Cost-Effectiveness of
Strategies To Enhance
Mammography Use

OBJECTIVE. To estimate the cost-effectiveness of three strategies to increase breast
cancer screening with mammography (reminder postcard, reminder telephone call,
and motivational telephone call).

DESIGN. Cost accounting for each strategy followed by cost-effectiveness analysis.

DATA SOURCE FOR EFFECTIVENESS. Randomized trial of three strategies conducted at
Group Health Cooperative of Puget Sound (GHC).

TARGET POPULATION. Women 50 to 79 years of age who were enrolled in GHC’s breast
cancer screening program who did not schedule screening mammography within 2
months after it was recommended by letter.

PERSPECTIVE. Health plan.
OUTCOME MEASURE. Marginal cost-effectiveness of each additional woman screened.

RESULTS OF BASE-CASE ANALYSIS. Because of its high cost (about $26 per call) and
intermediate effectiveness, the motivational call was the least cost-effective strategy.
If it was assumed that 50% of the women who scheduled mammography after
receiving the reminder postcard would have scheduled mammography within 10
months even without it, marginal cost-cffectiveness for the postcard among all
women was $22 per woman screened versus $92 for the reminder call. Among
women with no previous mammography, the marginal cost-effectiveness for the
postcard was $70 versus $100 for the reminder call.

RESULTS OF SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS. Among women with no previous mammography,
the choice between the reminder postcard and the reminder call was sensitive to
assumptions about the percentage of women expected to receive mammography in
the absence of other promotional strategies.

coNcLusIoNs. A simple reminder postcard is the most cost-effective way to increase
mammography. Choices about how to promote mammography will ultimately
depend on plan values and willingness to invest in promotional strategies that
increase participation at higher unit costs.

or women 50 to 69 years of age, evidence clearly supports the effectiveness of

mammography as a breast cancer screening tool. Randomized trials have
demonstrated that mammographic screening in this age group can decrease breast
cancer mortality rates by approximately 25% to 30% within 5 or 6 years.! Breast can-
cer mortality rates have decreased since 1990, perhaps in part because of widespread
screening.”™ These benefits highlight the need to increase awareness and promotion
of mammography. With the growth of managed care in the United States, the oppor-
tunity to use the health plan to promote mammography as a breast cancer screening
tool has increased. However, health plans face the challenge of finding cost-effective
ways to Increase women’s participation in screening programs.

This paper is available at ecp.acponline.org.
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Health benefits are sufficient incentive for health
plans to find ways to increase participation, but the
health care market also prompts plans to improve deliv-
ery of all preventive services. So-called “report cards,”
such as the Health Plan Employer Data Information Set
(HEDIS) measures produced by the National Com-
mittee on Quality Assurance, include mammography
participation in women 52 to 69 years of age as one of
the elements on which managed health plans are evalu-
ated. Many health insurance purchasers will not con-
tract with plans that fail to meet HEDIS or other report
card standards.

Little research exists on the costs associated with
alternative strategies for breast cancer screening recruit-
ment. Most cost analyses have focused on the value of
mammographic screening, and the results of these stud-
ies have contributed to widespread adoption of such
screening for women 50 years of age and older.” The
National Cancer Institute, the American Cancer Society,
the U.S. Preventive Services Task Force, and other
groups in the United States and other countries recom-
mend screening mammography for women in this age
group, in part because of demonstrated reductions in
mortality rate.>°

In one of the few economic analyses of alternative
recruitment strategies for mammographic screening,
Hurley and colleagues’ found that personal promotion-
al strategies were more cost-effective than community
and public promotion efforts because they produced sig-
nificantly greater participation at a lower cost per mam-
mogram. This strategy was a personalized letter sent to
women identified through voter registration rolls.
Community-based strategies involved advertisements in
local newspapers and notices in public places frequented
by mammography candidates. The cost per woman
recruited through a personalized letter without a specif-
ic appointment date was $8.28 in 1990 U.S. dollars ver-
sus $17.31 and $83.39, respectively, for newspaper and
community promotion strategies.

In this paper, we use the results of a recent ran-
domized trial® to examine the cost-effectiveness of three
strategies to encourage participation in mammographic
screening (reminder postcard, reminder telephone call,
and motivational telephone call).

Methods

Overview

We report the estimated cost-effectiveness of alternative
strategies to increase mammography use in women 50 to
79 years of age. Our data are based on a recent trial con-
ducted at Group Health Cooperative of Puget Sound
(GHC). Our goal was to provide health plans with
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information about the cost-effectiveness of a reminder
postcard, reminder telephone call, and motivational
telephone call in increasing enrollees’ participation in
screening programs. The outcome of interest, based on
the anticipated needs of health plan decision makers,
was the marginal or incremental cost per participant
screened for each promotional strategy.

