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Abstract

Background: All authorities recommend against prostate specific antigen (PSA) screening in men 75 years and
older. However, some primary care physicians (PCPs) continue to have high rates of PSA, with large variation in
testing. We assessed the tests, treatments, and payments for prostate cancer care in men aged 75 or older who
have PCPs with high or low PSA testing rates.

Methods: We performed a retrospective cohort study using the 2010 Medicare beneficiaries aged 75 or older in
Texas, United States who had no prostate cancer in 2007–2009 and had an identifiable PCP. We first identified high
vs. low PSA testing PCPs, and then grouped older men in the two PCP groups. We determined health care visits to
any provider and to urologists in office and outpatient settings. We estimated the direct medical payments for
prostate cancer care for diagnostics, treatments and visits to providers in 2010–2011 using the generalized gamma
model with log link function.

Results: In multilevel, multivariable analyses, 25.4 % (n = 550) of PCPs had PSA testing rates in men aged 75 or
older that were significantly higher than the mean rate of all 2,169 Texas PCPs; 29.4 % (n = 638) had rates that were
significantly lower. In all, 22,853 vs. 23,929 older men were cared for by PCPs with high vs. low testing rates. Older
men cared for by high PSA rate PCPs were more likely to receive a PSA test (OR 3.64, 95 % CI 3.48–3.80), a biopsy
(OR 1.16, 95 % CI 1.02–1.31), an ultrasound (OR 1.19, 95 % CI 1.07–1.32) or any radiation treatment (OR 1.31, 95 % CI
1.03–1.66) than men cared for by low PSA rate PCPs. Men with high PSA rate PCPs were 1.21 (95 % CI 1.05–1.39)
times more likely to have such outpatient visits. The average annual adjusted Medicare payments for prostate
cancer care was $25.60 higher for patients cared for by PCPs with high PSA test rates.
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Conclusions: Older men seeing PCPs with high rates of PSA testing undergo more testing and treatments for
prostate cancer, with higher Medicare insurance payments. Future studies are needed to delineate whether men
seeing PCPs with low testing rates likely received PSA tests from other providers.

Keywords: Costs and cost analysis, Health services, Medicare, Health policy, Economic models, Cancer screening,
Geriatrics, Prostate cancer, Prostate-specific antigen, Healthcare providers

Background
The United States (U.S.) Preventive Services Task Force
[1], the American Cancer Society [2], the American
College of Physicians [3], and the American Urological
Association [4] recommend against the use of the
prostate-specific antigen (PSA) test to detect prostate can-
cer in men aged 75 years and older or those with a life ex-
pectancy of less than 10 to 15 years, because the risk of
harms outweighs potential benefits. Nevertheless, screen-
ing rates for PSA tests for prostate cancer detection re-
main high in clinical practice in older men in the U.S. [5–
10]. The major harm is from over-diagnosis: detecting and
treating cancers that otherwise would not have become
clinically apparent in the patient’s lifetime [5].
A high level of variability in the PSA testing rates at

the primary care provider (PCP) level in men aged 75 or
older was recently found [5, 11]. Which PCP a man saw
accounted for 27 % of the variance in whether he re-
ceived PSA screening. One consequence of PSA testing
is increased payments, not only for the PSA test but also
for subsequent tests and treatments stimulated by an ab-
normal PSA level. Several groups have described the
downstream trajectories after PSA testing in various set-
tings utilizing nationally representative data [12–15].
These studies showed that more and frequent PSA test-
ing in older men can increase the number of men who
undergo prostate biopsy [13], increase their risk of
trans-rectal ultrasound [15], increase their likelihood of
being diagnosed with low or intermediate risk prostate
cancer [12] and increase their odds of receiving prostate
cancer treatments - either surgery, radiation or hormo-
nal therapy [12, 13, 15]. The downstream reimbursement
implications of prostate cancer screening in fee-for-
service Medicare were estimated to be 72 % of the over-
all annual PSA screening expenditures of 447 million US
dollars in 2009 [14].
Based on these findings, we sought to estimate the

magnitude of downstream testing, treatments and Medi-
care public insurance payments for prostate cancer em-
anating from high-testing PCPs compared to low-testing
PCPs. Our overall study approach was to identify PCPs
in Texas, U.S., whose PSA testing rates in 2009 in men
aged 75 or older were significantly higher or significantly
lower than the mean rates for all Texas PCPs. We then
divided our patient cohort into two groups: men seeing

PCPs who were high users of PSA tests and men seeing
PCPs who were low users of PSA tests. We then
followed all male patients of those PCPs who were aged
75 and older to assess the amount of prostate cancer re-
lated tests and treatments they received in 2010 and
2011. In assigning PCPs to high or low PSA testing
groups, only PSA testing ordered by that PCP was
assessed, but in assessing prostate cancer related tests
and treatments in 2010–2011, we included all tests and
treatments ordered by any provider. The purpose of our
study was to explore the rates of tests and treatments
and Medicare payments for care in older men cared by
high PSA test rate PCPs in comparison to low test rate
PCPs.

