribution of Stage at 

Treatment Initiation

Stage-specific and COMBINED 

Overall Survival
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specific survival data. Therefore, overall survival probabilities were estimated from the Melanoma Research 

Victoria (MRV) registry using data on 2,521 patients with a median follow up of 3.4 years. In the illustration, 

expected survival was estimated for time horizons of 5 and 10 years by extrapolating combined year-specific 

survival probabilities using Gompertz (breast cancer and melanoma) and Gamma (colorectal and lung cancer) 

distributions. Population-level estimates were based on the predicted 2020 incidence for Australia [15]. 

 

2.2 Economic impact in terms of healthcare costs  

The expected healthcare costs are calculated as the stage-specific costs weighted according to the distribution of 

disease stage at treatment initiation. In the illustration, the impact of stage shifts on healthcare costs in Australia 

was estimated up to 5 years after diagnosis from a public healthcare payer perspective. Goldsbury et al. (2018) 

used data of 7,624 participants with a cancer diagnosis registered in the New South Wales Cancer Registry 

between 2006 and 2010, matched to 22,661 cancer-free controls, to determine excess healthcare costs of the 10 

most common cancers in Australia [16]. Healthcare costs considered included those associated with inpatient 

hospital episodes, emergency department presentations, medicines captured in the Pharmaceutical Benefits 

Scheme (PBS) and medical services captured in the Medicare Benefits Schedule (MBS). 

 

Goldsbury et al. did not publish disease stage-specific costs that were needed to estimate the impact of stage shifts. 

Therefore, stage-specific costs were approximated for each cancer separately in three steps (see Appendix A for 

details). First, the total expected treatment costs over the five years after diagnosis were determined based on the 

year-specific costs presented by Goldsbury et al. and the combined survival probabilities over all disease stages 

weighted using the stage distribution according to the AIHW data or MRV data. Second, the distribution of costs 

between disease stages were approximated using other costing studies [17-20]. Finally, based on the total costs 

over all stages and the distribution of costs between stages, the stage-specific costs were determined (Table 1). 

For lung cancer, none of the identified studies distinguished between healthcare costs for stage I and stage II 

disease, so these were assumed to be equivalent and based on the most recent study [19, 21-23]. Because of a lack 

of evidence regarding the cost of care for cancer patients with an unknown disease stage at diagnosis, stage-

specific costs of the other stages were weighted based on coefficients estimated in a least-squares regression 

weighting the stage-specific survival probabilities to match those of the unknown stage category. All costs were 

indexed to 2020 Australian dollars ($) using the Australian Health Index [24]. 
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Table 1. Overview of the cancer type and stage-specific data used for estimating the impact in terms of survival 

and 5-year healthcare costs, with TNM classification and relative survival probabilities for breast, colorectal and 

lung cancer, and T-stage classification and overall survival probabilities for melanoma. 

  

Breast 

Cancer 

Colorectal 

Cancer 

Lung Cancer Melanoma 

Predicted incidence for 2020 (#) 19,998 16,634 13,092 15,691 

     

Stage at Treatment Initiation (%)     

stage I / T1 43.0 22.1 11.7 61.8 

stage II / T2 34.7 24.3 6.5 13.6 

stage III / T3 12.1 23.6 11.2 10.2 

stage IV / T4 4.6 17.7 42.2 6.6 

stage unknown 5.5 12.3 28.5 7.8 

     

1-year survival (%)     

stage I / T1 100.0 99.3 90.8 99.2 

stage II / T2 99.9 96.4 69.8 98.0 

stage III / T3 98.1 93.5 57.8 97.2 

stage IV / T4 69.2 49.3 19.2 94.8 

stage unknown 89.5 75.9 43.6 89.9 

2-year survival (%)     

stage I / T1 100.0 99.1 82.7 97.9 

stage II / T2 98.8 94.2 52.4 94.5 

stage III / T3 93.4 85.5 32.9 89.5 

stage IV / T4 57.6 32.0 8.3 65.0 

stage unknown 83.1 65.8 27.1 80.7 

3-year survival (%)     

stage I / T1 100.0 98.8 76.1 96.9 

stage II / T2 97.5 92.9 42.0 89.6 

stage III / T3 88.3 79.1 25.2 83.9 

stage IV / T4 47.1 22.8 5.3 75.5 

stage unknown 76.4 61.4 20.4 76.3 

4-year survival (%)     

stage I / T1 100.0 99.0 71.4 94.4 

stage II / T2 95.7 90.8 35.6 85.8 

stage III / T3 84.2 74.3 20.1 78.8 

stage IV / T4 38.7 16.8 3.9 67.5 

stage unknown 69.9 58.7 16.1 74.6 

5-year survival (%)     

stage I / T1 100.0 98.6 67.7 91.7 

stage II / T2 94.6 88.6 32.3 83.0 

stage III / T3 80.6 71.3 17.1 73.2 

stage IV / T4 32.0 13.4 3.2 61.6 

stage unknown 65.0 56.9 14.4 73.7 

     

