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Abstract 
Background. The longitudinal hospital care experiences of older adults with cancer, from the 
treatment decision-making process until their end of life, remain unexplored. We examined 
the hospital care trajectories of these patients and identified associated clinical determinants. 

Methods. We linked the ELCAPA multicenter cohort study (patients aged ≥70 with a solid 
tumor and having been referred for a geriatric assessment between 2012 and 2019) and the 
Greater Paris University Hospitals’ clinical data warehouse. Individual care trajectories, 
defined as series of consultations, hospital admissions (in day, acute or rehabilitation units) 
and emergency room visits, were clustered using multichannel sequence analysis. Cluster 
membership determinants were identified among socio-demographic, oncological and 
geriatric parameters by logistic regression analysis. 

Results. 707 patients (median age: 82; metastatic cancer: 45.2%; 10,998 care episodes) were 
included. Four trajectory clusters were identified: cluster A (n=149, 21.1%) with in-hospital 
surgical trajectories, cluster B (n=198, 28.0%) with outpatient care trajectories with 
chemotherapy and/or radiotherapy, cluster C (n=302, 42.7%) without any hospital cancer 
treatments, and cluster D (n=58, 8.2%) with mostly chemotherapy and high hospital care 
consumption. Cluster belonging determinants included metastatic status and cancer site (for 
cluster A), cognition, mobility and mood status (unimpaired parameters for cluster B and 
impaired for cluster C), and younger age (for cluster D).  

Conclusion. While highlighting varied hospital care experiences among older patients with 
cancer, we found that age remains an independent determinant of chemotherapy-dominant 
care trajectories. 
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Introduction 
Patients aged 70 or over account for more than a third of the overall cancer population (1). 
Despite continuous efforts in the last decades to increase the inclusion rate of older cancer 
patients in clinical trials, they are still underrepresented(2, 3). Included patients typically have 
fewer geriatric impairments and comorbidities than the average patients of their age group(4). 
As a result, making treatment decision for older patients with cancer in clinical setting is 
complex, and the delivery of care is often empirical. 

Analyzing the real-world experiences of older patients with cancer could help bridging this 
evidence gap(5), but most of the data published on care trajectories in geriatric oncology  
jumps from the treatment decision-making process to the last month of life(6-9). There is yet 
a scarcity of data on the patient’s journey from the period before the first geriatric assessment 
prior to a decision on cancer treatment up to 12 months after inclusion. Such information is 
important to identify the geriatric and oncological characteristics associated with care 
trajectories, to detect potentially underserved older patients’ populations and guide more 
tailored healthcare programs. 

This paucity of data arguably pertains to the difficulty to access datasets that combine both 
detailed information on the care trajectories and refined description of the geriatric and 
oncological characteristics of the patients. In that regard, claims data based on the 
retrospective data collection from electronic health records (EHRs) are particularly useful 
guides to care trajectories but provide little information on the patient’s clinical profile(10-
12). Conversely, clinical cohorts enable the prospective collection of detailed data on the 
patients’ clinical phenotypes but usually lack information on care consumption. We 
hypothesized that the combination of claims and clinical databases would provide a unique 
opportunity to accurately depict the care trajectories of older adults with cancer in the light of 
their clinical profiles. Hence, the objectives of the present study of older patients with cancer 
were to describe the real-life hospital care trajectories of older cancer patients and identify 
their clinical determinants. 

 

Methods 

Data sources, study design and setting 
We conducted a retrospective cohort study by linking the Elderly Cancer Patients (ELCAPA) 
cohort study’s database to the clinical data warehouse (CDW) curated by the Greater Paris 
University Hospitals Group (Assistance Publique – Hôpitaux de Paris, AP-HP, Paris, France). 

The AP-HP’s CDW gathers data from EHRs of 39 Paris area public-sector hospitals 
aggregated into six hospital groups. These EHRs include claims data (diagnoses from the 
International Classification of Diseases, 10th revision (ICD-10), medical procedures in 
disease-related groups (DRGs), clinical reports, and information on the units and wards 
attended during in- and outpatient care (the type of unit/ward, the admission and discharge 
dates, and admission and discharge modes). In order to define our study’s start date, we 
estimated the CDW’s data completeness dates for each of the six hospital groups (see 
Supplementary Materials – SM 1 for details). The AP-HP’s CDW was registered with the 
French National Data Protection Commission (CNIL, Paris, France; reference: 1980120, 
January 2017). 
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The ELCAPA prospective, multicenter cohort study was initiated in 2007. It includes cancer 
patients aged 70 or over having been referred for a geriatric assessment (GA) to a geriatric 
oncology clinic in the Paris area (19 centers, including 13 from the AP-HP) prior to a decision 
on cancer treatment. Data on oncological features, comorbidities, geriatric domains, and 
sociodemographic parameters are collected. The study has been registered at 
ClinicalTrials.gov (identifier: NCT02884375) and has been described in detail elsewhere (13). 
The study protocol was approved by an institutional review board (CPP Ile-de-France I, 
Paris, France; reference: May 2019-MS121). All patients provided their verbal, informed 
consent before inclusion. 

The present study was approved by the AP-HP’s CDW institutional review board (IRB 
00011591, Paris, France; reference: CSE 21-49). The research was reported on in compliance 
with the Reporting of Studies Conducted using Observational Routinely-collected Data 
(RECORD) guidelines (checklist given in SM 2). 

