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ABSTRACT
Background: There is conflicting evidence about whether the Hospital Readmission
Reduction Program (HRRP) is associated with an increase in mortality.
Methods: In a cohort of Medicare beneficiaries hospitalized with heart failure (HF), we
compared two published approaches to evaluating the association of HRRP and riskadjusted 30-day mortality, including changes in average mortality across periods and
changes in slope of monthly mortality rates across discrete periods. We also tested
various methods with simulated data that was designed with an inflection in mortality.
Results: We identified 4,313,523 hospitalizations for HF, 1,788,219 for AMI, and
3,758,111 for pneumonia. Monthly slope-change models identified an increase in
mortality for HF and pneumonia in the pre-HRRP period (P<.001 for slope-change). The
changes in average mortality across the four time periods model found an increase in
mortality for HF and pneumonia in the HRRP anticipation period (post-announcement,
pre-implementation) as well as following HRRP implementation. However, under those
conditions, our simulations reveal that method errs in identifying the timing of a change.
Varying the data sources and risk-adjustment strategies had no significant effect on the
results.
Conclusion: A national policy incentivizing efforts to reduce readmission did not
increase the risk of mortality.
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BACKGROUND
Recent studies evaluating the Hospital Readmission Reduction Program (HRRP), a
federal policy that incentivizes reducing hospital readmissions, have reported conflicting
results about its association with patient mortality after discharge for patients with heart
failure and pneumonia.1-11 Studies are consistent in reporting that HRRP is not
associated with an increase in mortality for patients with acute myocardial infarction.
Amid the uncertainty, some experts are calling for the HRRP to be revoked.
Others, including Medicare Payment Advisory Committee (MedPAC) – a bipartisan
committee that advises the government on Medicare – concluded that the policy has
averted many readmissions, saved billions, and has not caused harm. 1,12 There is a
need to investigate the source of conflicting results and to determine if there are
methodological issues that explain the differences. A few studies have evaluated the
association of HRRP and mortality,2,4,5,8,9 but only two prominent published studies have
used the entire complement of discharges from the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid
Services (CMS) and sought to pinpoint changes in temporal trends in mortality in
relation to the HRRP announcement and implementation. One study evaluated monthly
changes in the slope of mortality rates over time,3 and another compared differences in
average mortality rates between periods before the announcement of HRRP, during the
announcement, and then implementation.5
There are several methodological differences between studies that may explain
the different conclusions. One influential study, which inferred that there was an
increase in mortality associated with HRRP,5 compared differences in average mortality
rates between periods before the announcement of HRRP, during the announcement,
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and then implementation.5 In contrast, another study, which failed to find such an effect,
evaluated monthly changes in the slope of mortality rates over time.3 A central
assumption of the latter method is that if there are no temporal changes within those
periods that could lead to an inability to identify accurately the time of the change.13
Accordingly, we conducted a series of data experiments to test the effect of the
analytic choices on the temporal trends in patient risk and mortality in the period
spanning the announcement and implementation of the HRRP. We additionally tested
the assumption that there was no temporal trend within the periods, which is essential to
the period-wide assessment method. We developed simulated data in which we created
an inflection in mortality and tested the ability of the two methods to correctly identify the
inflection and its timing. We also investigated whether results were sensitive to the
choice of source data and strategies to handle changes in risk factors as claim reporting
standards changed concurrently with HRRP’s announcement.14,15

METHODS
Data Source and Study Population
We used the Medicare Standard Analytic Files including data from April 2005 through
March 2015 to capture periods included in recent studies evaluating the HRRP. We
included hospitalizations among fee-for-service Medicare beneficiaries, ≥65 years of
age, with a principal discharge diagnosis of HF, AMI, or pneumonia – 3 conditions
included in the HRRP. The study population was consistent with the population under
the purview of the program.3,16
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Study Periods
We divided the 120-month period between April 2005 and March 2015 into four 30month periods based on the discharge date of the inpatient admissions: (a) baseline
(April 2005-September 2007); (b) pre-HRRP (October 2007-March 2010), a 30-month
period before HRRP announcement; (c) HRRP anticipation (April 2010-September
2012), a 30-month period between HRRP’s announcement and implementation; and (d)
HRRP penalty (October 2012-March 2015), when the Medicare penalized hospitals for
higher than expected readmissions rates. These consistent periods of observation
allowed us to evaluate for changes in outcomes before the introduction of HRRP, and
after its announcement and subsequent implementation.5

