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aBstraCt

Background:  Evidence suggests that a large hospital variation in 
failure to rescue (FTR) in colorectal surgery is causing hospital 
differences in mortality rates. Which structural hospital factors 
are associated with better FTR rates remains largely unclear. The 
purpose of this study is to evaluate the association between FTR 
and hospital volume, teaching status and level of Intensive Care 
facilities, in colorectal cancer surgery.

Methods: All patients undergoing colorectal cancer surgery from 
2009 through 2011 in 92 Dutch hospitals were analysed. Univari-
ate and multivariate logistic regression models including casemix, 
hospital volume, teaching status and different levels of ICU facilities 
were used to analyse risk-adjusted FTR rates. 

Results: 25591 patients from 92 hospitals were included. The aver-
age failure-to-rescue rate was 17% [0-39]. In univariate analysis, 
high hospital volume (>200 patients/year versus <=200/year), 
teaching status (academic versus teaching versus non-teaching 
hospitals) and high level of ICU facilities (highest level 3 versus 
lowest level 1) were associated with lower FTR rates. Only the 
higher levels of ICU facilities (2 or 3 compared to level 1) were 
independently associated with lower FTR rates (OR 0.72 (95% CI 
0.65 – 0.88) in multivariate analysis.

Conclusions: Hospital type and annual hospital volume were not 
independently associated with FTR rates in colorectal cancer sur-
gery. Instead, the lowest level of ICU facilities was independently 
associated with higher rates. This suggests that a more advanced 
ICU may be an important factor that contributes to better FTR rates, 
although individual hospitals perform well with lower ICU levels.
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Introduction

Hospital differences regarding quality of care have received much 
attention in recent years. Complications and mortality are outcomes 
frequently used to compare hospital performance in colorectal can-
cer surgery. Failure to rescue (FTR) is another outcome measure that 
indicates the ability of a surgical team to keep patients alive when 
severe complications occur.  The term, introduced by Silber et al.1 is 
defined as “the mortality rate among patients with complications”. 
These authors found that hospital rankings based on complication 
rates did not correlate with rankings based on mortality rates. Re-
cent literature suggests that high hospital mortality after colorectal 
surgery is best explained by higher FTR rates rather than by higher 
complication rates2,3. Hence it may be considered an outcome that is 
actionable, reflecting the ability of a surgical team to timely recognize 
and treat major complications once they emerge.

The fact that higher FTR rates, and not higher complication rates 
are the main determinant of higher mortality rates was recently 
confirmed by the Dutch Surgical Colorectal Audit (DSCA) group4. 
Dutch hospitals showed variability between 0 and 40% in FTR rates. 
It remains largely unclear which factors account for this variation. 
Some potential factors have been suggested. Surgical teams may vary 
in the ability to adequately and timely recognize and treat postopera-
tive complications by differences in expertise, experience with the 
procedure, and by more advanced resources. 

The number of procedures performed annually, might be a proxy 
for the experience of a surgical team with a specific procedure and 
its perioperative care. Increasing hospital volume is associated with 
better outcomes in many surgical procedures including colorectal 
surgery5. An American study using Medicare data showed that lower 
postoperative mortality rates after gastrectomy, esophagectomy and 
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pancreatectomy in higher volume hospitals were strongly related to 
lower FTR rates6. Yet, the association between hospital volume and 
FTR in colorectal surgery remains largely unexplored.

Another hospital-related factor that has been associated with dif-
ferences in outcome, is its teaching status. University hospitals have 
been associated with favorable outcomes compared to non-teaching 
hospitals for many procedures and conditions like prostatectomy7, 
cystectomy8 and cardiovascular events9,10. Teaching status has been 
mentioned as a factor inversely related to FTR11. It has been suggested 
that this association may be related to more advanced resources in 
university hospitals. A logical next step is to explore the relation be-
tween intensive care (ICU) capacity and outcomes. The relationship 
between level of care in ICU facilities and FTR after colorectal cancer 
surgery has not been investigated yet but higher ICU staffing has been 
associated with lower mortality in critically ill medical, surgical and 
pediatric patients12. In the Netherlands, ICU units are classified into 
three levels according to capacity, staffing and resources13 (table 1), 
making it possible to study the influence of enhanced ICU facilities 
on outcomes.

