
Measure Developers’ Webinar 

August 20, 2012 



Agenda  

  Harmonization Event Updates 
 
  Stage-1 “Measure Concept Form” Overview 
 
  Measure Developer Workshop Discussion 

 
 

2 



 
 
 

 

Proposed Changes to 
Measure 
Harmonization 
Process 



Harmonization – Background  

 The current quality landscape contains a proliferation of measures, 
including some that could be considered duplicative or overlapping. 

▫ Multiple measures may address the same conceptual measure focus 
and same target population.  

 This can create confusion in interpreting performance results and increase 
the data collection burden for providers. 
 Standardizing and aligning specifications (e.g., definitions) for related 
measures can help alleviate these problems. 

▫ In addition, when there is a sufficient amount of overlap between 
measures, selecting one as ‘best in class’ may be appropriate. 

 As a consensus standards-setting organization, NQF is uniquely positioned 
to help guide harmonization* efforts and move the field toward a leaner, 
more parsimonious set of national performance measures. 
 

*As part of NQF’s initiative to improve its process of measure harmonization, an effort to create standard definitions for “harmonization” and other related terms is underway; 
those definitions are forthcoming. 
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Harmonization – Background (cont.) 

 Recognizing the need for harmonization within its portfolio of 
endorsed measures, NQF has conducted some prior work on the 
issue: 
▫ A taskforce on harmonization was convened, releasing a report 

providing Guidance for Measure Harmonization in May 2011 
▫ The NQF Consensus Standards Approval Committee (CSAC) 

provided Guidance on Competing Measures in June 2011 

 Nevertheless, it is clear that there remains a need to clarify 
and enhance the process of harmonization. 
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http://www.qualityforum.org/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=62381
http://www.qualityforum.org/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=69378


What’s the problem? 

 Lack of clarity of the process, both internally and externally 
 Significant timeline delays by trying to address 
harmonization within project timeline 
 Developers unable to accomplish harmonization within 
project timelines 
 No established process to monitor agreed upon 
harmonization changes 
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Goals of this Work  

 To improve the process of harmonization for measures that 
are related or selecting best-in-class measures 
 Desired outcomes as a result of NQF harmonization efforts: 
▫ Consistency in measure results 
▫ Improved interpretability across levels of analysis and 

data sources  
▫ Reduced data burden 
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Improvement Methodology 

Sensing Sessions (6/2012) 

1) Developers including 
NCQA, PCPI, CMS & 
Contractors 
2) Users including both a 
health plan and hospital 
3) Communities 
4) Internal NQF staff 
 

CSAC Input (7/2012) 

Review of trade offs identified 
through sensing sessions 
 
Provide guidance on the 
relative importance of 
priorities 

Improvement Event (8/2012) 

Develop detailed process 
enhancements, and strategy 
for implementation 
 
Identify future guidance and 
opportunities for 
education/training on 
enhancements 
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A Lean/Six Sigma Workout session consisted of: 



Sensing Session Overview 

Perception of NQF harmonization process 

Recommendations on how to improve the process 

Developers processes to address harmonization 

The Role of the Steering Committee vis-à-vis NQF staff 

Additional information NQF needs to provide 
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The Sensing Sessions focused on five critical areas including: 



High-level themes and tradeoffs identified through 
Sensing Session 
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 Perception of NQF harmonization process 
▫ Lack of a clear process, and inconsistency of processes and decisions across 

steering committees 
 Recommendations for improving the process 

▫ NQF needs clear criteria for defining related/competing measures 
 Developer processes for addressing harmonization 

▫ Developers lack consistent process / source for identifying similar or competing 
measures 

 Role of Steering Committee vis-à-vis  NQF staff 
▫ NQF staff should identify related/competing measures at start of project, and 

actively facilitate the steering committee’s discussion 
 Information NQF staff need to provide 

▫ NQF needs to more clearly identify aspects of the measures needing 
harmonization before the measure goes to the steering committee for 
consideration 



Harmonization/Related and Competing Event 

Definitions 

NQF’s role in supporting harmonization 

Data burden 

Timing of harmonization within NQF processes 

Consistency of measure results 
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Five critical areas for improvement emerged: 



Proposed* Changes 

1. Decision logic for processing related/competing measures, building on existing 
NQF guidance 

2. Early identification/triage of related/competing measures by NQF staff  
3. Structured guide for NQF staff to lead discussion on related/competing 

measures 
4. Re-convening of Steering Committee to discuss harmonization  

▫ Harmonization discussion may be addressed outside of normal project 
timeline 

5. Annual update to incorporate review of responsiveness to harmonization plan 
▫ Larger role for Measure Maintenance process/staff 

6. Harmonization Policy Committee 
▫ For overarching harmonization/competing measure issues (rather than 

specific measure-by-measure issues) 
*Recommendations will be reviewed by CSAC prior to implementation 
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Decision logic for processing related / competing 
measures 

Justification for Changes: 
 Adding more clarity 
 Provides a “shortcut mechanism” to more quickly identify 
competing measures 
 Empower staff to make initial determination and inform 
developers 
 Improving the consistency of application across committees 
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Early identification / triage of related / competing 
measures by NQF staff 

Justification for Changes: 
 Identification of harmonization issues early in project 
 Developers have venue and time to respond to staff 
initiated list  
 Notification about measures outside of current project will 
occur early on 
 The project phasing will be determined by the volume of 
related and competing measures identified, in addition to the 
number of measures in the project  
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Structured Discussion Guide 

