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Data availability statement: Data are available in a public, open access repository. The 
data used in this study are aggregated monthly provider cancer waiting times statistics 
which are freely available to download from the following website: 
https://www.england.nhs.uk/statistics/statistical-work-areas/cancer-waiting-
times/monthly-prov-cwt/ 
 
Transparency: SM affirms that the manuscript is an honest, accurate, and transparent 
account of the study being reported; that no important aspects of the study have been 
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Abstract 
 
Objective: To examine whether regions participating in the NHS-Galleri trial of a multi-
cancer early detection test experienced changes in cancer diagnostic delay rates that 
could indicate the presence of spillover due to constraints on care delivery. 
 
Design: Quasi-experimental difference-in-differences analysis. 
 
Setting: NHS England, April 2021-September 2023. 
 
Participants: All 21 cancer alliance regions in NHS England, 8 of which participated in 
the trial and 13 of which did not. 
 
Main outcomes: Rates of cancer diagnostic delays, defined as the percentage of 
patient referrals for investigation of possible cancer that resulted in diagnostic resolution 
within 28 days of initial referral. A difference-in-differences analysis was used to 
compare diagnostic delay rates in regions that participated in the NHS-Galleri trial to 
regions that did not participate, before and after the start of the trial. Three primary 
analyses were conducted: for all types of suspected cancer; for the most commonly 
referred cancers (breast, skin, lower gastrointestinal); and for less commonly referred 
cancers (all other types). 
 
Results: We observed no significant differences in rates of diagnostic delay for all 
cancers or for the most commonly referred cancers. For less commonly referred 
cancers, the percentage of patients experiencing diagnostic delays increased from 
32.6% to 35.1% in regions participating in the NHS-Galleri trial from the 6 months 
before to the 6 months after trial start, compared with a small reduction from 32.7% to 
31.7% in regions that did not participate (adjusted difference 3.4 percentage points, 
95% confidence interval 1.2 to 5.7). These differences persisted from 6 to 12 months 
after trial start and receded the following year. 
 
Conclusions: Regional participation in the NHS-Galleri trial was associated with a 
statistically significant increase in diagnostic delay rates for less commonly referred 
cancers in the first year of the trial, but not for cancer overall or the most commonly 
referred cancers. Rollout of the trial intervention may have increased demand for 
downstream diagnostic services and, in a capacity constrained environment, led to 
region-wide increases in delayed diagnosis for less commonly referred cancers. If 
patients in the control group faced delayed diagnosis as a result, this would represent 
spillover due to constraints on care delivery during the first year and could affect 
measurement of the trial’s primary outcome, incidence of later stage cancer at time of 
diagnosis. This study underscores the importance of addressing spillover in clinical trials 
of interventions that affect availability of healthcare services.  
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Introduction 
 
Detecting treatable cancer early is a public health priority. Randomized controlled trials 
conducted in real-world health settings are used to determine whether new screening 
tests,1 patient navigation services,2,3 or automated reminder systems4,5 lead to earlier 
detection of cancer. Interventions that prove effective in these trials are often integrated 
into clinical practice guidelines and adopted broadly across health systems.6-8 Some of 
these trials may suffer from an overlooked source of bias, however. In real-world health 
settings, cancer diagnostic resources such as specialist appointments, imaging 
equipment, or laboratory staff are often limited.9-11 During a trial, an intervention that 
increases utilization of a scarce resource by one group of patients can reduce 
availability of that resource for other patients. This can negatively affect outcomes for 
patients in the control group and lead trial investigators to overestimate the benefits of 
an intervention.12 Economists refer to this problem as “negative spillover” or “crowding 
out” and some randomized trials of social welfare and public health interventions have 
accordingly been designed to avoid or test for its presence.13-15 This threat to trial 
validity is overlooked in the medical literature and is not addressed in guidance on 
clinical trial design,16,17 reporting,18-20 or risk of bias assessment.21-23 
 