Methods
We had a data user agreement (#21332) with U.S. Cen-
ters for Medicare and Medicaid Services to use 100 %
Texas Medicare data to conduct studies on the quality
of cancer screening in Texas. Informed consent was not
required as our study was a secondary analysis of de-
identified patient data, including any procedure codes
that were used. Our study was exempt from review by
the Institutional Review Board of the University of Texas
Medical Branch, Galveston, Texas, U.S. (#10-175, Evalu-
ation of Cancer Screening Practices).

Study design, setting, & data source
This was a retrospective cohort study of men aged 75 years
and older in Texas, U.S. who had a PCP with a PSA test
rate significantly higher or lower than the mean. In the
U.S., Medicare is a federally funded public health insur-
ance program for its citizens aged 65 years and older.
We used the 100 % Medicare Claims and Beneficiary
Summary Files for the state of Texas (2006–2011),
Outpatient Standard Analytic files (OUTSAF), Carrier
files and Medicare Provider Analysis and Review (MED-
PAR) files.

Construction of PCP groups with high or low PSA testing
rate
We first selected men aged 75 or older as of 1/1/2009
who had Medicare Parts A and B with no health main-
tenance organization (HMO) enrollment between 2006
and 2009, to identify PCPs with high or low PSA test
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rates. We excluded patients with a history of prostate
neoplasm in 2006–2008 as identified by the Inter-
national Classification of Disease, 9th, Revision, Clin-
ical Modification (ICD-9-CM) diagnostic codes: 185
(prostate cancer), V10.46 (personal history of prostate
cancer), 222.2 (benign neoplasm of prostate), 233.4
(prostate carcinoma in situ) and 236.5 (neoplasm of
uncertain behavior of prostate). We also excluded
those who had prostatectomy in this period, identified
by ICD-9-CM procedure codes 60.2-60.6 and Current
Procedure Terminology (CPT) codes: 55801, 55810,
55812, 55815, 55821, 55842 and 55845. These men
with an identifiable PCP in 2009 were then selected.
For PCPs, we selected only those (2,169) whose patient
panels included at least 20 men (87,351 men). PSA
tests ordered by these PCPs in 2009 were assessed and
the PSA testing rate for each PCP was estimated using
a two-level generalized linear hierarchical model,
adjusting for patient characteristics. Among the 2,169
PCPs, 550 (25.4 %) had a PSA testing rate significantly
higher than the mean, and 638 (29.4 %) had a signifi-
cantly lower rate. Among the 87,351 men, 25,280
(28.9 %) were cared for by the high PSA rate PCPs in
2009 and 26,910 (30.8 %) by the low PSA rate
PCPs (Refer to Additional file 1).

Construction of patient sample for assignment to high or
low PCP group
Study participants
For the study cohort, men aged 75 years or older as of
1/1/2010, with Medicare Parts A and B and without
HMO enrollment- between 2007 and 2011, and without
history of prostate cancer in 2007–2009 were selected.
Their PCPs in 2009 were identified and men who were
cared for by the high PSA rate PCPs (N = 22,853) and
those cared for by the low PSA rate PCPs (N = 23,929)
were selected for this study (Refer to Additional file 2).
Data analysis was performed in 2013–2014.

Patient characteristics
Patient demographic data obtained from the 2010
Beneficiary Summary File included age, sex and race/
ethnicity. The number of comorbidities was assessed
from the Medicare claims for physician services, out-
patient and inpatient services from the Carrier File,
OUTSAF and MEDPAR Files for 2009 [16-18]. Medic-
aid eligibility status was obtained from the 2010 Benefi-
ciary Summary File. Area of residence was classified as
metropolitan, non-metropolitan or rural as defined by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture [19]. The education
level at the zip code of residence was obtained from the
2011 American Community Survey estimates from the
U.S. Census Bureau.

Comparisons of tests, treatments and healthcare services
among patients within high versus low PCP group
The number and proportion of men in the high or low
PCP testing group who had any PSA screening test,
prostate biopsy, ultrasound, imaging or prostate cancer
treatment (including radiation therapy, prostatectomy or
androgen deprivation therapy) during the 2-year study
period were determined using MEDPAR, Carrier and
OUTSAF files. The codes used to identify claims with
such procedures are included in a Additional file 3. Two
types of office visits were assessed: 1) visits specific for
prostate cancer to any provider and 2) any visits to an
urologist. Office visits were identified using CPT codes
99201–99205 and 99211–99215 from the Carrier and
OUTSAF files. Visits specific for prostate cancer were
defined by office visit claims with a primary diagnosis of
prostate cancer (ICD-9-CM 185) in the Carrier files or
in OUTSAF files. The Medicare reimbursements for
prostate cancer care among beneficiaries were computed
by summing the payments for PSA tests, biopsies, ultra-
sounds, imaging, prostate cancer treatments and Evalu-
ation and Management (E&M) office visits specific for
prostate cancer to any provider for each man across the
two PCP groups.