Study population 

We linked the ELCAPA clinical database to the AP-HP’s CDW by directly matching patients 
via the AP-HP’s unique patient identifier, which is recorded manually upon at enrollment in 
the ELCAPA study. To ensure that the linkage was accurate, each patient’s initials, sex, and 
date of birth were cross-checked. 

Study sample. The study sample included all correctly matched patients with a solid tumor 
enrolled in an ELCAPA AP-HP center between the hospital group’s data completeness date 
and March 2019. Patients with hematologic cancer usually receive specific treatments, follow 
dedicated pathways differing from solid tumors, and were consequently excluded. We limited 
our analysis to the period before the epidemic of coronavirus disease 2019 because it led to 
significant disruptions of hospital care trajectories - especially among older patients (14). 
Sensitivity analyses were performed by limiting the study sample to patients newly diagnosed 
with cancer (a feature recorded in ELCAPA) and therefore excluding those who were already 
being treated on the inclusion date. 

Follow-up Patients were followed up from two months before inclusion in the ELCAPA 
study (during which the GA occurred, giving the index date) until 12 months after inclusion. 
Cancer diagnoses and the initiation of treatment might have occurred for some patients a few 
weeks before their inclusion in the ELCAPA study, hence the two months look back. Patients 
without at least one hospital visit documented in the CDW during this period were excluded. 
Patients’ vital status and early death, i.e. death within 100 days from the index date (15), were 
recorded. 

Data collection 
Care episodes. All care episodes (broadly defined as meaningful units of analysis for 
assessing the full range of services provided in treating a particular health problem (16)) were 
extracted from the CDW and categorized as consultations, day hospital admissions, acute 
ward admissions, rehabilitation unit admissions, or emergency room visits. Hospital 
admissions were also characterized by their reason for admission (cancer-related or not), 
using a tagging algorithm developed by the French National Cancer Institute. This algorithm 
demonstrated positive and negative predictive values of 90.5% and 97.5%, respectively, as 
reported in their validation study (17). This led to the categorization of care episodes into 
seven dimensions, which were further divided into two to six subdimensions (Table 1). 
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Hospital care trajectory modelling. We retrospectively constructed individual “raw” hospital 
care trajectories from the chronological concatenation of all the care episodes. The individual 
trajectories were then modelled in a multichannel sequence analysis as a monthly aggregate of 
care consumption in each of the seven dimensions. For concomitant care episodes, only the 
highest-ranked subdimension was selected for each month and each dimension. Each patient’s 
hospital trajectories were then summarized into a 7 (dimensions) x 14 (months) matrix. 

Clinical characteristics. The patients’ baseline clinical characteristics were extracted from the 
ELCAPA case report form. The variables included sociodemographic data, oncological 
parameters, a frailty screening tool (the G8 score (range: 0-17; impaired when ≤14/17)) and 
general and geriatric parameters (SM 3): Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group Performance 
Status (ECOG-PS, from 0 = normal to 4 = completely disabled), asthenia, mobility, 
autonomy, nutrition, cognition, mood, comorbidities, and polypharmacy. Lastly, the planned 
treatment was recorded, along with any scheduled surgical treatments, chemotherapy, and/or 
radiotherapy. 

Statistical analysis 
A detailed description of the statistical analysis is given in SM 4. Briefly, clustering analysis 
relied on i) construction of a dissimilarity matrix representing the pairwise differences or 
‘distances’ between patients using the optimal matching method, with an increased 
consideration given towards hospital admissions with surgery and cancer outpatient care and 
episode sequences rather than exact timing, to account for the clinical relevance of these 
aspects of care; ii) applying hierarchical clustering on this matrix to identify clusters of care 
trajectories using the Wards’s linkage criterion. Resulting clusters (the study’s primary 
endpoint) were then described and compared on patients’ geriatric and oncological 
characteristics, as well as on care consumption indicators.  

To do so, we computed the total number of episodes per patient-month (ppm) of follow-up 
within each cluster, along with the numbers of planned and unplanned (based on the 
admission mode) episodes ppm. The hospital length of stay (LOS) overall and for planned 
and unplanned admissions was computed for each cluster by summing the number of days 
spent in hospital for inpatient and outpatient care (consultations and emergency room visits 
were therefore excluded) ppm of follow-up.   

Multiple one-vs-rest multivariable logistic regression modeling was used to identify the best 
predictors of clusters belonging.  

For all analyses, missing data were imputed using random forests trained on the observed 
values; the residual mean square error and the out-of-bag error were computed as a guide to 
imputation performance.  Data were collected and preprocessed with Python 3.8 software and 
the AP-HP’s open-source libraries eds-scikit (18) and edsnlp (19). Data were imputed with 
the MissForest package (20), and care trajectories were modelled and clustered with the 
TraMineR (21) package in R 4.0 software (R Foundation, Vienna, Austria). 
 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 3, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.02.24302125doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.02.24302125
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


5 

Results 

Study population 
As of March 31st, 2022, 6509 patients had been included in the ELCAPA study (SM 5). Of 
these, 4829 had been enrolled in an AP-HP center; 2903 of the latter had been enrolled 
between January 2012 and March 2019, and 2787 of the latter had a solid tumor. 