This study looks at the association between three major structural 
hospital factors and failure-to-rescue rates in colorectal cancer sur-
gery:
1.	 Annual hospital volume in colorectal cancer procedures
2.	 Teaching status (Academic-, teaching- and non-teaching hospi-

tals)
3.	 Level of Intensive Care (ICU) facilities
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Methods

Data was derived from the DSCA, a nationwide, continuous quality 
improvement project in which a wide range of variables concern-
ing patient and disease-specific details, diagnostics, treatment, and 
outcomes are collected prospectively. The dataset is disease-specific 
for colorectal cancer and shows a nearly 100% completeness on most 
items, and high accuracy level on comparison against the Netherlands 
Cancer Registry (NCR) dataset. The latter is constructed with data 
retrieved from chart review by independent, trained researchers14,15. 

Patients
For this study, no ethical approval or informed consent was required 
under Dutch law.
All patients (n=26 410) undergoing surgical resection for primary 
colorectal cancer between the 1st of January 2009 and 31st of De-
cember 2011, and registered in the DSCA before March 15th 2012, 
were evaluated. Minimal data requirements to consider a patient 
eligible for analyses were information on tumor location, date of sur-
gery, complications and mortality.  For calculation of average annual 
hospital volume, no cases were excluded. 

Definitions

Hospital volume

Hospital volume was divided into five groups: <51 cases/year, 51-100 
cases/year, 101-150 cases/year, 151-200 cases/year and more than 
200 cases/year. Subsequently, we used five different cutoff points for 
volume (0-50 versus more than 50 cases/year; 0-100 versus more 
than 100 cases/year, and so on). The groups were formed around 100 
cases per year, as the average hospital volume was 99 cases per year, 
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with most hospitals performing between 50 and 200 procedures an-
nually.

Hospital type

Hospitals were categorized as either academic hospitals, teaching 
hospitals or non-teaching hospitals. In the Dutch healthcare system 
there are eight university hospitals, which function as referral centers 
for high-complex, low-volume care like surgery for locally advanced 
tumors and synchronous metastasectomies16. Each university hos-
pital is affiliated with a number of teaching hospitals, providing the 
surgical residency programs together. The remaining hospitals were 
defined as non-teaching hospitals.

ICU facilities

According to the guidelines “organization of ICU departments for 
adults in the Netherlands”17, three levels of ICU facilities are defined. 
Table 1 displays the main differences per level, as described by the 
guideline.

The level of ICU facilities is a quality indicator that hospitals must 
provide to the Dutch healthcare inspectorate on a yearly basis. For 
this study, the level of ICU facilities for each hospital was derived 
from the website with the databank of these quality indicators13. If 
a hospital had changed levels within the study period of 2009-2011, 
the category noted in most of these years was used. 

Failure to rescue

The definition of FTR is displayed in panel 1 and was formulated in 
accordance with the definition in a previous study4. Unadjusted FTR 
rates were compared between different hospital volumes, hospital 
types and between hospitals with different levels of ICU facilities with 
the X2 test. Subsequently, multivariate logistic regression analysis was 
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used for risk adjustment and to determine whether the structural 
hospital factors were independently associated with differences in 
FTR rates. Risk adjustment was done for age, sex, ASA score, location 
of the tumor, Charlson co-morbidity index, urgency of the operation, 
TNM stage, additional resections, multiple synchronous colorectal 
tumours and neoadjuvant therapy. 
A 2-sided P ≤ 0.05 was considered statistically significant. Statistical 
analyses were performed in PASW Statistics, version 20 (SPSS inc., 
Chicago, Il, USA) and R 2-14 (The R Project for Statistical Comput-
ing  and The Comprehensive R Archive Network; http://cran.r-
project.org/).