Statistical analysis
The Pearson Chi-Square tests were used to examine the
differences in patient characteristics of those cared for by
PCPs with high and low PSA testing rates. Differences be-
tween percentages in each outcome between PCPs with
high and low PSA testing rates were also determined by
Chi-Square tests. Logistic models adjusted for age, ethni-
city, comorbidity, Medicaid eligibility, urban or rural resi-
dence and education at the zip code level were used to
determine the effect of PCP type (high vs. low PSA testing
rate) on each test, treatment and service type. The differ-
ences in annual Medicare payments for tests, treatments
and E&M services were determined using the Wilcoxon
rank-sum test.

Modeling annual Medicare payments for patients
The differences in annual prostate specific payments
and total Medicare payments were evaluated for pa-
tients by PCP group using the Wilcoxon rank-sum test.
A generalized gamma model with log link function was
used [20–22], adjusted for the aforementioned patient
characteristics to estimate the mean annual prostate
specific payments and the mean annual total payments
for patients in the two PCP groups. The PCP was
included as a random effect variable in our model. All
patient characteristics were included in our model as
categorical variables. We included twenty-nine comorbidi-
ties from year 2009 as dichotomous (yes/no) variables. A
two-part model was used to estimate prostate specific
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payments because 33 % of the study subjects had no pay-
ments. In part I, a logistic regression model was utilized to
determine the probability of having any payments. In part
II, the mean annual payment per patient for those who in-
curred any payment, was modeled using a generalized
gamma regression. The estimates from the two-part
model and the generalized gamma model were similar
(Table 3). SAS statistical software (Version 9.3; SAS Insti-
tute, Inc., Cary, NC) was used for all analyses. Two-sided
tests of statistical significance were employed and p-values
less than 0.05 were considered statistically significant.

Results
Among the 2,169 PCPs with at least 20 men aged 75 or
older in their patient panels in 2009, 550 (25.4 %) had
PSA test rates significantly above the mean and 638
(29.4 %) had PSA test rates significantly below the mean.
The mean testing rate was 33.5 %, adjusted for patient
characteristics, including age, race and ethnicity, Medic-
aid eligibility, rural–urban residence, education at the
zip code level and comorbidity. Patients who were 75 or
older in 2010 were selected to compare the differences
in prostate cancer related tests and treatments between
the high versus low PSA test rate PCP groups.
Table 1 presents the characteristics of the patients in

these two groups. A higher percentage of patients cared
for by PCPs with high PSA testing rates lived in metro-
politan areas and had high education levels. Table 1 pre-
sents the percent of men in each group who underwent
PSA testing in either 2010 or 2011, and the percent of
men with any PSA test ordered by the man’s PCP or by
another provider. Of the men with low-testing PCPs,
33.3 % had PSA tests ordered by those PCPs, com-
pared to 71.8 % of men with high-testing PCPs. When
considering PSA screening ordered by a provider other
than a patient’s PCP, 32.8 % of men with low testing
PCPs and 25.4 % with high testing PCPs underwent
PSA screening.
Table 2 presents the number, rate and odds of prostate

cancer related tests, treatments received and outpatient
visits by the men cared for by PCPs with either high or
low PSA testing rates. These tests, treatments and visits
were not necessarily performed by the men’s PCPs.
Compared to the men with low testing PCPs, men with
high testing PCPs were more likely to be diagnosed with
prostate cancer as more of them had an office visit with
prostate cancer as the primary diagnosis (1.8 % vs. 1.5 %,
p = 0.017). The multivariable model adjusted for patient
characteristics shows that men with high testing PCPs
were 21 % more likely to have such outpatient visits.
Men with high testing PCPs, in comparison to low test-
ing PCPs, had higher rates of receiving PSA tests (82.7 %
vs. 57.7 %, p < 0.001), prostate biopsies (2.4 % vs. 2.1 %,
p = 0.022), ultrasound (3.4 % vs. 2.9 %, p = 0.002) and

radiation treatment for prostate cancer (0.7 % vs. 0.5 %, p
= 0.013). The multivariable model adjusted for patient
characteristics shows that men cared for by high PSA rate
PCPs were more likely to receive a PSA test (OR = 3.64,
95 % CI 3.48-3.80), a biopsy (OR = 1.16, 95 % CI 1.02–
1.31), an ultrasound (OR = 1.19, 95 % CI 1.07–1.32) and
any radiation treatment (OR = 1.31, 95 % CI 1.03–1.66)
than men cared for by low PSA rate PCPs. The proportion
of patients without any prostate cancer associated
utilization was significantly lower for men cared for by
high PSA rate PCPs compared to those cared for by low
PSA rate PCPs (OR = 0.27, 95 % CI: 0.26-0.29).
Table 3 summarizes the annual Medicare payments in

