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2 

 

Abstract 31 

 32 

Objectives: Summarize performance indicators used in the literature to evaluate the impact of the 33 

COVID-19 pandemic on cancer care (January-June 2020), and to assess changes in the quality of care 34 

as assessed via selected indicators. 35 

Methods: Scoping review. Indicators and their reported trends were collated following the cancer care 36 

pathway. 37 

Results: Database searches retrieved 6277 articles, 838 articles met the inclusion criteria, and 135 38 

articles were included after full-text screening, from which 917 indicators were retrieved. Indicators 39 

assessing the diagnostic process showed a decreasing trend: from 33 indicators reporting on screening, 40 

30 (91%) signalled a decrease during the pandemic (n=30 indicators, 91%). A reduction was also 41 

observed in the number of diagnostic procedures (n=64, 58%) and in the diagnoses (n=130, 89%). The 42 

proportion of diagnoses in the emergency setting and waiting times showed an increasing trend (n=8, 43 

89% and n=14, 56%, respectively). Nine indicators (64%) showed stability in cancer stages 44 

distribution. A decreasing trend in the proportion of earliest stage cancers was reported by 63% of 45 

indicators (n=9), and 70% (n=43) of indicators showed an increasing trend in the proportion of 46 

advanced-stage cancers. Indicators reflecting the treatment process signalled a reduction in the number 47 

of procedures: 79% (n=82) of indicators concerning surgeries, 72% (n=41) of indicators assessing 48 

trends in radiotherapy, and 93% (n=40) of indicators related to systemic therapies. Modifications in 49 

cancer treatment were frequently reported: 64% (n=195) of indicators revealed changes in treatment. 50 

Ten indicators (83%) signalled a decreasing number of hospital admissions. 51 

Conclusion: Health systems struggled to ensure continuity of cancer care. As this pandemic keeps 52 

evolving, the trends reported over the first 6 months of 2020 provide an argument to monitor these 53 

changes closely. This information needs to be transparent, standardised, and timely, allowing to 54 

monitor quality and outcomes of care during crises and inform policy responses. 55 
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Introduction 65 

The COVID-19 outbreak was declared a public health emergency of international concern by the 66 

World Health Organization on the 30th of January, 2020 [1]. Since the beginning of the pandemic, 67 

global health systems struggled to cope with the high numbers of patients infected with SARS-CoV-68 

2, while maintaining adequate care for non-COVID patients [2]. 69 

Cancer comprises a high burden to populations and health systems, being the second cause of death 70 

globally [3], and in Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries [4]. 71 

The COVID-19 pandemic has widely affected cancer care delivery. Substantial declines in the number 72 

of cancer diagnoses have been reported in the Netherlands [5,6], Spain [7], Belgium [8], and Denmark 73 

[9]. While trying to minimize the risk of COVID-19 disease in cancer patients, changes in practice 74 

were pursued by oncologists, according to each setting’s capacity and recommendations released by 75 

oncology societies [10–12] . Changes in the treatment prescribed were reported, by delaying, changing 76 

treatment modality, duration, or mode of delivery [13]. 77 

Improving cancer care was already on the international health agenda prior to this pandemic, namely 78 

in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development adopted in 2015 at the United Nations Sustainable 79 

Development Summit [14], in the Resolution “Cancer prevention and control in the context of an 80 

integrated approach” approved in 2017 by the World Health Assembly [15]. At the same time, 81 

systematic efforts to capture the outcomes of cancer care globally via cancer registries are in place 82 

such as the CONCORD study [16,17]. The OECD reports on cancer care as part of its Health at a 83 

Glance Series [4] and European Union (joint) actions have taken place [18]. During the COVID-19 84 

pandemic, efforts continued to be pursued to improve prevention, diagnostics, treatment, and the 85 

quality of life of cancer patients, among others with the launch of the “Europe's Beating Cancer Plan” 86 

in November 2020 [19] and initiatives to monitor and report upon inequalities, such as the European 87 

Cancer Inequalities Registry [20] and the launch of the European Commission’s Knowledge Centre 88 

on Cancer [21]. These efforts are necessary to tackle the cancer crisis and to address the backlog this 89 

pandemic is creating [22–24]. 90 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.23.22271303doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/275676
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/275676
https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.23.22271303
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


5 

 

