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Background: Some women make an informed choice not to attend breast screening, whereas others may have forgotten about
the appointment. We report on a randomised trial that investigates whether a reminder letter affects attendance.

Methods: Women scheduled for a breast screening appointment were randomised to either receive a reminder letter a few days
before their breast screening appointment in addition to the standard invitation letter (intervention) or not (control). The primary
outcome was attendance within 30 days of the first offered appointment. Secondary outcomes were attendance within 90 and 180
days.

Results: In all, 11383 (49.9%) women were randomised to the intervention and 11445 (50.1%) to the control. In the intervention
arm, 7759 (68.2%) attended within 30 days of the first offered appointment compared with 7349 (64.2%) in the control arm. This
difference was significant (P<0.001). The odds ratio (OR) (95% confidence interval) for the primary end point was 1.19 (1.13-1.26).
This was not significantly affected by age, socioeconomic status or type of screen (prevalent or incident). Secondary endpoint
analyses supported these results. Results did differ, however, between the different centres studied.

Conclusions: This study found that postal reminders increase breast screening uptake, and could be practicable to implement in
the NHS Breast Screening Programme.

The effect of a screening programme on breast cancer mortality
depends, in part, upon high participation rates. The service
has a duty to allow the women invited to make up their own mind
as to whether to take up the offer of screening, but it is incumbent
on the provider to acknowledge that the service is offered
because screening has been found to prevent deaths from breast
cancer (Marmot et al, 2013). This independent review was
undertaken because of the recent and highly publicised
criticism of breast screening (Getzche and Nielsen, 2011), although
the concerns have been shown to be largely unwarranted

(Duffy et al, 2012). Although the Marmot review concluded
that the benefits of breast cancer screening far outweighed
the harms, there is no doubt that this could have had a
negative effect on breast screening attendance. Attending
regularly is important as cancers detected symptomatically in
women who have been invited to breast screening but have
not attended tend to be characterised by poor survival
(Lawrence et al, 2009).

There are a number of interventions that can improve
participation in cancer screening programmes. These include
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telephone, face-to-face, postal and text reminders (Fleming et al,
2012; Offman et al, 2014; Shankleman et al, 2014; Kerrison et al,
2015), GP endorsement (Hewitson et al, 2011), second timed
appointments for non-attenders (Stead et al, 1998) and flexibility
as regards appointment times (Offman et al, 2013).

In the UK’s National Health Service Breast Screening
Programme (NHSBSP), attendance rates for screening have
slowly declined nationally over the past few years. In 2004-2005,
74.6% of invited women aged 50-70 years attended, but this had
fallen to 72.2% by 2012-2013. The fall was more marked
for women in the first (prevalent) round of screening, where
attendance across the United Kingdom fell to 68.1%,
compared with 71.0% in 2005-2006, and is now below the
national minimum standard of 70% (NHS Cancer Screening
Programmes, 2007; NHS, 2013).

Some women who do not attend screening may have made an
informed decision not to attend, but others will have intended to go to
the appointment but simply forgot about it and therefore failed to
attend. Here we report on a study to estimate the effect on participation
of a postal reminder sent a few days before a woman’s appointment.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

We conducted a randomised controlled trial in three screening
units in the North-West of England: Bolton, Bury and Rochdale
(referred to as Bolton), Wigan and Liverpool. Women were
randomised 1:1 by each woman’s screening reference number (Sx
number) by a simple coin toss at the commencement of the study
to determine whether the intervention arm (to receive the
reminder letter) would be women with odd- or even-numbered
Sx numbers. The Sx number is a unique number allocated to
women when they first come to breast screening and which they
keep throughout their screening life. There was no reason to
believe that a difference existed between the characteristics of
women with odd and even Sx numbers as there is no systematic
practice with regard to the SX number allocated. Appointment and
attendance data were downloaded from the National Breast
Screening System database.

All women who were due to be invited to their regular three
yearly or first breast screening appointment within the time period
of this study received an invitation letter giving ~ 3 weeks notice of
a dated and timed screening appointment, following normal
screening programme procedures. Approximately 2 weeks later, a
letter reminding them of this appointment was generated and sent
to the women in the intervention arm of the trial (Supplementary
Material). They received this letter a few days before their original
screening appointment. Women in the control arm did not receive
this reminder letter. Care was taken to ensure that the reminder
contained accurate information and was non-coercive in tone. The
important role of the reminder was to draw the invitee’s attention
to their imminent screening appointment. The letter is given in the
Supplementary Material.