During the database linkage process, we excluded 22 patients lacking an AP-HP identifier 
recorded in the ELCAPA database, 191 patients whose identifier was not found in the CDW, 
and 90 patients whose initials, date of birth or sex were not identical in the two databases. 
Next, we excluded 1168 correctly matched patients whose index date occurred before the 
CDW data completeness date, along with 608 patients with missing data or who had no care 
episodes recorded in the CDW during the study period. Hence, the study sample included 707 
patients (median age: 82; range: 78-86), of whom 370 (52.3%) were male, 311 (45.2%) had a 
metastatic cancer, and 579 (86.3%) had an impaired G8 score. Relative to the nonincluded 
patients (n=2080, SM 6), the included patients had a significantly lower prevalence of 
metastatic cancer, a higher prevalence of curative treatment plans, and better cognitive status. 
Conversely, the included patients had a higher prevalence of polypharmacy. 

A total of 10,998 care episodes [10,393 (94.5%) planned and 605 (5.5%) unplanned] were 
identified during the 14-month follow-up period; this corresponded to 4.7 days (95% 
confidence interval (CI) [4.65;4.76]) ppm spent in hospital overall, 3.82 [3.77;3.87] days ppm 
for planned episodes, and 0.89 [0.86;0.91] days ppm for unplanned episodes (Table 2). 

Cluster analysis results and associated care consumption indicators 
Four clusters of hospital care trajectories emerged from our analysis: in-hospital surgical 
trajectories (cluster A), mixed chemotherapy and/or radiotherapy (cluster B), absence of 
hospital cancer treatment (cluster C), and chemotherapy-dominant trajectories (cluster D). 
The clustering dendrogram and inertia curve are given in SM 7.  

Cluster A (“inpatient care with cancer surgery”, n=149, 21.1%) comprised patients with a 
high level of consumption of inpatient care: 148 (99.3%) had undergone cancer surgery, 64 
(43.0%) had been hospitalized for a non-cancer-related indication, and 28 (18.8%) had been 
admitted to a rehabilitation unit (Figure 1 and Table 2). Patients in this cluster had the longest 
LOS (5.57 [5.44;5.7] days ppm overall, with a median of 1.43 [1.36;1.49] care episodes ppm). 
The death rate in this cluster was 0.40 per patient-year (ppy); early death occurred for 14 
patients (35.9% of the deaths in this cluster); 20 (51.3%) occurred in hospital, and 3 (15% of 
the latter) occurred after the provision of palliative care. 

Conversely, most of the patients in cluster B (“outpatient care with mixed chemotherapy 
and/or radiotherapy”, n=198, 28.0%) received outpatient cancer care: the number of care 
episodes was 2.6 [2.53;2.68] ppm, and the LOS was short (4.04 [3.95;4.13] days ppm). 133 
(67.2%) and 92 (46.5%) patients had at least one chemotherapy session or radiotherapy 
session, respectively. During follow-up, 0.59 deaths ppy occurred in this cluster, 15 (19.2%) 
were considered early; 41 (52.6%) deaths occurred in hospital, and 19 (46.3% of the latter) 
occurred after the provision of palliative care. 

Cluster C was the largest cluster (“recurrent unplanned care without any hospital cancer 
treatment”, n=302, 42.7%) and comprised patients without hospital-specific cancer treatment 
procedures. The cluster’s members had the lowest number of care episodes ppm but the 
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highest consumption of unplanned hospital care: they had 0.12 [0.11;0.14] unplanned 
episodes ppm and spent 1.32 [1.27;1.37] days ppm in hospital for unplanned episodes (4.97 
[4.87;5.07] days ppm overall). This cluster had the highest 1-year death rate (1.22 deaths 
ppy), and the highest proportion of early deaths (80, 47.6% of the deaths in this cluster); 93 
(55.4%) occurred in hospital, and 43 (46.2% of the latter) occurred after the provision of 
palliative care. 

The 58 (8.2%) patients enrolled in cluster D (“recurrent hospital care with mostly 
chemotherapy”) had the highest number of care episodes ppm (mostly planned: 2.95 
[2.82;3.08] ppm, and 3.04 [2.91;3.17] overall) and high levels of both inpatient and outpatient 
care consumption. All the patients received chemotherapy (16.94 [15.88;18.06] sessions ppy), 
and 46 (79.3%) patients had been hospitalized for cancer treatment or follow-up. They also 
had the highest proportion of non-cancer-related day-hospital visits, and the highest number 
of ER visits. This cluster had the lowest death rate during follow-up (0.23 deaths ppy), and no 
early death was recorded. 

For illustrative purpose, we manually selected one patient from each cluster and described 
their individual hospital care trajectories in Figure 2.  

The sensitivity analysis of patients with newly diagnosed cancer gave clusters that were 
similar to those of the main analysis in terms of the patient distribution and phenotypes 
(results reported in SM 8). 

Geriatric and oncological parameters across clusters 
Relative to other patients, those in cluster A (“inpatient care with cancer surgery”, median 
(range) age: 82 [78;86]; males: 57.0%) had a significantly lower proportion of metastatic 
cancer, a higher proportion of colorectal cancer and were in better general health (ECOG-PS 
score of 0 or 1) (Table 3). 

Patients in cluster C (“recurrent unplanned care without any hospital cancer treatment”, 
median (range) age: 83 [79;87]; males: 52.0%) were most likely to have a poor ECOG-PS 
(score of 3 or 4) and impaired geriatric parameters (including impaired G8 score, ADL score, 
MMSE score, mini-GDS score, and CIRS-G score).  

The patients in cluster B (“outpatient care with mixed chemotherapy and/or radiotherapy”) 
and D (“recurrent hospital care with mostly chemotherapy”) did not differ significantly with 
regard to clinical characteristics, except for age, TGUG status and cancer site: cluster D 
included the youngest patients, with the lowest proportion of impaired TGUG. Cluster B had 
a higher prevalence of breast/prostate, urinary tract and lung/ENT cancers, and cluster D had 
a higher prevalence of digestive cancers. 