One key area that needs strengthening is the development of performance indicators, its 91 

standardization, and timely collection by health systems data infrastructures [25], to efficiently inform 92 

on changes in the quality of care provided, allowing for comparisons within and between countries’ 93 

health systems. Although improving outcomes like 5-year survival is the ultimate aim, for guiding 94 

health care delivery systems towards that goal, process and cancer-pathway based information is 95 

essential. 96 

The literature published on the consequences of the pandemic on cancer care is vast, therefore 97 

assessing its impact requires a structured approach. This scoping review is part of a larger project, 98 

which focuses on performance indicators on the care for non-communicable diseases (NCD). This 99 

study aims to provide a systematic summary of cancer care performance indicators used in the 100 

literature, regarding various cancers, across the care pathway, from early detection to outcomes, and 101 

with an international coverage. Additionally, we set out to assess the main trends of the changes in the 102 

quality of cancer care during the first wave of the COVID-19 pandemic, from January to June 2020, 103 

by collecting and collating the performance indicators’ trends across the cancer care pathway. 104 

 105 
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Methods 107 

We conducted a scoping review, following Arksey and O’Malley methodological framework [26], 108 

further developed by Levac et al [27]. Given the lack of standardized methods across countries for 109 

data collection on health care system performance assessment and their translation to indicators 110 

[25,28], a scoping review methodology allows to map the large sums and heterogeneity of literature 111 

available [27,29,30] and to identify key concepts present in the literature [30], namely cancer care 112 

performance indicators. It also enables the reporting of emerging evidence [29], to summarize, and 113 

communicate findings [26], including trends revealed by indicators. The PRISMA extension for 114 

scoping reviews [31] was used for reporting (S1 Table). 115 

 116 

Eligibility criteria of studies 117 

We considered the following inclusion criteria: 1) studies using empirical data on the use of health 118 

services in OECD countries, 2) studies that described health outcomes and/or performance indicators 119 

related with NCD during the COVID-19 pandemic, 3) original journal articles using quantitative or 120 

qualitative methods (cohort studies, case-control, cross-sectional, case reports, systematic reviews, 121 

surveys, and meta-analyses). Studies were excluded if they did not provide empirical data on health 122 

services and NCD, namely: 1) editorials and commentaries, 2) prediction models, 3) clinical case 123 

reports; 4) diseases management or health services organization guidelines, 5) studies about the impact 124 

on healthcare workers, patients diagnosed with COVID-19, children, or pregnant women; 6) studies 125 

primarily performed in non-OECD countries. No limitations were set regarding language or year of 126 

publication. 127 

 128 

Information sources 129 

MEDLINE and Embase databases were selected to search for this study, given the large number of 130 

articles and their comprehensive coverage of the literature on health services delivery. Pilot searches 131 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.23.22271303doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.23.22271303
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


7 

 

were conducted to identify a list of suitable search terms. An experienced medical information 132 

specialist was consulted to improve the search strategy, which was refined with discussion among co-133 

authors. The comprehensive search included search terms grouped by key concepts (COVID-19, 134 

pandemic, non-communicable disease, chronic disease, performance indicator, healthcare quality, 135 

healthcare utilization, healthcare delivery and other closely related terms). The search was adapted to 136 

both databases and conducted by the information specialist on 17-03-2021. The full search strategy for 137 

Embase can be found in S2 Doc. Duplicates were removed using EndNote software. Additional articles 138 

of relevance were added by hand-searching the reference lists of the included studies. 139 

 140 

Selection of sources of evidence 141 

Titles and abstracts screening was performed independently by two researchers (ASC, OBF) using 142 

Rayyan [32]. Studies considered relevant were exported to a spreadsheet to support full-text screening. 143 

For this study, only articles related to cancer care were analysed. Full-text screening was performed 144 

independently by two researchers (ASC, MdL). The reason for the exclusion of articles was recorded 145 

at this point, and both researchers agreed on the excluded studies. In case of doubt, the other co-authors 146 

were consulted. 147 

 148 

Data extraction 149 

Data extracted was collated in a spreadsheet (S3 Table) piloted on 15 studies. Prior to extracting data 150 

from all studies, two researchers (ASC, MdL) compared data collected from 10 selected articles with 151 

the objective of enhancing data extraction consistency among researchers. Then, data was charted 152 

independently by ASC and MdL. Extracted data included information on generic and methodological 153 

aspects of the article (e.g., authors, title, setting) and information about the indicators collected (e.g., 154 

indicator title, and data inclusion/exclusion considerations). For every indicator, we identified the trend 155 

reported in the articles (increase/decrease/stable), if any. 156 
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 157 