Definitions

Mortality: A patient that died within 30 days after the operation 
or during the index hospital admission.

Severe complication: a complication leading to a surgical, 
endoscopic or radiological reintervention, to an in-hospital 
stay of more than 14 days, or to death

Failure to rescue: The pecentage of patients with a severe 
complicaion that died in-hospital or within 30 days after the 
resection; (Number of patients that died secondary to a severe 
complication ) / (total number of patients that experienced a 
severe complication)

Panel 1: definitions used in the current study
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Results

Patients
A total of 25591 patients, registered by 92 hospitals were included 
in this study.  Patient, tumor and treatment characteristics are dis-
played in table 2. Average mortality was 4.3% and the percentage of 
patients with a severe complication was 23%, with an average FTR 
rate of 17%. University hospitals treated a higher proportion of pa-
tients with rectal cancer. Patients treated in university hospitals were 
younger, but had slightly more comorbidity and more often stage IV 
disease. Consequently, additional resections and metastasectomies 
were performed more often in university hospitals, and patients in 
these hospitals were treated with preoperative chemoradiotherapy 
more frequently. Non-elective surgery was slightly less common in 
university hospitals, compared to other hospital types.

Hospital volume
The average annual number of colorectal cancer resections per hos-
pital was 99 and ranged between 20 and 206 procedures per year 
(table 2). 

In univariate analysis, there was no difference in FTR rate between 
the five hospital volume groups, especially not between the lowest 
(<50 patients/year) and highest volume (more than 200 patients/
year) group (data not shown). With the cutoff at 0-200 cases/year 
versus more than 200/year there was a significantly lower FTR rate 
in the higher volume group (table 3).  Four hospitals had an aver-
age annual volume of more than 200 colorectal cancer resections. 
Adjusted for casemix, the difference in FTR between hospitals with 
more than 200 cases/year and the lower volume hospitals was 17% 
versus 14%; p=0.07 (figure 1).
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Hospital type and ICU level
All Dutch hospitals performing colorectal cancer surgery were in-
cluded in the study: eight university hospitals; 46 teaching hospitals 
and 38 non-teaching hospitals.

In 43 hospitals only basic (level 1) ICU facilities were available, 25 
hospitals had a level 2 ICU, and 24 hospitals had an ICU of the highest 
level 3. Hospital characteristics are displayed in table 2.

Differences in FTR rates between the different hospital types and 
levels of ICU facilities, derived from univariate- and multivariate 
analysis are displayed in table 3.  Unadjusted FTR rates were sig-
nificantly lower in university hospitals and significantly higher in 
non-teaching hospitals, compared to teaching hospitals. 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

AcademicTeaching Non-teaching Level 1 Level 2 Level 3<=200/year>200/year
Average annual hospital
 volume

Hospital type ICU level

Case-mix adjusted FTR rate

Figure 1: failure to rescue (FTR) rates, adjusted for casemix, per volume group, hospital type 
and ICU level.
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Also, level 1 ICU hospitals had significantly higher FTR rates than 
hospitals with level 2 ICU capacity; there was no difference in FTR 
rates between level 2 and 3 ICU hospitals.

Adjusted for casemix, FTR rates were 19% (0-39%) in non-teaching 
hospitals, 17%  (2-26%) in teaching hospitals and 13% (6-20%) in 
university hospitals. When stratified according to ICU level, casemix-
adjusted FTR rates were 19% (0-39%) in level 1 ICU hospitals, 
16% (8- 26%) in level 2 and 16% (6-23%) in level 3 ICU hospitals 
(figure 1). 