patients for prostate cancer related tests, treatments and
health services by high or low testing PCPs. Compared
to the low-testing PCPs, the Medicare payments for men
with high testing PCPs were significantly higher in PSA
tests, biopsies, ultrasounds, radiation and E&M services
for prostate cancer. However, the payment made for rad-
ical prostatectomy and androgen deprivation therapy did
not differ between these two groups. According to the
adjusted model, the estimated annual prostate cancer as-
sociated Medicare payment in men who saw PCPs with
a high PSA test rate was $80.63 (95 % CI 78.13–83.22),
compared to $55.01 (95 % CI 53.34–56.73) for men who
saw PCPs with a low rate of testing.

Discussion
In this study, we compare the frequency of prostate can-
cer specific care and associated costs that are incurred
in older men cared for by high versus low PSA test rate
PCP groups. For every 10,000 men cared for by high
PSA test rate PCPs, an additional 2,495 men got PSA
screened, an additional 31 men underwent prostate bi-
opsy, an additional 51 received ultrasound, an additional
18 received radiation treatment and an additional 28
outpatient visits were made for prostate cancer related
concerns to any provider. Extrapolating these findings to
the 448,530 men [23] in Texas, U.S. aged 75 years and
over and multiplying them by the proportion of men
cared for by high PSA test rate PCPs (28.9 %), an esti-
mated 3 million U.S. dollars can be saved annually in
prostate specific health care expenses if older men in
Texas with high PSA test rate PCPs saw PCPs with low
PSA test rates.
After accounting for patient characteristics, the ad-

justed annual prostate specific payment in the high PSA
test PCP group was $25.62 higher than in the low test
group, an approximate 47 % increase. The overall Medi-
care payment per beneficiary did not differ significantly
between these two PCP groups (their CIs overlapped).
The 47 % increase in downstream testing roughly paral-
lels the 43 % increase in men receiving PSA tests in
those cared for by high vs. low testing PCPs (82.7 % vs
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57.7 %, Table 2). Men cared for by high testing PCPs
were more likely to be diagnosed with prostate cancer.
However, the magnitude is small (1.8 % vs. 1.5 %,
Table 2). This might contribute to the small difference
in downstream diagnostic tests and treatments between
men in these two groups.
Our estimates of annual prostate cancer associated pay-

ments are likely underestimates of the total payments for

prostate cancer care in older men. Our study estimated
the direct medical costs of downstream prostate cancer
care from the U.S. Medicare’s perspective. Indirect costs
of care due to productivity loss from the patient’s and
caregivers’ time, and travel costs for patients and their
families could not be measured using the claims data.
Such indirect costs are likely to be substantially more than
direct costs alone. In addition, Medicare reimbursements

Table 1 Patient characteristics overall and by PCPs with high or low PSA ordering rates

N (%)

Characteristics Overall High rank PCP Low rank PCP p-value

Overall 46782 (100) 22853 (100) 23929 (100)

Any PSA testing 32697 (69.9) 18889 (82.7) 13808 (57.7) <0.001

Any PSA testing ordered by patient’s PCP 24378 (52.1) 16403 (71.8) 7975 (33.3) <0.001

Any PSA testing ordered by provider other than patient’s PCP 13649 (29.2) 5810 (25.4) 7839 (32.8) <0.001

Age Years)

75–79 22024 (47.1) 10900 (47.7) 11124 (46.5) 0.008

80–84 14958 (32.0) 7287 (31.9) 7671 (32.1)

≥ 85 9800 (20.9) 4666 (20.4) 5134 (21.5)

Ethnicity

Non-Hispanic White 38169 (81.6) 18673 (81.7) 19496 (81.5) <0.001

Black 1346 (2.9) 586 (2.6) 760 (3.2)

Hispanic 6614 (14.1) 3209 (14.0) 3405 (14.2)

Others 653 (1.4) 385 (1.7) 268 (1.1)

Elixhauser Comorbidity

0 6110 (13.1) 2896 (12.7) 3214 (13.4) 0.027

1 12846 (27.5) 6230 (27.3) 6616 (27.6)

2 11988 (25.6) 5889 (25.8) 6099 (25.5)

3 7098 (15.2) 3559 (15.6) 3539 (14.8)

≥ 4 8740 (18.7) 4279 (18.7) 4461 (18.6)

Medicaid Eligible

Yes 4813 (10.3) 2328 (10.2) 2485 (10.4) 0.481

No 41969 (89.7) 20525 (89.8) 21444 (89.6)