Synthesis of results 158 

We grouped and categorised the indicators following clinical reasoning. These categories were 159 

organized according to the different phases of the cancer care pathway: early detection, diagnosis, 160 

treatment, and outcomes. Quantitative indicators’ trends were collated, and the percentage of indicators 161 

reporting each trend (increase/decrease/stable) was computed for each category. This evidence is 162 

presented in the text of this study and in a diagram informing about each phase of the cancer care 163 

pathway. Qualitative information extracted from surveys is presented in the text, and it was not 164 

considered to compute trends. In the category “changes in treatment” quantitative indicators and 165 

qualitative information were grouped and categorized according to clinical reasoning to present an 166 

overview of the modifications in cancer treatment reported. 167 

 168 
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Results 170 

Database searches retrieved 6277 articles. Of these articles, 838 met the inclusion criteria, from which 171 

197 articles on cancer care were identified. Eight records were identified via hand-searching. After 172 

full-text screening, 135 articles were included in this study (Fig. 1). 173 

 174 
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 207 
Fig. 1 - PRISMA flow diagram of the literature search (17-03-2021)208 

Records identified from*: 
Databases 
 
Pubmed (n = 4429) 
Embase (n = 4282) 

Records removed before 
screening: 

Duplicate records removed  (n 
= 2434) 

Records screened 
(n = 6277) 

Records excluded** 
(n = 4340) 

Total number of studies included 
for full-text review 

(n = 838) 

Total number of cancer care 
studies assessed for eligibility 
(n = 197) 

Reports excluded (n=70): 
Only abstract available (n = 1) 
Commentary (n = 12) 
No relevant data (n = 12) 
Not OECD country (n = 7) 
Modelling study (n = 2) 
Clinical case reports (n = 2) 
Duplicate (n=2) 
Covid-19 patients (n = 1) 

Records identified from: 
Citation searching (n = 8) 

Reports assessed for eligibility 
(n = 8) 

Reports excluded 
(n = 0) 

Cancer care studies included in 
review 
(n = 135) 

Identification of studies via databases and registers Identification of studies via other methods 
Id

e
n

ti
fi

c
a

ti
o

n
 

S
c

re
e

n
in

g
 

 
In

c
lu

d
e
d

 

Reports sought for retrieval 
(n = 8) 

Reports not retrieved 
(n = 0) 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.23.22271303doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.23.22271303
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


11 

 

General characteristics of the included articles 209 

In total, 135 studies were included, reporting on 94 countries (S4 Table). Of these studies, 26 (19%) 210 

provided information on multiple countries, from which 14 (10%) specified all the countries included. 211 

Of those, 8 (6%) included non-OECD countries. Most of the studies including more than one country 212 

were surveys (n=23, 89%). The most frequent countries reported on were Italy (n=36, 29%), US (n=32, 213 

26%) and UK (n=27, 22%) (Fig. 2). Most articles used a retrospective cohort design (n=82, 61%), 214 

followed by surveys (n=44, 33%). Surveys were often directed to health professionals (n=37/44, 84%) 215 

and to patients (n=6/44, 14%) to a lesser extent. Other study designs that were applied included 216 

prospective cohorts (n=5), observational retrospective cohorts (n=3), and a combination of prospective 217 

and retrospective cohort (n=1). Studies reported indicators’ trends during the first phase of the COVID-218 

19 pandemic (from January to June 2020) and, in some cases, after the (in many countries 219 

implemented) lockdown period (from May to October 2020). The magnitude of each indicator in 2020 220 

was compared with its magnitude in the same period of 2019 (n=51, 38%), to a period immediately 221 

before (n=33, 24%) or to the average of the same period in previous years (ranging from 2017 to 2019) 222 

(n=26, 19%). 223 

 224 

 225 

 226 

 227 

 228 

 229 

 230 

 231 

Fig. 2 – OECD 232 
countries reported 233 
on, color-graded 234 
according to the 235 
number of papers 236 
(n=122 articles; 90% 237 
of included articles). 238 

 239 
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Cancer Care Indicators 240 

A total of 917 quantitative indicators from 91 articles were retrieved and grouped into categories (Table 241 

1). 242 

Table 1 – Cancer care indicators’ categories retrieved in the literature review 243 