Healthcare costs over 5 years      

stage I / T1 $50,699 $51,531 $28,532 $13,981 

stage II / T2 $67,069 $66,504 $28,532 $25,715 

stage III / T3 $98,632 $121,558 $67,065 $30,644 

stage IV / T4 $105,934 $120,015 $79,045 $38,216 

stage unknown $100,860 $121,077 $70,678 $32,960 
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2.3 Distribution of disease stage at treatment initiation 

The framework considers up to 5 disease stage categories to define the baseline and stage shift scenario. Although 

these are classified as stage I, stage II, stage III, stage IV and unknown stage (TNM stages) in the online tool, they 

can also be used for other classifications, for example according to T stage as in the illustration for melanoma.  

The illustration here used data on the distribution of disease stage published by the AIHW [15] to define the 

baseline scenario for breast, colorectal and lung cancer, and data published by Cancer Council Victoria for the 

distribution of T stage for melanoma [25]. 

 

In the absence of empirical evidence on the distribution of disease stage at treatment initiation during the COVID-

19 pandemic, 2 approaches were explored and compared to approximate this distribution through estimating time 

to stage progression (TTSP). The first approach was based on the relation between TTI and survival (Section 

2.3.1), whereas the second approach was based on the tumour growth rate (Section 2.3.2). The first approach was 

applied for breast, colorectal and lung cancer, and the second approach was applied for melanoma. To be 

conservative in these exploratory analyses and reduce the complexity of the illustration, only shifts from stage I 

to stage II were modelled for breast, colorectal and lung cancer, and from stage T1 to T2 for melanoma. Two 

realistic delay periods were considered: 3 months and 6 months.  

 

2.3.1 Stage progression based on the relation between TTI and survival 

The treatment delay approach was based on the relation between TTI and survival, estimating how long a delay 

in TTI needs to be such that the mortality rate for stage I patients matches the rate for stage II patients. For each 

cancer type separately, stage-specific excess mortality rates, denoted here by 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑗
𝑚𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦

, were calculated from 

5-year relative survival probabilities reported by the AIHW [15]. Here, 𝑗 = 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝐼, 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝐼𝐼, but this also 

generalizes to more stage categories. The required hazard ratio 𝐻𝑅𝑗
𝑚𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦

 for a 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑗
𝑚𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦

 to match the rate 

of the subsequent stage 𝑗 + 1 was calculated as the ratio between the two rates: 

𝐻𝑅𝑗
𝑚𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 = 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑗+1

𝑚𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑗
𝑚𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦

⁄    Equation 1 

Subsequently, using a stage-specific hazard ratio of a delay in TTI on overall survival 𝐻𝑅𝑗
𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑦

 and corresponding 

delay in 𝑡𝑗
𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑦

 reported in literature, the expected delay 𝑡𝑗
𝑇𝑇𝑆𝑃 required for a stage shift was determined by 

assuming a linear relationship between the delays and hazard ratios on logarithmic scale (Equation 2). This 
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resembles a continuous variable in a Cox-proportional hazards model, assuming an exponential relation between 

a delay in TTI and overall survival. 

ln(𝐻𝑅𝑗
𝑚𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦

) = (ln(𝐻𝑅𝑗
𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑦

) 𝑡𝑗
𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑦

 ⁄ ) × 𝑡𝑗
𝑇𝑇𝑆𝑃  Equation 2 

Since 𝑡𝑗
𝑇𝑇𝑆𝑃 represents the expected value of the delay in TTI required for a stage shift to occur, the corresponding 

event rate for TTSP can be calculated as follows: 

𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑗
𝑇𝑇𝑆𝑃 = 1 𝑡𝑗

𝑇𝑇𝑆𝑃⁄       Equation 3 

This event rate can be used to define an exponential distribution to calculate the probability that a patient will 

progress given a certain delay. Since the 100% relative 5-year survival for stage I breast cancer in Australia 

reported by the AIHW does not allow this approach to be applied, because it suggests an excess mortality rate of 

zero, 5-year relative survival was assumed to be 99.9% in calculating 𝐻𝑅𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝐼
𝑚𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦

 for breast cancer. Hazard ratios 

for 1-week TTI delays on overall survival for stage I patients extracted from a large population study were 1.018 

(breast cancer), 1.005 (colorectal cancer) and 1.032 (lung cancer) [8], yielding TTSP estimates of 4.3 years, 8.3 

and 2.9 years, respectively. This study used data from the National Cancer Database (NCDB) (breast cancer: n = 

1,368,024; colorectal cancer: n = 662,094; lung cancer: n = 363,863) to estimate the impact of time between 

clinical or histologically confirmed diagnosis and the start of any cancer-directed treatment on survival, 

considering time beyond 6 weeks as delays. The TTSP estimates were used to calculate the proportion of patients 

that would experience a stage progression in each month in which services were disrupted, assuming incident 

cases are diagnosed evenly throughout the year. These proportions were then applied to the baseline scenario to 

define the stage shift scenario for the 3 and 6 month delays separately. 