Justification for Changes: 
 Improve consistency across projects  
 Allows developers to clearly understand the nature of the 
recommendations 
 Enables Standing Committee to understand the NQF 
process 
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Re-Convening of Standing Committee to Discuss 
Harmonization  

Justification for Changes: 
 Allows for measures that were not part of the CDP review 
period to be sufficiently reviewed for harmonization  
 Allows time for the Committee to review responses to the 
Harmonization plans by the developers 
▫ * The committee would be a sub-committee of the CSAC 

that includes supplemental developer members 
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Annual update 

 Opportunity to leverage an already existing measure 
maintenance process 
▫ Review of progress on any harmonization plan would be 

made part of the annual update process 
 Allows sufficient time for measure developers to address 
harmonization issues identified during the project 
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Justification for changes: 



Harmonization Policy Committee 

Justification for changes: 
 Provides a venue to regularly review definitions and 
process for harmonization  
 Advises CSAC 
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Next steps 

 Present proposal to CSAC for input and approval 
 Further develop decision logic to identify related and competing 
measures 
 Develop scope, role, and roster for the Harmonization Policy 
Committee 
 Communicate enhancements and solicit feedback from all 
affected parties 
 Additional WorkOut events to work through more complex 
harmonization process issues, including 
▫ Incorporation into a 2-stage CDP 
▫ Identification of related/competing measures within NQF 

portfolio of measures 
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NQF Staff 

Heidi Bossley, MSN, MBA 
Vice President, Performance Measures 
hbossley@qualityforum.org  
 
Taroon Amin, MA, MPH 
Sr. Director, Performance Measures 
Tamin@qualityforum.org  
 
Eugene Cunningham, MS 
Project Manager, Performance Measures 
ecunningham@qualityforum.org 
 
Jennifer Bramble 
Sr. Manager, Training and Development 
Jbramble@qualityforum.org  
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Comments or questions? 
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Measure Concept Form:  
Stage-1 Submission 



Proposed Two-Stage Endorsement Process 

Stage 1: 
Measure 
Concept 

Stage 2: 
Fully 

Specified 
Measure 

Endorsement 
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 Focus on importance to measure and report (evidence, gap, impact) 
 Concept: Numerator, denominator, exclusion statements 
 Identify related and competing measures 
 Process: SC approval, 30-day comment period, CSAC and NQF Board 

approval 

 Focus on scientific acceptability, feasibility, usability 
 If concept approved, submit specified and tested measure 
 Process: SC approval, 30-day comment, two- week vote,  
      CSAC approval, Board ratification 
 

  Approved 

Developer 
would have up 
to 18 months 
to bring back 
measure with 
specifications 
and testing 

 
 



Stage-1 Submission Form (cont) 

  1. Still input information to show that measure meets NQF 
conditions for consideration. 
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Adapted Version of NQF Measure Submission Form  



Stage-1 Submission Form (cont) 
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 Conditions Information 



Stage-1 Submission Form (cont) 

  2. Must complete “Specifications” section to include: 
▫ Measure title 
▫ Measure description 
▫ Numerator statement 
▫ Numerator details 
▫ Denominator statement 
▫ Denominator details 
▫ Exclusions 
▫  Taxonomy information 
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Stage-1 Submission Form (cont) 

 

 

27 

Measure Specifications 



Stage-1 Submission Form (cont) 

 

 

28 

Measure Specifications 



Stage-1 Submission Form (cont) 
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Measure Specifications 



Stage-1 Submission Form (cont) 

  3. Must complete “Importance” section  
 
* Importance is a “must pass” criterion. If the concept does not 
pass this criterion it will not continue on for full specification 
evaluation in Stage-2.  
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Stage-1 Submission Form (cont) 
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Importance 



Stage-1 Submission Form (cont) 

 *Please note that the evidence questions are now an 
attachment.  

 
 

32 

Importance (cont) 



Stage-1 Submission Form (cont) 

  4. Must demonstrate the intended use of measure. 
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Stage-1 Submission Form (cont) 

  5. Identify any competing or related measures.  
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Next Steps  

 We will share revisions to the questions and format  
 Ask that feedback on clarity of questions and ease of use of 
the form be provided 
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 Comments or questions? 



 
 
 

 
Measure Developer Workshop 



 Workshop Details 

  All-day event, tentatively scheduled for Thursday 
November 1, 2012. 
 
  NQF staff will engage Measure Developers to discuss: 
▫ Measurement gap areas 
▫  Composite & e-measures 
▫  Evidence Task Force’s analysis of testing 

 
  Please submit any ideas to 
measuremaintenance@qualityforum.org  
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Upcoming Deadlines 
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 Ad Hoc Review of Readmissions Measures 
▫ AMI  
▫ HF 
▫ Total Hip and Knee 
▫ Updated measure to address planned readmissions  
▫ More information on timelines to be released soon 



Next Webinar 

  Topics TBD 
September 17, 2011, 1 p.m. ET 
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How To Reach Us 

Heidi Bossley, VP, Performance Measures 
hbossley@qualityforum.org 
 

 

Ashley Morsell, Project Manager, Measures Maintenance 
amorsell@qualityforum.org 
 

General E-mail: measuremaintenance@qualityforum.org 
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