Early detection     

Number of screening procedures 

Early diagnosis and predisposition exams 

Screening detection rates 

Diagnosis and staging     

Number of diagnostic, surveillance, and staging exams/procedures 

Number of cancer diagnoses 

Delay in access to diagnostic procedures 

Cancer detection rate 

Proportion of urgent/emergent referrals and procedures 

Changes in cancer staging 

Clinical severity at diagnosis 

Treatment       

Number of referrals / first encounters 

Outpatient volume 

Number of treatments 
  

 
Cancer-related surgeries & loco-regional therapies 

 
Radiotherapy treatments 

 
Systemic anticancer therapy 

Delay in treatment 

Changes in treatment  

Number of visits and admissions in hospital 

Virtual multidisciplinary meetings 

Telemedicine utilization 

Outcomes       

Surgical and procedures outcome measures 

Mortality 

Note: A total of 338 indicators were not included in the analysis since they were too specific to be grouped into the defined 244 

categories. 245 
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 246 

The first stage of the care pathway looks at early detection. Regarding the “number of screening and 247 

other early diagnosis procedures”, a total of 33 indicators from 13 articles [33–45] have been reported. 248 

Most indicators on the number of screening procedures signaled a decreasing trend (n=30, 91%), 249 

namely in US, UK, and Italy. One international survey answered by physicians [46] (including Italy, 250 

Iran, Spain, UK, US, China, Denmark, Sweden, and Switzerland) reported the suspension of breast 251 

screening programs in all countries, except 2. Only one American paper [38] addressed cervical cancer 252 

screening, showing a decrease in number of screenings during stay-at-home order, compared with 253 

2019. Three articles [35,39,42] addressed colorectal cancer screening, from US, UK and Spain and 254 

have also revealed a reduction when compared with previous year. 255 

Seven papers [33,34,36–38,40,42] reported on “early diagnosis and predisposition exams”, namely: 256 

screening visit for prostate cancer (US), gBRCA testing (Italy), HPV tests rate, low-dose computed 257 

tomography and prostate-specific antigen measurement (all from the US). All these indicators have 258 

shown a decreasing trend in the number of diagnostic procedures. 259 

“Screening detection rates” were reported by 14 indicators from 5 articles [22,36,37,47,48], from the 260 

US and Italy. Most of the indicators (n=9, 75%) showed an increase in screening detection rates. These 261 

included an increase in high-risk adenomas and colorectal cancer detection rates during the lockdown 262 

period, along with a decrease in low-risk adenoma detection rates in one Italian study [47]. 263 

 264 

The next stage of the care pathway focuses on diagnosis and staging. The “number of diagnostic, 265 

surveillance and staging procedures” was reported in 17 articles [41,43–45,48–60] (from the UK, Italy, 266 

US, France, Australia, the Netherlands, Turkey, Ireland, and Slovenia), comprising a total of 90 267 

indicators. Most of those indicators (n=58, 64%) showed a decreasing trend in the number of 268 

procedures, namely cystoscopy, diagnostic mammograms, breast cancer wire-guided biopsy, 269 

gastroscopy, colonoscopy, computed tomography (CT), magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), and 270 

endoscopic retrograde cholangiopancreatography. 271 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.23.22271303doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.02.23.22271303
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


14 

 

A total of 147 indicators from 35 articles [9,35,39,47,48,52,54,55,59–83] reported on the “number of 272 

cancer diagnosis”. Most of these indicators (n=130, 89%) signalled a decrease in the number of cancer 273 

diagnoses. Data came from registries in the Netherlands, Denmark, Germany, and Italy, cytology 274 

laboratories, tumor boards numbers, and administrative sources. One international survey to 275 

laboratories from 23 countries [66]  showed an absolute reduction in the number of cytological samples 276 

regarding all anatomic sites. 277 

Five studies [37,55,67,75,82] (from the US, UK, France, and Italy) addressed the number of cancer 278 

diagnoses after the lockdown period (10 indicators). Three of these indicators (30%) showed a higher 279 

number of diagnoses, when compared with the period of lockdown. 280 

Five surveys [84–88] reported “delays concerning different aspects of cancer diagnostics”. One 281 

international survey [85] focusing on colorectal cancer care, with professionals from 84 countries, 282 

reported delays in radiologic exams and endoscopic procedures. Other surveys mentioned limited 283 

access to hospital facilities (Italy) [89], delays in tissue diagnosis (UK) [88], delays in diagnostics of 284 

patients with neuroendocrine tumors (Germany, Austria, Switzerland) [87], and genetic testing or 285 

counseling (US) [86]. The other two articles [43,90] addressed the delays in access to diagnostics, 286 

comprising a total of 9 quantitative indicators, from which 8 (89%) signalled an increase in the waiting 287 

time to diagnostic procedures. 288 

The “cancer detection rate in referrals and diagnostic exams” was assessed in 5 articles, from UK 289 

