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Abstract:

I mportance:

The Affordable Care Act expanded Medicaid eligibility in participating states to individuals with
incomes up to 138% of the federal poverty line. The effects of this policy on the diagnosis and
treatment of melanoma in low-income populations has yet to be described.

Objective:

To evaluate the effect of Medicaid expansion on changes in insurance status and clinical
characteristics of low-income patients with newly diagnosed melanoma.

Design, Setting, and Participants:

This cross-sectional study included patients younger than 65 with anew diagnosis of malignant
melanoma from January 1, 2011 to December 31, 2016, in the US National Cancer Ingtitute's
Surveillance Epidemiology and End Results database.

Exposures:

Residence in a state that expanded Medicaid on January 1, 2014.

Main Outcomes and M easures:

The primary outcomes were insurance status, melanoma staging, and overall survival.

Results:

In Medicaid expansion states, there were 1,719 low-income patients with newly diagnosed
melanoma during the pre-expansion time period and 1,984 (15% increase) during the post-
expansion time period. In nonexpansion states, there were 326 |ow-income patients with newly
diagnosed melanoma during the pre-expansion time period, and 288 during the post-expansion
time period (12% decrease). Compared with nonexpansion states, expansion states had a

significantly greater reduction in percentage of uninsured patients following Medicaid expansion
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(adjusted odds ratio, 6.27 [95% ClI, 4.83 to 8.14]). Overall survival was not statistically different
between expansion and nonexpansion states (HR, 0.89 [95% CI, 0.74 to 1.06]). There were no
statistically significant differences in melanoma staging at diagnosis between the expansion and
nonexpansion groups (p=0.05).

Conclusions and Relevance:

Medicaid expansion was associated with increased melanoma diagnoses in low-income patients
and a decreased proportion of uninsured patients. However, our study did not identify differences

in clinical outcomes associated with Medicaid expansion.

Key Points:

Question: Was Medicaid expansion associated with changes in insurance status and clinical
characteristics of low-income melanoma patients?

Findings: Medicaid expansion was associated with increased diagnoses of melanomain low-
income populations and reductions in the proportion of uninsured melanoma patients. However,
there were no statistically significant changes in staging at diagnosis or overall survival
associated with Medicaid expansion.

Meaning: Increased health insurance coverage associated with Medicaid expansion could

potentially improve timely detection and treatment of melanoma for low-income populations.
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Introduction:

The Affordable Care Act (ACA) included provisions and federal funding for states to expand
Medicaid digibility to adults earning up to 138% of the federal poverty line. Yet, in 2014, only
24 states accepted federal funding to expand their Medicaid programs. In these states, Medicaid
expansion resulted in millions of low-income adults gaining insurance coverage. In addition,
Medicaid expansion has been associated with improved accessto care and affordability of
treatment for medical conditions ranging from colon cancer to end-stage renal
disease.**However, little is known about the impact of Medicaid expansion on the diagnosis and

treatment of melanoma.

Melanoma accounts for the majority of deaths from skin cancer, and itsincidence in the United
Statesisincreasing.* Me anoma patients who receive early diagnosis and treatment have
increased likelihood of survival.’ Prior studies have shown that |ow-income populations have
lower rates of early detection and lower rates of survival from melanoma.®’ Therefore, Medicaid
expansion could potentially improve these disparities through a number of mechanisms.
Medicaid expansion could 1) increase access to primary care providers, 2) increase referrals to
dermatologists, 3) reduce delays in seeking care, and 4) reduce the financial burden of melanoma
treatment. As such, the aim of this study was to evaluate the effect of Medicaid expansion on
changes in insurance status and clinical characteristics of low-income patients with newly

diagnosed melanoma.
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Methods:

We compared the insurance status of low-income patients with newly diagnosed melanoma
residing in Medicaid expansion and nonexpansion states before and after ACA implementation.
Our analysisincluded data from January 1, 2011 to December 31, 2016. 24 states and the District
of Columbia expanded their Medicaid programs on January 1, 2014. Therefore, in our analysis,

January 1, 2014 marked the beginning of the post-expansion period.