Overview of Data Experiments
We hypothesized that differences in results may derive from differences in study design,
data source, or the approach to inpatient codes for risk adjustment. We constructed
data experiments to test these 3 potential mechanisms (Figure 1). To permit head-tohead assessments, we harmonized the data, keeping the study population and period of
observation consistent across experiments. We examined the same outcome – allcause post-discharge 30-day mortality – across all experiments. Finally, the
experiments were conducted in parallel, such that we isolated the effect tested in one
experiment to the other two.

Experiment 1: Mortality patterns in period-averaged vs monthly assessments
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To test whether differences in study design produced different results, we adopted a
pre-post design that evaluated whether average risk-adjusted mortality differed among
the 4 study periods ignoring within-period temporal trends as previously reported.5
Using the same 4 periods, we evaluated whether risk-adjusted monthly mortality
differed within the study periods, thus explicitly modeling within-period time trends while
evaluating changes across periods in an interrupted time series framework (Figure 1).
We determined whether the two approaches produced different results using the same
data, the same study periods, and the same approach of risk-adjusting data, thereby
isolating the effects of the modeling strategy. We also tested whether the assumption
about absence of within-period trends, which is necessary for studying the effects of
HRRP on average mortality, were satisfied.

Experiment 2: Risk-adjustment with Inpatient vs Inpatient and Outpatient Claims
We identified comorbidities used in the CMS risk-adjustment models from 3 sources: (1)
secondary diagnoses in the index hospitalization, (2) all diagnoses and procedures
during hospitalizations over the preceding 12 months, and (3) diagnosis and procedure
codes across all outpatient and professional claims over these 12 months. One study
that found an increase in mortality with HRRP, only used inpatient data (sources 1 and
2 above) to assess patient risk, compared with another that used all inpatient and
outpatient data (all 3 sources) and did not find an increase in mortality with HRRP. We
assessed whether the differences in the association with mortality arose due to different
data sources for risk-adjustment.
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Experiment 3: Changes in Number of Codes on Inpatient Claims
We tested the effect of how studies handled changes in CMS data transaction
standards around HRRP announcement, when the number of secondary diagnosis
codes and procedure codes on inpatient claims increased from 9 to 24, and 6 to 25,
respectively. This experiment was an extension of Experiment 2, wherein the
comparisons between inpatient-only vs inpatient and outpatient strategies to identify risk
factors were stratified into two subgroups each, based on the use of 1) the first 9
secondary diagnosis codes and first 6 procedure codes to derive risk factors even when
a larger number of codes were available; and 2) using all the inpatient codes that were
available.

Statistical Analysis
We described the mean monthly number of risk factors and mean mortality risk across
the 4 periods. The risk scores were based on regression coefficients derived from two
logistic regression models with post-discharge 30-day mortality as outcome –
constructed in parallel using covariates from inpatient data vs inpatient and outpatient
data. The monthly risk score represented the sum of risk factors weighted by their
contribution to mortality averaged across hospitalizations for each month.
For the period-wise analyses that ignored within-period monthly trend approach
in Experiment 1, we calculated the average difference in mortality across all months
between the baseline (period 1) and pre-HRRP (period 2), pre-HRRP and HRRP
anticipation (period 3), and HRRP anticipation and penalty (period 4) periods. The
change between periods 1 and 2 was assumed to represent the secular trend for
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mortality, and the excess mortality changes between periods 2 and 3 and periods 3 and
4 were assumed to be temporal changes in mortality with HRRP announcement and
HRRP penalties. The differences in changes were assessed as marginal effects in
regression models that modeled period as the covariate of interest, and mortality as the
outcome (Supplementary Appendix).
In the second approach, we used a slope-change interrupted time series
framework to evaluate changes in unadjusted and risk-adjusted mortality across
transitions between the 4 periods defined in the first approach.17 We constructed a
linear spline using the monthly post-discharge mortality rates within each of 4 periods
outlined above, with knots at the transitions between these periods. We evaluated for
changes in slope of mortality at the knots between these periods, including between the
baseline and the pre-HRRP periods, the pre-HRRP and the HRRP anticipation periods,
and the HRRP anticipation and HRRP penalty periods (Supplementary Appendix).