Main factors predicting cluster membership 

Significant interactions between cancer site and metastatic status as predictors of clusters B et 
C membership were found. An interaction variable was built accordingly and included in all 
regression models.  

According to the one-vs-rest multivariable logistic regressions (Table 4), the factors 
associated independently with being in cluster A (“inpatient care with cancer surgery”) 
included having a localized digestive tract cancer (colorectal or other), a localized urinary 
tract cancer, an ECOG-PS score of 0 or 1, and hypertension. On the contrary, significant 
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associations were found the absence of recent weight loss, the absence of kidney failure. Non-
significant trends for the absence of asthenia and not living alone were noted. 

The factors associated independently with membership of clusters B (“outpatient care with 
mixed chemotherapy and/or radiotherapy”) or C (“recurrent unplanned care without any 
hospital cancer treatment”) were related to geriatric parameters. Patients with a higher 
MMSE score, no history of falls, and requiring home assistance were more likely to be in 
cluster B. Significant associations with the absence of a localized colorectal cancer and other 
digestive tract cancer were also found in cluster B. On the contrary, patients with impaired 
mobility (TGUG>20s), a lower MMSE score, an impaired mini-GDS score, older age and a 
digestive metastatic cancer were more likely to be included in cluster C. In this cluster, non-
significant trends were observed for metastatic breast or prostate cancer, history of falls and 
recent weight loss. 

Lastly, the factors associated independently with cluster D membership (“recurrent hospital 
care with mostly chemotherapy”) included younger age and having a TGUG ≤ 20s. 
Nonsignificant trend for having at least one child able to provide support was also noted. 

Cluster C’s chronogram could also be split visually into two subgroups by death status, each 
having specific hospital care consumption patterns and associated clinical profiles (SM 9). 
 

Discussion 

We identified four hospital care trajectory clusters among a population of 70 years or older 
patients with solid cancer: in-hospital surgical trajectories (cluster A), outpatient care 
trajectories with mixed chemotherapy and/or radiotherapy (cluster B), absence of hospital 
cancer treatment (cluster C) and chemotherapy-dominant with high hospital care consumption 
trajectories (cluster D). We did not find any associations between surgical trajectories on one 
hand and geriatric parameters or age on the other. However, we found that geriatric 
parameters were independently associated with cluster B when unimpaired and with cluster C 
when impaired. Younger age was associated with chemotherapy-dominant trajectories. Lastly, 
by further exploring cluster C, we identified two subgroups of trajectories: (i) frequent, 
prolonged, and unplanned care consumption until early death, and (ii) steady consultations 
during the follow-up period. Both of the latter were associated with specific clinical profiles. 

To our knowledge, only one study by Depoorter et al.(22) has reported on the hospital care 
consumption of older adults with cancer. They found smaller care consumption indices than 
in our study (0.43 vs 0.49 ER visits ppy, 11.86 vs 56.4 days ppy spent in hospital). This 
difference may be attributed to the advanced frailty status and cancer severity in our cohort 
(64.3% of the patients included in their cohort had an impaired G8 score, compared to 86.3% 
in this study; and 16.8% vs 45.2% had metastatic cancer), and to their decision to exclude 
end-of-life care (which is included in this study), known to be resource-intensive. Notably, 
they did not consider individual trajectories (except for living situations), nor did they further 
characterize the hospital care consumption with regards to the associated patients’ profiles.  
Other studies applied automatic clustering to claims data from all-age patients with specific 
tumor sites and treatment settings, and found similar patterns of health care utilization (7, 23, 
24). The absence of associations between age and geriatric parameters and cluster A 
(“inpatient care with cancer surgery”) in the present study suggests that patients, despite 
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having older age and/or geriatric impairments, are still offered surgical opportunities to treat 
their cancer. The long hospital LOS and the high proportion of patients receiving post-surgery 
rehabilitation care suggests that the care trajectories were well planned. Conversely, impaired 
mobility, cognition, and mood status were independently associated with low-intensity 
hospital cancer treatment. This finding is in line with previous research. For example, Caillet 
et al. found that functional impairment and malnutrition were associated with lower-intensity 
cancer treatment(13), and Sourdet et al. reported similar associations with cognitive, 
nutritional and mobility parameters (25). These geriatric impairments are also known to be 
associated with unplanned hospital admissions (26-28), which is related to the care 
consumption observed for patients in cluster C (“recurrent unplanned care without any 
hospital cancer treatment”). Interestingly, our results highlighted a significant association 
between younger age and cluster D membership (“recurrent hospital care with mostly 
chemotherapy”). This suggests that compliance with the current guidelines promoting 
decisions based on functional age (defined as a combination of physiological, psychological 
and social age, in opposition to chronological, i.e. calendar age) may be difficult in a real-
world setting for chemotherapy (29-32).  

Our results suggest two implications for decision-making. Firstly, our analysis provided 
useful insights on the real-world experiences of older patients with cancer to help defining 
evidence-based clinical pathways adapted to this specific population. Secondly, our analysis 
highlighted the requirement for dedicated in-hospital facilities for high-need patients who 
have the worst prognosis (cluster C): these patients may not be the first beneficiaries of both 
rehabilitation care (because no treatments are scheduled) and end-of-lifecare (because they 
are not at risk of imminent death), and they do not seem to fit into any of today’s care 
pathways. 