We obtained data from the US National Cancer Institute’ s Surveillance Epidemiology and End
Results (SEER) program. SEER is a population-based cancer registry that covers approximately
35% of the US population. SEER data collection is standardized to include patient

demographics, primary tumor site, stage at diagnosis, and follow-up for vital status. ®

We considered expansion states to be those that implemented ACA Medicaid expansion in 2014.
Within the SEER registry, the expansion states included Alaska, California, Connecticut, Hawaili,
lowa, Kentucky, Michigan, New Jersey, New Mexico, and Washington. The nonexpansion states

were Georgia and Utah.

We assembled the study cohort by querying SEER for all malignant melanoma cases
(International Classification of Diseases for Oncology, Third Edition [ ICD-0O-3] codes C43.0-
43.9) from 2011 to 2016. Wefirst excluded patients greater than or equal to 65 years of age,
whom were eligible for Medicare. We excluded cases from Louisiana because Louisiana

expanded Medicaid after 2014. We also excluded cases from Massachusetts and New Y ork,
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where Medicaid was expanded before 2014. We defined our low-income cohort by only
including patients who were covered by Medicaid or were uninsured. 97 patients with duplicate

records in the registry were excluded from the study cohort.

We described trends in absolute counts and rates of newly diagnosed melanoma patients by
insurance status (Medicaid, uninsured) during the pre-expansion and post-expansi on periods,
stratified by state Medicaid expansion status. We summarized patient level baseline
characteristics, including age, sex, race, and reporting source by state Medicaid expansion status.
We also described clinical dataincluding total number of tumors per patient, tumor stage, and
overall survival. Categorical variables were summarized as counts and percentages and analyzed
using the Pearson’ s Chi-sguared test. Continuous variables were summarized with medians

(IQR) and analyzed using the Wilcoxon rank sum test.

We conducted logistic regressions to evaluate the insurance status of newly diagnosed melanoma
cases during the pre-expansion and post-expansion periods, stratified by state expansion status.

Kaplan Meier curves and Cox proportional hazards model were used to analyze overall survival.

This study did not require IRB approval since the data was de-identified and publicly available.
All tests were two-sided with a significance level of 0.05. The analysis was conducted using R

software, Version 3.6.2 (The R Foundation for Statistical Computing).
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Results:

Our low-income cohort included 4,317 patients with newly diagnosed malignant melanoma, with
3,703 in Medicaid expansion states and 614 in nonexpansion states. Table 1 shows patients from
Medicaid expansion states were older than patients from nonexpansion states with a median
(IQR) age of 52.00 (42.00, 58.00) vs 49.50 (38.00, 57.00). Other demographic differences were

not statistically significant.

In Medicaid expansion states, there were 1,719 low-income patients with newly diagnosed
melanoma during the pre-expansion time period (2011-2013) and 1,984 low-income patients
with newly diagnosed melanoma (15% increase) during the post-expansion time period (2014-
2016). In nonexpansion states, there were 326 low-income patients with newly diagnosed
melanoma during the pre-expansion time period, and 288 |ow-income patients with newly
diagnosed melanoma during the post-expansion time period. This difference between Medicaid

expansion and nonexpansion states was statistically significant (p<0.01). (Table 2).

The clinical characteristics did not differ significantly between patients in expansion versus non-
expansion states (Table 2). Overall survival was not statistically different between expansion and
nonexpansion states with a HR (95% CI) of 0.89 (0.74, 1.06) (p=0.20). In Medicaid expansion
states, 67.6% of patients had localized melanoma, 17.8% of patients had regional melanomas,
and 14.8% of patients had distant melanomas. In nonexpansion states, 62.5% of patients had
localized melanomas, 21.2% of patients had regional melanomas, and 16% of patients had
distant melanomas. However, these differences between expansion and nonexpansion states were

not statistically significant (p=0.05). Similarly, there were no statigtically significant changesin
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melanoma staging at diagnosis following Medicaid expansion in both the expansion and

nonexpansion groups (Table 3).