[59,91], Italy [48], Ireland [43], and one international survey of 23 laboratories worldwide [66]. The 290 

13 indicators collected signalled an increasing trend in cancer detection rate in 9 indicators (69%). The 291 

survey reported an increase of 5.5% in the malignancy rate in nongynecological samples, when 292 

compared with the corresponding period in 2019.  293 

Twenty-five indicators from 5 studies [39,57,59,92,93] (from Spain, UK, Australia, and Croatia) 294 

reported on the proportion of “urgent/emergent referrals and procedures”. Most of these (n=14, 56%) 295 

showed an increase in the proportion of urgent procedures (endoscopy and colonoscopies), diagnosis 296 

in emergency setting or operations that followed an emergency admission. 297 
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The indicators that reported on “changes in cancer staging” were grouped in 3 different categories: 298 

general staging indicators (14 indicators from 8 articles [75,77,81,94–98]), proportion of earliest-stage 299 

cancers (35 indicators from 9 articles [41,71,81,99–104]), and proportion of advanced-stage cancers 300 

(61 indicators from 17 articles [39,57,63,66,77,79,87,92,93,95–102]). 301 

Most of the general staging indicators (n=9, 64%) showed stability in cancer stages distribution at 302 

diagnosis, when comparing the pre- and post-lockdown periods (data from Italy, US, UK, France, US, 303 

and Portugal). These indicators included stages of gynecological cancer, breast cancer, lung cancer, 304 

and hepatocellular carcinoma. With respect to the proportion of earliest stage cancers, most of the 305 

indicators (n=9, 63%) showed a lower proportion of these cancers when compared with pre-pandemic 306 

period, 9 (26%) signalled a stable trend, and 4 (11%) showed an increasing trend. From the indicators 307 

reporting on the proportion of advanced-stage cancers, 43 (70%) showed an increasing trend in this 308 

proportion after the beginning of the pandemic, 14 (23%) signalled a stable proportion, and 4 (7%) 309 

reported a decreasing trend. 310 

Fourteen indicators from 7 articles [41,47,57,69,97,100,105] evaluated the “clinical severity at 311 

diagnosis”, which included symptoms, scores, and biomarkers. The majority (n=8 indicators, 57%) 312 

showed patients presenting in a more severe clinical condition than before the pandemic, namely in 313 

US (endometrial cancer), Portugal (hepatocellular carcinoma), Italy, and Turkey (colorectal cancer). 314 

The following stage of the care pathway reported on is cancer treatment. A total of 41 indicators 315 

(from 9 articles [35,60,65,72,91,96,103,106,107]) reported on the “number of cancer patients’ 316 

referrals”. Most of the indicators (37, 90%) signalled a decrease in the number of first encounters for 317 

oncological examination, namely in Slovenia, UK, US, France, Spain, and the Netherlands. Four 318 

surveys (from UK [88], US, Italy [108] and one international study [109] reported a decrease in the 319 

number of new referrals. 320 

A total of 47 indicators were identified from 14 articles 321 

[35,42,44,52,55,60,65,90,91,93,96,106,110,111] regarding the outpatient care of patients diagnosed 322 

with cancer. Of these indicators, 46 (93%) showed a decrease in the number of outpatient visits (in 323 
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Korea, US, France, UK, Spain, Slovenia, and Italy). Thirteen surveys [13,46,70,86,87,89,108,112–324 

117] disclosed information concerning outpatient care. Ten were answered by oncologists and 3 were 325 

answered by patients. The latter studies reported consequences on treatment or follow-up 326 

(Netherlands) [114], namely treatment adjustment, postponement, delay, or discontinuation; delay in 327 

routine or follow-up clinic appointment (US) [86] and postponements of physician appointments 328 

(Germany). A substantial percentage of physicians reported cancellation or deferral of follow-up visits. 329 

Regarding the “volume of cancer treatment”, indicators regarding the 3 main therapeutic components 330 

were reported: surgeries and loco-regional therapies, radiotherapy, and systemic therapy. 331 

Concerning surgeries and loco-regional therapies, 106 indicators were identified from 30 articles 332 

[42,48–51,55,62,65,65,75,81,90,92–94,97–99,101–103,111,118–125]. Of those, 82 indicators (79%) 333 

showed a reduction in the number of treatment procedures, namely in Italy, France, Germany, Ireland, 334 