The ongoing NHS-Galleri trial is an example of a randomized trial in which spillover due 
to constraints on care delivery may be a concern. This trial randomized over 140,000 
adults (50-77 years) to either receive usual care (“standard-of-care and existing 
screening modalities” ) or usual care plus annual screening using a new liquid biopsy 
multi-cancer early detection (MCED) screening test (Galleri®).1 The Galleri test relies on 
next-generation sequencing and artificial intelligence to screen for more than 50 
different types of cancer.24 Participants with suspected cancer—whether identified via 
usual care or due to a positive result from the Galleri screening test—were referred for 
follow-up diagnostic assessment according to standard NHS pathways.1 NHS capacity 
shortfalls and long wait times for cancer diagnosis have been a long-standing concern25 
and record high referral numbers and rates of delayed follow-up appointments were 
reported in 2021 as the NHS-Galleri trial was starting.26 An increase in patient referrals 
due to rollout of the Galleri screening test may have further strained diagnostic 
resources within participating cancer alliances (regional NHS partnerships that 
coordinate cancer care) and led to higher rates of delayed diagnosis, including for 
patients in the control arm of the trial. This, in turn, could lead to biased overestimation 
of the Galleri test’s ability to achieve the trial’s primary objective: reduced incidence of 
later stage cancer at time of diagnosis.1 If this type of spillover occurred, screening for 
cancer using the Galleri test would likely underperform expectations if adopted broadly 
across the NHS. 
 
We leverage provider-level NHS data on cancer diagnostic delays to examine whether 
spillover due to constraints on care delivery occurred during the NHS-Galleri trial. This 
form of spillover is of particular concern for types of suspected cancer detected by the 
Galleri test for which healthcare systems possess limited spare diagnostic capacity. We 
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hypothesized that, once the trial started, participating regions would report an increase 
in diagnostic delays when compared to regions not participating in the trial. Such an 
increase would suggest that negative spillover, in the form of delayed diagnosis for 
patients in the control group, could have occurred during the trial. 
 
Methods 
 
Data sources and study population 
 
We obtained monthly provider-level data on cancer diagnostic delays and staffing from 
three publicly available NHS England datasets. The NHS England Provider-based 
Cancer Waiting Times dataset reports referral volumes together with the number of 
referrals for investigation of possible cancer that resulted in diagnostic resolution within 
28 days.27 We linked this dataset using provider codes to two other NHS datasets 
containing health care staff numbers28 and absences.29 The linked data were then 
aggregated up to the level of cancer alliance regions using NHS provider, integrated 
care board, and cancer alliance linking files.30,31 Providers that did not link to cancer 
alliances during this initial aggregation step were subsequently linked to alliances via 
manual review of provider websites and locations. We excluded providers that provided 
services across multiple cancer alliances. The resulting dataset contained monthly 
counts of total referrals and referrals that breached the 28 day faster diagnosis standard 
in each cancer alliance. All 21 NHS England cancer alliance regions were included in 
our analysis, as were all months for which finalized 28-day faster diagnosis data were 
available (as of May 16, 2024), spanning the period from April 2021 through September 
2023. The study period includes a six-month pre-trial period and the first two years of 
the trial, which remains ongoing. 
 
Exposure to NHS-Galleri trial 
 
The NHS Galleri trial is being conducted in 8 of the 21 cancer alliance regions in 
England (fig 1). The trial investigators selected participating regions based on factors 
that included ethnic diversity, socioeconomic status, and relatively higher rates of late-
stage cancer diagnosis and cancer mortality.1 
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Figure 1. Map of the 21 NHS England cancer alliance regions. The eight cancer alliances participating in 
the NHS-Galleri trial are colored purple. 
Source: Map image reused under CC-BY license from the NHS-Galleri trial protocol.1 
 
Trial enrollment began August 31, 20211 and participants began providing blood 
samples for the Galleri test on or after September 13, 2021.32 Rollout of the Galleri test 
across the eight participating cancer alliances was phased in over the period from 
September through November 2021,33 though public information on exact start dates 
within each cancer alliance was unavailable. Participants were enrolled over 10 months 
through July 202234 and the trial remains ongoing. The intervention group received 
Galleri screening tests on an annual basis during the trial, delivered throughout the 
year. Patients assigned to the intervention group for whom the Galleri test detected a 
possible cancer signal were usually notified within 30 days following blood draw and 
referred for follow-up diagnostic testing.35 General practitioners caring for these patients 
were also notified of positive test results and instructed to ensure that patients received 
confirmatory diagnostic procedures for the suspected cancer site following standard 
clinical guidance.1 
 
Given the above timeline, we treated October 2021 as the first month in which 
participating cancer alliances were exposed to the NHS-Galleri trial. To accommodate 
uncertainty in timing of exposure across all eight cancer alliance regions we also 
conducted a sensitivity analysis excluding data from September, October, and 
November 2021 as a phase-in period. Exposure to the trial continued through the end of 
the study period in September 2023. 
 
