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Objectives: At the time of undertaking the audit, the uptake of diabetic retinopathy
screening in Derbyshire was 73%, below the national standard of 80%. To assess equity of
access to diabetic retinopathy screening in a geographically and ethnically diverse popu-
lation and determine predictors for poor uptake that will inform service improvements.
Study design: Mixed methods health equity audit.
Methods: Postal questionnaires were issued to 1000 people invited for diabetic retinopathy
screening in May 2010 and telephone interviews were conducted with subsample of 32
people who had not made a screening appointment. Routine data from the screening
programme was used to identify characteristics of people who did not respond to screening
invitation. The adjusted odds ratios (OR) and 95% confidence intervals (95% CI) using
multivariate methods were calculated in this study.
Results: The response rate to the postal questionnaire was 43%. Of these, 28% of re-
spondents did not recall discussing the importance of diabetic retinopathy screening with
their primary care team and 11% of people did not understand the term ‘diabetic reti-
nopathy’. Non-uptake of screening was associated with deprivation (OR 1.19, 95% CI 1.10
—1.29 for those living in the most deprived areas compared to the least deprived) and young
people were over three times more likely not to participate than older people (OR 3.13, 95%
CI 2.70—3.64 for men under 40 compared to men over 80 and OR 3.03, 95% CI 1.54—5.98 for
people with type 1 diabetes under 40 compared to those over 80).
Conclusions: Ensuring that primary care and other health care and third sector organisa-
tions convey the importance of diabetic retinopathy screening with patients and improving
patients’ understanding of the screening programme may improve uptake. Interventions
to increase uptake should be targeted to younger people, especially those with type 1
diabetes and people living in more deprived areas.
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Introduction

Globally more than 366 million adults are living with dia-
betes and that this will rise to over 522 million by 2030.
People with diabetes are at risk of developing macro-
vascular complications such as coronary heart disease and
microvascular complications such as diabetic retinopathy
(DR). Diabetic retinopathy causes changes in the blood
vessels of the retina that can lead to blindness and is one of
the leading causes of blindness in working-age people in
England and Wales.? The prevalence of DR is strongly
associated with the duration of diabetes and it is estimated
that nearly all patients with type 1 diabetes and approxi-
mately 60% of patients with type 2 diabetes will have some
degree of DR 15—20 years after diagnosis.>* As the disease
progresses it impacts upon the quality of life of patients and
makes the disease and any co-morbid illnesses difficult to
manage.””’ Screening tests for diabetic retinopathy can
detect changes in the retina before symptoms commence
and early laser treatment can then be given at an appro-
priate stage to slow the progression of the disease and to
reduce the risk of moderate and severe visual loss by up to
50%.%°

Screening for DR has been shown to be cost™ and clini-
cally™ effective at the population level and is now offered
(free of charge) to all eligible people with diabetes in the
UK. In England it is expected that local programmes will
screen at least 80% of their eligible population annually as
set out in national quality standards. However a 2011 report
from the UK National Screening Committee on the
performance of DR screening in England in 2009/10 showed
that uptake of DR screening was below this.’® Whilst
ensuring high uptake continues to present a challenge,
currently little is known about the predictors for DR
screening uptake.

At the time of the audit the uptake of DR screening in
Derbyshire was 73%. However the programme in Derby-
shire includes residents of Derby City and Derbyshire
County. Both areas are extremely diverse in terms of
the geography that they cover and population de-
mographics; Derbyshire County covers a population of
760,000 with just under 5% black and minority ethnic res-
idents, whilst Derby City covers a population of 244,000
with nearly 12% black and minority ethnic residents. Its
geography includes rural National Park areas, a dense
inner city conurbation and one district in the most
deprived quintile of the UK. At the time of the analysis,
screening was delivered in 12 fixed sites: two sites in the
city and ten sites in the county.

A mixed-methods approach was used to assess the eq-
uity of screening uptake in Derbyshire and to identify po-
tential barriers to service access. To do this a postal survey
of 1000 patients with diabetes, supplemented with short
telephone interviews with people who did not attend their
screening appointment was conducted. In addition, the
routinely-collected data from the Derbyshire Diabetic Reti-
nopathy Screening Programme was used to identify the
characteristics of people who were less likely to take up
their offer of DR screen.

th

Methods
Study design, setting and participants

1000 postal questionnaires were sent to a stratified sample of
patients who had been invited for screening between 1st and
31st May 2010. The stratifications were district of residence,
gender and age and the size of each stratum was propor-
tionate to the population who did not respond to the screen
in the previous year with the exception of type of diabetes;
all patients with a record of type 1 diabetes (n = 148) were
invited and the remainder were either people with type 2
diabetes (n = 809) or people with unknown type of diabetes
(n = 43).