Women were excluded from this study for the following
reasons:

(i) Women outside the age range 50-70 years. Although the
eligible age range has recently been extended to women aged
47-73 years, it has not yet been fully implemented in all
screening units.

(i) Women under surveillance for a higher risk of breast

cancer due, for example, to a family history of breast

cancer.

Women who were recalled early because of either a suspicious

finding on a mammogram or a technical reason.

(iv) Women who had cancelled their appointment before
generation of the ‘reminder date’, and who did not rebook

(iii)

at a later date (this exclusion was to ensure non-coercion of
those who had firmly decided not to attend).

Overall attendance in the two arms was compared using
descriptive tables of numbers and percentages attending, with
formal statistical inference using logistic regression. Data were
analysed using the STATA 12 software statistical package
(StataCorp, 2011), reporting deviance, ;{2 tests, odds ratios (OR)
and 95% confidence intervals. Subgroup analyses were performed
for prevalent and incident rounds, previous non-attenders, patient
age and socioeconomic status, which was measured by the index of
multiple deprivation (IMD) (Communities and Local Government,
2010). Four end points were used:

Attendance report 1 (primary end point):

o Attendance within 30 days of the date of first offered
appointment (FOA).

Attendance report 2 (secondary end points):

o Attendance within 90 days of the date of FOA;

o Attendance within 180 days of the date the episode was
opened, which is the time frame used to calculate screening
uptake;

o Attendance at the date and time of the FOA.

A power calculation, using the ‘sampsi’ option in STATA 12
(StataCorp, 2011) demonstrated that 20000 women entered into
the study (10000 in each arm) would confer 84% power to detect
an increase from 65 to 67% attendance as significant.

Ethical considerations. To ensure that the women receiving the
reminder letter did not feel pressurised into attending their
screening appointment if they had made a decision not to attend, it
was ensured, in consultation with experts and lay persons, that
these letters were non-coercive in tone. There were considered no
potential harms to the recipients of these letters. This study was
approved by the South Central Oxford A Research Ethics
Committee (application number 12/SC/0722). The trial was
registered with the ISRCTN registry, number 02240458 (http://
www.controlled-trials.com/ISRCTN02240458).

Randomised N=27385 |

S Excluded N = 4557*

Allocated to intervention
N=11383

Allocated to control
N=11445

| Analysed N = 11383 Analysed N = 11 445

* This figure included women outside the age range of 50-70
years, women at a higher risk of breast cancer, early recalls and
women who had cancelled their appointment prior to generation
of the reminder date.

Figure 1. Study procedure (adapted from the CONSORT Transparent
Reporting of Trials).
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Table 1. Patient characteristics by randomisation status

No intervention, N (%) Intervention, N (%) Test
11445 (50.1) 11383 (49.9)
Mean IMD score (range)® 27.4 (2.2-82.0) 27.4 (2.2-81.6) Wilcoxon's rank-sum test
z=0.01, P>2z=0.99
IMD, N (%)°
1st quintile 3392 (29.8) 3392 (30.0) 12 for trend
z=0.33, P>z=0.74
2nd quintile 2486 (21.9) 2384 (21.1)
3rd quintile 1878 (16.5) 1880 (16.6)
4th quintile 2336 (20.5) 2409 (21.3)
5th quintile 1279 (11.3) 1242 (11.0)
Mean age at first offered appointment (years) 59.0 (50-70) 59.0 (50-70) Wilcoxon's rank-sum test
2=0.36, P>2z=0.72
Age group (years), N (%)
<60 6179 (54.0) 6119 (53.8) Pearson’s 3° (1)=0.12, P=0.72
60+ 5266 (46.0) 5264 (46.2)
Screen type
Prevalent 3110 (27.2) 3154 (27.7) Pearson’s XZ (1)=0.82, P=0.37
Incident 8335 (72.8) 8229 (72.3)
Centre
Bolton 5745 (50.2) 5738 (50.4) Pearson’s 3° (2)=0.30, P=0.86
Wigan 2835 (24.8) 2784 (24.5)
Liverpool 2865 (25.0) 2861 (25.1)
Abbreviation: IMD =index of multiple deprivation.
®Higher score = lower socioeconomic status.
Bist quintile = lowest socioeconomic class.