Setting

Our analysis is from the perspective of GHC, a mixed-
model HMO serving more than 500,000 enrollees in
western Washington State. In terms of ethnicity and
socioeconomic status, the GHC population is similar to
the communities in which it provides care.” Although
GHC has an ongoing breast cancer screening program,
we did not consider the fixed costs associated with
developing and maintaining this program in our
analysis.

Effectiveness: The Randomized Trial

Effectiveness data for our analysis were based on a ran-
domized trial® that evaluated alternative strategies to
improve participation in GHC’s breast cancer screening
program. Participants were recruited for the trial from a
random sample of 11,570 women aged 50 to 79 years
who were due to receive mammography in GHC’s
breast cancer screening program.

Figure 1 shows the flow of patients into the ran-
domized trial. Women who completed a survey were
sent a letter recommending mammography. Those who
did not schedule a mammogram within 2 months after
receiving the letter were randomly assigned to one of
three groups. Women in the first group received a post-
card reminding them of the importance of screening
and inviting them to schedule a mammogram. The
other two groups received telephone calls that 1)
acknowledged that they had not scheduled a mammo-
gram and that the opportunity still existed (reminder
call) or 2) engaged the woman in a discussion that
addressed affect, attitude, facilitating conditions, and
perceived breast cancer risk (motivational call).
Different staff members were involved in the reminder
and motivational calls. Callers in both telephone-based
strategies were trained in delivering the relevant mes-
sage and in using the appointment system for the GHC
screening program. Personnel conducting the telephone
interventions had access to the screening program’s
scheduling system and offered to schedule an appoint-
ment at the time of contact. Women were asked to con-
tact their health care providers if they had specific ques-
tions about breast cancer and mammography. Details on
the telephone call groups of the intervention are avail-
able elsewhere.’
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11,570 women due for a mammogram

|

6147 women approached for recruitment

!

5062 eligible women 50-79 years
of age due for a mammogram

|

3743 women 50-79 years of age completed a survey

703 already scheduled;
382 otherwise ineligible

Mailed recommendation to
schedule mammography

>

Mammography scheduled within 2 months?

Withdrew before
random assignment
(n=13)

Randomly assigned
to intervention group

No Yes

(n =1965)

Postcard reminder
(n =590)

(n=1765)
Reminder call Motivational call
(n =585) (n =590)

FIGURE 1. Design of the randomized trial of effectiveness.

Descriptive data on the women in each interven-
tion group are given in Table 1. Figure 2 shows the pri-
mary results of the trial. At 12 months, women in the two
telephone groups were significantly more likely to have
scheduled a mammogram than were women who
received the postcard; however, no statistically significant
difference was seen between the two telephone groups.

Cost: Accounting Methods

Overview
Cost assignment for each strategy is based on the project
team’s report of resources used to deliver the interven-

Cant. her/Octob.
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tion. Our cost model includes any office space or equip-
ment from GHC’s screening program that was used but
not paid for by the trial. GHC allowed the research team
to use some existing screening program resources (e.g.,
office space, telephones, computers) without charge.
However, we estimated the overhead expenses needed
for each intervention group by assuming that the health
plan incurred all of the additional expenditures required
to implement each promotional strategy.

Dollar values for resources used in the trial were
1998 local market costs for personnel, office space, fur-
nishings, and equipment. We do not use GHC’s costs
because they may reflect idiosyncrasies of GHC’s pur-
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TABLE 1
Characteristics of Participants in the Randomized Trial

VARIABLE

PROMOTIONAL STRATEGY

REMINDER POSTCARD

REMINDER CALL

MOTIVATIONAL CALL

(n = 590) (n = 585) (n = 590)

Mean age + SD, yr 61.7 £ 9.3 62.2 + 8.8 61.9 = 9.1
Ethnicity

White 90% 89% 88%

Hispanic <1% 1% 1%

Black 4% 4% 4%

Asian or Pacific Islander 3% 4% 4%

Other 3% 2% 3%
Participants who had previous mammograms 72% 73% 72%

chasing or human resource policies. The cost model
includes all personnel, hardware, and material necessary
to implement and conduct the promotional strategies,
except building and maintaining the screening program
information system. Total costs for each fixed and vari-
able resource used in each strategy were allocated on a
per-participant basis. Average fixed cost elements neces-
sary for each promotional strategy, such as office space,
telephone lines, and computers, were allocated to all
women randomly assigned to that strategy.