 

2.3.2 Stage progression based on tumour growth 

The tumour growth approach estimated the proportion of patients that will progress to a more advanced stage 

based on the tumour growth rate. This approach was illustrated for melanoma, where the T stage is directly linked 

to the thickness of the tumour (Breslow thickness) and evidence on the monthly increase of tumour thickness is 

available. Liu et al (2006) have reported an average growth in tumour thickness of 0.08 millimetres per month for 

tumours that are up to 1 millimetre in thickness based on individual patient reports of times from first change in 

a lesion to a pathological diagnosis [26]. Based on this growth rate and by assuming a Uniform distribution for 

tumour thickness for T1 tumours at treatment initiation, it was simulated how many patients would have 

progression to a T2 tumour (i.e., with a thickness between 1 and 2 millimetres) following a 3 or 6-month delay. 

This Uniform distribution was defined with a minimum and maximum of 0.25 and 1 millimetre, respectively, 
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based on inspection of empirical T1 tumour thickness data from the MRV registry (n = 710). The resulting 

simulated mean thickness without a delay of 0.63 millimetres matched the observed mean of 0.64 millimetres 

well. The estimated proportions were applied to the baseline scenario to define the stage shift scenarios. 

 

 

3. Results 

Table 2 presents an overview of the results of the analyses performed using the stage-shift framework for a 3 and 

6-month delay in TTI for the 2020 Australian incident breast cancer, colorectal cancer, lung cancer and melanoma 

patient populations.  

 

Table 2.  Results of the exploratory analyses for the 2020 Australian incident populations, only considering shifts 

from stage I to stage II (breast cancer, colorectal cancer and lung cancer) and stage T1 to stage T2 (melanoma).  

  Breast Cancer Colorectal Cancer Lung Cancer Melanoma 

  3 

Month 

Delay 

6 

Month 

Delay 

3 

Month 

Delay 

6 

Month 

Delay 

3 

Month 

Delay 

6 

Month 

Delay 

3 

Month 

Delay 

6 

Month 

Delay 

Stage Progression                 

Probability of progression 

from I to II or T1 to T2 

6% 11% 3% 6% 8% 16% 32% 64% 

% of patients who 

progressed 

1% 5% 1% 3% 2% 8% 8% 32% 

                  

Health Outcomes                 

Excess deaths after 5 years 7 25 3 11 11 43 67 270 

Life years lost over a 5-

year time horizon 

20 64 7 29 44 170 195 791 

Life years lost over a 10-

year time horizon 

77 239 24 96 98 373 626 2584 

                  

Economic Outcomes                 

Incremental healthcare 

costs (in thousands)* 

$1,981 $7,699 $411 $1,619 - - $9,109 $36,436 

* No differences between treatment costs for stage I compared to stage II were assumed for lung cancer. 

 

For a delay in TTI of 3 months for stage I breast cancer patients, the treatment delay approach estimated a 6% 

probability that these patients would have progressed to stage II during this period of disruption. For a 6-month 

delay, this probability was estimated to be 11%. Because not all stage I patients in the 2020 population would 

have been diagnosed in the months where COVID-19 restrictions were imposed, the adjusted proportion of stage 
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I patients experiencing progression were 1% and 5%, for a 3 and 6-month delay respectively. The stage-shift 

model then estimated this would result in 7 or 25 excess deaths after 5 years for the 2020 breast cancer population, 

respectively. Over a 5 and 10-year time horizon, the estimated expected loss in life years for the 2020 population 

was 20 and 77 life years if a 3-month delay was observed, and 64 and 239 life years for a 6-month delay. Following 

the stage-shift due to a 3-month delay, healthcare costs for the incident 2020 breast cancer population were 

estimated to increase with $2.0 million, whereas a $7.7 million increase was estimated for a 6-month delay. 

 

Because the TTSP estimated using the treatment delay approach for colorectal cancer exceeded the TTSP for 

breast cancer, the probability of stage progression was lower compared to breast cancer at 3% for a 3-month delay 

and 6% for a 6-month delay, which translated to proportions of the 2020 incident stage I population of 1% and 

3%, respectively. The number of excess deaths after 5 years were estimated to be 3 and 11, for a 3 and 6-month 

delay respectively. Over a 5 and 10-year time horizon, the loss in expected survival was 7 and 24 life years for a 

3-month delay, and 29 and 96 life years for a 6-month delay. The increment in healthcare costs for a 3-month 

delay in the 2020 diagnosed population was estimated at $411,000, with an estimated increase of $1.6 million for 

a 6-month delay. 