Simulation analyses
We tested the hypothesis that comparing average mortality rates would not be able to
correctly identify the timing of a change in mortality. Our hypothesis was based on an
algebraic proof indicating that if within-period temporal trends exist, ignoring such
temporal trends may falsely identify between-period differences associated with the
intervention (Supplementary Appendix). We created data simulations for mortality,
wherein we created a data set in which mortality increased linearly by 1% over the study
period, consistent with the overall increase in HF mortality over this period (increase by
0.008% per month starting at 7% in the first month). We explicitly accounted for random
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variation in monthly rates.18 In a positive control, we introduced an increase in mortality
such that slope was 50% higher rate after HRRP announcement in April 2010 compared
with the slope before the announcement, i.e. slope increased to 0.012% per month
(Figure S1). We created two negative controls wherein the mortality slope changed 12
months and 24 months before HRRP announcement, in April 2009 and April 2008,
respectively (Figures S2 and S3). We assessed whether the strategies accurately
identified the association between HRRP announcement and mortality trends in the 3
scenarios above.
The analyses were performed using SAS, version 9.4 (Cary, NC), and Stata 16
(College Station, TX). The level of significance was set at 0.05. The codes for the
simulation analyses are posted on GitHub.18 The study was approved by the Yale
University Institutional Review Board.

RESULTS
We identified 4, 313,523 hospitalizations for HF, 1,788,219 for AMI during the study
period, and 3,758,111 for pneumonia. In April 2005, there were 49,043 for HF, 18,705
for AMI, and 50,622 for pneumonia, with a decrease in the number of hospitalizations
for all 3 conditions through March 2015.

Experiment 1: Mortality patterns in period-averaged vs monthly assessments
Across the 4 study periods, unadjusted post-discharge 30-day mortality for both HF and
pneumonia increased, whereas unadjusted mortality for AMI decreased in the HRRP
anticipation and penalty periods. In unadjusted analyses, after ascribing changes in
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mortality rates between the baseline and pre-HRRP periods to secular mortality trends,
there was no significant excess change between the pre-HRRP and HRRP anticipation
periods or the HRRP anticipation and HRRP penalty periods for HF or pneumonia,
whereas mortality for AMI decreased (Figure 2, Tables S1-S3). In the second strategy,
monthly rates examined in interrupted time series models for changes across periods
did not find any inflections in unadjusted mortality rates during the HRRP anticipation
and penalty periods (Figure 3, Tables S4-S6). However, for risk-adjusted rates, periodwise analysis and monthly results produced different results. The period-wise analysis
found a significant increase in mortality between the pre-HRRP and HRRP anticipation
periods for both HF and pneumonia, without significant changes in mortality for AMI. In
contrast, the monthly modeled slope-change interrupted time series models revealed no
inflection in mortality slopes for either HF or pneumonia at HRRP announcement. These
contrasting conclusions between period-wise and monthly assessments in mortality
rates persisted for each of covariate selection strategies for risk-adjustment, compared
head-to-head (Table 1). We also identified a within period trend in mortality.

Experiment 2: Risk-adjustment with Inpatient vs Inpatient and Outpatient Claims
The use of outpatient claims identified ~1.5-fold higher number of risk factors in the
baseline period compared with inpatient claims alone for all HRRP conditions (Figures
S4-S6). There were a mean 9.2, 6.0 and 8.6 risk factors based on inpatient and
outpatient claims in HF, AMI and pneumonia, compared with 5.8, 3.8 and 4.8 using
inpatient claims alone in the respective groups. For period-wise or monthly strategies
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there were no differences in the association of HRRP with mortality, regardless of the
use of inpatient or inpatient and outpatient data (Table 1).