Figure 1 illustrates the insurance status of low-income patients with newly diagnosed melanoma
from 2011 to 2016 dratified by Medicaid expansion status. Expansion states had lower rates of
uninsured patients throughout the study period. In Medicaid expansion states, the percentage of
uninsured patients fell from 36.22% in 2011 to 15.62% in 2016. Over the same time period, the
percentage of newly diagnosed patients with Medicaid coverage increased from 63.78% to
84.38%. In nonexpansion states, the percentage of uninsured newly diagnosed patients decreased
from 67.96% in 2011 to 58.67% in 2016. Concurrently, the percentage of newly diagnosed

patients with Medicaid coverage increased from 32.04% to 41.33%.

Figure 2 illustrates the adjusted odds ratio of Medicaid insurance status in expansion states
compared to non-expansion states for the pre-expansion and post-expans on time periods. During
the pre-expansion period, the adjusted odds ratio (95% CI) of expansion states versus non-
expansion states was 2.92 (2.28, 3.74) (p<0.01). In the post-expansion period, the adjusted odds
ratio (95% CI) was 6.27 (4.83, 8.14) (p<0.01). Although the percentage of Medicaid patients
increased in both groups following Medicaid expansion, the increase was significantly larger in

expansion states as compared to non-expansion states.
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Discussion:

Using anational population-based cancer registry of newly diagnosed malignant melanoma
patients from 2011 to 2016, we found that the ACA’s Medicaid expans on was associated with
an increased number of melanoma diagnoses in low-income populations and a decreased rate of
uninsured melanoma patients. These findings are consistent with prior studies that evaluated the
effects of Medicaid expansion for other cancer patients. Whereas previous studies evaluated the
effects of Medicaid expansion only 1 year after ACA implementation, this study encompassed
data from 3 years preceding Medicaid expansion to 3 years following Medicaid expansion.>*°
Melanoma survival is associated with early treatment, and health insurance coverage has been
shown to increase access to high-quality and timely cancer care.>***? Therefore, the health
insurance coverage gains documented in this study suggest Medicaid expansion could improve

timely detection and treatment of melanoma for low-income populations.

In our analysis, Medicaid expansion states had a greater proportion of patients with localized
melanoma, while nonexpansion states had a greater proportion of patients with metastatic
melanoma. Though these differences were not statistically significant (p=0.05), a potential
explanation for this finding is that increased Medicaid coverage allowed low-income patients to
receive earlier diagnoses in Medicaid expansions states. However, in our study, Medicaid
expansion states had lower rates of uninsured patients even before 2014, so this finding may
reflect underlying differences between expansion and nonexpansion states rather than effects of

the ACA implementation.
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In addition, prior studies have established wide disparities in melanoma outcomes based on
socioeconomic status. Low-income patients present with more advanced melanomas, are at
greater risk for surgical delays, and have lower survival rates than higher income patients.”*
Although Medicaid coverage protects low-income patients from the financia toxicities of
treatment, it does not guarantee equal access to expert dermatological care. For example, one
survey found that only 30% of dermatologists are willing to accept new Medicaid patients.**
Furthermore, Medicaid physicians reimbursement rates are, on average, only 72% of Medicare
rates.® Therefore, Medicaid’s low physician reimbursement ratesin relation to private insurance
and Medicare effectively create economic disincentives for physicians to accept new Medicaid
patients. Thus, in order to improve timely melanoma treatment for low-income patients,
policymakers should not only rely on expanding coverage through Medicaid expansion, but also
consider increasing Medicaid reimbursement rates. Though higher physician reimbursement

rates may initially increase costs, these costs may be recouped through secondary prevention as

patients receive earlier diagnoses and treatment.

This study has several limitations. First, due to its observational design, this study isnot able to
prove causality. External factors could have changed over time and confounded our temporal
comparison of expansion and nonexpansion states. Second, SEER does not provide information
on the duration of insurance coverage. Therefore, we could not discern which patients received
Medicaid as adirect result of Medicaid expansion versus which patients were already enrolled in
Medicaid. Third, insurance status was coded at the time of diagnosis, so our analysis does not
capture patients who may have become insured during or after their treatment. Fourth, the SEER

database does not include complete national data, so our results may not generalize to states
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outside of SEER. Fifth, our study was limited to patients younger than 65, and therefore did not

include patients who were dual eigible for Medicaid and Medicare.