Our study had a number of limitations. We retrieved data from the EHRs of 39 public-sector 
hospitals, which together account for only one third of the hospital beds in acute wards 
available in the Greater Paris Area. This limited the exhaustiveness of our healthcare 
trajectory reconstruction, and might have underestimated the hospital care consumption of 
patients. Furthermore, not all types of cancer treatment were documented, especially 
treatment with oral chemotherapy drugs and radiotherapy sessions in private-sector 
establishments. Finally, our study setting involved a geriatric assessment (GA) for all patients 
prior to a decision on cancer treatment. Hopefully, subsequent hospital care trajectories 
should be impacted by the GA results (although this might require formal proof), and 
performing the same clustering analysis in a clinical setting without systematic GA might lead 
to different results and interpretations.  

Our study had a number of strengths. The linkage of clinical and medical administrative 
databases provided insights into care consumption and thorough clinical phenotypes, which 
have often been missing in previous studies of care trajectories (10-12, 33). Furthermore, our 
custom-based dissimilarity metric highlighting the main hospital cancer treatment procedures 
enabled us to build clinically meaningful clusters of trajectories. Lastly, we were able to 
identify high-need (and probably high-cost) patients at risk of an adverse trajectory and who 
probably require better healthcare planning. Future work should focus on exploring the 
hospital care trajectories of patients at a disease-specific level, to identify health and fitness 
thresholds that have a direct clinical application. 
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Conclusion 

By linking a cohort study database and a CDW, we identified four clusters of care trajectories 
among older patients with solid cancer. The clusters differed primarily with regard to their 
main cancer treatment procedures. We did not find any significant associations between 
geriatric parameters and surgical trajectories. Conversely, patients with impairments in 
geriatric parameters were associated with trajectories that lacked hospital cancer treatment; 
this subgroup of high-need patients requires better health care planning towards the end of 
their life. Lastly, we found that younger age was independently associated with 
chemotherapy-dominant trajectories. 
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Tables 
Table 1. Hospital care dimensions 
Care dimension Subcategory 
1. Consultations with an HCP 1.0 No use 

1.1  Other 
1.2  Support 
1.3 Other medical specialist 
1.4 Cancer specialist 

2. Day hospital with a cancer indication 2.0 No use 

2.1 Other 

2.2 With chemotherapy or radiotherapy 
2.3 With surgery 

3. Day hospital with a non-cancer 
indication 

3.0 No use 

3.1 One episode by month 

3.2 Two episodes by month 
3.3  ≥three episodes by month 

4. Inpatient hospital admission with a 
cancer indication 

4.0 No use 

4.1 No surgery, adm from home 

4.2 No surgery, adm as a transfer 

4.3 No surgery, adm from the ER 

4.4 With surgery, adm from home 

4.5 With surgery, adm as a transfer 
4.6 With surgery, adm from the ER 

5. Inpatient hospital admission with a 
non-cancer indication 

5.0 No use 

5.1 Adm from home 

5.2 Adm as a transfer 
5.3 Adm from the ER 

6. Stay in a rehabilitation unit 6.0 No use 

6.1 ≤14 days per month 
6.2  ≥15 days per month 

7. Emergency room visit 7.0  No use 

7.1 One episode per month 

7.2 Two episodes per month 

7.3 ≥three episodes per month 

*Abbreviations: HCP, healthcare professional; adm, admission; ER, emergency room 
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Table 2. Care consumption indicators, overall and by cluster 
 

    Total 

Cluster A 
Inpatient care with 

surgery 

Cluster B 
Outpatient care with 

mixed CT/RT 

Cluster C 
Recurrent unplanned 

care without any 
hospital cancer 

treatment 

Cluster D 
Recurrent hospital 
care with mostly 
chemotherapy p-

value* 

    N=707 N=149 N=198 N=302 N=58 

Follow-up time in days, median (IQR)  238 [100;328]  279 [152;329]  254 [172;335]  152 [55.0;279]   349 [300;361]  <0.001 

Number of care 
episodes (ppm), 
median (IQR) 

Total 1.92 [1.89;1.96] 1.43 [1.36;1.49] 2.6 [2.53;2.68] 1.24 [1.19;1.29] 3.04 [2.91;3.17]  <0.001 

Planned 1.82 [1.78;1.85] 1.34 [1.28;1.41] 2.49 [2.42;2.57] 1.12 [1.07;1.17] 2.95 [2.82;3.08]  <0.001 

Unplanned 0.11 [0.1;0.11] 0.09 [0.07;0.1] 0.11 [0.09;0.12] 0.12 [0.11;0.14] 0.09 [0.07;0.12] 0.16 

Hospital LOS 
(ppm), 
median (IQR) 

Total 4.7 [4.65;4.76] 5.57 [5.44;5.7] 4.04 [3.95;4.13] 4.97 [4.87;5.07] 4.01 [3.86;4.16]  <0.001 

Planned 3.82 [3.77;3.87] 4.79 [4.67;4.91] 3.34 [3.26;3.43] 3.65 [3.57;3.74] 3.63 [3.49;3.77]  <0.001 

Unplanned 0.89 [0.86;0.91] 0.78 [0.73;0.83] 0.7 [0.66;0.74] 1.32 [1.27;1.37] 0.38 [0.34;0.43]  <0.001 

Consultations N patients (%) 689 (97.5%)  147 (98.7)  193 (97.5)  292 (96.7)   57 (98.3)  0.735 