Urban/Rural

Metro 34536 (73.8) 17847 (78.1) 16689 (69.7) <0.001*

Non-Metro 11279 (24.1) 4730 (20.7) 6549 (27.4)

Rural 960 (2.1) 272 (1.2) 688 (2.9)

Unknown 7 (0.0) 4 (0.0) 3 (0.0)

Percent of persons in zip code 25 or older with high school education or higher

Q1: ≤ 74 % 11859 (25.3) 5514 (24.1) 6345 (26.5) <0.001*

Q2: 74–83 % 11503 (24.6) 5009 (21.9) 6494 (27.1)

Q3: 83–90 % 11815 (25.3) 5829 (25.5) 5986 (25.0)

Q4: 90–100 % 11529 (24.6) 6485 (28.4) 5044 (21.1)

Unknown 76 (0.2) 16 (0.1) 60 (0.3)

PCP primary care provider, PSA prostate specific antigen
Q1 quartile 1, Q2 quartile 2, Q3 quartile 3, Q4 quartile 4
p-value was calculated using chi-square test between high- and low-PSA-rate PCP groups
*The unknown was excluded for chi-square test
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do not reflect payments by other payers, out-of-pocket
patient or family expenses or co-payments.
There are several other limitations to our study. First,

we excluded men with any evidence of prostate cancer
diagnosis or treatment in the prior 3 years. However,

given the high prostate cancer survival rate, our study
cohort might include some patients who have received
and completed prostate cancer treatment before this
period. When selecting subjects aged 75 or older with a
10-year continuous enrollment for the look back period,

Table 3 Medicare payments for prostate cancer care in patients by PCPs with high or low PSA ordering rates

Medicare payment Annual payment, mean ± STD (median, Q1-Q3) Difference
(High-Low)

p-value

High (N = 22853) Low (N = 23929)

PSA tests 21.04 ± 18.35 (13.18, 12.95–26.13) 13.51 ± 17.95 (12.95, 0.00–26.13) 7.53 <0.001

Biopsies 3.05 ± 23.85 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 2.86 ± 24.30 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 0.19 0.022

Ultrasounds 1.76 ± 10.22 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 1.49 ± 9.53 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 0.27 0.001

Imaging 1.29 ± 17.29 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 1.00 ± 14.59 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 0.29 0.109

Radiation 52.87 ± 715.37 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 35.78 ± 576.59 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 17.09 0.011

Radical prostatectomy 2.39 ± 139.61 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 1.60 ± 76.29 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 0.79 0.116

Androgen deprivation therapy 5.49 ± 77.92 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 5.03 ± 74.10 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 0.46 0.597

E&M services for prostate cancer 2.83 ± 26.24 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 2.25 ± 25.25 (0.00, 0.00–0.00) 0.58 0.026

E&M services from urologists 35.39 ± 70.54 (0.00, 0.00–52.84) 34.78 ± 71.51 (0.00, 0.00–52.28) 0.61 0.353

Prostate cancer associated payment 90.72 ± 802.43 (13.18, 12.95–26.13) 63.51 ± 642.59 (12.95, 0.00–26.13) 27.21 <0.001

Overall Medicare payment 8974.60 ± 14138.80
(3696.48, 1577.69–10282.41)

8983.52 ± 14040.08
(3702.07, 1526.73–10360.21)

−8.92 0.249

Adjusted annual payment - GLM model (95 % CI)

Prostate cancer associated payment 80.63 (78.13–83.22) 55.01 (53.34–56.73) 25.62

Overall Medicare payment 8358.94 (8233.38–8486.42) 8377.71 (8254.63–8502.64) −18.77

PSA prostate specific antigen, E&M evaluation and management, PCP primary care provider, PSA prostate specific antigen, Q1 quartile 1, Q3 quartile 3, GLM
generalized linear model with log link function
p-values were calculated by Wilcoxon test. Medicare payments are in 2011 U.S. dollars. The prostate cancer associated payment was also analyzed by a two-part
model which generated similar estimates (the difference between patients with high and low PSA rate PCPs was $25.32)

Table 2 Outcomes for prostate cancer care in patients by PCPs with a high or low PSA ordering rate

Outcomes Test/Treatment/Service type N (%) Odds Ratio
(95 % CI), High
vs. Low

High (N = 22853) Low (N = 23929)

Diagnostic Test

PSA test 18889 (82.7) 13808 (57.7) 3.64 (3.48, 3.80)

Biopsy 546 (2.4) 497 (2.1) 1.16 (1.02, 1.31)

Ultrasound 774 (3.4) 688 (2.9) 1.19 (1.07, 1.32)

Imaging 196 (0.9) 174 (0.7) 1.18 (0.96, 1.45)