Demographic information was collected to assess how
representative the responses were. In the questionnaire, pa-
tients were asked about their most recent contact with the
screening programme. This included questions about the ease
of booking an appointment, experiences with staff and the
screening clinic, the quality of the information (verbal and
written) and views about potential changes to the local
service.

From this sample of 1000 patients, the authors attempted
to conduct telephone interviews with 50 patients selected at
random who had been invited to make a screening appoint-
ment but had not done so within six months following invi-
tation. In total, 32 interviews were conducted and were
structured based on the questions in the postal
questionnaire.

In addition to the survey and telephone interviews, pro-
spectively collected routine data from the Derbyshire DR
screening database were used to assess access to the
screening programme. The population consisted of a closed
cohort of people with diabetes aged over 12 years that had
been invited for DR screening between January 2009 and July
2010. Where people had been invited twice in the time period,
only the time of the first invitation were looked at. The char-
acteristics of the people who did (responders) and who did not
(non-responders) make an appointment for screening within
six months of invitation were described. If individuals made
an appointment for screening more than six months after
invitation they were classed as non-responders because the
target time for screening had elapsed.'* The characteristics of
people who were assessed were selected because they had
been identified in previous studies as potential independent
risk factors for poor screening uptake®* 7 and were routinely
available in the database. They were: age at the time of invi-
tation, gender, type of diabetes and level of deprivation. Pa-
tients were grouped into the following age categories: under
40, 40—49, 50—59, 60—69, 70—79 and 80 and over. The Index of
Multiple Deprivation (IMD 2007) score assigned to the GP
practice that the patient was registered with, split into quin-
tiles was used to measure deprivation.

Statistical analysis of the routine data
Characteristics of responders and non-responders were

described using frequencies and percentages. Logistic
regression was used to estimate univariable and multivariable
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odds ratios (OR) with 95% confidence intervals (CI) for non-
response to invite associated with potential predictive
variables.

Patients who had been invited for screening even though
they were no longer eligible or had become ineligible between
invite and appointment were removed from the data prior to
analysis. This was to minimise ascertainment biases since
these people would have been classed as non-responders
even though screening was either not possible or inappro-
priate. These exclusions included people who were: already
under the care of an ophthalmologist, deceased, had since
been discharged from the screening programme, had moved
out of area, had their diagnosis of diabetes changed to no
longer diabetic, had lost postal contact, had no perception of
light in both eyes, or had refused the current or any future
offer of screening.

Multivariate models were built and significance assessed
with likelihood ratio tests (LRT).'® All covariates described
above were included in the initial model and age and sex
were retained as a priori confounders. Potential interactions
between covariates were identified a priori based on theo-
retical plausibility. Interaction terms were added to the
model, significance assessed using a LRT and those with a P-
value of <0.05 were retained in the model. The final model
was tested for multicollinearity using the covariate correla-
tion matrix and by calculating the variance inflation factor.
Missing data were included as a separate category in the
analysis.

All analyses were conducted using Stata version SE11.

Results
Barriers to screening uptake

The overall response rate to the postal questionnaire was 43%
(435 returned) and varied by age, sex, type of diabetes and
district of residence (Table 1). Of those who responded, 93.7%
were white British, with only 27 questionnaires returned from
other ethnic groups and most had previously had an eye
screening appointment (98%).

When asked if the GP or practice nurse had spoken to the
patient about diabetic eye screening over a quarter of re-
spondents (28%) said ‘no’ or ‘not sure’. This result was similar
for people with type 1 and 2 diabetes. When asked, 88% of
people felt that the written information was easy to under-
stand but 36% of people did not remember seeing the infor-
mation leaflet which is issued with every invitation. When
asked if the written information clearly explained the term
‘diabetic retinopathy’ 11% of people did not know what it
meant, were still unsure or had never heard of it. Patients
were asked if they had been offered a diabetic eye screen by
their optician and 36% said yes, even though the nationally
specified screening programme is not delivered by optome-
trists in Derbyshire.

