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	Instructions
· Complete 1a.1 and 1a.2 for all measures. If instrument-based measure, complete 1a.3.
· Complete EITHER 1a.2, 1a.3 or 1a.4 as applicable for the type of measure and evidence.
· For composite performance measures:  
·  A separate evidence form is required for each component measure unless several components were studied together.
·  If a component measure is submitted as an individual performance measure, attach the evidence form to the individual measure submission.
· All information needed to demonstrate meeting the evidence subcriterion (1a) must be in this form.  An appendix of supplemental materials may be submitted, but there is no guarantee it will be reviewed.
· If you are unable to check a box, please highlight or shade the box for your response.
· Contact NQF staff regarding questions. Check for resources at Submitting Standards webpage.



	Note: The information provided in this form is intended to aid the Standing Committee and other stakeholders in understanding to what degree the evidence for this measure meets NQF’s evaluation criteria.
[bookmark: Note2]
1a. Evidence to Support the Measure Focus  
The measure focus is evidence-based, demonstrated as follows: 
· Outcome: 3 Empirical data demonstrate a relationship between the outcome and at least one healthcare structure, process, intervention, or service.  If not available, wide variation in performance can be used as evidence, assuming the data are from a robust number of providers and results are not subject to systematic bias.  
· Intermediate clinical outcome: a systematic assessment and grading of the quantity, quality, and consistency of the body of evidence 4 that the measured intermediate clinical outcome leads to a desired health outcome.
· Process: 5 a systematic assessment and grading of the quantity, quality, and consistency of the body of evidence 4 that the measured process leads to a desired health outcome.
· Structure: a systematic assessment and grading of the quantity, quality, and consistency of the body of evidence 4  that the measured structure leads to a desired health outcome.
· Efficiency: 6 evidence not required for the resource use component. 
· For measures derived from patient reports, evidence should demonstrate that the target population values the measured outcome, process, or structure and finds it meaningful.
· Process measures incorporating Appropriate Use Criteria: See NQF’s guidance for evidence for measures, in general; guidance for measures specifically based on clinical practice guidelines apply as well. 

Notes
[bookmark: Note3]3. Generally, rare event outcomes do not provide adequate information for improvement or discrimination; however, serious reportable events that are compared to zero are appropriate outcomes for public reporting and quality improvement.           
[bookmark: Note4]4. The preferred systems for grading the evidence are the Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) guidelines and/or modified GRADE.
[bookmark: Note5]5. Clinical care processes typically include multiple steps: assess  identify problem/potential problem  choose/plan intervention (with patient input)  provide intervention  evaluate impact on health status. If the measure focus is one step in such a multistep process, the step with the strongest evidence for the link to the desired outcome should be selected as the focus of measurement. Note: A measure focused only on collecting PROM data is not a PRO-PM.
[bookmark: Note6]6. Measures of efficiency combine the concepts of resource use and quality (see NQF’s Measurement Framework: Evaluating Efficiency Across Episodes of Care; AQA Principles of Efficiency Measures).



1a.1.This is a measure of: (should be consistent with type of measure entered in De.1) 
Outcome
☒ Outcome: operative mortality
☐Patient-reported outcome (PRO): Click here to name the PRO
PROs include HRQoL/functional status, symptom/symptom burden, experience with care, health-related behaviors. (A PRO-based performance measure is not a survey instrument. Data may be collected using a survey instrument to construct a PRO measure.)
☐ Intermediate clinical outcome (e.g., lab value):  Click here to name the intermediate outcome
☐ Process:  Click here to name what is being measured
    ☐ Appropriate use measure:  Click here to name what is being measured      
☐ Structure:  Click here to name the structure
☐ Composite:  Click here to name what is being measured

1a.2 LOGIC MODEL Diagram or briefly describe the steps between the healthcare structures and processes (e.g., interventions, or services) and the patient’s health outcome(s). The relationships in the diagram should be easily understood by general, non-technical audiences. Indicate the structure, process or outcome being measured.

Please see 1a.2 below

1a.3 Value and Meaningfulness:   IF this measure is derived from patient report, provide evidence that the target population values the measured outcome, process, or structure and finds it meaningful. (Describe how and from whom their input was obtained.)

N/A


**RESPOND TO ONLY ONE SECTION BELOW -EITHER 1a.2, 1a.3 or 1a.4) **

1a.2 FOR OUTCOME MEASURES including PATIENT REPORTED OUTCOMES - Provide empirical data demonstrating the relationship between the outcome (or PRO) to at least one healthcare structure, process, intervention, or service. 

