PEER REVIEW
the Detroit way

Nancy Lozon, BS, CTR, Assistant Director

Metropolitan Detroit Cancer Surveillance System




Quality Quality Quality

» Always working on quality of our data
» Submission Hospitals
» MDCSS Abstractors
» MDCSS Editors

» Quality Projects

» Site 809

» Histology 8000/3
Social Security number starts with 9 (other records might have social)
Kidney SSF 3

And many many many more
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Quality on Submissions Hospital

Current review in Detroit of Submissions Hospital
Review of Resolve Patient Set tasks in SEER*DMS

Hope was to identify sites that we could move the cases onto the Data base
(SEER*DMS) without “human” intervention

A SAS program was used to identify selected cases to review

Review of Breast, colorectal, prostate, ovary, lymphoma and lung cases were
reviewed



MDCSS Editors

Every month, 8- 10 cases are reviewed in SEER*DMS for each editor

10 - 12 cases on new editor, or editors with accuracy below 97%

Excluded editors from Monthly QC -- if after 6 months editors receive 99%
accuracy and above, then QC is done quarterly




MDCSS Editors

» Senior Editor responsible for QC on Editor(s)
» In SEER*DMS, use report 81B to identify cases completed for week, month

» Manually select cases

» Problems with this, don’t know if only HL7 or Casefinding record was linked or if
NM was linked,

» If reviewing specific site, need to read down list to find site, hope Editor did that
site during the week
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