In Derbyshire, patients are issued with an open invitation
to make a screening appointment that suits them. When
asked if they would prefer a fixed appointment invitation, i.e.
an invitation with a prespecified date and time, the response

Table 1 — Characteristics of people who responded to the questionnaire.

Age Issued Returned (%) Issued Returned (%)
Male Female
Under 40 38 7 (18) 36 7 (19)
40-49 29 8 (28) 80 33 (41)
50—59 247 100 (40) 99 43 (43)
60—69 123 49 (40) 104 58 (56)
70-79 93 54 (58) 97 47 (48)
80+ 17 14 (82) 37 14 (38)
Location Issued Returned (%)
City 278 107 (38)
County 722 331 (46)
Ethnicity Returned (%) Derby City Derbyshire County
White British 403 (93.72)
White Irish 4 (0.93) 85.8 9.9
Any other white background 2 (0.47)
Any other mixed background 1(0.23) 2 0.5
Indian 8 (1.86)
Pakistani 7 (1.63) 8.9 1.36
Bangladeshi 1(0.23)
Any other Asian background 1(0.23) 1.1 0.6
Caribbean 3(0.7) 2.2 0.58
Type of diabetes Issued Returned (%)
Type 1 148 25 (17)
Type 2 809 602 (74)
Unknown 43 4(9)
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Fig. 1 — Booking preferences of patients eligible for DR screening.

Table 2 — Characteristics of responders and non-responders and unadjusted odds ratios for non-response to screening

invitation.

Characteristics Non-responders Responders Unadjusted odds P-value
frequency (%) frequency (%) ratio (95% CI)
Sex
Male 6759 (54.9) 19,449 (55.9) 1.00
Female 5540 (45.1) 15,363 (44.1) 1.04 (0.99—1.08) 0.080
Patient age
80+ 1936 (15.7) 5680 (16.3) 1.00
70—79 2188 (17.8) 10,138 (29.1) 0.63 (0.59—0.68)
60—69 2597 (21.1) 9936 (28.5) 0.77 (0.72—0.82)
50—59 2470 (20.1) 5394 (15.5) 1.34 (1.25—1.44)
40-49 1803 (14.7) 2413 (6.9) 2.19 (2.02—2.37)
Under 40 1305 (10.6) 1251 (3.6) 3.06 (2.79—3.36) Test for trend <0.001
Type of diabetes
Type 2 7588 (61.7) 30,939 (88.9) 1.00
Type 1 895 (7.3) 1642 (4.7) 2.22 (2.04—2.42)
Unknown 3816 (31.0) 2231 (6.4) 6.97 (6.58—7.39) <0.001
Area of residence
Rural (County) 8405 (68.4) 24,871 (71.4) 1.00
Urban (City) 3878 (31.5) 9932 (28.5) 1.15 (1.104—1.21)
Unknown 16 (0.1) 9(0.1) 5.26 (2.32—11.90) <0.001
Deprivation (IMD score assigned to GP practice)
(1) Least deprived 1766 (14.4) 5250 (15.1) 1.00
) 2140 (17.4) 6124 (17.6) 1.04 (0.96—1.12)
) 2558 (20.8) 7713 (22.2) 0.98 (0.92—1.06)
@) 2574 (20.9) 7941 (22.8) 0.96 (0.90—1.03)
(5) Most deprived 2926 (23.8) 6895 (19.8) 1.26 (1.18—-1.35)
Not known 335 (2.7) 889 (2.5) 1.12 (0.98—1.28) Test for trend 0.14
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varied by age; 30% of people under 40 said they would prefer a
fixed appointment compared to over 70% of people over 80
said they would prefer this. Younger people also liked the idea
of online booking, mobile phone text booking and appoint-
ment reminders by email and text as shown in Fig. 1. Older
people liked these options less.