Outcomes and covariates 
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Our outcome measure of interest was the monthly rate of cancer diagnostic delays, 
aggregated up to the cancer alliance level. We followed the NHS 28 day faster 
diagnosis standard in defining rate of cancer diagnostic delay as the percentage of 
patient referrals for investigation of possible cancer that resulted in diagnostic resolution 
within 28 days following initial referral.36 NHS providers are asked to ensure that no 
more than 25% of patients receive a delayed diagnosis according to this standard.37 
 
We examined three primary outcomes in our analyses: diagnostic delay rates for all 
cancers, for the ‘most commonly referred’ cancers, and for all other ‘less commonly 
referred’ cancers. Our concern over potential spillover from the NHS-Galleri trial was 
particularly focused on types of suspected cancers detected by the Galleri test for which 
there was limited existing diagnostic capacity. In the absence of publicly available data 
on diagnostic capacity by type of suspected cancer, we relied on the volume of referrals 
that resulted in diagnostic resolution as an indicator of capacity. Referral volume was 
then used to stratify referrals into two groups according to whether they were for one of 
the ‘most commonly referred’ cancers or for any other ‘less commonly referred’ cancer. 
 
Within NHS England, frequency of diagnostic referral varies greatly by type of 
suspected cancer (fig 2). Referrals for suspected breast, skin, and lower gastrointestinal 
cancers were much higher than for other cancers and together accounted for 58.7% of 
all cancer diagnostic referrals. We grouped these three types of cancer together as the 
‘most commonly referred’ cancers. All other types of cancer were grouped together as 
‘less commonly referred’ cancers. We included referrals for which specific cancer type 
was marked “missing or invalid” or “suspected cancer – non-specific symptoms” in our 
analysis of all cancers but not for other analyses. Secondary analyses examined 
diagnostic delays for each specific type of suspected cancer. We excluded referrals 
marked as ‘Exhibited (non-cancer) breast symptoms - cancer not initially suspected’ 
from all analyses. 
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Figure 2. NHS England diagnostic referrals from April 2021-September 2023, by suspected cancer type. 
 
We collected monthly data on the total number of full-time equivalent NHS health care 
staff working in each cancer alliance as well as the number of NHS health care staff 
absent from work due to sickness or self-isolation related to COVID-19 or any other 
health condition. These data were used to calculate the average percentage of the NHS 
workforce absent each month in each cancer alliance region, which we included as a 
covariate in our analysis. 
 
Statistical analysis 
 
We analyzed changes in the rate of cancer diagnostic delays in cancer alliance regions 
that participated in the trial compared to regions that did not participate using a 
difference-in-differences framework with an event study design. Multivariate linear 
regression was used to analyze the association of trial participation with changes in 
diagnostic delay rates for each month during the study period. These changes were 
estimated using a set of variables that captured the interaction between each monthly 
time period and participation in the NHS-Galleri trial. Coefficient estimates for these 
variables represent the mean difference in diagnostic delay rates between participating 
and non-participating regions for each month during the study period. Months were 
labeled numerically in relation to the start of the trial in October 2021, which was labeled 
month 0. The first month available in our dataset (April 2021, month -6) served as the 
reference period. These monthly regression models included month and cancer alliance 
fixed effects to control for time invariant differences between alliances as well as 
England-wide changes in diagnostic delays over time. Regressions were weighted by 

Most commonly 
referred

Less commonly referred
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the monthly volume of cancer diagnostic referrals in each cancer alliance region. All 
models included clustered standard errors at the cancer alliance level. 
 
We used the same regression approach in a separate set of biannual models that 
estimated differences between participating and non-participating cancer alliances for 
each six-month time period in our dataset. In these models, the six-month period prior to 
the start of the trial (from April to September 2021, months -6 to -1) served as the 
reference period. 
 
Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons was used to assess significance of 
findings from our three primary analyses. Significance is not assessed, and p-values are 
not reported, for secondary analyses of specific cancers; point estimates and 95% 
confidence intervals are provided instead. Analyses were performed in R version 4.3.3 
(R Foundation for Statistical Computing). 
 
We used alternative model specifications to examine the robustness of our findings. 
These included analyses that excluded September to November 2021 as a phase-in 
period and excluded the staff absence covariate. 
 