Netherlands, Spain, Turkey, UK, US, Australia, and in 1 international study. Nineteen articles were 335 

surveys directed to physicians [46,58,70,78,84,85,88,90,108,115,126–134], out of which 8 were 336 

international. All have shown significant reductions in surgical activity regarding different cancers. 337 

Regarding radiotherapy treatments, 57 indicators from 8 articles [55,90,92,121,135–138] were 338 

identified. Most of these indicators signalled a reduction of the number of treatments (n=41, 72%), 339 

namely in UK, US, and Canada. Five international surveys to physicians [112,114,126,132,137] also 340 

reported that this type of cancer therapy was affected. 341 

With respect to systemic anticancer therapy, 43 indicators were identified from 9 articles 342 

[42,53,55,72,96,106,111,139,140], concerning Italy, France, UK, Spain, and the US. The majority 343 

(n=40, 93%) showed a decrease in requests for initial treatment and in the number of chemotherapy 344 

administrations. Six surveys [58,109,112,115,134,141] reported on this treatment modality. One study 345 

including 54 countries [46] showed that 88.2% of centers reported a reduction in their usual level of 346 

care, while 9.83% of those reported lack of access to medications. A European study with 29 countries 347 

[109] reported that 6% of centers revealed shortages of drugs. 348 
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A total of 28 indicators (from 3 articles) [55,139,140] reported on systemic anticancer therapy after 349 

lockdown ending (from May to October 2020). Of these indicators, 14 (50%) reported an increase in 350 

the number of treatments (in UK and France). 351 

 352 

Regarding “delay in treatment”, a total of 42 indicators from 18 articles 353 

[39,52,72,77,81,89,91,92,96,97,99,101,138,142–146] were identified. Of those, 18 (43%) reported an 354 

increasing trend in waiting time to treatment, namely in France, Portugal, Canada, US, and Italy. 355 

Sixteen indicators (38%) signalled stable waiting times and 8 (19%) a reduction in time to treatment. 356 

Twenty-one surveys [58,70,84–86,88,108,109,114,117,132–134,141,147–153], 2 studies using 357 

administrative data and surveys [121,138] and 1 prospective study [117] reported on delays in cancer 358 

treatment. From those, eleven articles were international studies. All have reported delays or 359 

interruptions on different aspects of cancer treatment, namely in Canada, France, Germany, Italy, 360 

Netherlands, US, and UK. 361 

Fifty articles reported on “changes in treatment”, resulting in 304 indicators collated. A total of 106 362 

indicators (19 articles [50,52,65,75,77,90,96–98,101,102,106,118,121,135,137,138,142,154]) were 363 

collected from administrative data, 13 indicators from registry data [134,138] and 185 were survey-364 

base information [13,46,58,70,78,85,88,113–116,126,130,141,145,148–151,155–159]. Changes in 365 

treatment are summarized in Fig. 3. 366 

  367 
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 384 

Fig. 3 – Treatment changes reported in the articles. IV: intravenous; CRT: chemotherapy. 385 
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 386 

Modifications in treatment were reported in 195 (64%) of indicators. The most frequent changes in 387 

treatment were in surgical procedures (n=56 indicators, 29%), radiation-specific changes (n=55 388 

indicators, 28%) and change of original protocol of chemotherapy (n=45 indicators, 23%). 389 

Modifications documented in surgical procedures were a decrease in use of laparoscopic surgery 390 

together with an increase of open or radical surgery, an increase in stoma formation rate, and a decrease 391 

of immediate breast reconstruction rate in breast cancer patients. The radiation-specific care variations 392 

identified were radiotherapy hypofractionation, treatment disruptions, increase in short-course 393 

treatments, and physicians being less likely to prescribe adjuvant radiotherapy. 394 

Treatment “protocol” changes were reported by 40 indicators. The most frequent change was 395 

performing surgery without neoadjuvant chemotherapy (Fig. 3). 396 

 397 

A total of 12 indicators from 4 articles [42,55,93,99] reported on the “number of visits and admissions” 398 

of cancer patients to the hospital. Of these indicators, 10 (83%) signalled a decreasing trend. Two 399 

international surveys [55,85] to health professionals have also disclosed a decrease in the number of 400 

oncology unit hospitalizations. 401 

Regarding the “utilization of telemedicine”, 4 indicators were identified from 4 articles 402 

