Process for Validation of SCIP/HOP Abstraction Accuracy

Validation of our Abstraction Accuracy will consist of a two part process. The first part will evaluate the overall accuracy of our data using an inter-rater reliability process. The second part will track the accuracy of the individual abstractors.
Overall Abstractor Accuracy 

· Approximately 20% of the total number of cases in our sample for a given month will be assigned to abstractors to audit during the following month. This will include a minimum of one audit of each current abstractor, even if that total number exceeds the 20%. The audit will consist of the second abstractor doing a completely independent abstraction. The audits will be compared with the original abstractions. 

· An inter-rater reliability process of calculating the percent of agreement between two raters will be used. More difficult questions will be weighted to reflect this, while the easiest questions have been eliminated from the comparison. Because this approach does not take chance agreement into consideration, it is generally recommended that the percentage of agreement be at least 90% to meet the requirements for inter-rater agreement. Our audits will average approximately 20 points possible. A score of 19/20 equals a result of 95%. We expect less than 1 disagreement per audit on average. Therefore, if the level of agreement is less than 95%, further evaluation of the reasons behind the ratings will be conducted, along with additional training as necessary, until the percentage of agreement is 95% or more.
Individual Abstractor Accuracy

· When the percentage of agreement scores are calculated for each audit/abstract set, differences between the two abstractors will also be evaluated. The person doing Accuracy Validation will compare the conflicting answers with the source material and determine if the error lies with the original abstractor or the auditor. Each will then be given a percentage score for their own accuracy for that particular case. Abstractors with an average score of less than 95% will receive additional training. If unable to improve the score within 3 months, they may be deleted as an abstractor. Abstractors who are below the benchmark will have two of their cases audited monthly until above the benchmark. 
· A case may be evaluated due to an OFI from Midas or a CDAC Validation issue. During that process, if an abstractor error is found, the case will be audited and the abstractor will be given a percentage score for accuracy for that case. These scores will be combined with scores from the audit sets for a total score.
Examples of Accuracy calculations

· For inter-rater reliability: Suppose there are 30 total points possible for any case, and a particular case has 18 points possible (each case won't have all measures.) There are three disagreements between the abstractors. The overall score for 15/18 = a score of 83% agreement for this case. All case scores for the month will be averaged to determine a monthly percentage score for inter-rater agreement. Monthly scores will be averaged to determine a quarterly percentage score. Trends will be followed to determine the need for additional abstractor training and/or improvement of the abstraction process.
· For individual abstractor accuracy: Suppose after investigating the three disagreements it is determined one abstractor was in error once, and the other twice. The first abstractor would have a score of 17/18 or 94%; the second abstractor would have a score of 16/18 or 89%. (This assumes that all agreed upon answers were correct which is not necessarily true, but it will still allow for trending and comparison.)