Experiment 3: Changes in Number of Codes on Inpatient Claims
The number of risk factors remained consistent after code slots increased if only 9
inpatient codes were used, regardless of whether outpatient codes were used. The use
of all available inpatient codes, when code slots increased, was associated with an
increase in the number of risk factors captured from claims between the pre-HRRP and
the HRRP anticipation periods (when the slots increased) but was smaller when
outpatient claims were also used (Figure S4-S6). The covariate selection strategies,
however, did not cause a change in the average mortality risk score across periods or a
change in monthly mortality risk score across these periods. There was a steady
increase in risk over time in all covariate selection strategies for all conditions, without
inflections between pre-HRRP and HRRP anticipation periods, when the number of
captured codes increased (Figure S4-S6). All covariate selection strategies to identify
risk factors for risk-adjustment models produced qualitatively similar results, regardless
of whether a fixed number of inpatient claims or a combination of inpatient and
outpatient claims were used to adjust for risk over time (Figure 4, Tables S1-S3).

Simulation analyses
In analyses where we simulated an increase in mortality at HRRP announcement,
period-wise and monthly modeled interrupted time series accurately identified that a
change occurred at HRRP announcement in April 2010 (Figure 5). However, in
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negative controls with simulated increases preceding HRRP by 12 or 24 months, a
period-wise analysis, ascribed the increase in mortality to HRRP announcement (Figure
5). In contrast, monthly trends accurately identified that an increase in mortality
occurred between the baseline and pre-HRRP periods, without any inflections in
mortality at HRRP announcement (Figure 5, Table S7).

DISCUSSION
In our study, we show that in studies evaluating the HRRP with CMS the use of
period-specific temporal trends found no association of the HRRP with mortality.
However, studying the effect of HRRP as changes in average risk-adjusted mortality
rates suggested an association with increased mortality. Furthermore, we identified a
problem in the latter method, explaining the discordance in results. The violation of a
central assumption led to a misspecification of the timing of the change in mortality,
which we found algebraically, and in our analysis using simulations. Different data
sources and different strategies to identify covariates for risk adjustment did not further
substantially change the finding, particularly for heart failure and AMI.
Our findings validate concerns about the taking average results in four large time
periods to make an inference about when changes in rates occurred. In the absence of
a control group, such a pre-post health policy intervention evaluation must account for
temporal trends in the outcome within the pre and post periods. Evaluating changes in
averages if there is no within-period trend is satisfactory. However, ignoring such trends
can misattribute the timing of the change. The proof of why this approach can be
misleading is best illustrated by algebra (outlined in Online Supplement). The error term
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in these assessments is directly proportional to the magnitude of trend within periods
relative to the trend across periods. In the case of HRRP, mortality was rising in the
period before the HRRP was announced, which was also noted previously.3,19 Thus, the
within-period trend does not satisfy the assumptions of the approach and should
preclude its use. This issue has been raised in studies of methodology for more than 30
years.13
This issue has contemporary relevance because the study based on averages
within the four large time periods has sparked calls for rescinding the policy.20 In an oped, the authors suggested that the HRRP resulted in the deaths of 10 thousand
patients,21 and in another for limiting the expansion of the program,22 when it is set to
target more conditions.23,24 The White House has called for an investigation of quality
measures, in part as a result of the study. Meanwhile, the Medicare Payment Advisory
Commission (MedPAC) concluded that HRRP saved over $2 billion and reduced
readmissions without an increase in mortality.1,6
Other peer-reviewed studies have evaluated HRRP, but they focused on registry
data,8 or on trends in specific patient groups,4,9 and may not be generalizable to the
entire Medicare population.19,25 Assessments of hospitals that reduced readmissions
have not demonstrated any inflections in mortality.5,10,16 An evaluation by MedPAC was
consistent with the changes in slopes analysis and found no increase in mortality
associated with HRRP.1,6 They recently reaffirmed their initial analysis with a report in
September 2019.12
Our study has several limitations. First, we do not replicate the exact approach
used by the study that focused on period-wise assessments because we could not
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access the code for their analyses, and observations, such as HRRP-associated
increase in unadjusted HF mortality, could not be replicated. Similarly, while we were
able to replicate the association of HRRP announcement and mortality changes in
pneumonia, we could not replicate the association with HRRP implementation.
Moreover, for pneumonia, even the association with HRRP announcement varied
between unadjusted and risk-adjusted assessments, and various covariate selection
strategies. We are unable to explain these differences, especially as we replicate the
association of HRRP and mortality for both heart failure and AMI accurately. Second,
we do not focus on alternative ways to risk-adjust, such as the inverse probability
weighting that were used in the study that suggested HRRP’s association with mortality.
We did this intentionally as the study using this approach reported consistent results
with logistic regression.5 Moreover, the inverse probability weighting model used in the
study is itself prone to errors, especially as currently described in the study. 5
Specifically, the authors describe multiple different logistic regression models for
comparison between different periods, rather than a common model that included all 4
periods. The former approach would, by design, generate different coefficients for
different across-period comparisons, thereby compromising risk-adjustment. Finally, we
could not elucidate whether temporal changes in coding practices underlie the observed
changes in coded severity of illness. However, risk-adjusted analyses were largely
consistent regardless of the number of codes used and did not affect the interpretation
of temporal trends, especially for heart failure and AMI. In a separate assessment, we
have found that the additional codes from inpatient claims after code slot expansion
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were largely limited to covariates with relatively limited contribution to measured severity
of illness.26
In conclusion, policy evaluation that evaluated the HRRP by changes in average
rates over periods ignored within-period temporal trends and likely found a spurious
association. The concern about this approach, when there are intra-period trends, has
been documented in the literature and can be shown with algebraic equations and are
evident in the Medicare data and simulations. Thus, more appropriate analyses of the
changes in slope fail to reveal an increase in mortality associated with the
announcement or implementation of the HRRP.
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FIGURE LEGENDS
Figure 1: Overview of Data Experiments.