Treatment

Any treatment for prostate cancer 270 (1.2) 258 (1.1) 1.10 (0.93, 1.31)

Radiation 159 (0.7) 124 (0.5) 1.31 (1.03, 1.66)

Radical prostatectomy 18 (0.1) 30 (0.1) 0.67 (0.37, 1.21)

Androgen deprivation therapy 166 (0.7) 162 (0.7) 1.11 (0.89, 1.38)

Health Services

Outpatient office visit for prostate cancer 413 (1.8) 365 (1.5) 1.21 (1.05, 1.39)

Outpatient office visit to urologists 8087 (35.4) 8434 (35.2) 0.98 (0.94, 1.02)

Without any prostate cancer associated utilization listed above 3915 (17.1) 10046 (42.0) 0.27 (0.26, 0.29)

The average adjusted rate of ordering PSA test in 550 high test rate PCPs in 2009 was 63.0 ± 10.4. The average adjusted rate of ordering PSA test in 638 low test
rate PCPs in 2009 was 7.6 ± 5.2. The odds ratio was estimated by logistic models adjusted for age, ethnicity, comorbidity, Medicaid eligibility, urban or rural
residence and education at the zip code level. 80 (0.17 %) men with unknown urban/rural residence or education information were excluded. Prostate cancer
associated utilization did not include outpatient office visits to urologists as the reason for the visit was not limited to prostate cancer
CI confidence interval, PCP primary care provider, PSA prostate specific antigen
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we found almost 70 % of prostate cancer patients could
be captured using data from a 3-year look back period.
Second, the interpretation of the analysis is based on
the assumption that PSA testing was used for screening
rather than diagnostic purposes. While patients with
prior ICD codes specific for prostate diseases were ex-
cluded, some PSA testing may still have been used for
evaluating symptoms, such as hematuria and urinary
obstruction, rather than screening. Third, patient pref-
erences influence the receipt of PSA tests, particularly
in older men [24–26]. It is possible that patients with
similar preferences aggregate with specific PCPs.
Fourth, the cohort of patients and physicians in this
study was limited to Texas, U.S. Texas is a large state
in the U.S. with recognizable geographic variations in
health service utilization and health care costs [27–29],
and higher PSA screening rates have been reported for
southern states [29]. Therefore, the study results may
not be generalizable to PCPs of older men in other
states. The study results may not be applicable to youn-
ger men or to those outside the Medicare fee-for-
service reimbursement system, such as those in the
Veteran Affairs or those in HMOs in the U.S. The
strengths of this study include use of 100 % Medicare
claims data for Texas which allowed for a representa-
tive large sample of all Texas Medicare enrollees.

Conclusions
We found substantial variation in the frequency of
prostate cancer specific tests, treatments, services, and
associated costs in men with PCPs with high versus
low PSA testing rates. Future studies are needed to ex-
plore the drivers of differences between the high ver-
sus low PSA testing PCPs and their dynamics with
urologists and other providers in the delivery of effi-
cient cancer care [30], and to examine the effect of
payment reform in balancing the perspectives of vari-
ous actors in health decision making in the light of the
current U.S. Patient Protection and Affordable Care
Act [31, 32].

Additional files

Additional file 1: Flowchart for construction of primary care
provider sample with high versus low prostate specific antigen test
ordering rate, 100% Texas U.S. Medicare public insurance claims
data. (DOC 31 kb)

Additional file 2: Flowchart for construction of patient sample for
assignment to primary care providers with high versus low prostate
specific antigen test ordering rate, 100% Texas U.S. Medicare public
insurance claims data. (DOC 31 kb)

Additional file 3: Summary of CPT, HCPCS, and ICD-9-CM codes
used in our study, 100% Texas U.S. Medicare public insurance
claims data. (DOC 34 kb)

Abbreviations
PSA: Prostate specific antigen; PCP: Primary care provider; U.S.: United States;
HMO: Health maintenance organization; ICD-9-CM: International classification
of disease, 9th, revision, clinical modification; CPT: Current procedure
terminology; OUTSAF: Outpatient standard analytic file; MEDPAR: Medicare
provider analysis and review file; HCPCS: Healthcare common procedure
coding system; E&M: Evaluation & management; OR: Odds ratio.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions
PZ drafted the manuscript and identified references. PZ, YFK, JSG designed
the study concept, JSG acquired the data, PZ, YLL, YFK, JSG analyzed and
interpreted the data, and performed critical revision of the manuscript for
important intellectual content. PZ contributed new analytic tools, YLL and
YFK performed statistical analysis. JSG obtained funding. YFK and JSG provided
administrative, technical and material support, and study supervision. All
authors read and approved the final manuscript. PZ had full access to all of the
data in the study and takes the responsibility for the integrity of the data and
the accuracy of the data analysis.

