
Pedia tric Head Injury-CT Utiliza tion 

 

Category of s ubmis s ion (s e lect as  many as  apply):  

Choos ing Wis ely 
 

IOM Domains  that this  project addres s es  (s elect as  many as  apply)  

Safety 
Pa tient Centered 
Effective 
Equitable 

 
Pleas e  s hare  how you defined your project. Cons ider addres s ing the ques tions  be low. (Max 500 

Words )  
Wha t wa s  the  identified Qua lity Ga p? - Wha t wa s  the  im provem ent ta rge t? - Wha t wa s  the  tim e line  of the  
project? - Who were  the  s ta keholders ? - Wha t wa s  the  s takeholders ' input? - Wha t wa s  the  m ethod for 
collecting s ta keholder input? - Wha t wa s  the  potentia l for s ignifica nt im pa ct to  the  ins titution? - Wha t wa s  the  
potentia l for s ignifica nt im pa ct to  s ocie ty? 

The Collabora tive  Level Target of les s  than 20% with an impos ed Site  Level Target of les s  than 
15%. Quality gap was  unneces s ary head CT in pedia tric trauma with an improvement ta rget of 
near 100% compliance with protocol. Project timeline was  6 months . Stakeholders  included were 
a ll ED a ttendings  and res idents . Significant impact for the  ins titution was  compliance with 
meas ured metrics . Impact to s ociety was  reducing the  amount of unneces s ary radia tion as  well 
as  a  reduce in cos t.  

 
P leas e  des cribe  how you meas ured the  problem. Cons ider addres s ing the ques tions  be low. (Max 500 

Words )  
Wha t da ta  s ources  were  us ed? - Wa s  a  num eric  ba s e line  OUTCOME m ea s ure  obta ined? - Wha t de fined the  
s a m ple  s ize? - Wha t counte rba la nce  m ea s ures  were  ide ntified? - Wha t num eric  ba s e line  COUNTERBALANCES 
were  obta ined? - Wa s  the  outcom e m ea s ure  c linica lly re le va nt? - Wa s  the  outcom e m ea s ure  a  na tiona lly 
recognized m ea s ure ? 

Pa tient charts  reviewed for number of pedia tric incidences  and s ubs equent head CT performed. 
The time frame between 1/ 1/ 2021 through 12/ 31/ 2021 is  cons idered for the  pedia tric age group 
of 0 to 17 years . Da ta  s ource was  a ll pedia tric pa tients  with a  chief compla int of head injury. A 
numeric bas eline  outcome was  obta ined. The outcome was  clinica lly s ignificant and this  was  a  
na tiona lly recognized meas ure . 

 



Pleas e  des cribe  how you analyzed the  problem. Cons ider addres s ing the ques tions  be low. (Max 500 

Words )  
Wha t wa s  one  fa ctor contributing to  the  ga p? - Were  m ultiple  fa ctors  contributing to  the  ga p? - Wa s  a  
s tructured root ca us e  a na lys is  underta ken? - Wha t wa s  the  a ppropria te  QI m ethod or tool us ed for root ca us e  
a na lys is ? - Wa s  a  root ca us e  a na lys is  pe rform ed prior to  identifying potentia l s olutions ? - Wha t wa s  the  
ra tiona le  for s e lecting inte rvention(s )? - Did the  project us e  a  QI method or tool for s e lecting inte rvention(s )? 

Retros pective s tudy in reviewing ordered CT; ra tiona le  and outcome. Data  compared to group 
his torica l da ta ; then a ls o compared to the na tiona l average.  

 
P leas e  des cribe  how you improved the problem. Cons ider addres s ing the  ques tions  be low. (Max 500 

Words )  
Wha t wa s  the  im plem enta tion of inte rvention(s ) (da te / tim e  of go live )? - Wa s  the  ta rge t m ea s ure  re -m ea s ured 
a fte rwa rds  with com pa ris on gra ph? - Wa s  a  s tructured pla n for m a na ging cha nge  us ed? - Wa s  the  project 
counte rba la nce  re -m ea s ure d with a  com pa ris on gra ph? - Wa s  the  counte rba la nce  a dvers e ly a ffected? - Is  the  
im provem ent in ta rge t outcom e m ea s ure  s hown? - Wa s  a  s ta tis tica l s ignifica nce  dem ons tra ted in the  outcom e 
m ea s ure? 

Beginning J anuary 2021 the utiliza tion trend had shown performance a t a  high of 30% to the  
current zero percent. Da ta  was  pres ented and reviewed by the QI committee; then pres ented to 
the  ED group for educa tion.  

 
P leas e  des cribe  the  control phas e of your project. Cons ider addres s ing the ques tions  be low.  
Wha t were  the  le s s ons  lea rned from  the  project? - Wa s  the re  com m unica tion to  s ta keholders  of the  s um m a ry 
of the  project, a nd le s s ons  lea rned? - Wa s  a  proces s  owner identified? - Did the  proce s s  owner a cknowledge  
owners hip of ongoing m onitoring? - Wha t control m ea s ures  were  identified? - Wha t wa s  the  rea ction pla n for 
de fic ie ncies  ide ntified in the  control m ea s ure? - Wa s  the re  a t lea s t one  yea r of s us ta ined m onitoring 
dem ons tra ted? - Wa s  the  project s ucces s fully diffus ed in s chola rly form  (i.e . pos te r, ma nus cript, e tc)? 

Of a ll pedia tric trauma tha t pres ent to the  ED; compared aga ins t the  na tional average.  

 

 

Attachments 

Peds Head Injury 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Gu_ZgYvYprDUt6lhINk13txSxF2c0Bms/view