RESULTS

Opverall, 27 385 women were recruited into this study. In all, 4557
women were excluded because of the reasons stated in the
Materials and Methods section. This left 22 828 women for the
analyses: 5619 (24.6%) from Wigan, 5726 (25.1%) from Liverpool
and 11483 (50.3%) from Bolton. A total of 11 383 (49.9%) women
were randomised to receive the intervention of an invitation
reminder letter and 11445 (50.1%) to the control arm (usual
invitation procedures) (Figure 1). Descriptive statistics of both
groups can be found in Table 1. As expected, there was no
significant difference between those randomised to receive the
invitation letter compared with those who were not, for socio-
economic status, age at FOA or whether it was a woman’s first
(prevalent) or subsequent (incident) screen.

In total, 15108 (66.2%) of the women attended for screening
within 30 days of the FOA (Table 2). Those receiving the intervention
were significantly more likely to attend compared with those who did
not receive it (P<0.001): 7759 (68.2%) vs 7349 (64.2%). The OR of
attending screening within 30 days of the FOA if in the intervention
arm was 1.19 (1.13-1.26) compared with the control arm.

The following secondary end points were analysed:

(i) The OR of attending for women being screened within 90
days of the FOA was 1.16 (1.09-1.23), 8141 (71.1%) in the
control vs 8430 (74.1%) in the intervention arm attended
within 90 days FOA (Table 2).

(ii) The OR (95% CI) of women attending within 180 days of the
episode being opened was very similar at 1.14 (1.08-1.22),
8254 (72.1%) in the control vs 8511 (74.8%) in the
intervention arm attended within 180 days of the episode
being opened (Table 2).

(iii) In all, 10749 (47.1%) of all women attended screening on
their FOA date, that is, they did not change their appointment
date. Of these, 5531 (49.9%) were in the intervention arm
compared with 5218 (45.6%) in the control arm, a significant
difference (P<0.001).

Table 2. Attendance within 30 and 90 days® and within 180
days®

| Attenders (%) [
End No
point intervention | Intervention| OR (95% CI) |Significance
Attending within 30 days FOA
Yes 7349 (64.2) 7759 (68.2) 1.19 (1.13-1.26)| P<0.001
No 4096 (35.8) 3624 (31.8)
Attending within 90 days FOA
Yes 8141 (71.1) 8430 (74.1) 1.16 (1.09-1.23)| P<0.001
No 3304 (28.9) 2953 (25.9)
Attending within 180 days of episode opened
Yes 8254 (72.1) 8511 (74.8) 1.14 (1.08-1.22)| P<0.001
No 3191 (27.9) 2872 (25.2)
Abbreviations: Cl = confidence interval; FOA =first offered appointment; OR = odds ratio.
20f the first offered appointment date.
POf when the episode was first opened, by randomization.

Similar effects of the intervention were observed for women
aged <60 years and women aged 60 years and above who attended
within 30 days of their FOA with ORs of attending of 1.19 (1.10-
1.29) and 1.19 (1.10-1.30), respectively: 3861 (62.5%) in the
control vs 4068 (66.5%) in the intervention arm for women <60
years of age and 3488 (66.2%) in the control vs 3691 (70.1%) in the
intervention arm for women 60 years of age and above (Table 3).
Analyses of 90 days after the FOA and 180 days after the episode
was opened for these women supported these results.

Overall, there were 6264 out of 22 828 (27.4%) women who were
offered a first (prevalent) screen and 16564 (72.6%) who were
offered a subsequent (incident) screen. Screening attendance
within 30 days of FOA was significantly higher for women offered
an incident vs a prevalent screen irrespective of whether they were
randomised to the intervention or control arm (75.1% incident
screen compared with 42.7% prevalent screen for attending within
30 days of FOA). The low prevalent screen uptake is owing to the
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Table 3. Results by age at randomisation

‘ Attenders/total (%) !