Acknowledgements
This study was supported by the Health of Older Minorities Training grant
(T32AG00270), by an NIA/NIH Ruth L. Kirschstein National Research Service
Award to Preeti Zanwar, by a Cancer Prevention and Research Institute of
Texas grant (RP101207, Principal Investigator: J.S. Goodwin), NIH grants
(K05-CA134923, P30 AG024832 and UL1TR00007, Principal Investigator: J.S.
Goodwin) and an Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality grant
(1R24HS022134-01, Principal Investigator: J.S. Goodwin). None of the
funders contributed to the design of the study, data collection and
analysis, interpretation of data, writing the manuscript, or the decision to
submit the manuscript for publication. We would like to thank Sarah
Toombs Smith, Science Editor and Assistant Professor in the Sealy Center
on Aging, University of Texas Medical Branch at Galveston for her editorial
assistance.

Author details
1Sealy Center on Aging, University of Texas Medical Branch, Galveston, TX,
USA. 2Department of Preventive Medicine and Community Health, University
of Texas Medical Branch, Galveston, TX, USA. 3Department of Internal
Medicine, University of Texas Medical Branch, Galveston, TX, USA. 4Present
address: Department of Mathematics and Statistics, University of Houston -
Downtown, Houston, TX, USA.

Received: 21 April 2015 Accepted: 12 January 2016

References
1. Moyer VA, U.S. Preventive Services Task Force. Screening for prostate cancer:

U.S. Preventive Services Task Force recommendation statement. Ann Intern
Med. 2012;157(2):120–34.

2. Smith RA, Cokkinides V, Brooks D, Saslow D, Shah M, Brawley OW. Cancer
screening in the United States, 2011: a review of current American Cancer
Society guidelines and issues in cancer screening. CA Cancer J Clin. 2011;
61(1):8–30.

3. Greene KL, Albertsen PC, Babaian RJ, Carter HB, Han M, Kuban DA, et al.
Prostate specific antigen best practice statement: 2009 update. J Urol. 2013;
189(1 Suppl):S2–11.

4. Jaramillo E, Tan A, Yang L, Kuo YF, Goodwin JS. Variation among primary
care physicians in prostate-specific antigen screening of older men. JAMA.
2013;310(15):1622–4.

5. Esserman LJ, Thompson IM, Reid B. Overdiagnosis and overtreatment in
cancer: an opportunity for improvement. JAMA. 2013;310(8):797–8.

6. Pollack CE, Platz EA, Bhavsar NA, Nornha G, Green GE, Chen S, et al. Primary
care providers’ perspectives on discontinuing prostate cancer screening.
Cancer. 2012;118(22):5518–24.

7. Whittle J, Zablocki CJ. How can rates of prostate-specific antigen screening
be reduced in men aged 80 and older? J Am Geriatr Soc. 2010;58(4):757–9.

Zanwar et al. BMC Health Services Research  (2016) 16:17 Page 7 of 8

dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12913-016-1265-1
dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12913-016-1265-1
dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12913-016-1265-1


8. Welch HG, Albertsen PC. Prostate cancer diagnosis and treatment after the
introduction of prostate-specific antigen screening: 1986–2005. J Natl
Cancer Inst. 2009;101(19):1325–9.

9. Walter LC, Bertenthal D, Lindquist K, Konety BR. PSA screening among
elderly men with limited life expectancies. JAMA. 2006;296(19):2336–42.

10. Goodwin JS, Jaramillo E, Yang L, Kuo YF, Tan A. Is anyone listening?
Variation in PSA Screening among Providers for Men 75+ before and
after United States Preventive Services Task Force Recommendations
against It: A Retrospective Cohort Study. PLoS One.
2014;9(9):e107352.

11. Shao YH, Albertsen PC, Shih W, Roberts CB, Lu-Yao GL. The impact of PSA
testing frequency on prostate cancer incidence and treatment in older
men. Prostate Cancer Prostatic Dis. 2011;14(4):332–9.

12. Walter LC, Fung KZ, Kirby KA, Shi Y, Espaldon R, O’Brien S, et al. Five-year
downstream outcomes following prostate-specific antigen screening in
older men. JAMA Intern Med. 2013;173(10):866–73.

13. Ma X, Wang R, Long JB, Ross JS, Sulos PR, Yu JB, et al. The cost implications
of prostate cancer screening in the Medicare population. Cancer. 2014;
120(1):96–102.

14. Hjertholm P, Fenger-Grøn M, Vestergaard M, Christensen MB, Borre M,
Moller H, et al. Variation in general practice prostate-specific antigen testing
and prostate cancer outcomes: an ecological study. Int J Cancer. 2015;
136(2):435–42.

15. Shah BR, Hux JE, Laupacis A, Zinman B, Cauch-Dudek K, Booth GL.
Administrative data algorithms can describe ambulatory physician
utilization. Health Serv Res. 2007;42(4):1783–96.