[68,86,103,152]. Fourteen surveys [13,58,70,109,112–115,134,141,145,149,152,157] provided 403 

information on telemedicine use, from which ten were international studies. Three were patients’ 404 

surveys. All the survey-based information and quantitative indicators reported an increase in the use 405 

of telehealth to provide cancer care. One article [160] assessed patient and providers’ satisfaction 406 

regarding the use of telemedicine in rehabilitation of cancer patients. The proportion of patients that 407 

provided good feedback ranged from 63% to 84%, and the physicians’ perspective was also 408 

satisfactory, ranging from 66% to 83% of physicians reporting positive feedback. Four international 409 

surveys [115,141,145,150] addressed the implementation of virtual multidisciplinary tumor boards, 410 

showing a marked increase in the use of web-based platforms. 411 
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Two main outcomes were addressed in the included articles: “procedures and surgical outcome 412 

measures” and “mortality”. Fifteen indicators from 8 articles [93,97–103] conveyed information 413 

regarding procedures’ outcomes. From these indicators, 11 (73%) showed similar complication rates. 414 

One Italian survey [127] has also documented a stable number of complications after esophageal 415 

resections. 416 

With respect to mortality in cancer patients, 24 indicators were identified from 4 articles. Twenty of 417 

these indicators resulted from one Portuguese study [105], the other 3 indicators showed a stable 418 

postoperative death rate in patients with head and neck cancer (France) [102], and a stable in-hospital 419 

mortality rate for orthopedic tumors at the traumatology department (Germany) [123]. One Turkish 420 

study [100] documented increased mortality in occlusive colorectal cancers patients. 421 

The trends of the indicators are summarized in Fig. 4. 422 

 423 
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 424 

Fig. 4 – Number of cancer care indicators and trends per category (%), according to the cancer care pathway 425 
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Discussion 426 

In this study, we performed a scoping review to identify the indicators used in the literature to measure 427 

the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the cancer care pathway from January to June 2020, and the 428 

changes in the quality of care signalled by these indicators. We identified a total of 135 articles, with 429 

a total of 917 quantitative indicators, reporting on 94 countries. Changes in the quality of care are 430 

spread across the care pathway. This performance information suggests capacity constraints, it shows 431 

quick adaptations and innovations in cancer management. If collected in near-real-time and processed 432 

into actionable information, it would allow monitoring changes in care during the current pandemic 433 

and in future events more efficiently, supporting timely and adequate responses. 434 

Our findings signal a major impact on the diagnosis of cancer: a decreasing trend in the number of 435 

screenings, diagnostic procedures, and, consequently, in the number of cancer diagnoses, resulting in 436 

increasing screening detection rates, and delays in diagnostic care. These result from the reduction of 437 

screening programs [4], the cancelation of elective procedures [22], and patients’ avoidance of going 438 

to healthcare facilities [161,162]. Previous studies documented the decreasing number of primary care 439 

consultations for a wide range of clinical conditions [163,164] and a relevant fall in new cancer 440 

diagnoses in primary care [76]. 441 

Trends regarding cancer staging at diagnosis portray a mixed picture. The reduction in the number of 442 

elective diagnostic procedures could explain stage-shifts in cancer presentation. We also found an 443 

increasing trend in the proportion of urgent/emergent cancer referrals and in the proportion of emergent 444 

procedures, as well as evidence of patients presenting with a more severe clinical condition to the 445 

hospital than before the pandemic. These trends suggest patients with advanced-stage cancers 446 

continued to seek care. It could also signal those patients waited longer before receiving care, with 447 

potential deleterious outcomes. These results highlight the need to closely monitor the impact of the 448 

COVID-19 pandemic on shifts in cancer staging at diagnosis and the relevance of collecting this data 449 

systematically, which is a reality only in a few OECD countries, such as the Netherlands and Slovenia 450 

[165]. 451 
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With respect to treatment, about 40% of the indicators reporting on waiting times to treatment signalled 452 

an increasing trend, we observe a decreasing trend in the volume of the three modalities of cancer 453 

treatment, and a large number and diversity of information reporting on treatment changes. These 454 

results reveal the remarkable influence of the pandemic on patterns of cancer care in the first half of 455 

2020. These changes result from postponements of care decided by physicians to decrease patients’ 456 

exposure to hospitals [113], switch to audio- or video-consultations, and deferrals and treatment 457 

modifications guided by updated recommendations by many medical societies [11,12]. Almost two-458 

thirds of the indicators reported changes in treatment, which shows that providers have quickly adapted 459 

their care practices, which strengthens the argument for the need for monitoring closely these changes. 460 