Qualitative semi-structured interviews

A total of 32 patients were interviewed by telephone and were
selected because they had notmade an appointment as aresult
of their most recent invitation. No comparative demographic
data were collected for participants in these qualitative in-
terviews. The postal questionnaire was used as a guide for the
interviews and several themes emerged. Reflecting the re-
sponses in the questionnaire, many people were not familiar
with the term ‘diabetic retinopathy’, although they did
appreciate that diabetes can damage the eyes. People often felt
that they needed more information about diabetic retinopathy
and the importance of regular screening. Rather than makinga
deliberate decision not to be screened, patients said that they
often simply forgot to make their screening appointments or
had other health concerns that were seen as a higher priority.
Interviewees felt that people would be less inclined to go for
screening again if previous screening results had repeatedly
been clear or if the interviewee didn’t remember receiving the
results from their GP, as they would assume everything was
fine and that it was not worth the effort of attending the
screening again. People who did not speak English were not
interviewed as part of this work.

Characteristics of people who did and did not respond to
screening invitation

Between 1 January 2009 and 31 July 2010 47,111 eligible people
(26,208 (55.6%) men) were invited to make a DR screening
appointment. The mean age (standard deviation) of people
who were invited to be screened was 64.0 (14.1) years for men
and 66.6 (15.2) years for women. The characteristics of people
who did and did not respond to screening invitation are
shown in Table 2. Of those invited, 12,299 (26.1%) did not make
an appointment (6759 (54.9%) were men). The mean age for
those who did not respond to screening invite was 59.1 (15.8)

B Men
OWomen

100 +

75

Proportion (%)
(4]
o

25

<40 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-79 80+
Age Group

Fig. 2 — Proportion of men and women in each age group
that did not respond to screening invite.

for men and 63.4 (17.9) for women. Of people eligible to be
screened over 50% of those under 40 years did not respond to
this offer compared to 20—30% in the older age groups (Fig. 2).
This was supported by the univariate analysis which showed
that people aged under 40 were over three times more likely to
be non-responders than those aged over 80 (OR 3.06 (95% CI
2.79-3.36)).

A higher proportion of people had type 1 diabetes in the
non-responder group compared to those who did take up the
offer of screen (7.3% vs 4.7% in the responder group) and a
higher proportion of people in the non-responder group had
the type of diabetes missing from their record (31% vs 6.41% in
the responder group). In Derbyshire, the type of diabetes thata
patient has is entered in the screening database at the first
screening appointment attended. People who lived in the City
were 15% more likely to be non-responders compared to
people in the County (OR 1.15, 1.104—1.21) as were people who
lived in the most deprived areas (OR 1.23, 1.18—1.35 for the
most deprived compared to the least).

Multivariate models (Table 3) showed similar results to the
univariate analysis although area of residence (city or county)
was not identified as a predictor of non-attendance and was not
therefore included in the model. There was a significant inter-
action between gender and age of patient and also age of patient
and type of diabetes. Overall the under 40 age group were 2—3
times more likely to be non-responders than the over 80 age
group but this effect was stronger in younger men than younger
women (OR 3.13, 95% CI 2.70—3.63 for men under 40 vs OR 2.23,
95% CI 1.92—-2.59 for women under 40) and was stronger for
people with type 1 diabetes than people with type 2 or unknown
type of diabetes (OR 3.03, 95% CI 1.54—5.98 for people with type 1
diabetes under 40 vs over 80). Interestingly, there was no dif-
ference between the likelihood of non-response between men
and women at most ages, except for the oldest age group (80+)
where women were 41% more likely to be non-responders than
men (OR 1.41, 1.26—1.58). In the multivariate model the gradient
of increasing odds of non-attendance with increasing depriva-
tion was still present (test for trend P < 0.001) and this was most
noticeable in the most deprived compared to the least deprived
(OR 1.19, 95% CI 1.10—1.29).

Discussion

Of the 1000 patient questionnaire issued, 435 (43%) were
returned. Since most of the people who responded had pre-
viously attended an eye screening appointment the responses
need to be interpreted with some caution. Of the people who
did respond to the patient questionnaire and of those who
participated in the telephone interviews, a large proportion
(over a quarter of respondents) did not recall talking to their
GP or other primary care staff about DR screening. Many
people did not fully understand the term ‘diabetic retinop-
athy’ and nearly 40% of respondents reported being offered a
DR screen by their optometrist even though this service is not
available in Derbyshire. In addition there were distinct pref-
erences in the methods for making a screening appointment
by patients in different age groups; older patients preferred
fixed appointments whist younger patients preferred the
flexibility of open appointments with access to electronic
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Table 3 — Adjusted odds ratios for non-response to
screening uptake.