Reminder Postcard

Costs for the postcard group include development of
the text used on the postcard as well as its design, pro-

80% =

duction, and mailing. Production and mailing costs are
based on bulk mailing charges, and we assume that all
relevant personal information for eligible women was
available from the existing health plan database. Costs
included an analyst (to abstract screening program
information on eligible women), equipment, and office
space needed to complete these tasks.

Reminder and Motivational Telephone Calls

The most significant variable cost in both telephone-
based strategies was time spent on the telephone. Callers
in both telephone groups collected data on the length of
the telephone calls, and costs were allocated on the basis
of average cost per minute of contact time. Staff deliver-

FIGURE 2. Effectiveness of the promotional
strategies. Error bars represent the upper bound

70% =

60% =

|:| Reminder Postcard
- Reminder Call
- Motivational Call

of 95% Cls.

50% =

40% —

30% =

20% =

Proportion Scheduling Mammography

10% —

0%

All Women

Mammograms
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ing the motivational call required greater skills and
received more training and a higher wage than staff
delivering the reminder call. Callers also met periodical-
ly with a supervisor for quality control purposes; how-
ever, we excluded any quality control time and supervi-
sor follow-up that was conducted exclusively for the
research and evaluation components of the project.

Cost-Effectiveness

We computed the marginal or incremental cost-effective-
ness for each strategy as the change in cost with respect to
the change in strategy effectiveness, where marginal
effectiveness is defined as the incremental likelihood that
a woman receives mammography under each successive-
ly more intensive intervention. Marginal cost-effective-
ness was calculated by dividing the change in cost by the
change in effectiveness and was determined for the post-
card relative to the initial letter recommending mam-
mography, for the reminder call relative to the postcard,
and for the motivational call relative to the reminder call.

Analysis

The base-case analysis assumes that 50% of the women
who scheduled mammography after receiving the
reminder postcard would have done so within 10
months even without it. We tested the sensitivity of our
results to this assumption by varying the percentage
from 0% to 80%. We also examined whether cost-effec-
tiveness estimates were sensitive to mammography his-
tory by estimating these values for all women and

according to previous mammography experience. These
analyses were conducted by using program effectiveness
and per-unit costs that were relevant for these specific
groups. Our analysis follows an intention-to-treat
approach; women who were randomly assigned to the
telephone groups but were not contacted were included
in the analysis. Callers were unable to reach 18% of the
women assigned to the reminder call and 17% of those
assigned to the motivational call.

Results

Costs

A summary of per-participant unit costs is given in
Table 2. The same unit costs for identifying women who
did not schedule mammography and for generating the
recommendation letter were applied to each strategy.
The reference case—the initial recommendation letter
without any additional reminder—cost $2.07 per partic-
ipant. The reminder postcard cost $3.95, bringing the
total cost of this strategy to $6.02 per participant.

The combination of office space, caller training,
and time made the telephone calls more expensive.
Callers spent threefold more time with women during
the motivational call than during the reminder call (7.8
minutes vs. 2.4 minutes). Training telephone counselors
and ensuring quality control for the motivational call
also took more time because the intervention was more
complex. These differences account for the higher unit
cost of the motivational call. Unit costs for the two tele-
phone groups were recalculated to reflect that mean

TABLE 2
Unit Costs
VARIABLE INITIAL LETTER PROMOTIONAL STRATEGY
RECOMMENDING
MAMMOGRAPHY
REMINDER REMINDER CALL MOTIVATIONAL
POSTCARD CALL
Overhead* $0.89 $2.64 $12.29 $11.51
Materialst $0.74 $0.83 + +
Personnel $0.44 $0.48 $6.86 $12.41
Subtotal for unit costs $2.07 $3.95 $19.15 $23.92
Cost of recommendation letter — $2.07 $2.07 $2.07
Total cost of strategy per participant $2.07 $6.02 $21.22 $25.99

*Includes office space and furnishings, computer workstations, network hookup, and telephone lines (assuming 100% overhead

assignments).

tIncludes stationery for postcards/invitation letters, labels, and printer ribbons.

*Included in overhead.

Effective Clinical Practice = September/October 2000 Vol 3 Number 5
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telephone call length varied with women’s history of
mammography. Compared with women who had had
mammography, women who had not had mammogra-
phy had marginally longer reminder calls (2.5 minutes
vs. 2.2 minutes), but motivational calls were significant-
ly longer (9.6 minutes vs. 7.0 minutes).

Cost-Effectiveness

Cost-effectiveness estimates are reported in Table 3.
Among all women, the cost per woman screened (the
total cost for each strategy divided by the number of
women screened) was approximately $17 for the
reminder postcard and $40 and $52 for the reminder
and motivational calls, respectively. Marginal cost-effec-
tiveness was $22 for the postcard and $92 for the
reminder call. The motivational call is dominated—
meaning that it was more expensive and less effective in
promoting mammography than the reminder call.