Reminders and breast screening attendance

‘ End point ‘ No intervention ’ Intervention ‘ OR (95% ClI)

Age (years)

<60 Days from FOA
30 3861/6179 (62.5) 4068/6119 (66.5) 1.19 (1.10-1.29)
90 4298/6179 (69.6) 4442/6119 (72.6) 1.16 (1.07-1.25)
Days from episode opened
180 4365/6179 (70.6) 4495/6119 (73.5) 1.15 (1.06-1.25)
60+ years Days from FOA
30 3488/5266 (66.2) 3691/5264 (70.1) 1.19 (1.10-1.30)
90 3843/5266 (73.0) 3988/5264 (75.8) 1.15 (1.06-1.27)
Days from episode opened
180 3889/5266 (73.9) 4016/5264 (76.3) 1.14 (1.04-1.25)

Abbreviations: Cl= confidence interval; FOA =first offered appointment; OR = odds ratio.

Attenders/total (%)

Table 4. Results for women aged 50-52 years® and 53-70 years®

‘ End point | No intervention ‘ Intervention ‘ OR (95% Cl)
screen
Prevalent round for women aged 50-52 years inclusive Days from FOA
30 1050/1772 (59.3) 1157/1814 (63.8) 1.21 (1.05-1.39)
90 1152/1772 (65.0) 1266/1814 (69.8) 1.24 (1.08-1.43)
Days from episode
opened
180 1164/1772 (65.7) 1280/1814 (70.6) 1.25 (1.08-1.44)
Incident round for women aged 53-70 years inclusive who Days from FOA
previously attended
30 5313/7157 (74.30 5590/7120 (78.5) 1.26 (1.17-1.37)
90 5884/7157 (49.3) 6057/7120 (85.1) 1.23 (1.12-1.35)
Days from episode
opened
180 5964/7157 (83.3) 6106/7120 (85.8) 1.20 (1.09-1.32)
Incident round for women aged 53-70 years inclusive who did Days from FOA
not previously attended
30 36/90 (40.0) 37/83 (44.6) 1.20 (0.65-2.21)
90 47/90 (52.2) 43/83 (47.8) 0.98 (0.54-1.79)
Days from episode
opened
180 48/90 (53.2) 44/83 (47.8) 0.98 (0.54-1.80)

Abbreviations: Cl = confidence interval; FOA =first offered appointment; OR = odds ratio.
®Inclusive for prevalent screen.

Blnclusive for incident screen by previously did and did not attend.

fact that this includes women who have been invited before but
have never attended. To take this into account, Table 4 shows the
results for the prevalent round for younger women, that is, aged
50-52 years and the incident round for women 53-70 years by
whether they attended the previous screen or not. For younger

. : 7P Sites No intervention| Intervention | OR (95% Cl)
women in the prevalent round and for older women in the incident Bolton 3658/5745 (63.7) | 3992/5738 (69.6) | 1.30 (1.20-1.41)
round who had attended their routine screen 3 years previously, -
attendance within 30 days of the FOA was significantly greater for Wigan 1962/2835 (69.2) | 1986/2784 (71.3) | 1.10 (0.98-1.24)
those in the intervention arm compared with those in the control | Liverpool 1729/2865 (60.4) | 1781/2861 (62.3) | 1.08 (0.97-1.21)

group. ORs (95% CI) were 1.21 (1.05-1.39) and 1.26 (1.17-1.37),
respectively. Analysis of 90 and 180 days supported these results
for both groups. For older women who had not attended their last
routine screen 3 years previously, numbers were too small for
significance, but attendance within 30 days was in the direction
showing benefit to women in the intervention arm compared with
the controls with an OR (95% CI) of 1.20 (0.65-2.21). For 90 and
180 days the ORs were close to 1.00, with ORs (95% CI) of 0.98
(0.54-1.79) and 0.98 (0.54-1.80), respectively.

There was significant heterogeneity of the effect of the
intervention between sites (P =0.01), with only Bolton showing a

Table 5. ORs for attending screening within 30 days of first

offered appointment date by site

[ Attenders/total (%)

Abbreviations: Cl = confidence interval; OR = odds ratio.

significant increase in attendance in the intervention group within
30 days of FOA, OR (95% CI) 1.30 (1.20-1.41). Wigan and
Liverpool had ORs (95% CI) of 1.10 (0.98-1.24) and 1.08
(0.97-1.21), respectively (Table 5), with both of borderline
significance (P=0.08 and 0.1, respectively). Secondary results
showed a significant effect of the intervention for Bolton for both
90 and 180 days: OR (95% CI) 1.24 (1.15-1.36) and 1.22 (1.13-
1.33), respectively. Wigan showed a borderline effect for both 90
and 180 days: OR (95% CI) 1.13 (1.00-1.29) and 1.13 (0.998-1.29),
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respectively, and Liverpool showed a nonsignificant effect with
ORs (95% CI) 1.03 (0.92-1.53) and 1.02 (0.91-1.15) for both 90
and 180 days, respectively.