Finally, our quasi-experimental difference-in-differences event study design relies on the 
assumption that, in the absence of exposure to the NHS-Galleri trial, trends in outcomes 
would be similar for participating and non-participating regions. We visually examine 
potential deviations from this assumption by examining diagnostic delay rates in the six 
months preceding the start of the trial (fig 3). Unadjusted rates of diagnostic delays and 
their trajectories over time were somewhat similar during the pre-trial period, though 
rates in participating regions were slightly higher for all cancers and the most commonly 
referred cancers. Diagnostic delay rates and their month-to-month trajectory before the 
trial were most similar for less commonly referred cancers. 
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Figure 3. Unadjusted rates of diagnostic delays in regions participating in the NHS-Galleri trial and 
regions that are not participating. The vertical dashed line represents the start of the trial, with the area to 
the left depicting diagnostic delay rates in the six months (months -6 to -1) during the pre-trial baseline 
period. Months 0 to 23 depict the period of participating regions’ exposure to the trial. Diagnostic delay 
rates are shown as point estimates and 95% confidence intervals. 
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Patient and public involvement 
 
No patients or members of the public were involved in developing, conducting, or writing 
up the results of this study. We did not use individual-level data in our study, which 
focused instead on data on provider-level referral counts that NHS England has made 
publicly available for download. 
 
Results 
 
Study Sample and Baseline Characteristics 
 
Prior to data cleaning and linking, the NHS England Provider-based Cancer Waiting 
Times dataset reported that 7,117,316 patient referrals for suspected cancer resulted in 
diagnostic resolution during the study period. Of these, we excluded 332,281 referrals 
labeled “Exhibited (non-cancer) breast symptoms - cancer not initially suspected” from 
our analysis, which left 6,785,035 referrals in the dataset. Of the 152 health organization 
providers included in the NHS England dataset, 133 were linked to cancer alliance 
regions using provider, integrated care board, and cancer alliance attribution files. We 
manually reviewed provider websites and locations to link the 19 remaining health 
providers to cancer alliances (appendix table 1). This manual review resulted in the 
exclusion of 14,085 referrals associated with 6 providers that provide services across 
multiple cancer alliance regions. Following data cleaning and linking, our study sample 
included 6,770,950 cancer referrals associated with 146 providers (appendix fig 1). 
3,967,783 of these referrals were for more commonly referred cancers and 2,683,017 
were for less commonly referred cancers. Another 120,150 referrals were marked as for 
“missing or invalid” cancer type or for “suspected cancer – non-specific symptoms.” 
 
The eight cancer alliance regions participating in the NHS-Galleri trial, considered as a 
group, contained slightly fewer health organization providers and health care staff than 
the thirteen non-participating cancer alliances (table 1). This corresponds to the 
somewhat smaller patient population served by participating cancer alliances as 
compared to non-participating alliances. Population age structure, sex ratio, cancer 
prevalence, and diagnostic referral rates for cancer were very similar across the two 
groups. 
 
Table 1. Characteristics of participating and non-participating cancer alliance regions prior to the start of 
the NHS-Galleri trial. 

 Participating (n=8) Not participating (n=13) 
Total no. of providers 69 75 
   Total no. of staff 425,957 453,353 
Total population (1000s) 25,648 30,902 
Age, y   
   <50 61.8% 62.8% 
   50-64 19.3% 19.0% 
   65-74 10.2% 9.7% 
   75-85 6.3% 6.0% 



   85+ 2.5% 2.5% 
Sex   
   Female 50.6% 50.5% 
   Male 49.4% 49.5% 
Cancer prevalence 
(per 100,000) 3,986 3,964 
Diagnostic referrals (per 
100,000)   
   All types of suspected cancer 2,195 2,180 
   Most commonly referred types 1,272 1,263 
   Less commonly referred types 834 840 
   Missing/invalid type 89 77 

Note: Number of providers and referral rates are for the six months prior to NHS Galleri start (April – 
September 2021) from NHS England, Monthly Provider Based Data and Summaries.27 Two providers 
included in the data covering the full study period were not recorded as referring any patients during this 
pre-trial period. Number of staff associated with providers are averaged across the six months prior to the 
trial and are from NHS Workforce Statistics.28 Population, age, sex, and cancer prevalence statistics 
reflect data from December 31, 2020 and are from NHS England, Cancer Prevalence Statistics England 
2020.38 
 
Diagnostic Delay Rates 
 
In the first six months after the start of the NHS-Galleri trial, the unadjusted diagnostic 
delay rate for all cancer referrals in cancer alliance regions participating in the trial 
increased from 28.4% to 31.5%, compared to an increase in non-participating regions 
from 27.4% to 28.0% (table 2; adjusted difference 2.31 percentage points, 95% CI -1.06 
to 5.68, p=0.169, relative increase of 8.1% from the pre-trial baseline 28.4). In this same 
period, the unadjusted diagnostic delay rate for referrals for the most commonly referred 
cancers increased from 24.9% to 28.6% in participating regions and from 23.2% to 
25.5% in non-participating regions (adjusted difference 1.25 percentage points, 95% CI 
-3.61 to 6.11, p=0.597, relative increase of 5.8% from baseline 24.9). No statistically 
significant changes in diagnostic delay rates for all cancer referrals or the most 
commonly referred cancers were observed during the study period, in both the biannual 
(table 2) and monthly (fig 4) regression analyses. 
 
