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Case Mix Scheme in DRGs for Hospitalization Expenses

of Cervical Cancer

HAN Xiao-mei, WANG Xiu-mei, ABUDUSALAMU - Yimiti, et al.
(Affiliated Cancer Hospital of Xinjiang Medical University, Urumqi 830011, China)

Abstract ; [ Purpose ] To assess the case mix method in diagnosis—related groups (DRGs) for hospi-
talization expenses of cervical cancer patients in Xinjiang region. [ Methods] A total of 2202 cases
of cervical cancer discharged from Xinjiang Cancer Hospital during 2010-2014 were included in
the study. The main factors determining the hospitalization costs were analyzed by ANOVA and
multiple linear regression methods;and DRGs combination of cervical cancer cases was established
by using data mining decision tree model. [Results] Hospitalization expenses of cervical cancer
were mainly determined by ethnic group,length of stay,discharge outcomes, concomitant diseases,
the number of diseases and treatment,which was affected most among all factors. A total of 9
DRGs combinations with corresponding standard hospital costs were formed. [Conclusion] In this
study , the expenses standard of cervical cancer has been developed by using treatment as DRGs
grouping nodes.
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Table 1 Assignment of affecting factors

Variable name Assignment

Age <35 age=1,36~45 age=2,46~55 age=3,56~65 age=4, >65 age=5

Marital status
Nation
Length of stay <9 day=1,9~18 day=2,>18 day=3

Curative effect

Hospital infection No=0, Yes=1
Concomitant disease No=0, Yes=1
Number <One=1,>Two=2
Lymphatic metastasis  No=0, Yes=1

Treatment

Unmarried=1,Married=2 , Widowed=3 , Divorced=4 , Other=5
Han=1, Uygur=2, Kazakh=3,Hui=4, Other=5

Cure=1, Better=2 ,Not healed=3, Death=4 , Other=5

No=0, Surgery=1, Chemotherapy=2, Radiotherapy=3, Surgery + Chemotherapy=4,Surgery +Radiotherapy=5,

Chemotherapy+Radiotherapy=6, Surgery+Chemotherapy+Radiotherapy=7
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Table 2 Multiple linear stepwise regression analysis
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Table 3 Grouping results of diagnosis

Group Combination name Pro(p%r;lon Average cost(¥)
No treatment 227 10.31  7513.75 +4423.18 (1383.46 ~32636.07)

1

2 Radiotherapy,length of stay <=18 days

3 Chemotherapy,

4 Surgery+chemotherapy , chemotherapy+radiotherapy,
surgery+chemotherapy+radiotherapy , length of stay
<18 days

Surgery , surgery+chemotherapy ,length of stay <18 days
Radiotherapy, length of stay >18 days

Rurgery, surgery+chemotherapy,length of stay >18days

0 N N W

Surgery+chemotherapy , chemotherapy+radiotherapy,
surgery+chemotherapy+radiotherapy, length of stay
>18days,not healed

9 Surgery+chemotherapy , chemotherapy+radiotherapy,
surgery+chemotherapy+radiotherapy , length of stay
>18days, cure

136 6.18  15778.92 +8847.48 (2272.53~ 60264.66)
350 15.89  17215.41+ 6643.05 (4181.19 ~55200.22)
162 7.36 24187.79 +£7178.14(2586.90 ~56091.27)

235 10.67  28314.56 +10664.61(5421.55~ 58913.52)
214 9.72  30133.85+18464.51(5550.85~92789.76)

468 21.25  34257.58 +11680.03 (10848.90 ~107283.96)
301 13.67  38855.86+19077.37 (10156.21 ~96777.73)
109 495  54002.82+22056.41 (17994.07 ~103540.64)
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Figure 1 Classification tree

Curative effect
Adj. P-value=0.000, F=46.318,
df1=1, dtz2=408

5:2:3 1
Node 12 Node 13
Mean 38855.857 Mean 54002.821
Std. Dev. 19077 .370 Std. Dev. 22056.413
n 301 n 109
% 13.7 % 5.0
Predicted 38855 .857 Predicted 54002.821

Table 4 Standard cost of case mix(¥)

Group  Standard cost Median (Sltar.lda}rd P25 P75 e B 6t Lot
eviation reference value reference value

1 6795.17 6328.02 2116.25 5132.11 8307.55 3751.85 12396.48

2 16276.36 15379.97 3596.81 13279.01 18811.90 11228.20 24549.68

3 14513.48 14805.36 4083.05 10985.29 17756.26 7627.55 23133.81

4 27056.61 22929.31 10325.05 19132.15 35634.05 13090.82 50665.18

5 23458.40 23110.19 3127.90 20836.57 26326.90 17603.71 29357.21

6 28164.76 28707.56 6330.42 23111.76 33776.53 14663.74 38869.75

7 33088.44 32939.24 6422.09 27670.76 37760.91 22206.93 46773.78

8 35539.74 32040.03 11285.42 26130.26 43717.28 21364.74 62185.42

9 52741.60 50983.57 16026.93 38813.18 67290.80 27309.64 82072.11
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