Almost 30% of all the women in this study were in the lowest
socioeconomic quintile and only 11.1% in the highest. 21.5%,
16.6% and 20.9% were in the second, third and fourth lowest
socioeconomic quintile, respectively. Women in Liverpool were the
most deprived, with 42% in the lowest socioeconomic quintile and
only 2.6% in the highest. There were 31.9% of women in Bolton
who were in the lowest quintile and 9.1% in the highest. In
contrast, women in Wigan were more affluent, with 13.5% in the
lowest quintile and 23.9% in the highest. Logistic regression
analysis using the continuous variable of IMD score, where a
higher score indicates lower socioeconomic status, showed that a
woman was less likely to attend the lower her socioeconomic status
was, regardless of study arm. The effect of the intervention did not
vary by IMD score (results available from the authors).

DISCUSSION

This study shows a significant improvement from 72.5 to 75.1% in
eventual uptake for breast screening and an improvement from
64.2 to 68.2% in attending within 30 days of FOA as a result of a
postal reminder of a woman’s imminent breast screening
appointment. This indicates that the intervention, in addition to
improving overall uptake and therefore the public health impact of
the screening programme, also improves attendance at first booked
appointment, conferring a reduction in appointments wasted
through non-attendance and rebooking. Age, socioeconomic status
and type of screen (prevalent or incident) did not significantly
modify this effect.

The limitations of this study are the expedient of using odd or
even SX numbers for allocation to the trial arm rather than formal
randomisation, and the fact that the study took place entirely
within one region, the north-west of England. As noted above,
there is no systematic practice in allocation of odd or even SX
numbers, and thus we submit that this does not detract from the
validity of the results. The areas in which the study took place had
lower uptake than the national average, thus absolute uptake rates
cannot be generalised, although it is highly probable that the effect
of the intervention would apply nationally.

This study lends weight to conclusions from numerous other
studies that have looked at various additional interventions to
increase participation in breast cancer screening. A Cochrane
review concluded that active recruitment strategies including direct
reminders increased participation (Bonfill Cosp et al, 2001). This
was borne out by a more recent review incorporating other (non-
breast) cancer screening programmes (Camilloni et al, 2013).
A study in Italy of different methods of involving and informing
women about mammography found that a reminder letter
increased participation rate in 5360 Italian women aged 40-45
years by an average of 7.7% (Giordano et al, 2011). Studies in the
Republic of Ireland have found increases of 17.9-29.9% with
reminder letters (Hayes et al, 1999; Fleming et al, 2012). A survey
of 50-60-year-old women in Ontario, Canada explored the
acceptability of reminder letters for breast cancer screening. The
women found them to be useful and they also appeared to
influence the women’s decision to undergo mammography
screening (Kaczorowski et al, 2009).

Interestingly, for women aged 53-70 years who had not
previously attended, the intervention had no effect on ultimate
participation rates, but did improve attendance within 30 days of
FOA. This suggests that its effect in this group is only to change the
time of attendance to the FOA or near that time.

The more resource-intensive intervention of a telephone
reminder has also been observed to improve participation in
breast screening. In an area of East London, characterised by ethnic
diversity and populations of low socioeconomic status, a telephone
reminder campaign was observed to be associated with a greater
increase in participation, of the order of 10% (Offman et al, 2014).
However, the baseline participation rate was low in the area of that
study, around 50%, and thus there was considerably more room for
improvement. In addition, the telephone reminder came from the
invitee’s general practice, and so had an implicit GP endorsement.
A randomised trial in Belgium found that there was a 4% increase
in breast screening attendance among 3880 women aged 50-69
years who received a tailored telephone reminder compared with
controls (Goelen et al, 2010).