The postcard was more cost-effective than the
telephone strategies regardless of mammography expe-
rience. The motivational call was always dominated.
However, the magnitude of the postcard’s advantage
over the reminder call was affected by the woman’s
experience with mammography. The marginal cost-
effectiveness of the postcard was one fifth that of the
reminder call among women who had previous mam-
mography and two thirds that of the reminder call for
those who had not. Therefore, although the postcard
was always more cost-effective than the reminder call,
this advantage was less significant among women who
had never had mammography.

TABLE 3
Calculation of Cost-Effectiveness

Sensitivity Analysis

We tested the sensitivity of our results to alternative
assumptions about the percentage of women likely to
have screening mammography without receiving the
promotional strategies. Our base-case assumption was
that 50% of women who scheduled a mammogram
within 10 months after receiving the postcard would
have done so without any prompting. In the sensitivity
analysis, we varied this assumption from a low of 0% to
a high of 80%. Varying this assumption affected the
marginal cost-effectiveness of the reminder postcard but
not the marginal cost-effectiveness of the reminder call
(the motivational call was always dominated).

As shown in Figure 3, our results were sensitive to
alternative assumptions about the percentage of women
likely to receive mammography without receiving the
postcard only among those who had not had previous
mammography. The reminder call became more cost-
effective than the postcard if 68% or more of those who
scheduled mammography after the postcard would have
done so without prompting.

Discussion

We analyzed the cost-effectiveness of three alternative
strategies—a postcard reminder, a reminder telephone
call, and a motivational telephone call—in increasing
participation in a mammography screening program. In
a randomized trial of women aged 50 to 79 years who
had not scheduled a mammogram since their last
screening, we found that the cost per woman screened

VARIABLE COST MARGINAL EFFECTIVENESS MARGINAL MARGINAL
COST EFFECTIVENESS COST-
EFFECTIVENESS
All women
Initial recommendation letter $2.07 0.1805
Reminder postcard $6.02 $3.95 0.361 0.1805 $21.88
Reminder call $21.22 $15.20 0.526 0.165 $92.12
Motivational call $25.99 $4.77 0.503 -0.023 Dominated
Women with previous mammography
Initial recommendation letter $2.07 0.2275
Reminder postcard $6.02 $3.95 0.455 0.2275 $17.36
Reminder call $21.24 $15.22 0.625 0.17 $89.53
Motivational call $25.76 $4.52 0.604 —-0.021 Dominated
Women without previous mammography
Initial recommendation letter $2.07 0.0565
Reminder postcard $6.02 $3.95 0.113 0.0565 $69.91
Reminder call $21.19 $15.17 0.265 0.152 $99.80
Motivational call $26.51 $5.32 0.24 -0.025 Dominated
218 Effective Clinical Practice = September/October 2000 Vol 3 5




was $17 with the reminder postcard, $40 with the
reminder call, and $52 with the motivational call. The
marginal cost-effectiveness was $22 for the postcard and
$92 for the reminder call, and the motivational call was
dominated.

The motivational call was not a cost-effective strat-
egy because it was more expensive and no more effective
than the reminder call in all women regardless of mam-
mography experience. Although the reminder call was
more cffective than the postcard, our analysis showed
that the reminder call’s greater unit cost outweighed its
greater relative effectiveness; therefore, the postcard was
more cost-effective as a promotional strategy.

We found that the relative cost-effectiveness of the
postcard and reminder call strategies was affected by pre-
vious mammography. Although the postcard is general-
ly more cost-effective than the reminder call, this advan-
tage decreased among women who had never had
mammography. Health plans may use this information
to target promotional strategies to specific populations of
women. We found that the postcard was appropriate in
women who had previous mammography, but health
plans may find that the investment in the reminder call is
justified for those who have not. In future screening
rounds, women who were successfully recruited via the
reminder call may require only the postcard to encourage
their participation. Although the reminder call is stll less
cost-effective than the postcard, health plans may place a
high enough value on the associated increased participa-
tion to warrant the additional expense.

Health plans must consider the costs imposed on
health care delivery when implementing any promo-
tional strategy. The most important of these is the con-

$175 —

B Reminder Call

|:::| Postcard

$150 =

$125 —

$100 —

$75 —

$50 —

Marginal Cost-Effectiveness

$25 —

sequences of missed mammography appointments.
Mammographic screening facilities are valuable, and
having them sit idle is a substantial waste of resources.
Although women who received telephone calls could
schedule mammography immediately, 12.7% of those in
the reminder group and 15% of those in the motivation-
al group did not keep their appointments. We did not
include the cost of missed appointments in our analysis
because we did not have these data for the women who
received a postcard. Because it is unlikely that a greater
percentage of women in the postcard group did not keep
their appointments, we do not believe that excluding
these costs had any effect on our conclusions.