The unadjusted diagnostic delay rate for referrals for less commonly referred cancers 
increased from 32.6% to 35.1% in participating regions in the first six months following 
trial start, while slightly decreasing in non-participating regions from 32.7% to 31.7% 
(table 2, adjusted difference 3.42 percentage points, 95% CI 1.17 to 5.67, p=0.005, 
significant at Bonferroni-adjusted threshold of p < 0.016, relative increase of 10.5% from 
baseline 32.6). The diagnostic delay rate for this subset of cancer referrals also 
remained differentially higher over the next six-month period (adjusted difference 3.68 
percentage points, 95% CI 0.67 to 6.68, p=0.019, relative increase of 11.3% from 
baseline 32.6). These adjusted differences correspond to an estimated additional 8,133 
referrals experiencing diagnostic delay in the first six-month period and an additional 
9,163 referrals experiencing diagnostic delay in the second six-month period during the 
trial, for an estimated total of 17,296 additional referrals for less commonly referred 



cancers experiencing diagnostic delay over the trial’s first year in participating regions 
(appendix table 4). 
 
The estimated effect of the trial on diagnostic delay rates for less commonly referred 
cancers diminished over the trial’s second year and was not statistically significant in 
either the first half (table 2; adjusted difference 2.30, 95% CI -0.75 to 5.35, p=0.132, 
relative increase 7.0% from baseline 32.6) or the second half of that year (adjusted 
difference 1.51, 95% CI -1.78 to 4.80, p=0.350, relative increase 4.6% from baseline 
32.6). A similar pattern, of significantly higher diagnostic delays in the first year of the 
Galleri trial but not in the second year, was observed in the monthly regression analysis 
(fig 4).  
 
Our secondary analyses of specific types of suspected cancer found that diagnostic 
delay rates increased in participating regions during the first six months of the trial for 
upper gastrointestinal cancer (table 2; adjusted difference 4.87 percentage points [95% 
CI 1.10 to 8.64], relative increase 14.2% from baseline 34.4), urological malignancies 
excluding testicular cancer (adjusted difference 4.15 percentage points [95% CI 0.40 to 
7.90], relative increase 10.1% from baseline 41.3), and lung cancer (adjusted difference 
2.15 percentage points [95% CI 0.02 to 4.28], relative increase 8.7% from baseline 
24.8). In the second six-month period of the trial, delay rates in participating regions 
were higher for upper gastrointestinal cancer (adjusted difference 5.78 percentage 
points [95% CI 1.53 to 10.04], relative increase 16.8% from baseline 34.4) and head 
and neck cancer (adjusted difference 3.62 percentage points [95% CI 0.87 to 6.38], 
relative increase 13.0% from baseline 27.8). Delay rates for other specific cancer types 
and over the second year of the trial were generally similar across participating and 
non-participating regions. 
 
Our sensitivity analyses included regressions that excluded September to November 
2021 (months -1 to 1) as a phase-in or washout period at the start of the trial (appendix 
table S1 and appendix fig S1) and excluded the staff absence covariate (appendix table 
S2 and appendix fig S2). Results of these models were similar to the results of our main 
analysis. 
  



Table 2. Adjusted differential change in diagnostic delay rates for cancer alliance regions participating in 
the trial compared to non-participating regions. 

 Adjusted difference, percentage points (95% CI) 

Suspected Cancer Type Months 0 to 5 Months 6 to 11 Months 12 to 17 Months 18 to 23 

All Cancers 
2.31 (-1.06-5.68, 
p=0.169) 

2.33 (-1.35-6.01, 
p=0.201) 

-0.00 (-3.36-3.35, 
p=0.999) 

0.29 (-3.76-4.33, 
p=0.884) 

   Most Commonly Referred 
Cancers 

1.25 (-3.61-6.11, 
p=0.597) 

1.43 (-3.22-6.08, 
p=0.529) 

-1.57 (-5.84-2.70, 
p=0.451) 

-0.55 (-6.19-5.09, 
p=0.840) 

      Suspected breast cancer 0.24 (-6.75-7.22) -1.58 (-9.49-6.34) -0.97 (-5.70-3.75) 0.64 (-4.68-5.95) 
       
     Suspected lower 
gastrointestinal cancer 4.47 (-0.73-9.67) 3.42 (-2.74-9.59) -0.45 (-7.66-6.77) 1.17 (-8.48-10.83) 