Conclusion:

The ACA’s Medicaid expansion was associated with increased melanoma diagnoses in low-
income patients and a decreased proportion of uninsured patients. However, our study did not
identify statistically significant differencesin clinical outcomes associated with Medicaid
expansion. Therefore, future research is needed to elucidate the long term economic and

epidemiological impacts of Medicaid expansion on low-income melanoma patients.
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Table 1. Patient demographics by Medicaid expansion status

Nonexpansion Expansion

(N=614) (N=3703) Total (N=4317) pvaue
Age at diagnosis < 0.001
- Median (Q1, 49.50 (38.00, 57.00)  52.00 (42.00,58.00)  52.00 (42.00,
Q3) 58.00)
Sex 0.16°
- Female 305 (49.7%) 1725 (46.6%) 2030 (47.0%)
- Mae 309 (50.3%) 1978 (53.4%) 2287 (53.0%)
White 0.207
- N-Missing 4 75 79
- No 26 (4.3%) 118 (3.3%) 144 (3.4%)
-Yes 584 (95.7%) 3510 (96.7%) 4094 (96.6%)

1. Wilcoxon rank sum test
2. Pearson’s Chi-squared test
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Table 2: Clinical characteristics by Medicaid expansion status

Nonexpansion Expansion Total
(N=614) (N=3703) (N=4317) p value
Y ear of Diagnosis(2011- 0.002*
2013/2014-2016)
- 2011-2013 326 (53.1%) 1719 (46.4%) 2045
(47.4%)
- 2014-2016 288 (46.9%) 1984 (53.6%) 2272
(52.6%)
Type of Reporting Source < 0.001
- Autopsy only 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.0%) 1 (0.0%)
- Hospital inpatient/outpatient or 588 (95.8%) 3396 (91.7%) 3984
clinic (92.3%)
- Laboratory only (hospital or 13 (2.1%) 50 (1.4%) 63 (1.5%)
private)
- Other hospital outpatient unit or 8 (1.3%) 47 (1.3%) 55 (1.3%)
surgery center (2006+)
- Physicians office/private medical 2 (0.3%) 185 (5.0%) 187 (4.3%)
practitioner (LMD)
- Radiation treatment or medical 3 (0.5%) 24 (0.6%) 27 (0.6%)
oncology center (2006+)
Insurance Recode (2007+) < 0.001"
- Medicaid 247 (40.2%) 2729 (73.7%) 2976
(68.9%)
- Uninsured 367 (59.8%) 974 (26.3%) 1341
(31.1%)
Total number of in sitw/malignant 0.922
tumors for patient
- Median (Q1, Q3) 1.00 (1.00, 1.00) 1.00 (1.00, 1.00 (1.00,
1.00) 1.00)
Summary stage 2000 (1998+) 0.05
- N-Miss 24 145 169
- Distant 96 (16.3%) 517 (14.5%) 613 (14.8%)
- Localized 369 (62.5%) 2406 (67.6%) 2775
(66.9%)
- Regional 125 (21.2%) 635 (17.8%) 760 (18.3%)
Death(Y es/No) 0.06"
-No 471 (76.7%) 2961 (80.0%) 3432

(79.5%)
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- Yes 143 (23.3%) 742 (20.0%) 885 (20.5%)

1. Pearson’s Chi-sguared test
2. Wilcoxon rank sum test

Table 3: Stage at diagnosis by state M edicaid expansion status

Non-Expansion Non-Expansion Expansion Expansion
Stage (2011-2013) (2014-2016) Pvalue (2011-2013) (2014-2016) Pvaue
Distant 50(15.9%) 46(16.7%) 0.69 248(15.1%) 269(14.1%) 0.96
Localized 198(62.9%) 171(62.2%) 1106(67.2%) 1300(68.0%)
Regional  67(21.3%) 58(21.1%) 291(17.7%)  344(18.0%)

Note: Chi-Square test
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Figure 1. Trendsin health insurance status at diagnosis by state M edicaid expansion status
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Figure 2: Adjusted oddsratio of Medicaid insurance statusin expansion states compared to
non-expansion statesfor the pre-expansion and post-expansion time periods
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