Characteristic Adjusted® odds ratios

(95% confidence intervals)

Male Female

Patient age

80+ 1.00 1.00

70—79 0.79 (0.71—0.89) 0.61 (0.55—0.67)

60—69 0.98 (0.88—1.09) 0.70 (0.63—0.77)

5059 1.74 (1.57—1.95) 1.11 (1.00—-1.24)

40—-49 2.61 (2.31-2.95) 1.80 (1.59—2.04)

Under 40 3.13 (2.70—3.64) 2.23 (1.92—2.59)

Type 2 Type 1 Type not
diabetes diabetes stated

Patient age

80+ 1.00 1.00 1.00

70-79 0.67 (0.62—0.73) 0.40 (0.16—0.96) 0.73 (0.61—0.86)

60—69 0.80 (0.74—0.87) 0.80 (0.38—1.67) 0.85 (0.72—1.01)

50-59 1.42 (1.30—1.54) 1.44 (0.71-2.92) 1.22 (1.02—1.45)

40-49 2.20 (1.99-2.43) 1.99 (0.99-3.96) 2.04 (1.66—2.52)

Under40  2.58 (2.21-3.01) 3.03 (1.54-5.98) 1.97 (1.58—2.45)
Deprivation

(1) Least 1.00

@ 1.03 (0.95—1.11)

?) 0.97 (0.90—1.05)

@) 0.93 (0.86—1.00)

(5) Most 1.19 (1.10-1.29)

Not known 0.69 (0.59—0.80)

a Each characteristic is mutually adjusted for the other charac-
teristics in the table.

booking and reminder systems. People who did not attend
screening appointments were generally positive about the
process as ascertained during in-depth interviews, suggesting
that non-attendance was often because they simply forgot to
make an appointment or attend or were less inclined to attend
if their previous screen result was clear. Some people also said
that they had more important health issues to deal with.
Analysis of the routine screening data showed that
younger people (and more so younger men and people with
type 1 diabetes) and more deprived people were more likely
not to make an appointment for DR screening when invited. In
addition, a difference was not found in the likelihood of
responding to screening invite between men and women
exceptin the oldest age group where the proportion of women
not responding to screening invite was higher than in men.
This may be due to more women living alone and therefore
being unable to get to a screening appointment although this
information was not ascertained as part of this study. The
authors were not able to look at the effect of distance from
home to the screening venue but this is an important
consideration and future studies should try to include this.

Comparison with other studies

The results are consistent with other studies that have shown
that a recommendation from a GP or primary care physician to
attend screening is an effective intervention.'®* This is sig-
nificant since in this study it was found that nearly one third
of patients did not recall discussing DR screening with their GP

practice, that 11% of patients do not understand the term
‘diabetic retinopathy’ and 36% thought that they had been
offered the DR screen by their optometrist even though this is
not the case in Derbyshire. The findings suggest that thereis a
need to improve communication between patients and pri-
mary care practitioners generally.

When the authors discussed with patients why they had
not attended their most recent screening appointment many
said that they had other health issues to think about. This is
consistent with observations from Leese and colleagues who
pointed out that DR screening differs from other adult
screening programmes because the target group already have
significant contact with health services due to their underlying
diabetes and other potential comorbidities.'® This also high-
lights the need for caution when trying to generalise findings
about screening uptake across screening programmes.

Using routinely-collected data an association was found
between decreasing uptake and increasing deprivation which
is consistent with the studies that have been published from
the UK?"?? and with studies of non-DR screening such as
bowel cancer screening”>?* and breast cancer screening.>>**
Likewise, Leese et al.>? showed that DR screening uptake is
lower amongst younger people which is consistent with the
findings of this study.

Strengths and limitations of the audit

This is a comprehensive audit of access to DR screening ser-
vices in a large geographically and ethnically diverse popula-
tion. It incorporates patient questionnaires and telephone
interviews with multivariate analysis of routine data to
determine correlates of non-attendance and barriers to
screening uptake in a fixed-site, open invite model of
screening delivery. The findings are of relevance to other
population-based DR screening programmes that are deliv-
ered in a similar manner and may be useful for other types of
screening programmes.

As noted above, the response rate from the postal ques-
tionnaire was 43%, however the characteristics of people who
returned the questionnaire in terms of age, gender, type of
diabetes and district of residence were broadly similar to
those issued with it. Responses were lower from younger
people and people from the inner city areas, reducing the
generalisability of the findings.