      Suspected skin cancer -1.29 (-7.42-4.84) 0.10 (-6.02-6.23) -3.05 (-10.02-3.92) -3.22 (-11.34-4.90) 
   Less Commonly Referred 
Cancers 

3.42 (1.17-5.67, 
p=0.005) 

3.68 (0.67-6.68, 
p=0.019) 

2.30 (-0.75-5.35, 
p=0.132) 

1.51 (-1.78-4.80, 
p=0.350) 

      Suspected acute leukaemia -1.61 (-12.51-9.30) -8.16 (-29.68-13.36) 13.16 (-17.33-43.65) 18.45 (-3.49-40.38) 
       
      Suspected brain/central 
nervous system tumours 0.94 (-7.59-9.48) -0.67 (-8.14-6.79) -0.60 (-10.88-9.67) -5.57 (-17.37-6.22) 

      Suspected children's cancer 0.98 (-2.55-4.51) 0.33 (-3.98-4.64) 1.61 (-3.58-6.79) -0.47 (-4.33-3.40) 
      Suspected gynaecological 
cancer 2.70 (-0.50-5.91) 2.02 (-3.57-7.62) 3.95 (-2.12-10.02) 2.08 (-5.10-9.26) 
      
      Suspected haematological 
malignancies (excluding acute 
leukaemia) 0.11 (-5.83-6.05) -1.56 (-7.73-4.61) -3.62 (-11.24-4.01) -3.42 (-13.45-6.60) 
      Suspected head & neck 
cancer 2.00 (-0.66-4.67) 3.62 (0.87-6.38) 2.19 (-0.55-4.94) 1.33 (-1.53-4.18) 

      Suspected lung cancer 2.15 (0.02-4.28) 4.25 (-0.25-8.74) 0.63 (-3.94-5.19) 0.11 (-4.79-5.01) 

      Suspected other cancer 8.18 (-11.06-27.41) 3.25 (-22.71-29.22) 3.73 (-25.72-33.18) 6.33 (-18.01-30.67) 

      Suspected sarcoma 0.15 (-8.78-9.09) 4.54 (-3.80-12.88) 8.08 (-3.50-19.66) 6.84 (-4.11-17.79) 

      Suspected testicular cancer 2.33 (-3.85-8.51) 2.38 (-4.18-8.94) 0.16 (-6.40-6.71) 1.63 (-4.52-7.78) 
      
      Suspected upper 
gastrointestinal cancer 4.87 (1.10-8.64) 5.78 (1.53-10.04) 3.10 (-1.93-8.13) 0.60 (-6.39-7.59) 
 
      Suspected urological 
malignancies (excluding 
testicular) 4.15 (0.40-7.90) 2.87 (-2.19-7.93) -0.07 (-5.36-5.21) 1.39 (-2.62-5.40) 

 
Note: Adjusted differential changes are estimated for the four six-month periods following the start of the 
trial in month 0. Estimates are calculated at the level of six-month periods relative to the period prior to 
the trial start (April 2021 to September 2021, months -6 to -1) using the difference-in-differences model 
described in methods. The model includes time period and cancer alliance fixed effects as well as the 
average percentage of health care staff absent in each cancer alliance over each time period. 
Regressions are weighted by referral volume and include clustered standard errors at the cancer alliance 
level. 
 
 



 
Figure 4. Adjusted differential change in diagnostic delay rates for cancer alliance regions participating in 
the trial compared to non-participating regions, by month. The vertical dashed line represents the start of 
the NHS-Galleri trial, with month 0 representing the first month (October 2021) following trial start. The 
dotted outer lines represent the upper and lower bounds of the 95% CI for each monthly estimate. 
Monthly estimates are calculated relative to the first month available in our dataset (April 2021, month -6) 
which served as the reference period. The model includes month and cancer alliance fixed effects as well 
as the average percentage of health care staff absent in each cancer alliance in each month. 
Regressions are weighted by referral volume and include clustered standard errors at the cancer alliance 
level. 
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We found no statistically significant differential changes in diagnostic delay rates 
between regions participating in the Galleri trial and non-participating regions for all 
cancers as well as the most commonly referred cancers. In contrast, we found evidence 
of a modest but statistically significant increase in diagnostic delays for less commonly 
referred cancers within participating regions during the first year of the Galleri trial (table 
2). By the end of the second year of the trial, diagnostic delay rates in participating 
regions were nearly identical to rates in non-participating regions (fig 3 and fig 4). 
 