As can be seen in table 4, the relation between teaching status and 
FTR lost its statistical significance when the factors hospital volume, 
hospital type and ICU level were entered as variables in the logistic 
regression model. Only ICU level proved to be independently related 
to FTR rates, with level 1 (lowest) ICU level being associated with sig-

Table 4: incidence of and failure-to-rescue (FTR) from various complications per level of ICU 

postoperative 
complication incidence (n/%) FTR from complication (%) p for difference

  ICU 
level 1

ICU 
level 2

ICU 
level 3

   

anastomotic leak 1315 (5%) 17% 14% 16% ns  

abscess 606 (2,4%) 9% 6% 7% ns  

hemorrhage 205 (1%) 23% 17% 10% 0.05*  

ileus 380 (2%) 15% 5% 4% 0.006* / 0.003 **

fascial dehiscence 409 (2%) 12% 6% 9% ns  

iatrogenic bowel injury 109 (0%) 29% 13% 22% ns  

other surgical 
complications

759 (3%) 18% 14% 12% ns  

non-surgical complications 2330 (9%) 27% 22% 22% 0.021* / 0.016**

* ICU level 1 vs level 3
** ICU level 1 vs level 2



122

Chapter 6

nificantly lower FTR compared to a level 2 ICU (reference category).  
When level 2 and 3 ICU hospitals were combined in one group, the 
OR for FTR was 0,72 (95% CI 0,65 – 0,88; p<0,001) when compared 
to level 1 ICU hospitals.

Complication types
A characterization of FTR per complication type is displayed in 
table 4. Anastomotic leak, intra-abdominal abscess and non-surgical 
complications occurred most often. FTR rates were lower for all 
complications in ICU level 2 and level 3 hospitals when compared to 
hospitals with level 1 ICUs. This difference was significant for FTR 
from postoperative haemorrhage, ileus, and non-surgical complica-
tions.

Discussion

This study is the first to directly evaluate the association between 
FTR and hospital characteristics in colorectal cancer surgery. FTR 
was lower in patients operated in high volume hospitals, in univer-
sity hospitals and in hospitals with higher levels of ICU facilities in 
univariate analysis. A higher level of ICU facilities was the only factor 
associated with lower FTR rates in multivariate analysis. Differences 
in level of ICU facilities might be a part of the explanation of the dif-
ferences in FTR rates between hospitals.

Ghaferi et al. found higher hospital volume to be significantly 
associated with favourable FTR rates6, however this association 
concerned patients undergoing surgery that may be considered 
more challenging than colorectal cancer surgery (pancreatic and 
upper gastrointestinal surgery). In another study, teaching hospitals 
and overall hospital size of >200 beds were independently associ-
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ated with lower FTR rates after pancreatic resections11. In this study, 
“high technology” (transplantation and cardiac surgery performed 
in the hospital) was also associated with lower FTR. Arguably, “high 
technology” may be a proxy for better ICU facilities. Almoudaris et al. 
describe a higher number of high-dependency unit beds in the quan-
tile of hospitals with lowest postoperative mortality after colorectal 
surgery; however the number of ICU beds did not differ between 
quantiles3. 

Colorectal cancer surgery is performed in the majority of Dutch 
hospitals, typically in a medium-volume setting (average 99 cases/
year), though with many lower volume centers being present as well. 
Only a small number of hospitals perform more than 200 procedures/
year, which may make it hard to reach significance.

Although we found that unadjusted FTR rates were lower in 
university hospitals and higher in non-teaching hospitals, these dif-
ferences lost statistical significance when casemix factors and the 
three hospital characteristics were analyzed together in multivariate 
analysis. The availability of at least a level 2 ICU was the only struc-
tural hospital factor independently associated with better FTR rates. 

Patients operated in hospitals with level 2 ICUs had a similar risk 
of FTR as patients from level 3 ICU hospitals. The differences in char-
acteristics between ICUs of level 2 and 3 (table 1) appear relatively 
modest whereas differences between level 1 and 2 ICUs seem more 
distinct. The biggest differences between level 1 ICUs and level 2 or 
3 ICUs are the exclusive 24 hours a day availability of an intensivist, 
the transfer of responsibility for the patient to the intensivist, and 
more intensive care staffing (table 1).  Our findings suggest that these 
staffing factors of an ICU may be important factors that contribute to 
better FTR rates in colorectal surgery. Surgical complications such as 
anastomotic leak may lead to single or multiple organ dysfunction. 
Non-surgical complications may carry an additional risk of mortal-
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ity in this relatively old and frail patient group. Therefore, adequate 
availability of ICU support seems essential in management of patients 
with severe complications after colorectal surgery.