Whilst Derby City has a high proportion of people from
black and minority ethnic backgrounds, ethnicity is not
collected routinely by the screening programme, limiting the
analysis of ethnicity relating to screening uptake. There was
an ecological correlation between lower uptake in the city
where the proportion of BME residents is higher but this
relationship could be confounded by deprivation which is also
higher in the city. The postal questionnaires and telephone
interviews were only conducted in English and further work is
needed to understand any language or culture-specific bar-
riers to screening that may exist.

Implications for screening programmes

The results have shown that efforts to increase uptake for
DR screening should be focused on improving
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communication between patients and the primary care
team regarding screening uptake. Encouraging primary care
practitioners, including pharmacists and optometrists to
discuss DR screening with patients at every opportunity,
including at annual reviews, may help clarify mis-
understandings and increase the likelihood of screening
uptake. In addition, interventions to increase uptake may be
targeted towards more deprived communities and people
who are diagnosed with diabetes at a young age (i.e. under
60), particularly those with type 1 diabetes. It is likely that
many of these people are of working age and this study has
shown that there are strong preferences for electronic
methods of making appointments and being reminded
about appointments in working-age people but that these
are not necessarily shared with older people who make up
the majority of the eligible population.

Next steps in Derbyshire

Following on from this work in Derbyshire, there has been a
focus on the role that primary care can play in increasing
uptake. Work is being targeted at the four practices with the
highest rates of non-attenders. Together they are working to
make the following changes: beginning to use ‘diabetic eye
disease’ rather than ‘retinopathy’; simplifying the screening
invitation letters; contacting patients by post when they fail
to attend rather than delay until the next health check;
establishing a direct line between practices to the screening
booking team to facilitate bookings for ‘hard to engage’ in-
dividuals when actually in the practice; working with the
practices to minimise the exclusion of patients from
screening; reconciling practice and screening patient list-
ings to standardise names, addresses, screening status;
developing online patient access booking and text reminder
service to increase accessibility to male and younger
cohorts; maintaining the availability of out of hours
screening provision and agreement to provide ad hoc ses-
sions as necessary for working-age patients and delivering
best practice workshops for GP administrative and clinical
staff.

Author statements

Ethical approval

The Derby City ethics committee deemed this work to be
service evaluation and did not therefore require ethics
approval. The confidentiality of patients’ responses was
assured and patients were given the option to opt out if they
did not wish to be contacted by telephone when they were
posted the questionnaire.

Funding

None.

Competing interests

None declared.

REFERENCES

1. Woodman J, Brandon M, Bailey S, Belderson P, Sidebotham P,
Gilbert R. Healthcare use by children fatally or seriously
harmed by child maltreatment: analysis of a national case
series. Arch Dis Child 2005—2007;96(3):270—5.

2. Bunce C, Wormald R. Leading causes of certification for
blindness and partial sight in England & Wales. BMC Public
Health 2006;6:58.

3. Klein R, Klein BE, Moss SE, Davis MD, DeMets DL. The
Wisconsin epidemiologic study of diabetic retinopathy. II.
Prevalence and risk of diabetic retinopathy when age at
diagnosis is less than 30 years. Arch Ophthalmol
1984;102(4):520—6.

4. Klein R, Klein BE, Moss SE, Davis MD, DeMets DL. The
Wisconsin epidemiologic study of diabetic retinopathy. III
Prevalence and risk of diabetic retinopathy when age at
diagnosis is 30 or more years. Arch Ophthalmol
1984;102(4):527—-32.

5. Brown MM, Brown GC, Sharma S, Shah G. Utility values and
diabetic retinopathy. Am J Ophthalmol 1999;128(3):324—30.

6. Fenwick EK, Pesudovs K, Khadka J, Dirani M, Rees G,

Wong TY, Lamoureux EL. The impact of diabetic retinopathy
on quality of life: qualitative findings from an item bank
development project. Qual Life Res Int J Qual Life Aspects Treat
Care Rehabil; 2012.

7. Devenney R, O'Neill S. The experience of diabetic retinopathy:
a qualitative study. Br ] Health Psychol 2011;16(4):707—21.

8. Joshi SM, Demetriades A, Vasani SS, Ellamushi H, Yeh J.
Tension pneumocephalus following head injury. Emerg Med ]
2006;23(4):324.