Policy Implications 
 
We do not know the exact mechanism behind the observed increase in diagnostic delay 
rates for less commonly referred cancers during the first year of the trial. A likely 
explanation, however, is that an increase in diagnostic referrals for intervention group 
patients who receive positive Galleri test results led to greater strain on diagnostic 
resources in regions participating in the trial. It is also likely that higher delay rates 
affected patients broadly across these regions, including non-participants and members 
of the control group, given that all received care via the same NHS referral pathways 
and relied on a shared set of diagnostic service providers. 
 
Delays in diagnostic resolution can lead to stage migration (diagnosis at more advanced 
stage) and lower survival rates.39 Missed opportunities for diagnosis are also a concern 
and could have a greater impact on cancer stage at time of diagnosis; in a recent study, 
researchers found that general practitioners in NHS England made fewer cancer 
diagnostic referrals when diagnostic delay rates were higher.40 Delayed or missed 
diagnosis could negatively affect control group outcomes and thus lead to 
overestimation of the Galleri test’s effect on the primary trial objective: a reduction in the 
incidence of later stage cancer at time of diagnosis. 
 
Healthcare decision-makers need a measure of MCED test effectiveness that 
accurately reflects the extent to which adopting the test within a health system would 
benefit the patient population as compared to no adoption. Estimates from the NHS-
Galleri trial may not accurately reflect this ideal measure of effectiveness, however. 
First, if spillover led to a system-wide increase in diagnostic delay rates, this would 
depress control group outcomes during the trial compared to outcomes from the ideal 
control group represented by the counterfactual case in which no one received MCED 
testing. This would lead to biased overestimation of intervention benefit during the trial. 
Second, the intervention group could also face delayed diagnosis due to spillover during 
the trial, but not to the full extent that they would if MCED testing was adopted widely 
across the health system and thus led to even greater capacity strain. This would 
improve intervention group outcomes during the trial compared to the counterfactual 
case in which all eligible patients receive MCED testing and further lead to biased 
overestimation of MCED benefit by trial investigators. 
 



The trajectory of diagnostic delay rates we observed over the course of the NHS-Galleri 
trial further complicates the causal inference problem posed by spillover. Our analysis 
suggests that spillover effects appeared rapidly at the start of the trial but eventually 
diminished over time. This is consistent with an economic equilibrium model in which 
participating regions experienced an initial demand shock as the trial began but then 
gradually increased diagnostic services’ supply to meet the new higher level of 
demand.41 If diagnostic capacity expands in response to increased demand, over an 
acceptable period and at an acceptable cost, then this changes the decision-making 
calculus over whether to adopt MCED testing across the NHS. In this case, estimates of 
MCED test effectiveness calculated by comparing intervention and control group 
outcomes during the trial, even though affected by spillover, might still be an accurate 
reflection of expected benefits if the test was widely adopted, given that additional strain 
would be offset by additional capacity. 
 
Comparison to other studies 
 
Our study presents empirical evidence of a potential spillover effect on region-wide 
rates of diagnostic delays for less commonly referred cancers during the first year of the 
NHS-Galleri trial. The quasi-experimental difference-in-differences event study design 
that we use is similar to that used by other researchers to analyze the potential for 
spillover due to constraints on service delivery in trials of social welfare and public 
health interventions.13,15 Our analysis complements existing literature examining 
capacity constraints and delays in cancer diagnosis prevalent in NHS England and 
other health systems.11,42,43 
 
Spillover as a potential source of bias and risk to patients has not been addressed in 
other commentaries on this trial, which have largely focused on the costs of the Galleri 
test, its accuracy, and use of cancer stage rather than mortality as the primary trial 
endpoint.44,45 The NHS-Galleri study protocol, which considers other sources of bias 
that could affect trial results such as contamination or differential attrition, does not 
address the potential for spillover due to constraints on care delivery.1 This reflects a 
broader omission of this form of spillover in the clinical trials literature, including in 
guidance on trial design,16,17 reporting,18-20 ethics,46,47 and risk of bias assessment.21-23 
Recent commentaries have raised the possibility that spillover due to constraints on 
care delivery could affect clinical trials of diverse interventions—including elective 
induction of labor, AI-based alert systems, and patient navigation for cancer diagnosis—
but have not provided new empirical evidence to support this claim.12,48 Our findings 
begin to address this gap and underscore the importance of considering such spillovers 
in the design of trials evaluating interventions, such as new MCED screening tests, that 
affect patient utilization of limited healthcare resources downstream of intervention 
delivery. 
 