  
N episodes ppy 

10.64 
[10.35;10.94] 

11.86 
[11.22;12.52] 

10.38 [9.86;10.91] 9.96 [9.48;10.47] 
10.89 

[10.04;11.79] 
 <0.001 

DH - Cancer N patients (%) 367 (51.9%)   29 (19.5)  197 (99.5)   83 (27.5)   58 (100)  <0.001 

  
N episodes ppy 8.63 [8.37;8.9] 1.06 [0.87;1.27] 17.11 [16.45;17.79] 1.01 [0.86;1.18] 

22.57 
[21.34;23.85] 

 <0.001 

  CT - N patients (%) 231 (32.7%)   16 (10.7)  133 (67.2)   24 (7.95)   58 (100)  <0.001 

  
CT - N episodes ppy** 

10.79 
[10.32;11.28] 

4.05 [3.03;5.3] 9.01 [8.44;9.6] 4.82 [3.65;6.25] 
16.94 

[15.88;18.06] 
 <0.001 

  RT - N patients (%) 140 (19.8%)   5 (3.36)  92 (46.5)   27 (8.94)   16 (27.6)   <0.001 

  
RT - N episodes ppy** 

21.3 
[20.39;22.24] 

16.57 
[12.67;21.28] 

24.89 [23.69;26.14] 5.4 [4.19;6.86] 
20.18 

[18.03;22.51] 
 <0.001 

DH - No Cancer N patients (%) 122 (17.3%)   22 (14.8)   46 (23.2)   32 (10.6)   22 (37.9)   <0.001 

INPT - Cancer  N patients (%) 519 (73.4%)   149 (100)  143 (72.2)  181 (59.9)   46 (79.3)   <0.001 

  N patients (%) - planned 451 (63.8%)  138 (92.6)  132 (66.7)  142 (47.0)   39 (67.2)   <0.001 

  N patients (%) - 
unplanned 181 (25.6%)   31 (20.8)   52 (26.3)   81 (26.8)   17 (29.3)  0.475 

  N patients (%) - surgery 253 (35.8%)  148 (99.3)   67 (33.8)   22 (7.28)   16 (27.6)   <0.001 

INPT - No Cancer N patients (%) 244 (34.5%)   64 (43.0)   58 (29.3)  105 (34.8)   17 (29.3)  0.051 

N patients (%) - planned 167 (23.6%)   50 (33.6)   36 (18.2)   69 (22.8)   12 (20.7)  0.008 

N patients (%) - 
unplanned 

115 (16.3%)   27 (18.1)   32 (16.2)   48 (15.9)   8 (13.8) 0.880 

Rehabilitation N patients (%) 104 (14.7%)   28 (18.8)   17 (8.59)   53 (17.5)   6 (10.3) 0.013 

ER N patients (%) 161 (22.8%)   30 (20.1)   52 (26.3)   59 (19.5)   20 (34.5)  0.041 

  N episodes ppy 0.49 [0.43;0.56] 0.37 [0.26;0.5] 0.55 [0.44;0.68] 0.49 [0.38;0.61] 0.57 [0.39;0.81] 0.1 

Abbreviations: CT/RT, chemotherapy and/or radiotherapy; ppm, per patient-month; IQR, interquartile range; LOS, length of stay; ppy, per patient-year; DH, day 
hospital; CT, chemotherapy; RT, radiotherapy; INPT, inpatient; ER, emergency room 
* Kruskal-Wallis, Wald and Chi-squared tests for quantitative, episode counts and qualitative variables respectively, global comparison. Significant p-values 
(<0.05) have been bolded for ease of interpretation. 
** Number of episodes ppy among eligible patients, i.e those having at least one chemotherapy or radiotherapy session, as appropriate. 
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Table 3. Clinical features, overall and by cluster 

    Total 

Cluster A 
Inpatient care 
with surgery 

Cluster B 
Outpatient care 

with mixed 
CT/RT 

Cluster C 
Recurrent 

unplanned care 
without any 

hospital cancer 
treatment 

Cluster D 
Recurrent 

hospital care 
with mostly 

chemotherapy p-value* 

    N=707 N=149 N=198 N=302 N=58 

Age in years, median (IQR) 82.0 [78.0;86.0] 
82.0 

[78.0;86.0] 
81.0 

[76.2;86.0] 
83.0 

[79.0;87.0] 
79.0 

[74.2;83.0]  <0.001 

Sex (male), N (%) 370 (52.3%)   85 (57.0)   98 (49.5)  157 (52.0)   30 (51.7)  0.575 

Metastatic cancer, N (%), missing(M)=19 311 (45.2%)   28 (19.2)   95 (49.5)  154 (52.7)   34 (58.6)   <0.001 

Cancer site, N (%), M=5 Breast/prostate 168 (23.9%)   26 (17.4)   58 (29.6)   73 (24.4)   11 (19.0)   <0.001 

Colorectal 128 (18.2%)   49 (32.9)   26 (13.3)   42 (14.0)   11 (19.0)    

Other digestive tract site 134 (19.1%)   33 (22.1)   19 (9.69)   65 (21.7)   17 (29.3)    

Urinary tract  95 (13.5%)   27 (18.1)   27 (13.8)   37 (12.4)   4 (6.90)   

Lung/ENT  63 (8.97%)   5 (3.36)  25 (12.8)   28 (9.36)   5 (8.62)   

Other 114 (16.2%)   9 (6.04)  41 (20.9)   54 (18.1)   10 (17.2)    