The positive effects of higher ICU staffing and 24-hour coverage 
by an intensivist on ICU- and hospital mortality have been described 
before12,18,19. Our study builds on this, showing an association be-
tween these staffing factors and lower FTR rates in a specific surgical 
population. 

Many Dutch hospitals with lower-level ICUs have regional agree-
ments with hospitals with higher levels of ICU care on, for instance, 
teleconferencing. Although regional collaboration undoubtedly has 
a positive impact on outcomes, our study shows that despite these 
initiatives a lower level of ICU facilities was associated with higher 
FTR rates.  However, some hospitals with low level ICUs performed 
well.  

There are some limitations in this study. The data is self-reported, 
so selection bias cannot be completely excluded. However, the 
dataset is highly detailed and validated against data from the Neth-
erlands Cancer registry (see methods). Secondly, the definition of 
severe complications (complications followed by a reintervention, a 
prolonged in-hospital stay of more than 14 days or to death) may 
be considered arbitrary. However, this definition distinguishes major 
complications from less severe complications that do not hinder the 
postoperative course20.

The variability of FTR rates within each group of hospitals’ struc-
tural factors suggest that there must be other factors as well playing a 
role in explaining hospital differences in FTR rates. Firstly, these may 
be factors associated with timely recognition of complications21.  For 
instance, higher nurse-to-patient ratios have been associated with 
lower FTR rates22. An in-depth study concerning factors reflecting 
differences concerning in-hospital processes should be conducted, 
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evaluating the daily ward rounds, responsibility for the ward patients, 
staffing outside office hours, vital sign collection and reporting, the 
level of experience in a surgical team, team communication, guideline 
adherence and quality of care from nurses. Secondly, hospital differ-
ences in FTR rates may be sought in differences in delay until the start 
of treatment of complications. For instance, early reintervention for 
anastomotic leak may prevent clinical deterioration and death. Alves 
et al. found lower mortality after reoperations performed before 
postoperative day five, although this difference was not significant23. 

With identification of specific care processes that account for dif-
ferences in hospital FTR rates, quality improvement initiatives can 
aim at reducing postoperative mortality by addressing the most 
important factors in the postoperative care process.  Safeguarding 
adequate ICU capacity to support patients with complications after 
colorectal surgery seems one of these factors. 



126

Chapter 6

References

	 1.	 Silber JH, Rosenbaum PR, Schwartz JS, Ross RN, Williams SV. Evaluation of the complica-
tion rate as a measure of quality of care in coronary artery bypass graft surgery. JAMA. 
1995;274(4):317-23.

	 2.	 Ghaferi AA, Dimick JB. Variation in mortality after high-risk cancer surgery: failure to 
rescue. Surg Oncol Clin N Am. 2012;​21(3):​389-95.

	 3.	 Almoudaris AM, Burns EM, Mamidanna R, et al. Value of failure to rescue as a marker of 
the standard of care following reoperation for complications after colorectal resection. Br 
J Surg. 2011;​98(12):​1775-83.

	 4.	 Henneman D, Snijders HS, Fiocco M, et al. Hospital Variation in Failure to Rescue after 
Colorectal Cancer Surgery: Results of the Dutch Surgical Colorectal Audit. Ann Surg Oncol 
2013;​20(7):​2117-23

	 5.	 van Gijn W, Gooiker GA, Wouters MW, Post PN, Tollenaar RA, van de Velde CJ. Volume and 
outcome in colorectal cancer surgery. Eur J Surg Oncol. 2010;​36 Suppl 1:​S55-63.