Limitations 
 



Our study has several limitations. First, our unit of analysis is regional cancer alliances, 
and these were deliberately, rather than randomly, selected by trial investigators for 
participation in the trial which raises the possibility of selection bias. In addition, dynamic 
factors including both the COVID-19 pandemic and changing institutional factors such 
as nationwide adoption of the 28-day faster diagnosis standard for cancer in October 
2021 at the start of the trial might have affected regions differently during the study 
period. As a result, we urge caution in interpreting our results given the possibility of 
residual confounding. Second, while our study was motivated by the concern that the 
Galleri test would increase intervention group utilization of diagnostic services and thus 
strain diagnostic capacity, the NHS-Galleri trial could also have increased diagnostic 
delay rates via other mechanisms, such as by diverting resources to directly support 
Galleri test delivery or by broadly increasing demand for cancer diagnostic services 
within participating regions as a result of local media coverage of the trial. Finally, we 
relied solely on publicly available data, aggregated up to the provider-level, that covered 
a limited timeframe and contained only a narrow set of information. Further analyses 
would benefit from access to individual-level data on patient characteristics, trial 
participation, and outcomes as well as data on NHS provider characteristics and 
diagnostic service availability over time. 
 
Future research could help address these limitations. First, NHS-Galleri trial 
investigators and researchers conducting an accompanying economic evaluation could 
further investigate the potential presence of spillovers due to capacity constraints during 
the trial. These researchers will have access to additional data, including on the timing 
and volume of referrals prompted by the Galleri test as well as on control group 
outcomes and access to care, to support estimation of spillover effects. Disease-specific 
microsimulation models developed to support power calculations prior to the trial49 could 
be adapted to examine the extent to which increased diagnostic delays and forgone 
referrals during the first two years of the trial could have affected intervention and 
control group outcomes. Additional analyses could use patient outcomes in non-
participating regions as an external control. These and other post-hoc analysis could 
inform robustness checks examining the extent to which spillover due to constraints on 
care delivery might have affected estimates of Galleri test effectiveness derived from 
the trial. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The clinical utility of an MCED test depends not just on its ability to accurately detect 
early signs of cancer, but on its effectiveness in improving patient outcomes when 
integrated into the broader continuum of cancer screening, diagnosis, and treatment. 
This understanding motivates the NHS-Galleri trial and has led government regulators 
and research funders in the United States to call for similar pragmatic trials of MCED 
tests in real-world settings. But even as test effectiveness depends on the healthcare 
system in which it is delivered, the test’s delivery also can change that system, including 
by increasing utilization of downstream diagnostic resources and thus reducing their 



availability. As a result of such spillovers, MCED test effectiveness could differ 
according to the scale of testing and whether tests are delivered together with a 
corresponding increase in downstream diagnostic resources. 
 
There is limited awareness of the potential for spillover to affect patient outcomes during 
pragmatic clinical trials. As researchers begin to analyze the results of the NHS-Galleri 
trial, they should carefully consider, and if possible correct for, the possibility that 
spillover has affected their results. Future trials evaluating MCED tests, such as the 
Vanguard study in the United States,50 should be designed from the outset to avoid or 
detect spillover. The possibility that spillover will negatively affect control group and non-
participant outcomes should be assessed by health providers and institutional review 
boards as they weigh risks associated with a proposed trial. Trials of other interventions 
that affect utilization of scarce healthcare resources should also address the potential 
for spillover to affect patient outcomes and trial results. 
  



------------------------------------------------Summary Box------------------------------------------------ 
 
What is already known on this topic 
 
• The NHS-Galleri trial randomized over 140,000 adults to receive usual cancer 

screening or usual screening plus a new multi-cancer early detection screening test 
in 8 out of 21 cancer alliance regions in England. 
 

• During the trial, increased utilization of scarce cancer diagnostic services by the 
intervention group could have led to delayed or reduced availability of services for 
members of the control group and patients not enrolled in the trial.   

 
• The potential for this form of spillover to bias trial results and affect patient access to 

care is not addressed in the medical literature, guidance on clinical trial methods, or 
the NHS-Galleri trial protocol. 

 
What this study adds 
 
• Participation in the trial led to an increase in region-wide diagnostic delay rates for 

less commonly referred cancers (all except breast, skin, and lower gastrointestinal 
cancer) in the first year but no significant change in delays for more commonly 
referred cancers or for cancer overall. 
 

• Increased diagnostic delays could contribute to stage shift for some control group 
patients and lead to overestimation of the Galleri test’s effect on early detection of 
less commonly referred cancers. 

 
• Future trials of interventions that affect utilization of scarce healthcare resources 

should address the potential for spillover due to constraints on care delivery to affect 
patient outcomes and trial results. 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
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