ECOG-PS, N (%), M=6 0/1 322 (45.9%)   91 (61.1)   96 (49.0)  105 (35.2)   30 (51.7)   <0.001 

2 175 (25.0%)   22 (14.8)   53 (27.0)   83 (27.9)   17 (29.3)    

3/4 204 (29.1%)   36 (24.2)   47 (24.0)  110 (36.9)   11 (19.0)    

Asthenia, N (%), M=6 489 (69.8%)   87 (58.8)  134 (68.4)  228 (76.3)   40 (69.0)  0.002 

Impaired G8 (≤14), N (%), M=36 579 (86.3%)  121 (82.9)  159 (82.0)  251 (91.3)   48 (85.7)  0.016 

History of falls, N (%), M=13 193 (27.8%)   35 (23.6)   41 (20.9)  101 (34.5)   16 (28.1)  0.006 

Impaired ADL (≤5), N (%), M=5 185 (26.4%)   30 (20.1)   41 (20.8)  102 (34.2)   12 (20.7)  0.001 

TGUG≤20s, N (%), M=175 362 (68.0%)   80 (72.1)  115 (72.3)  126 (58.3)   41 (89.1)   <0.001 

Impaired MMSE (≤23), N (%), M=78 154 (24.5%)   37 (26.8)   30 (17.0)   78 (29.7)   9 (17.3) 0.012 

Weight loss, N (%) 
(≥10% in last 6 months or ≥5% in last month)  98 (13.9%)   12 (8.05)   22 (11.1)   51 (16.9)   13 (22.4)  0.010 

Impaired Mini-GDS (≥1), N (%), M=37 224 (33.4%)   39 (27.3)   52 (27.7)  119 (41.8)   14 (25.9)  0.001 

Depression (comorbidity), N (%), M=346 
110 (30.6%)   22 (30.1)   22 (22.7)   58 (36.0)   8 (27.6) 0.156 

Impaired CIRS-G (≥1 grade 3/4), N (%), M=37 469 (70.0%)   85 (59.4)  122 (66.3)  221 (77.0)   41 (73.2)  0.001 

Number of drugs, median (IQR), M=33 7.00 [4.00;9.00] 
7.00 

[4.00;9.00] 
6.00 

[4.00;9.00] 
7.00 

[5.00;9.00] 
6.00 

[4.00;9.00] 
0.414 

Comorbidities, N (%) HT, M=4 487 (69.3%)  112 (75.2)  128 (64.6)  208 (69.8)   39 (67.2)  0.206 

Diabetes, M=6 183 (26.1%)   48 (32.7)   47 (23.7)   75 (25.2)   13 (22.4)  0.222 

Kidney failure, M=68 275 (43.0%)   50 (36.2)   79 (44.1)  124 (46.6)   22 (39.3)  0.221 

Heart failure, M=38  86 (12.9%)   22 (15.1)   21 (11.2)   39 (14.0)   4 (7.14) 0.382 

Arrythmia, M=32 180 (26.7%)   41 (28.9)   48 (24.9)   81 (28.4)   10 (18.2)  0.370 

Living alone, N (%), M=3 257 (36.5%)   47 (31.5)   76 (38.6)  116 (38.7)   18 (31.0)  0.347 

≥1 available children, N (%), M=141 475 (83.9%)   96 (84.2)  145 (83.3)  189 (82.2)   45 (93.8)  0.261 

Place of residence, N 
(%), M=3 

Family/residential home  49 (6.96%)   10 (6.71)   15 (7.61)   18 (6.00)   6 (10.3) 0.248 

Nursing care or other  29 (4.12%)   2 (1.34)  8 (4.06)  18 (6.00)   1 (1.72)   

Own home 626 (88.9%)  137 (91.9)  174 (88.3)  264 (88.0)   51 (87.9)    

Home assistance, N (%), M=16 327 (47.3%)   58 (39.2)   98 (50.8)  149 (51.0)   22 (37.9)  0.037 

Abbreviations: CT/RT, chemotherapy and/or radiotherapy; IQR, interquartile range; ENT, ear nose throat; ECOG-PS, performance status; ADL, activities 
of daily living; TGUG, timed get-up and go; MMSE, Mini Mental State Examination; GDS, Geriatric Depression Scale; CIRS-G, Cumulative Illness Rating 
Scale - Geriatric; HT, hypertension 
*Kruskal-Wallis and Chi-squared tests for quantitative and qualitative features respectively, global comparison. Significant p-values (<0.05) have been 
bolded for ease of interpretation. 
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Table 4. Cluster membership determinants 

 
           Cluster A Cluster B Cluster C Cluster D 

    OR 95% CI p OR 95% CI p OR 95% CI p OR 95% CI p 

Age   - - - - - - 1.04 [1.01-1.07] 0.005 0.93 [0.88-0.97] 0.003 

Cancer site Metastatic cancer                         

Breast/prostate False - - - - - - - - - - - - 

  True 0.56 [0.21-1.37] 0.218 0.79 [0.40-1.53] 0.479 1.87 [0.97-3.63] 0.061 0.74 [0.18-2.61] 0.647 

Colorectal False 5.94 [2.91-12.5] <0.001 0.26 [0.11-0.57] 0.001 0.48 [0.23-0.97] 0.042 1.04 [0.29-3.49] 0.947 

  True 0.89 [0.35-2.17] 0.806 0.66 [0.31-1.34] 0.254 1.20 [0.59-2.44] 0.617 1.89 [0.56-6.24] 0.289 

