                                .BULLETIN BOARDS

Summary of “Standard II” thread 

To help assure that our Community of Practice experience was as reality based as possible, our first activity was to look the Standard II scores assigned by the regional office participants to a deficiency at F311. Participants posted stimulating comments and reaction to the scores. In summary, participants reacted to the variations in the scores assigned to certain criteria such as, the deficient practice statement, universe, severity/scope, adequacy of the investigation, sources, and plain language.  While the amount of variation in scoring Standard II dominated the discussion, a review of the scores indicates areas of agreement related to certain criteria. Participants also suggested changing the State Performance Standard II review tool.  Through sharing our thoughts and understanding and discussing our differences, we help each and promote consistency regarding the topic at hand. Our  first thread generated new threads regarding other Standard II criteria and documenting an entity's noncompliance on the CMS‑2567.  One goal of the Community of Practice pilot experience is to promote open communication and we are doing that!

Kathy Lochary
Original Thread

Your View of the Standard II Results for F311Katherine Lochary1/18/2002  

Our first activity asked each member to apply the Standard II criteria to a deficiency (F311). The individual responses and a consolidated score sheet are available in the Library at this site. After your review of these files, please 

post your reaction to the results. After most members have responded, new discussion topics will be posted based on the initial responses received.

RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311sue swalina1/23/2002  

This is Sue Swalina. I am posting Dan McElroy's e-mail message as he was unable to post it on his COP account.

He said:

I'd like to propose the following ground rules to the S&C COP:

1. That all members read all the other reviewers reviews of each deficiency citation. (That's a lot of time in the current COP bulletin board format. I have a suggestion for that at #4 and # 5 below).

2. That each reviewer explain every criterion objectively. We will learn much more from explanations of both Yes and No, especially if there are differences. For example,

Criterion 5 -- Yes -- is explained by the reviewer stating the specific eficient practice she or he found. No -- is more specific than "DPS is unclear" i.e. the reviewer must give the specific failure. 

Criterion 6 -- Yes --the universe is stated. No -- explain why the residents potentially affected is not shown. Suggest possible universes based on the regulation and the DPS.

3. Reviewers will re-read the PoD guidance before reviewing each citation. This may improve our consistency. More importantly, it gives each of us an opportunity to recommend improvements for the guidance as we see each other's reviews and rationale. The PoDs cannot yield an objective evaluation process. The Standard 2 guidance needs a lot of work to improve and objectify guidance. 

4. To ease the reviews and reading everyone's rationale I suggest we move to a newer tool I will propose at the Alliance for Consistency  (assuming I go). It is on only 2 (not 4) pages. If we were to print out 10 reviews with the current tool that's 40 pages (and every Y/1 currently has no rationale - wasted paper, ink and time). My improved tool also correctly combines Universe and Extent in one criterion and makes nursing home Scope a separate criterion.

5. Rationale/comments will be typed in Word. At present, it is a slow process calling up and scrolling through each reviewer's spreadsheet tool for comments. Possible improvements to guidance can be suggested in this format. The old tool does not have enough room in the comments column to fully explain each decision 

and recommend guidance changes.

6. I already suggested to Kathy and Mirdza that the reviews be in one document on the bulletin board instead of 10 (?) for quicker review and print out. I'm sure everyone has seen how slow the individual reviews are. Everyone has also 

seen how hard it is to type a rationale onto the current tool. Let's make technology work for us and spend our time using our brains; not waiting 

for the next window to open.

Dan 

RE: RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311Kathleen Pozek1/25/2002  

I liked the idea of saving time. One way would be to not comment on "yes" responses, only "no" responses. Indicating the criteria referenced in 

the comment will help others place the comment in context. 

RE: RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311Daniel McElroy1/28/2002  

Thanks for putting that in for me, Sue. 

RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311sue swalina1/24/2002  

Dan, I agree with your #2 and 3 suggestions. Both yes and no answers should have an objective rationale. And, by reading the PODs, it will also give us a better understanding of what should be in the 2567's. In addition, if there is something that needs clarifiying, I see this project as the process to do so. 

RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311Kathleen Pozek1/25/2002  

Our scores on this one citation ranged form roughly 44 to 89 %. That's quite a variation. We differed on an acceptable DPS, universe, scope, adequacy of the investigation and even active versus passive voice. We are lacking consistency 

between regions! I would like to see us explore these inconsistencies. 

RE: RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311Daniel McElroy1/28/2002  

I am not surprised at the inconsistency. PoD was not written and to a large degree could not be written as the "Eight Commandments of Documentation." That's why I suggest comments on all Y's and all N's. This can lead us to identifying objective (measurable, instrumental) definitions of the criteria which are not 

currently objective. Clearly stating what makes a deficient practice "specific" is a lot tougher than "is there a CFR reference, or a date for the interview?" One method of testing for the specific deficent practice is to answer, "what 

must be fixed and who must fix it?" 

RE: RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311Kathleen Pozek2/22/2002  

When the overall scores are considered there is a wide variation. When you look at the scores for the first 8 criterion, you see quite a lot of similarity. The greatest variations are under sources and plain language. We seem to agree 

somewhat on the meat of the citation! 

RE: RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311cindy graunke1/25/2002  

I've been reading the discussion and I'm really excited about the possibilities here. Keep up the good work! 

RE: RE: RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311Daniel McElroy1/28/2002  

We are not the only one's struggling with PoDs. State Agency QA folks and surveyors themselves struggle to communicate accurately and meaningfully their evidence of noncompliance  (which is also poor quality care and services). 

There are 5 critical components of this process: 

1) the investigation (survey), 

2) 2) the Statement of Defciencies, 

3) 3) the facility's PoC, 

4) 4) the facility's implementation of its PoC and 

5) the facility's monitoring for initial and continuing success of the PoC. 

RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311Katherine Lochary1/29/2002  

xxxx 

RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311Katherine Lochary1/29/2002  

It is great to see some responses. There is inconsistency. We do need to think about the best way to move forward with a concrete discussion. If you have not had a chance to review the Excel files or read the suggestions posted here, please do, and let the group know what you think. Thanks! 

RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311Katherine Lochary1/29/2002  

It is great to see some responses. There is inconsistency. We do need to think about the best way to move forward with a concrete discussion. If you have not had a chance to review the Excel files or read the suggestions posted here, please do, and let the group know what you think. Thanks! 

RE: RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311Patricia Wood2/14/2002  

I should have started here yesterday. You are all ahead of me and have already addressed the inconsistency issue. I did print and review all the Excel files.

I'll try to keep up with you now. 

RE: RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311LeBlanc Susan2/1/2002  

Dan, I agree with your suggestions, especially regarding the 2 page format. 

RE: RE: RE: Your View of the Standard II Results for F311john motter2/7/2002  

Testing..."D." 