Mortality is likely the single most important negative outcome that can be associated with a surgical procedure. Critical evaluation of operative mortality allows one to evaluate the risk associated with a given procedure for various patient characteristics, and more importantly, aggressively search for ways to minimize that risk. Aortic valve replacement with concomitant coronary artery bypass grafting (AVR + CABG) remains a commonly performed operation. Given the increasing prevalence of both aortic stenosis and coronary artery disease in our aging population, this therapy will remain in high demand.

· Chikwe J, Croft LB, Goldstone AB, Castillo JG, Rahmanian PB, Adams DH, et al . Comparison of the results of aortic valve replacement with or without concomitant coronary artery bypass grafting in patients with left ventricular ejection fraction <30%versus patients with ejection fraction > 30%. Am J Cardiol. 2009;104:1717-21.
· Shahian DM, O’Brien SM, Filardo G, Ferraris VA, Haan CK, Rich JB, et al.  The Society of Thoracic Surgeons 2008 Cardiac Surgery Risk Models:  Part 3 – Valve Plus Coronary Artery Bypass Grafting Surgery. Ann Thor Surg. 2009;88:S43-62.
· Li Z, Anderson I, Amsterdam EA, Young N, Parker J and Armstrong EJ. Effect of coronary artery disease extent on contemporary outcomes of combined aortic valve replacement and coronary artery bypass graft surgery. Ann Thor Surg 2013; 96:2075 – 82
· Kobayashi J. Changing strategy for aortic stenosis with coronary artery disease by transcatheter aortic valve implantation. Gen Thorac Cardiovas Surg 2013; 61: 663 – 68
· Beach JM Mihaljevic T, Svensson LG, Rajeswaran J, Marwich T, Griffin B, Johnston DR, Sabik III JF and Blackstone EJ.  Coronary artery disease and outcomes of aortic valve replacement for severe aortic stenosis. J Am Coll Cardiol 2013; 61: 837-48.
· Fukui T, Bando K, Tanaka S, Uchimuro T, Tabata M and Takanashi S. Early and mid-term outcomes of combined aortic valve replacement and coronary artery bypass grafting in elderly patients. Eur J of Cardio-Thorac Surg 2014; 45: 335-40
· Shahian DM, He X, et al. The STS AVR+CABG composite score: a report of the STS Quality Measurement Task Force. Ann Thorac Surg 2014 May;97(5):1604-9.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Thalji NM, Sure RM, et al. The prognostic impact of concomitant coronary artery bypass grafting during aortic valve surgery: implications for revascularization in the transcatheter era. J Thorac Cardiovasc Surg. 2015 Feb;149(2):451-60.


[bookmark: Section1a3]1a.3. SYSTEMATIC REVIEW(SR) OF THE EVIDENCE (for  INTERMEDIATE OUTCOME, PROCESS, OR STRUCTURE PERFORMANCE MEASURES, INCLUDING THOSE THAT ARE INSTRUMENT-BASED) If the evidence is not based on a systematic review go to section 1a.4) If you wish to include more than one systematic review, add additional tables. 

What is the source of the systematic review of the body of evidence that supports the performance measure?  A systematic review is a scientific investigation that focuses on a specific question and uses explicit, prespecified scientific methods to identify, select, assess, and summarize the findings of similar but separate studies. It may include a quantitative synthesis (meta-analysis), depending on the available data. (IOM)
☐ Clinical Practice Guideline recommendation  (with evidence review)
☐ US Preventive Services Task Force Recommendation
☐ Other systematic review and grading of the body of evidence (e.g., Cochrane Collaboration, AHRQ Evidence Practice Center) 
☐ Other 


	Source of Systematic Review:
· Title
· Author
· Date
· Citation, including page number
· URL
	

	Quote the guideline or recommendation verbatim about the process, structure or intermediate outcome being measured. If not a guideline, summarize the conclusions from the SR.
	

	Grade assigned to the evidence associated with the recommendation with the definition of the grade
	

	Provide all other grades and definitions from the evidence grading system
	

	Grade assigned to the recommendation with definition of the grade
	

	Provide all other grades and definitions from the recommendation grading system
	

	Body of evidence:
· Quantity – how many studies?
· Quality – what type of studies?
	

	Estimates of benefit and consistency across studies 
	

	What harms were identified?
	

	Identify any new studies conducted since the SR. Do the new studies change the conclusions from the SR?
	



________________________
[bookmark: Section1a8]1a.4 OTHER SOURCE OF EVIDENCE
If source of evidence is NOT from a clinical practice guideline, USPSTF, or systematic review, please describe the evidence on which you are basing the performance measure.

1a.4.1 Briefly SYNTHESIZE the evidence that supports the measure. A list of references without a summary is not acceptable.

1a.4.2 What process was used to identify the evidence?

1a.4.3. Provide the citation(s) for the evidence.
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