Other digestive 
tract 

False 
2.22 [1.09-4.58] 0.029 0.23 [0.10-0.48] <0.001 1.41 [0.75-2.65] 0.284 1.18 [0.39-3.58] 0.769 

  True 0.42 [0.11-1.24] 0.145 0.32 [0.12-0.73] 0.010 2.56 [1.23-5.43] 0.013 2.40 [0.81-7.39] 0.116 

Lung/ENT False 0.58 [0.13-1.98] 0.425 1.03 [0.39-2.64] 0.951 1.97 [0.78-5.04] 0.153 - - - 

  True 0.24 [0.04-0.93] 0.071 1.28 [0.57-2.84] 0.541 1.07 [0.46-2.45] 0.866 1.46 [0.39-5.10] 0.559 

Urinary tract False 3.19 [1.46-7.08] 0.004 0.50 [0.22-1.05] 0.073 1.01 [0.49-2.09] 0.969 0.00 [0.00-0.00] 0.985 

  True 0.58 [0.15-1.77] 0.372 0.95 [0.42-2.10] 0.901 1.56 [0.70-3.43] 0.272 1.27 [0.31-4.61] 0.723 

Other False 0.57 [0.19-1.51] 0.280 1.78 [0.87-3.65] 0.117 0.75 [0.36-1.57] 0.455 1.32 [0.33-4.76] 0.674 

  True 0.26 [0.06-0.84] 0.041 0.69 [0.33-1.40] 0.304 2.03 [1.02-4.10] 0.046 1.44 [0.43-4.68] 0.543 

ECOG-PS 0/1 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

  2 0.56 [0.31;0.98] 0.048 - - - - - - - - - 

  3/4 0.89 [0.53;1.49] 0.668 - - - - - - - - - 

Asthenia   0.64 [0.41-1.00] 0.051 - - - - - - - - - 

History of falls   - - - 0.62 [0.40-0.94] 0.025 1.42 [0.99-2.03] 0.059 - - - 

TGUG≤20s   - - - - - - 0.63 [0.45-0.89] 0.009 2.62 [1.36-5.48] 0.006 

MMSE score   - - - 1.10 [1.05-1.16] <0.001 0.94 [0.91-0.98] 0.005 - - - 

Weight loss 0.43 [0.20-0.86] 0.021 - - - 1.59 [1.00-2.52] 0.050 1.62 [0.78-3.18] 0.178 

Impaired Mini-GDS - - - - - - 1.59 [1.12-2.24] 0.009 - - - 

Depression (comorbidity) - - - 0.69 [0.45-1.03] 0.073 - - - - - - 

Comorbidities HT 1.64 [1.04-2.63] 0.038 0.75 [0.52-1.09] 0.131 - - - - - - 

  Kidney failure 0.63 [0.40-0.97] 0.038 - - - - - - - - - 

Living alone   0.64 [0.41-1.00] 0.050 - - - - - - - - - 

Place of 
residence Own home - - - - - - - - - - - - 

  Family/residential home 1.51 [0.65-3.26] 0.312 - - - - - - - - - 

  Nursing care or other 0.21 [0.03-0.85] 0.056 - - - - - - - - - 

Home assistance 
  

- - - 1.48 [1.04-2.12] 0.032 - - - - - - 

≥1 Available children - - - - - - - - - 2.82 [0.98-11.9] 0.09 

Abbreviations: OR, odds ratio; CI, confidence interval; p, p-value; ENT, ear nose throat; ECOG-PS, performance status; TGUG, timed get-up-and-go; 
MMSE, Mini Mental State Examination; GDS, Geriatric Depression Scale; HT, hypertension 
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Figure 1. Chronograms of each cluster

Four clusters of hospital care trajectories are represented. Chronograms display the vertical concatenation of all the individual trajectories within each cluster, from 

2 months before inclusion in ELCAPA (green dots) until 12 months after.

Abbreviations: DH, day hospital; CT/RT, chemotherapy or radiotherapy; INPT, inpatient hospital admission; Trsf, transfer; ER, emergency room; Rehab, rehabilitation. 
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Figure 2. Selected individual patient trajectories from each cluster
Abbreviations: DH, day hospital; CT/RT, chemotherapy or radiotherapy; INPT, inpatient hospital admission; Trsf, transfer; ER, emergency room; Rehab, rehabilitation. Rec., 

recurrent; hosp., hospital.

Patient 1 had been hospitalized twice with a non-cancer indication, with admission from home: from day -

60 to day -47 (relative to the index date), and from day -45 to day -40. The patient underwent scheduled 

cancer surgery during a hospital stay between days 37 and 101. They had a total of 9 consultations during 

the follow-up period.

Patient 2 had four consultations around the index date, a first chemo- or radiotherapy session on day 17, 

and then 17 other sessions between days 107 and 157. Lastly, the patient had a consultation on day 328.

Patient 3 was included in the cohort during a hospital admission from the ER with a cancer-related 

indication (no surgery). During this hospital stay, the patient had one consultation and was readmitted to 

hospital from home with a cancer-related indication on day 23 and died there on day 32.

Patient 4 was admitted to hospital from home with a cancer-related indication (no surgery) between 

days -15 and -13. The patient had a day-hospital visit with a non-cancer indication on day 0 and then 

seven consultations and 26 chemo- or radiotherapy sessions during the follow-up period. The patient had 

another planned hospital admission from home with a cancer-related indication between days 295 and 

298.
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