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= Since its inception in 1994, the Carolina Mammography Registry | | | - - | | | = Figure 1 illustrates the cancer detection rates for each facility per
(CMR) has served as a population based mammography registry = The final CMR and NCCCR linked dataset is used to evaluate non-invasive and invasive cancer diagnoses by socio-demographic 1,000 screening mammograms.
with participating breast imaging facilities spanning 34% of NC characteristics, breast cancer risk factors (family history of breast cancer and breast density), imaging modalities (mammography, |
counties. ultrasound, breast magnetic resonance imaging) and mammographic findings (Table 3). Figure 1: Cancer Detection Rates for CMR Mammography Facilities
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= To ensure complete breast related follow-up and outcome = We are also able to evaluate breast cancer type, grade, stage, size, and estrogen or progesterone positive characteristics by mode of
information on participating women, CMR data is linked with detection (screen detected and interval detected cancers) (Table 4). ’g 0
pathology data from the NC Central Cancer Registry (NCCCR). L @
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PURPOSE . : :
Table 3: Characteristics of Women by s 2 .
o £
= To describe. how the. CMR and NCCQR linkage enhances the CMR Breast Cancer Diagnoses . :
data collection, quality, and monitoring for breast cancer c 2 4
screening and outcomes in NC. < §
METHODS -
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. . . 4,638 25,967 ble 4- h istics b 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
" The fOHOWng Steps are used to link women with a breast Ta = 4 BreaSt Cancer C Aracteristcs y CMR Participating Mammography Facilities (Facility IDs 1-73)
imaging examination in CMR to breast cancer cases in the Mode of Detection™® pee s /
NCCCR. 925 (19.9) 4,506 (17.4)
1,275 (27.5) 6,785 (26.1) : :
i. Blocking: This step groups similar records, reducing the 1,352 (29.2) 6,892 (26.5) " Figure 2 demonstrates the cancer detection rates by year of the
number of record comparisons and increasing the 824424((15832)) 52,434395((291(-)(;) SCreening mammaogram.
eliiciency ot the linkage. | | | 11537 5 666 Figure 2: Cancer Detection Rates by Year of Screening Mammogram
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ii. Conditional Probabilistic and Deterministic Matching: 3{,9111%2(;%85)())) 147695649 ((167992)) _
After blocking, each comparison is given a match score 54 (1.2) 287 (1.1) 2,262 (19.6) 216 (8.1) = 5
(see examples in Tables 1 and 2). 492 (10.6) 3,057 (11.8) 9,275 (80.4) 2,450 (91.9) g é"
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iii. Linkage Algorithms: Two linkage algorithms are used 338 (7.3) 2,267 (8.7) 2.200 (19.1) 402 (15.1) R
to determine the best match from the potential matched 744 (16.0) 4,616 (17.8) 3,957 (34.3) 809 (30.3) S §
comparisons. The conservative linkage algorithm utilizes S (L) SHEZ (0d0) 2914 (25.3) 1,051 (39.4) s 3,
. . h he liberal 632 (13.6) 3,403 (13.1) 2,466 (21.4) 404 (15.2) =
the match scores assigned in Step 2, whereas the libera 2,301 (49.6) 12,052 (46.4) © 3
linkage algorithm does not use the match scores. = 1
Z
e | | 1798 (388 11268 (134 S712(155 1753 658 :
iv. Clerical Review: Case-by-case review of uncertain 2,837 (61.2) 14,682 (56.5) 890 (7.7) 176 (6.6) 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012
matches is completed when the linkage algorithms 3(0.1) 17(0.1) Year of Screening Mammogram
disagree.
598 (12.9 3,339 (12.9 4,061 (35.2) 558 (20.9) . . .
3 003( (6 4.5)3) 16 113((62.1)) 2,981 (25.8) 770 (28.9) = With this data, we are also able to determine the registry-wide
| ’ 1,349 (11.7) 520 (19.5 j i
Table 1: Match Score Example A 1,037 (22.4) 6,515 (25.1) Ceen e oar (23.8; cancer detection rate for mammography by modality.
1,154 (10.0) 183 (6.9) i. The screening mammography cancer detection rate is
First Name Petunia Petunia 6.84 96 (2.1) 783 (3.0) 493 per 1,000 mammography examinations.
Last Name Dursley Dursley 16.29 1,915 (41.3) 11,069 (42.6)
SDSOI\]I;M N (1);11 (1);7 ! -335174 1’18§171 8%)7 ) 91’?13634(?4%7)) ?2?? g Z i’% 1%426(;524.15) ii. The diagnostic mammography cancer Qetgction rate is
508 Dy = = = 599 (12.9) 3,418 (13.2) 3,046 (26.4) 616 (23.1) 33.45 per 1,000 mammography examinations.
DOB Year 1954 1954 6.65
Middle Initial E E 3.35 4,201 (90.6) 20,175 (77.7) 5.844 (50.7) 1,262 (47.3) CONCLUSIONS
Address 4 Privet Drive 4 Privet Drive 17.50 437 (9.4) 5,792 (22.3) 2:593 (22:5) %79 (29.2)
City Little Whinging Little Whinging 10.15 3,100 (26.9) 625 (23.4) = Through linkage of the CMR and NCCCR data, breast cancer
Zi 27278 27278 9.74 : :
FilrI:al Match Score 6534 265 (5.7) 2.050 (7.9) *This table is limited to screen detected and interval detected cancers only trends may be evah.lated by year, histology, mOde of detecthn,
| 240 (5.2) 1479 (5.7) and breast cancer risk factors to ensure continued data quality
. 280 (6.0) 1,089 (4.2) and complete information for women participating in CMR.
Table 2: Match Score Example B 1349 (29.1) 4,680 (18.0)
2,271 (49.0) 10,602 (40.8)
First Name Petunia Petunia 6.84 : 1814 (5)42(3) $ 77%3( (()232) 3) AC KNOWLED GEMENTS
Last Name Dursley Evans -6.38 38 (0:8) 214 (08)
ooN L i o *Breast Imaging-Reporting and Data System (BIRADS) = CMR would like to thank the NC Central Cancer Registry staff for
DOB Month 05 05 3.57 their continued collaboration with our Registry.
DOB Day 25 25 4.93
DOB Year 1954 1954 6.65
Middle Initial E N 0.66 FUNDING SUPPORT
Address 4 Privet Drive 0
City Little Whinging 0 = CMR is funded by the National Institutes of Health, National
Zip 272178 0 Cancer Institute under grant PO1CA154292.
Final Match Score 28.06