 

For lung cancer, the probability of progression during a 3-month delay was estimated to be 8% according to the 

treatment delay approach, and 16% for a 6-month delay. Consequently, the proportion of stage I lung cancer 

patients from the 2020 population that would progress during the delay was 2% and 8%, for a 3 and 6-month 

delay respectively. Given the more substantial difference in overall survival between stage I and stage II for lung 

cancer compared to breast and colorectal cancer, this translated into estimated excess deaths of 11 and 43 after 5 

years, respectively. In terms of expected survival in life years, a 3-month delay was estimated to result in a loss 

of 44 and 98 life years, and a 6-month delay to result in a loss of 170 and 373 life years, over a 5 and 10-year time 

horizon respectively. No differences in healthcare costs for treating the incident 2020 lung cancer population 

following a stage shift from stage I to stage II were found, because treatment costs for these two stages were 

estimated to be equal (Table 1). 

 

Melanoma was the only tumour stream for which stage progression following a delay in TTI was estimated using 

the tumour growth approach, which contributed to the highest impact across all considered cancer types. The 

probabilities of progressing due to a 3 or 6-month delay were 32% and 64%, respectively, which was estimated 
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to result in 8% or 32% of the 2020 T1 melanoma patients progressing to T2 disease. At 67 following a 3-month 

delay and 270 following a 6-month delay, the number of excess deaths after 5 years was the highest for melanoma. 

This translated into 195 or 626 life years lost for a 3-month delay, and 791 or 2584 life years lost for a 6-month 

delay, over a 5 and 10-year time horizon respectively. Based on the stage shift, healthcare costs for treating the 

2020 diagnosed T1 melanoma population were estimated to increase with $9.1 million following a 3-month delay 

or $36.4 million following a 6-month delay.  

 

 

4. Discussion 

Here we present an early modelling study to estimate excess mortality due to delays in TTI as a result of COVID-

19. For the 4 cancers included, exploratory analyses estimated that the excess mortality projected across Australia 

can be up to 90 patients after 5 years if delays up to 3 months are considered, which increases to nearly 350 deaths 

if 6-month delays are experienced. In addition, excess healthcare costs can be up to $12 million over 5 years for 

a 3-month delay, increasing to $46 million for a 6-month delay. Compared to the limited number of deaths from 

COVID-19 in Australia (102 deaths on 26 May 2020), the excess mortality therefore causes an imminent policy 

concern. Particularly if new cancer diagnoses continue to remain low compared to baseline and further delays 

occur if hospital and surgical capacity is affected, the long-term effect of COVID-19 on cancer health outcomes 

should not be neglected.  

 

This study is not the first to flag the concerns of increasing diagnostic and treatment delays. A rapid decline in 

cancer incidence in the Netherlands has led to immediate awareness campaigns that encouraged people to see 

their GP if they experienced suspicious symptoms [1]. Earlier studies have also flagged the collateral damage 

occurring from declining cancer incidence and reductions in delivery of multi-disciplinary cancer services in the 

UK [2, 3].  

 

This study uses a stage-shift model to illustrate the impact of delays, which was illustrated for 4 cancers. While 

the approach is flexible and easy to implement, one criticism of the approach is that stage at treatment initiation 

is assumed to be an ordinal variable for which survival and costs were extrapolated. However, there is significant 

heterogeneity within each stage between patients with poorer and better prognoses (e.g., tumour size of 4 mm 

compared to 17mm in breast cancer). Nevertheless, compared to previous modelling approaches, a strength of the 
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current model is that it does not assume that the delays will affect all patients, but only those whose disease 

progresses to a subsequent, more advanced stage. This is an essential feature, as current observational studies and 

systematic reviews are not conclusive about the relation between diagnostic delays and survival and significant 

heterogeneity is expected between cancers and between individual patients [7]. 

 

Because patient-level data about the disease stage at treatment initiation during the COVID-19 pandemic is not 

yet available, we estimated this distribution based on the delay in TTI. For this estimate we extensively searched 

the literature for observational studies investigating the relation between treatment delay, stage progression and 

survival [8, 27-29], as well as mathematical models predicting stage progression from tumour growth [30, 31]. 

The likelihood of stage shifts according to the treatment delay approach strongly depends on the assumed hazard 

ratios for the impact of delays in TTI on survival. In the illustration for stage I breast cancer, colorectal cancer 

and lung cancer, these hazard ratios were extracted from recent study that used a large patient sample from the 

NCDB to obtain estimates for multiple cancer types according to a consistent analysis framework. Although these 

estimates from a single study improve comparability between cancer types, other studies have also estimated the 

impact of delays in TTI on survival. For breast cancer, Bleicher et al. (2016) used data from the NCDB (n = 

115,790) and Surveillance, Epidemiology and End Results (SEER) database (n = 945,441) to estimate hazard 

ratios of 1.16 (NCDB) and 1.13 (SEER) for every 30-day increase in time between diagnosis and surgery for stage 

I [28]. These estimates are higher compared to the hazard ratio of 1.018 for a 7-day delay used here, which 

translates to a 30-day hazard ratio of 1.08. For colorectal cancer, Lee et al. (2019) used data on 39,900 patients 

from the Taiwan Cancer Registry Database to estimate a hazard ratio of 1.41 for TTI between 31 and 150 days 

compared to TTI < 31 days for stage I, and a hazard ratio of 2.66 for TTI beyond 151 days [29], which are 

substantially higher than the hazard ratio used in the illustration. Regarding lung cancer, Samson et al. (2015) 

used data on 39,995 stage I non-small cell lung cancer patients from the NCDB to estimate an hazard ratio of 

1.004 for every week between diagnosis and surgery beyond 8 weeks [32], which is lower than the hazard ratio 

of 1.032 used here. 