Another attractive option is the mobile phone text message,
often used to send reminders of dental appointments. This has the
immediacy of a telephone call, but does not have the confronta-
tional aspect or the human resource outlay. A randomised trial in
the London borough of Hillingdon tested whether text messages
were effective in improving attendance for women aged 47-53
years receiving their first invitation to breast screening and found
that it was, with an OR of 1.26 (1.05-1.48). The OR only including
those women who had a mobile phone number recorded (41%)
was 1.71 (1.29-2.26) (Kerrison et al, 2015).

It is interesting to note that the effect of a reminder letter was
greater in Bolton than in the other two sites. The effects in the
other two sites were, however, in the same direction, with at least
suggestive levels of significance. Additionally, Bolton recruited
much larger numbers than either of the other two sites, and so had
greater statistical power to find a significant result. However, it is
possible that local issues may modify the effect of the intervention
and these might require further investigation before implementa-
tion. It is difficult to see what might render Bolton more responsive
to the intervention than the other two areas. It is more deprived
than Wigan, but less so than Liverpool (all three areas are more
deprived than the England average). Although Bolton has the
largest ethnic diversity of the three areas, all have more than 80%
white British or Irish populations. In terms of health statistics,
Bolton does have more favourable results than the other two areas
in terms of a number of indices, including smoking-related deaths,
alcohol-related harm, obesity and physical activity (http://www.a-
pho.org.uk/default.aspx?QN=P_HEALTH_PROFILES). It may be
that populations that already have a greater degree of health
consciousness are more responsive to health reminders such as that
evaluated in this study.

A formal cost-effectiveness analysis is planned, which will
estimate the incremental cost-effectiveness ratios for the average
effect and for the range of effects observed in this trial.

It is desirable to find approaches that allow women to make an
informed choice about whether to attend for screening and to
make screening accessible and acceptable to maximise the
attendance of those who wish to be screened. It seems logical to
suggest that the intention to attend is a key concept and a strong
predictor of actual attendance. Therefore, those women with this
intention would benefit from practical interventions such as
reminders. The postal reminder evaluated here might be practic-
able to implement across the NHSBSP.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank all the staff at the individual breast screening units who
were involved in this study for allowing us to use their data and for
answering numerous queries. This study was supported financially
by National Cancer Screening Programmes. Stephen Duffy
contributed to this study as part of the programme of the Policy

www.bjcancer.com | DOI:10.1038/bjc.2015.451

175


http://www.apho.org.uk/default.aspx?QN=P_HEALTH_PROFILES
http://www.apho.org.uk/default.aspx?QN=P_HEALTH_PROFILES
http://www.bjcancer.com

BRITISH JOURNAL OF CANCER

Reminders and breast screening attendance

Research Unit in Cancer Awareness, Screening and Early
Diagnosis, which receives funding for a research programme from
the Department of Health Policy Research Programme, grant
number 106/0001. It is a collaboration between researchers from
seven institutions (Queen Mary University of London, UCL, King’s
College London, London School of Hygiene and Tropical
Medicine, Hull York Medical School, Durham University and
Peninsula Medical School.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

The authors declare no conflict of interest.

REFERENCES

Bonfill Cosp X, Marzo Castillejo M, Pladevall Vila M, Marti J, Emparanza JI
(2001) Strategies for increasing the participation of women in community
breast cancer screening. Cochrane Database of Syst Rev 1: DC002943.

Camilloni L, Ferroni E, Cendales BJ], Pezzarossi A, Furnari G, Borgia P,
Guasticchi G, Giorgi Rossi P (2013) Methods to increase participation
Working Group. Methods to increase participation in organised screening
programmes: a systematic review. BMC Public Health 13: 464.

Communities and Local Government (2010) Available at: https://www.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6871/
1871208.pdf (accessed on 16 September 2015).

Duffy SW, Ming-Fang Yen A, Hsiu-Hsi Chen T, Li-Sheng Chen S, Yueh-Hsia
Chiu S, Jean-Yu Fan ], Smith RA, Vitak B, Tabar L (2012) Long-term
benefits of breast screening. Breast Cancer Manag 1: 313-338.

Fleming P, Mooney T, Fitzpatrick P (2012) Impact of second reminder
invitation on uptake of screening and cancer detection in BreastCheck.
Ir Med J 105: 7-9.

Giordano L, Stefaninin V, Senore C, Frigerion A, Castagno R, Marra V,
Dalmasso M, Rosselli del Turco, Paci E, Segnan N (2011) The impact of
different communication and organizational strategies on mammography
screening uptake in women aged 40-45 years. Eur ] Public Health 22:
413-418.