Our results are limited by relying on effectiveness
data collected from a randomized trial conducted at a
single health plan. The promotional strategies may be
more or less effective in other health plans or in settings
that have different experiences with breast cancer
screening or other preventive health programs.
Although we did not rely on health plan—specific costs,
we must recognize the implications of relying exclusive-
ly on the GHC population for effectiveness data.

In addition, our analysis could not address the
issue of whether the value of the postcard deteriorates
over time. The relative cost-effectiveness of the postcard
may decrease if this method becomes less powerful in
motivating women with previous mammography to
schedule appointments. Future research should evaluate
the cost and effectiveness of promotional strategies over
time as women gain more experience with screening
mammography.

All three of the strategies studied increased mam-
mography use at different average and marginal costs.

FIGURE 3. Sensitivity analysis examining
assumptions about the percentage of women
likely to schedule mammography without
receiving the postcard. The black line indicates
the range of cost-effectiveness ratios for the post-
card.

$0

All Women
Mammograms
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Choices about how to promote mammography will ulti-
mately depend on plan values and willingness to invest
in promotional strategies that increase mammographic
participation at higher unit costs. Mammography’s value
as a breast cancer screening tool for women 50 years of
age and older has been clearly demonstrated. In
response, health plans must develop screening programs
and encourage their enrollees’ participation. Our analy-
sis shows that cost-effective options for increasing par-
ticipation exist and that health plans may be able to find
an optimal strategy by using women’s previous experi-
ence with mammography to target implementation.

Take-Home Points

e Although screening mammography has been shown
to reduce breast cancer mortality rates, not all women
participate in breast cancer screening programs.

e Using the findings of a recent randomized trial, we
estimated the cost-effectiveness of three strategies
to increase screening mammography: a reminder
postcard, a reminder telephone call, and a motivational
telephone call.

¢ The motivational call was the most expensive strategy
and was less effective than the simple reminder call.

¢ The postcard was the least expensive strategy and had
a marginal cost-effectiveness among all women of $22
per women screened versus $92 for the reminder call.

¢ The cost-effectiveness ratios were influenced by
whether women previously had mammography.

220

Effective Clinical Practice = p

References

1. Kerlikowske K. Efficacy of screening mammography among
women aged 40 to 49 years and 50 to 69 years: comparison of
relative and absolute benefit. ] Natl Cancer Inst Monogr. 1997;
22:79-86.

2. Whitman GJ. The role of mammography in breast cancer pre-
vention. Curr Opin Oncol. 1999;11:414-8.

3. Sirovich BE, Sox HC Jr. Breast cancer screening. Surg Clin
North Am. 1999;79:961-90.

4. Overmoyer B. Breast cancer screening. Med Clin North Am.
1999;83:1443-66.

5. Calle EE, Flanders WD, Thun MJ, Martin LM. Demographic
predictors of mammography and Pap smear screening in US
women. Am | Public Health. 1993;83:53-60.

6. Taplin SH, Mandelson MT, Anderman C, et al. Mammogra-
phy diffusion and trends in late-stage breast cancer: evaluating
outcomes in a population. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev.
1997;6:625-31.

7. Hurley SF, Jolley DJ, Livingston PM, Reading D, Cockburn J,
Flint-Richter D. Effectiveness, costs, and cost-effectiveness of
recruitment strategies for a mammographic screening pro-
gram to detect breast cancer. ] Natl Cancer Inst. 1992;84:855-
63.

8. Taplin SH, Barlow WE, Ludman E, et al. Testing reminder
and motivational telephone calls to increase screening mam-
mography: a randomized study. ] Natl Cancer Inst. 2000;92:
233-42.

9. Ludman EJ, Curry SJ, Meyer D, Taplin S. Implementation of
outreach telephone counseling to promote mammography

participation. Health Educ Behav. 1999;26:689-702.

Grant Support
By a grant from the National Cancer Institute.

Correspondence

Paul Fishman, PhD, Center for Health Studies, Group Health
Cooperative of Puget Sound, 1730 Minor Ave, Suite 1600, Seattle,
WA 98101; telephone: 206-287-2925; fax: 206-287-2871; e-mail:
fishman.p@ghc.org.

Cant. her/Octoh.

2000 Vol 3 5