 

While different assumptions had to be made, we aimed to provide conservative but realistic estimates based on 

the Australian data and by analysing a realistic 3-month and a possible 6-month delay. First, although the impact 

of stage progressions from stage II to stage III or from stage III to stage IV are likely to be associated with 

significant excess mortality and cost, we only considered shifts from stage I to stage II disease for breast, colorectal 
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and lung cancer, and shifts from T1 to T2 for melanoma. These shifts have a relatively limited impact on expected 

survival and healthcare expenditure. Second, because the illustration focusses on stage I and T1 cancers, only a 

proportion of the complete patient populations was considered to experience delays and be at risk of disease 

progression: 62% for melanoma, 43% for breast cancer, 22% for colorectal cancer and 12% for lung cancer (Table 

1). Since diagnostic and treatment delays are likely to occur throughout all stages of disease, the estimates in our 

illustration are relatively conservative, because those patients would also be at risk of disease progression. 

Diversity in the proportion of stage I or T1 patients between the 4 cancers relative to their absolute incidence also 

explains differences in excess mortality, with the impact in breast cancer and melanoma being more severe. If we 

had modelled additional stage shifts from stage III to stage IV, for example, the excess mortality in lung and 

colorectal cancer would have been substantially higher. Third and finally, we only model incident cases, i.e. 

patients diagnosed in 2020. But delays in treatment for prevalent patients, such as surgery, have also been reported. 

Furthermore, it is likely that prevalent cancer patients at high-risk for COVID-19 will experience additional 

service disruptions, such as adjusted therapy intensity. Obviously, when considering the impact of treatment 

delays and modifications for prevalent patients, real-world excess mortality is expected to be substantially higher. 

 

In conclusion, we have developed a flexible stage-shift model allowing estimation of the long-term health 

outcomes and economic impact of delays in access to care due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Initial analyses have 

estimated an excess mortality of nearly 90 deaths and excess costs of more than $12 million based on a realistic 

3-month delay. However, the analyses also demonstrate that hundreds of life years may be lost over the following 

years due to delays in TTI if delays increase to 6 months.  Although the results are preliminary, they are indicative 

of the potential impact of service disruptions due COVID-19 on cancer outcomes in the years to come and can 

create awareness and provide incentive for restoring health service throughput levels to normal as soon as possible.   

 

 

Acknowledgements 

The Melanoma Research Victoria registry, from which data has been used in this study, was supported by the 

Victorian Government through the Victorian Cancer Agency Translational Research Program. 

 

 

 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 30, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117630doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117630


 16 

Data and Material Availability 

The framework has been made publicly available in an online tool: http://stage-shift.personex.nl. All data used to 

illustrate the framework are included in this publication. The R scripts used to perform the exploratory analyses 

within the illustration is available from the online tool. 

 

Funding 

No funding was received for performing this study.  

 

Conflicts of Interest 

GMc has been a principal investigator for clinical trials with Array Biopharma and Roche/Genentech. All 

revenues were paid to his institution as reimbursement for trial costs. BJS has served on advisory boards for 

AstraZeneca, Roche/Genentech, Pfizer, Novartis, Merck, Bristol Myers Squibb and Amgen. All other authors 

have declared no conflicts of interest. 

 

 

References 

1. Dinmohamed AG, Visser O, Verhoeven RHA, Louwman MWJ, van Nederveen FH, Willems SM, et al. 

Fewer cancer diagnoses during the COVID-19 epidemic in the Netherlands. The Lancet Oncology. 2020. 

2. Lai A, Pasea L, Banerjee A, Denaxas S, Katsoulis M, Chang WH, et al. Estimating excess mortality in 

people with cancer and multimorbidity in the COVID-19 emergency. 2020: 

https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.34254.82242. 

3. Sud A, Jones ME, Broggio J, Loveday C, Torr B, Garrett A, et al. Collateral damage: the impact on 

cancer outcomes of the COVID-19 pandemic. medRxiv. 2020: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.21.20073833. 

4. Olesen F, Hansen RP, Vedsted P. Delay in diagnosis: the experience in Denmark. Br J Cancer. 2009;101 

Suppl 2(Suppl 2):S5-8. 

5. Segelov E, Underhill C, Prenen H, Karapetis C, Jackson C, Nott L, et al. Practical Considerations for 

Treating Patients With Cancer in the COVID-19 Pandemic. JCO Oncol Pract. 2020:Op2000229. 