	 6.	 Ghaferi AA, Birkmeyer JD, Dimick JB. Hospital volume and failure to rescue with high-risk 
surgery. Med Care. 2011;​49(12):​1076-81.

	 7.	 Trinh QD, Schmitges J, Sun M, et al. Radical prostatectomy at academic versus nonacademic 
institutions: a population based analysis. J Urol. 2011;​186(5):​1849-54.

	 8.	 Bianchi M, Trinh QD, Sun M, et al. Impact of academic affiliation on radical cystectomy 
outcomes in North America: A population-based study. Canadian Urological Association 
Journal. 2012;​6(4):​245-50.

	 9.	 Polanczyk CA, Lane A, Coburn M, Philbin EF, Dec GW, DiSalvo TG. Hospital outcomes in 
major teaching, minor teaching, and nonteaching hospitals in New York state. Am J Med. 
2002;​112(4):​255-61.

	 10.	 Allison JJ, Kiefe CI, Weissman NW, et al. Relationship of hospital teaching status with 
quality of care and mortality for Medicare patients with acute MI. JAMA. 2000;​284(10):​
1256-62.

	 11.	 Ghaferi AA, Osborne NH, Birkmeyer JD, Dimick JB. Hospital characteristics associated with 
failure to rescue from complications after pancreatectomy. J Am Coll Surg. 2010;​211(3):​
325-30.

	 12.	 Pronovost PJ, Angus DC, Dorman T, Robinson KA, Dremsizov TT, Young TL. Physician 
staffing patterns and clinical outcomes in critically ill patients: a systematic review. JAMA. 
2002;​288(17):​2151-62.

	 13.	 http:​//www.ziekenhuizentransparant.nl. [accessed  September 1st, 2012].



FTR and hospital factors

127

	 14.	 Schouten LJ, Jager JJ, van den Brandt PA. Quality of cancer registry data: a comparison of 
data provided by clinicians with those of registration personnel. Br J Cancer. 1993;​68(5):​
974-7.

	 15.	 Schouten LJ, Straatman H, Kiemeney LA, Gimbrere CH, Verbeek AL. The capture-recapture 
method for estimation of cancer registry completeness: a useful tool? Int J Epidemiol. 
1994;​23(6):​1111-6.

	 16.	 Kolfschoten NE, Marang van de Mheen PJ, Gooiker GA, et al. Variation in case-mix between 
hospitals treating colorectal cancer patients in the Netherlands. Eur J Surg Oncol. 2011;​
37(11):​956-63.

	 17.	 Dutch Society for Anesthesiology. Guideline “Organisatie en werkwijze op intensive care-
afdelingen voor volwassenen in Nederland”. 2006.

	 18.	 Manthous CA, Amoateng-Adjepong Y, al-Kharrat T, et al. Effects of a medical intensivist on 
patient care in a community teaching hospital. Mayo Clin Proc. 1997;​72(5):​391-9.

	 19.	 Blunt MC, Burchett KR. Out-of-hours consultant cover and case-mix-adjusted mortality in 
intensive care. Lancet. 2000;​356(9231):​735-6.

	 20.	 Kolfschoten NE, van Leersum NJ, Gooiker GA, et al. Successful and Safe Introduction of 
Laparoscopic Colorectal Cancer Surgery in Dutch hospitals. Ann Surg 2013;​257(5):​916-21

	 21.	 Taenzer AH, Pyke JB, McGrath SP. A review of current and emerging approaches to address 
failure-to-rescue. Anesthesiology. 2011;​115(2):​421-31.

	 22.	 Silber JH, Romano PS, Rosen AK, Wang Y, Even-Shoshan O, Volpp KG. Failure-to-rescue: 
comparing definitions to measure quality of care. Med Care. 2007;​45(10):​918-25.

	 23.	 Alves A, Panis Y, Pocard M, Regimbeau JM, Valleur P. Management of anastomotic leakage 
after nondiverted large bowel resection. J Am Coll Surg. 1999;​189(6):​554-9.