9. Rohan TE, Frost CD, Wald NJ. Prevention of blindness by
screening for diabetic retinopathy: a quantitative assessment.
BMJ 1989;299(6709):1198—201.

10. Javitt JC. Cost savings associated with detection and
treatment of diabetic eye disease. Pharmacoeconomics
1995;8(Suppl. 1):33-9.

11. Sharpl PF, Olson ], Strachan F, Hipwell ], Ludbrook A,
O’Donnell M, Wallace S, Goatman K, Grant A, Waugh N,
McHardy K, Forrester JV. The value of digital imaging in
diabetic retinopathy. Health Technol Assess
2003;7(30):1-119.

12. NSC. In: Committee UNS, editor. Policy position on diabetic
retinopathy screening in adults; 2005.

13. Joshi A, Nagare U. A novel system for the irrigation of open
fractures [Karuppasamy, et al. Injury 2004;35:980—1]. Injury
2005;36(9):1143 [author reply 43—4].

14. Lyons RA, Kendrick D, Towner EM, Christie N, Macey S,
Coupland C, Gabbe BJ; UK Burden of Injuries Study Group.
Measuring the population burden of injuries—implications for
global and national estimates: a multi-centre prospective UK
longitudinal study. PLoS Med;8(12):e1001140.

15. Department of Health. Confirmation of Payment by Results (PbR)
arrangements for 2011—12; 2011.

16. Reading R, Langford IH, Haynes R, Lovett A. Accidents to
preschool children: comparing family and neighbourhood
risk factors. Soc Sci Med 1999;48(3):321—-30.

17. HPA. Health Protection Agency STI annual data; 2010.

18. Collett D. Modelling survival data in medical research. 2nd edn.
Chapman and Hall/CRC; 2003.

19. Dervan E, Lillis D, Flynn L, Staines A, O’Shea D. Factors that
influence the patient uptake of diabetic retinopathy
screening. Ir ] Med Sci 2008;177(4):303—8.

20. Jepson R, Clegg A, Forbes C, Lewis R, Sowden A, Kleijnen J. The
determinants of screening uptake and interventions for
increasing uptake: a systematic review. Health Technol Assess
2000;4(14):i—vii. 1—133.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref19
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2013.04.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2013.04.015

PUBLIC HEALTH 127 (2013) 814—821

821

21.

22.

23.

Scanlon PH, Carter SC, Foy C, Husband RF, Abbas ],
Bachmann MO. Diabetic retinopathy and socioeconomic
deprivation in Gloucestershire. ] Med Screen
2008;15(3):118—21.

Leese GP, Boyle P, Feng Z, Emslie-Smith A, Ellis JD. Screening
uptake in a well-established diabetic retinopathy screening
program: the role of geographical access and deprivation.
Diabetes Care 2008;31(11):2131-5.

Moss SM, Campbell C, Melia J, Coleman D, Smith S, Parker R,
Ramsell P, Patnick J, Weller DP. Performance measures in
three rounds of the English bowel cancer screening pilot. Gut.

24.

25.

26.

von Wagner C, Baio G, Raine R, Snowball J, Morris S, Atkin W,
Obichere A, Handley G, Logan RF, Rainbow S, Smith S, Halloran
S, Wardle J. Inequalities in participation in an organized
national colorectal cancer screening programme: results from
the first 2.6 million invitations in England. Int J Epidemiol.
Johns LE, Moss SM. Randomized controlled trial of
mammographic screening from age 40 (‘Age’ trial): patterns of
screening attendance. ] Med Screen;17(1):37—43.

Renshaw C, Jack RH, Dixon S, Moller H, Davies EA. Estimating
attendance for breast cancer screening in ethnic groups in
London. BMC Public Health;10:157.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0033-3506(13)00130-3/sref21
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2013.04.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2013.04.015

	Equity of uptake of a diabetic retinopathy screening programme in a geographically and socio-economically diverse population
	Introduction
	Methods
	Study design, setting and participants
	Statistical analysis of the routine data

	Results
	Barriers to screening uptake
	Qualitative semi-structured interviews
	Characteristics of people who did and did not respond to screening invitation

	Discussion
	Comparison with other studies
	Strengths and limitations of the audit
	Implications for screening programmes
	Next steps in Derbyshire

	Author statements
	Ethical approval
	Funding
	Competing interests
	References