6. Connor RJ, Chu KC, Smart CR. Stage-shift cancer screening model. J Clin Epidemiol. 

1989;42(11):1083-95. 

7. Neal RD, Tharmanathan P, France B, Din NU, Cotton S, Fallon-Ferguson J, et al. Is increased time to 

diagnosis and treatment in symptomatic cancer associated with poorer outcomes? Systematic review. Br J Cancer. 

2015;112(1):S92-S107. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 30, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117630doi: medRxiv preprint 

http://stage-shift.personex.nl/
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117630


 17 

8. Khorana AA, Tullio K, Elson P, Pennell NA, Grobmyer SR, Kalady MF, et al. Time to initial cancer 

treatment in the United States and association with survival over time: An observational study. PloS One. 

2019;14(3):e0213209. 

9. Coca-Pelaz A, Takes RP, Hutcheson K, Saba NF, Haigentz M, Jr., Bradford CR, et al. Head and Neck 

Cancer: A Review of the Impact of Treatment Delay on Outcome. Adv Ther. 2018;35(2):153-60. 

10. Murphy CT, Galloway TJ, Handorf EA, Egleston BL, Wang LS, Mehra R, et al. Survival Impact of 

Increasing Time to Treatment Initiation for Patients With Head and Neck Cancer in the United States. J Clin 

Oncol. 2016;34(2):169-78. 

11. Wanis KN, Patel SVB, Brackstone M. Do Moderate Surgical Treatment Delays Influence Survival in 

Colon Cancer? Dis Colon Rectum. 2017;60(12):1241-9. 

12. Tørring ML, Falborg AZ, Jensen H, Neal RD, Weller D, Reguilon I, et al. Advanced-stage cancer and 

time to diagnosis: An International Cancer Benchmarking Partnership (ICBP) cross-sectional study. Eur J Cancer 

Care (Engl). 2019;28(5):e13100. 

13. Winston Chang, Joe Cheng, JJ Allaire, Yihui Xie and Jonathan McPherson (2020). shiny: Web 

Application Framework for R. R package version 1.4.0.2. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=shiny 

14. Core Team (2019). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical 

Computing, Vienna, Austria. https://www.R-project.org/. 

15. Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. Cancer in Australia 2019. Canberra: AIHW; 2019. 

doi:10.25816/5ebcc7a7fa7e9 

16. Goldsbury DE, Yap S, Weber MF, Veerman L, Rankin N, Banks E, et al. Health services costs for cancer 

care in Australia: Estimates from the 45 and Up Study. PloS One. 2018;13(7):e0201552. 

17. Ananda S, Kosmider S, Tran B, Field K, Jones I, Skinner I, et al. The rapidly escalating cost of treating 

colorectal cancer in Australia. Asia Pac J Clin Oncol. 2016;12(1):33-40. 

18. Seidler AM, Pennie ML, Veledar E, Culler SD, Chen SC. Economic burden of melanoma in the elderly 

population: population-based analysis of the Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results (SEER)--Medicare 

data. Arch Dermatol. 2010;146(3):249-56. 

19. Sheehan DF, Criss SD, Chen Y, Eckel A, Palazzo L, Tramontano AC, et al. Lung cancer costs by 

treatment strategy and phase of care among patients enrolled in Medicare. Cancer Med. 2019;8(1):94-103. 

20. Sun L, Legood R, Dos-Santos-Silva I, Gaiha SM, Sadique Z. Global treatment costs of breast cancer by 

stage: A systematic review. PloS One. 2018;13(11):e0207993. 

21. Cipriano LE, Romanus D, Earle CC, Neville BA, Halpern EF, Gazelle GS, et al. Lung cancer treatment 

costs, including patient responsibility, by disease stage and treatment modality, 1992 to 2003. Value Health. 

2011;14(1):41-52. 

22. Corral J, Espinàs JA, Cots F, Pareja L, Solà J, Font R, et al. Estimation of lung cancer diagnosis and 

treatment costs based on a patient-level analysis in Catalonia (Spain). BMC Health Serv Res. 2015;15:70. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 30, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117630doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117630


 18 

23. Zarogoulidou V, Panagopoulou E, Papakosta D, Petridis D, Porpodis K, Zarogoulidis K, et al. Estimating 

the direct and indirect costs of lung cancer: a prospective analysis in a Greek University Pulmonary Department. 

J Thorac Dis. 2015;7(Suppl 1):S12-9. 

24. Australian Bureau of Statistics. Consumer price index: March Quarter 2020. Canberra, Australia;2020. 

Report No.: 6401.0. 

25. Thursfield V, Farrugia H. Cancer in Victoria: Statistics & Trends 2017. Cancer Council Victoria, 

Melbourne 2018. https://www.cancervic.org.au/research/registry-statistics/statistics-data 

26. Liu W, Dowling JP, Murray WK, McArthur GA, Thompson JF, Wolfe R, et al. Rate of growth in 

melanomas: characteristics and associations of rapidly growing melanomas. Arch Dermatol. 2006;142(12):1551-

8. 