Goelen G, DeClerq G, Hanssens S (2010) A community peer-volunteer
telephone reminder call to increase breast cancer-screening attendance.
Oncol Nurs Forum 37: 312-317.

Gotzche PC, Nielsen M (2011) Screening for breast cancer with
mammography. Cochrane Database Syst Rev (1): CD001877.

Hayes C, O’Herlihy B, Hynes M, Johnson Z (1999) The impact of reminder
letters on attendance for breast cancer screening. Ir Med Sci 168: 29-32.

Hewitson P, Ward AM, Heneghan C, Halloran SP, Mant D (2011) Primary
care endorsement letter and a patient leaflet to improve participation in
colorectal cancer screening: results of a factorial randomised trial. Br J
Cancer 105: 475-480.

Kaczorowski J, Karwalajtys T, Lohfeld L, Laryea S, Anderson K, Roder S,
Sebaldt RJ (2009) Women’s views on reminder letters for screening
mammography. Can Fam Physician 55: 622-623.

Kerrison SG, Shukla H, Cunningham D, Oyebode O, Friedman E (2015) Text-
message reminders increase uptake of routine breast screening
appointments: a randomised controlled trial in a hard-to-reach
population. Br J Cancer 112: 1005-1010.

Lawrence G, O’Sullivan E, Kearins O, Tappenden N, Martin K, Wallis M
(2009) Screening histories of invasive breast cancers diagnosed 1989-2006
in the West Midlands, UK: variation with time and impact on 10-year
survival. ] Med Screen 16: 186-192.

Marmot MG, Altman DG, Cameron DA, Dewar JA, Thompson SG, Wilcox
M. the Independent UK Panel on Breast Cancer Screening (2013) The
benefits and harms of breast cancer screening: an independent review. Br J
Cancer 11: 2205-2240.

NHS Cancer Screening Programmes (2007) NHS Breast Screening Programme:
Annual Review 2007. NHS Cancer Screening Programmes: Sheffield, UK.

NHS (2013) Available at: http://www.cancerscreening.nhs.uk/breastscreen/uk-
statistics-1213.pdf (accessed on 16 September 2015).

Offman J, Myles J, Aryanayagam S, Colorado Z, Sharp M, Cruice M, North
BV, Shiel S, Baker T, Jeffries R, Binysh K, Duffy SW (2014) A telephone
reminder intervention to improve breast screening information and
access. Public Health 214: 1017-1022.

Offman J, Wilson M, Lamont M, Birke H, Kutt E, Marriage S, Loughrey Y,
Hudson S, Hartley A, Smith ], Eckersley B, Dungey F, Parmar D, Patnick J,
Duffy SW (2013) A randomised trial of weekend and evening breast
screening appointments. Br ] Cancer 109: 597-602.

Shankleman J, Massat NJ, Khagram L, Ariyanayagam S, Garner A, Khatoon S,
Rainbow S, Rangrez S, Colorado Z, Hu W, Parmar D, Duffy SW (2014)
Evaluation of a service intervention to improve awareness and uptake of
bowel cancer screening in ethnically-diverse areas. Br J Cancer 111: 1440-
1447.

StataCorp (2011) Stata Statistical Software: Release 12. StataCorp LP: College
Station, TX, USA.

Stead MJ, Wallis MG, Wheaton ME (1998) Improving uptake in non-
attenders of breast screening: selective use of second appointment. ] Med

Screen 5: 69-72.
This work is licensed under the Creative
BY Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecom-
mons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Supplementary Information accompanies this paper on British Journal of Cancer website (http://www.nature.com/bjc)

176

www.bjcancer.com | DOI:10.1038/bjc.2015.451


https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6871/1871208.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6871/1871208.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6871/1871208.pdf
http://www.cancerscreening.nhs.uk/breastscreen/uk-statistics-1213.pdf
http://www.cancerscreening.nhs.uk/breastscreen/uk-statistics-1213.pdf
http://www.bjcancer.com

	title_link
	Materials and methods
	Ethical considerations

	Figure™1Study procedure (adapted from the CONSORT Transparent Reporting of Trials)
	Results
	Table 1 
	Table 2 
	Table 3 
	Table 4 
	Table 5 
	Discussion
	A4
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	A5
	A6