16. Elixhauser A, Steiner C, Harris DR, Coffey RM. Comorbidity measures for use
with administrative data. Med Care. 1998;36(1):8–27.

17. HCUP Comorbidity Software, Version 3.7. Healthcare Cost and Utilization
Project (HCUP). Rockville, MD. Available from https://www.hcup-us.ahrq.gov/
toolssoftware/comorbidity/comorbidity.jsp website. Accessed date 14 Jan
2016.

18. Rural–urban Continuum Codes, 2003. United States Department of
Agriculture Economic Research Service. Available from http://www.ers.usda.
gov/data-products/rural–urban-continuum-codes.aspx website. Accessed
date 14 Jan 2016.

19. Mullahy J. Econometric modeling of health care costs and expenditures: a
survey of analytical issues and related policy considerations. Med Care. 2009;
47(7 Suppl 1):S104–8.

20. Basu A, Rathouz PJ. Estimating marginal and incremental effects on health
outcomes using flexible link and variance function models. Biostatistics.
2005;6(1):93–109.

21. Basu A, Manning WG. Issues for the next generation of health care cost
analyses. Med Care. 2009;47(7 Suppl 1):S109–14.

22. Manning WG, Basu A, Mullahy J. Generalized modeling approaches to
risk adjustment of skewed outcomes data. J Health Econ. 2005;24(3):
465–88.

23. U.S Department of Commerce. United States Census Bureau. Age groups
and sex:2010 2010 Census Summary File 1, Tables P12, P13, and PCT12.
Available from. http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/
productview.xhtml?src=bkmk

24. Hevey D, Pertl M, Thomas K, Maher L, Chuinneagáin SN, Craig A. The
relationship between prostate cancer knowledge and beliefs and
intentions to attend PSA screening among at-risk men. Patient Educ
Couns. 2009;74(2):244–9.

25. Thompson IM, Leach RJ, Ankerst DP. Focusing PSA testing on detection of
high-risk prostate cancers by incorporating patient preferences into
decision making. JAMA. 2014;312(10):995–6.

26. Schwartz LM, Woloshin S, Fowler FJ, Welch HG. Enthusiasm for cancer
screening in the United States. JAMA. 2004;291(1):71–8.

27. Gawande A. The cost conundrum: What a Texas town can teach us about
healthcare. The New Yorker. New York City: Conde Nast; 2009. Available
from. http://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2009/06/01/the-cost-
conundrum website. Accessed date 14 Jan 2016.

28. The Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation. State Health Facts. Texas: Medicare
Available from. http://kff.org/state-category/medicare/?state=tx website.
Accessed date 14 Jan 2016.

29. Bynum J, Song Y, Fisher E. Variation in prostate-specific antigen screening in
men aged 80 and older in fee-for-service Medicare. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2010;
58(4):674–80.

30. Lamb BW, Jalil RZ, Sevdalis N, Vincent C, Green JSA. Strategies to improve
the efiiciency and utility of multidisciplinary team meetings in urology
cancer care: a survey study. BMC HSR. 2014;14:377.

31. Schneider EC, Hussey PS, Schnyer C. Payment reform: Analysis of models
and performance measurement implications. Santa Monica, CA: RAND
Corporation; 2011. Available from. http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_
reports/TR841.html. pdf website. Accessed date 14 Jan 2016.

32. Kaplan RM, Babad YM. Balancing influence between actors in healthcare
decision making. BMC HSR. 2011;11:85.

•  We accept pre-submission inquiries 

•  Our selector tool helps you to find the most relevant journal

•  We provide round the clock customer support 

•  Convenient online submission

•  Thorough peer review

•  Inclusion in PubMed and all major indexing services 

•  Maximum visibility for your research

Submit your manuscript at
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central 
and we will help you at every step:

Zanwar et al. BMC Health Services Research  (2016) 16:17 Page 8 of 8

https://www.hcup-us.ahrq.gov/toolssoftware/comorbidity/comorbidity.jsp
https://www.hcup-us.ahrq.gov/toolssoftware/comorbidity/comorbidity.jsp
http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/rural%E2%80%93urban-continuum-codes.aspx
http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/rural%E2%80%93urban-continuum-codes.aspx
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk
http://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2009/06/01/the-cost-conundrum
http://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2009/06/01/the-cost-conundrum
http://kff.org/state-category/medicare/?state=tx
http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/TR841.html
http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/TR841.html

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Study design, setting, & data source
	Construction of PCP groups with high or low PSA testing rate
	Construction of patient sample for assignment to high or low PCP group
	Study participants
	Patient characteristics

	Comparisons of tests, treatments and healthcare services among patients within high versus low PCP group
	Statistical analysis
	Modeling annual Medicare payments for patients

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Additional files
	Abbreviations
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	References