27. Yuan P, Cao JL, Rustam A, Zhang C, Yuan XS, Bao FC, et al. Time-to-Progression of NSCLC from 

Early to Advanced Stages: An Analysis of data from SEER Registry and a Single Institute. Sci Rep. 2016;6:28477. 

28. Bleicher RJ, Ruth K, Sigurdson ER, Beck JR, Ross E, Wong YN, et al. Time to Surgery and Breast 

Cancer Survival in the United States. JAMA Oncol. 2016;2(3):330-9. 

29. Lee Y-H, Kung P-T, Wang Y-H, Kuo W-Y, Kao S-L, Tsai W-C. Effect of length of time from diagnosis 

to treatment on colorectal cancer survival: A population-based study. PloS One. 2019;14(1):e0210465. 

30. Coumans FA, Siesling S, Terstappen LW. Detection of cancer before distant metastasis. BMC Cancer. 

2013;13:283. 

31. Tyuryumina EY, Neznanov AA. Consolidated mathematical growth model of the primary tumor and 

secondary distant metastases of breast cancer (CoMPaS). PloS One. 2018;13(7):e0200148. 

32. Samson P, Patel A, Garrett T, Crabtree T, Kreisel D, Krupnick AS, et al. Effects of Delayed Surgical 

Resection on Short-Term and Long-Term Outcomes in Clinical Stage I Non-Small Cell Lung Cancer. Ann Thorac 

Surg. 2015;99(6):1906-12. 

 

  

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 30, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117630doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.30.20117630


 19 

Appendix A: details on approximation of stage-specific healthcare costs 

 

The modelling framework uses disease stage-specific healthcare costs to estimate the overall economic impact of 

a shift in disease stage at treatment initiation. It does so by comparing the expected costs on patient or population 

level according to the baseline scenario, which represents our best belief about how the distribution of disease 

stages at treatment initiation without a stage shift, to those of the stage shift scenario, which represents the 

distribution of disease stages following the stage shift. For each scenario, the expected costs are obtained by 

weighting the stage-specific costs by the respective distribution of disease stages at treatment initiation. This 

appendix details how stage-specific healthcare costs were obtained for the illustration of the modelling framework. 

 

The illustration included estimates of the economic impact of stage shifts following COVID-19 induced delays in 

the time to treatment initiation for breast cancer, colorectal cancer, lung cancer and melanoma from an Australian 

healthcare payer perspective. The study by Goldsbury et al. (2018) [1] was preferred as a single source of evidence 

for Australian costing data for all considered cancer, because costing estimates from different costing studies are 

often incomparable due to differences in healthcare system context or study design. However, Goldsbury et al. do 

not present stage-specific costing data, which are required as inputs for the modelling. Hence, stage-specific cost 

estimates were obtained by synthesizing data presented by Goldsbury et al. with information of the distribution 

of costs over disease stages from other publications in three steps: 

1. the total expected costs over the 5 years after diagnosis were estimated based on the year-specific costs 

presented by Goldsbury et al. and the combined survival probabilities over all disease stages; 

2. the distribution of costs between disease stages were approximated using information from other studies; 

3. the stage-specific costs were estimated so that the combined costs weighted according to the distribution 

of disease stages at treatment initiation in the baseline scenario result in the total expected costs (Step 1), 

while matching the distribution of costs between stages (Step 2). 

 

Step 1: estimating the total costs over the 5 years after diagnosis 

Goldsbury et al. present year-specific excess costs for the 5 years after diagnosis per patient that received care in 

that year. To calculate the total expected costs over this period, it would be wrong to sum these year-specific costs, 

because not every patient will be alive throughout the 5 years after diagnosis. Hence, the expected value of the 
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total 5-year healthcare costs 𝑇𝐶 is calculated by taking into consideration the survival probabilities, using the 

following formula: 

  𝑇𝐶 = ∑ (𝑆(𝑡) × 𝑐𝑡)4
𝑡=0   Equation 1 

where 𝑡 represents the year after diagnosis, 𝑆(𝑡) is the survival probability, and 𝑐𝑡 represents the year-specific 

costs per patient who is receiving care. Note that 𝑡 = 0 represents the first year after diagnosis, where all patients 

are assumed to receive care, i.e. 𝑆(0) = 1. The stage-specific survival probabilities are reported in the main 

manuscript and were weighted according to the baseline scenario to obtain the combined survival 𝑆(𝑡) for each 

cancer separately. Note that for melanoma this was based on tumour (T) stage rather than overall disease stage 

(TNM). Based on these data and the data from Goldsbury et al, the total expected excess healthcare costs over the 

first 5 years after diagnosis presented in Table A1 were calculated. 