While some of these care modifications could be learning opportunities for the future, this information 461 

should be standardised, transparent, and timely, allowing to appraise the modifications in care provided 462 

during crises regarding access, quality, and outcomes. 463 

The increase in telemedicine utilization we report is a generalized trend across a range of medical 464 

specialties [4] and it constitutes a hallmark of the innovation triggered by this pandemic. Albeit the 465 

positive feedback by physicians and patients we report, telehealth risks to increase inequalities in 466 

access to care [166,167]. 467 

Short-term oncological outcomes were addressed by a few indicators and are reported as being stable, 468 

which is in line with a recent international cohort study including 61 countries and 15 tumor types 469 

[22]. However, deferred care will most likely lead to worse long-term outcomes, which needs to be 470 

monitored. Attempts to quantify this impact were developed, for instance, by a British nation-wide 471 

modelling study where the authors estimated a total of 59 204–63 229 additional years of life lost 472 

attributed to four major cancers [168], compared with pre-pandemic data. 473 

Previous works addressed the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on regional or national settings 474 

[5,50], on specific cancers [5,6,169], specific stages of the care pathway [54], or treatment modalities 475 

[22]. This scoping review provides a summary of cancer care performance indicators, concerning 476 

various diseases, from early detection to the treatment phase of the care pathway, within OECD 477 

countries. Additionally, we report changes in the quality of cancer care based on indicators’ trends, 478 
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from January to June 2020, which constitutes an innovative approach to assess changes in healthcare 479 

performance. 480 

Our study has some limitations. The heterogeneity of study designs, populations, diseases, indicators, 481 

and indicators’ definitions do not allow application of a meta-analysis approach and quantifying the 482 

real impact of the pandemic on cancer care. We also recognize potential bias that could arise from the 483 

inclusion of survey data, which rely on what respondents recall and report. However, a relevant number 484 

of surveys were conducted by international societies and networks of providers, which allows for the 485 

collection of credible information regarding changes in care. Surveys also show how medical societies 486 

and countries were unable to obtain these data using current health information systems and data 487 

structures. We acknowledge the patients’ perspective is not comprehensive since only a few surveys 488 

included patient-reported outcomes and experiences of care measures. The cancer care pathway is not 489 

complete in this study, as it did not address primary prevention, rehabilitation, and palliative care. 490 

Nonetheless, we provide a thorough overview of the cancer care pathway, from diagnosis to outcomes. 491 

The distribution of studies per country is not homogenous in this study, which does not allow to 492 

generalize these trends to all included countries or to fully assess disparities in cancer care between 493 

OECD countries. Care inequalities could have been exacerbated during this pandemic, which needs to 494 

be further studied regarding cancer care. 495 

The COVID-19 pandemic keeps evolving until the present time and postponing of care was reported 496 

in some countries by the end of 2021 and the beginning of 2022 [170,171], which means that this 497 

impact is adding up. Figures concerning new COVID-19 cases, mortality, and vaccination coverage, 498 

are presented daily to the public since the beginning of 2020. Additional and considerable efforts are 499 

needed to expose the effects caused by this pandemic in non-COVID-19 care, and some of the 500 

indicators we present could be useful to convey that message. 501 

As new waves keep evolving, it is crucial to monitor performance indicators, such as shifts in cancer 502 

staging or worsening of outcomes, closely and promptly. Also, the link between structure, process, and 503 

(short- and long-term) outcome indicators should be undertaken to allow an accurate and timely 504 
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evaluation of the changes in the care provided during crises (and in regular times). Tools like the “Time 505 

to Act Data Navigator” [172] developed by the European Cancer Organization and the “Global Cancer 506 

Observatory” [173] signal the ambition to address this lack of standardised and regular collection of 507 

data and indicators. Within the scope of Europe’s Beating Cancer Plan, the European Cancer 508 

Inequalities Registry [20] aims to monitor inequalities across Europe, by providing reliable data on 509 

cancer prevention and care. 510 

 511 

Conclusion 512 

Our results provide a summary of performance indicators used in the literature to assess the cancer 513 

care pathway from January 2020 to June 2020, and the changes in the quality of care signalled by these 514 

indicators. This study shows that health systems struggled to ensure the continuity in the quality of 515 

care to cancer patients in OECD countries. This information could inform on the bottlenecks of the 516 

cancer care pathway and contribute to identifying disparities between and within countries, as well as 517 

moments for intervention during the evolving pandemic and in future crises. Further research and 518 

investment are necessary to generate system-wide oriented intelligence and strengthen data 519 

infrastructures worldwide, to support timely and adequate health policy responses. 520 

  521 
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