 

Table A1. Year-specific costs per patient receiving care presented in Goldsbury et al. (2018) and expected total 

excess healthcare costs over the first 5 years after diagnosis in 2013 Australian dollars ($). 

 Year-specific costs from Goldsbury er al. (2018) Expected  

Total Costs Cancer Type Year 0 - 1 Year 1 - 2 Year 2 - 3 Year 3 - 4 Year 4 - 5 

Breast Cancer $36,948 $7,619 $3,038 $3,132 $2,473 $52,526 

Colorectal Cancer $48,570 $10,926 $7,381 $6,509 $4,525 $71,829 

Lung Cancer $28,059 $17,863 $12,903 $6,563 $4,021 $51,435 

Melanoma $7,110 $2,260 $2,792 $2,506 $1,784 $15,828 

 

 

Step 2: defining the distribution of costs between disease stages 

To approximate the stage-specific costs based on the reported overall costs by Goldsbury et al, the relation 

between costs across the different stages were based on other studies (Table A2). For breast cancer, a global 

systematic review reporting stage-specific costs was used [2], since this was the only study to distinguish between 

stage I and stage II disease. An Australian costing study was used for colorectal cancer [3]. No studies that 

distinguish between stage I and stage II lung cancer were found, so a recent study from the United States (US) 

was used [4]. A US study was also used for melanoma, assuming the relation between disease stage-specific costs 

for T-stage to be equivalent to the distribution of costs according to TNM classification [5]. These stage-specific 

costs were used solely to define the relationship between healthcare costs for different stages. 
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Table A2. Disease stage-specific costs extracted from literature (currency not of relevance).  

Cancer Type Stage I Stage II Stage III Stage IV Reference 

Breast Cancer 29,724 39,322 57,827 62,108 Sun et al. (2019) 

Colorectal Cancer 34,952 45,108 82,449 81,403 Ananda et al. (2016) 

Lung Cancer 2,636 2,636 6,196 7,303 Sheehan et al. (2019) 

Melanoma 14,499 26,667 31,778 39,631 Seidler et al. (2010) 

 

 

Since the studies did not report on healthcare costs for patient with an unknown stage, this needed to be estimated, 

which was done by assuming the “stage unknown” category is a mix of stage III and stage IV patients for breast 

cancer, colorectal cancer and lung cancer, and a potential mix of T1, T2, T3 and T4 patients for melanoma. The 

weight of each stage was determined through a least-squares regression matching the weighted stage-specific 

survival to the survival for the “stage unknown” category. The results of this analysis are presented in Table A3. 

 

Table A3. Contributions of disease stages to the “unknown stage” category used to define the relation between 

costs for this category relative to the other categories. 

Cancer Type Stage I Stage II Stage III Stage IV 

Breast Cancer - - 69% 31% 

Colorectal Cancer - - 69% 31% 

Lung Cancer - - 70% 30% 

Melanoma 22% 0% 0% 78% 

 

 

Step 3: estimating the stage-specific healthcare costs 

The final step to approximate the stage-specific costs was to estimate them in such a way that the combined costs 

weighted according to the distribution of disease stages at treatment initiation in the baseline scenario were 

equivalent to the expected total costs (Step 1), while matching the distribution of costs between stages (Step 2). 

This can be done, for example, through the “Goal Seek” function in Microsoft Excel, a least-squares regression 

or other optimization algorithm. More specifically, by setting the costs for stage I, for example, the costs for the 

other stages were defined through the relations defined in Step 2, which then defined the combined costs according 

to the distribution of stages. The value for the costs of stage I was optimized such that the weighted combined 

costs matched the expected total costs estimated in Step 1. The results of this step are presented in Table A4. 
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Table A4. Approximated stage-specific excess healthcare costs in 2013 Australian dollars. 

Cancer Type Stage I Stage II Stage III Stage IV Stage Unknown 

Breast Cancer $39,433 $52,166 $76,716 $82,395 $78,449 

Colorectal Cancer $40,081 $51,727 $94,547 $93,348 $84,174 

Lung Cancer $22,192 $22,192 $52,163 $61,481 $54,973 

Melanoma $10,875 $20,001 $23,835 $29,725 $25,636 

 

 

Finally, since the costs presented by Goldsbury et al. were reported in 2013 Australian dollars, the stage-specific 

costs were indexed to 2020 Australian dollars using the Australian Health Index, which resulted in the final 

estimates that were used in the analysis (Table A5). 

 

Table A5. Approximated stage-specific excess healthcare costs in 2020 Australian dollars. 

Cancer Type Stage I Stage II Stage III Stage IV Stage Unknown 

Breast Cancer $50,699 $67,069 $98,632 $105,934 $100,860 

Colorectal Cancer $51,531 $66,504 $121,558 $120,015 $121,077 

Lung Cancer $28,532 $28,532 $67,065 $79,045 $70,678 

Melanoma $13,981 $25,715 $30,644 $38,216 $32,960 
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