Figure 2: Trends in post-discharge mortality across the 4 study periods, ignoring
within-period temporal trends.

Figure 3: Changes in monthly mortality rates in an interrupted time series
framework that accounts for within-period temporal trends.
Vertical lines demarcate four 30-month periods: baseline (April 2005-September 2007),
pre-HRRP (October 2007-March 2010), HRRP anticipation (April 2010-September
2012), and HRRP penalties (October 2012-March 2015).

Figure 4: Simulated inflections in mortality rates.
Period-wise mortality assessments (A-C). Changes in mortality between the pre-HRRP
and the HRRP anticipation periods in excess of the secular changes in mortality
between baseline and pre-HRRP periods. Simulated increases in mortality at (A) HRRP
announcement in April 2010, (B) 12 months before HRRP announcement in April 2009,
and (C) 24 months before HRRP announcement in April 2008. Monthly rates in
interrupted time series models (D-F). Changes in slopes of monthly mortality trends
between baseline, pre-HRRP, HRRP anticipation and HRRP penalty periods. Simulated
increases in mortality at (D) HRRP announcement in April 2010, (E) 12 months before
HRRP announcement in April 2009, and (F) 24 months before HRRP announcement in
April 2008. *indicates significant changes in slope (P<0.05).
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Figure 2: Trends in post-discharge mortality across the 4 study periods, ignoring within-period
temporal trends
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Figure 3: Changes in monthly mortality rates in an interrupted time series framework that
accounts for within-period temporal trends

Vertical lines demarcate four 30-month periods: baseline (April 2005-September 2007), pre-HRRP
(October 2007-March 2010), HRRP anticipation (April 2010-September 2012), and HRRP penalties
(October 2012-March 2015)
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Figure 4: Simulated inflections in mortality rates.
Period-wise mortality assessments (A-C). Changes in mortality between the pre-HRRP and the HRRP
anticipation periods in excess of the secular changes in mortality between baseline and pre-HRRP
periods. Simulated increases in mortality at (A) HRRP announcement in April 2010, (B) 12 months before
HRRP announcement in April 2009, and (C) 24 months before HRRP announcement in April 2008.
Monthly rates in interrupted time series models (D-F). Changes in slopes of monthly mortality trends
between baseline, pre-HRRP, HRRP anticipation and HRRP penalty periods. Simulated increases in
mortality at (D) HRRP announcement in April 2010, (E) 12 months before HRRP announcement in April
2009, and (F) 24 months before HRRP announcement in April 2008. *indicates significant changes in
slope (P<0.05).
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Figure 4 – continued (panels D-F)
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Table 1: Summary of results of data experiments
Results indicate changes in mortality at the announcement of the Hospital Readmissions Reduction Program. Values under “4 periods”
below represent excess changes in consecutive 30-month periods surrounding HRRP announcement. The “monthly” rates represent a
change in the slope of the monthly mortality rates at the announcement of HRRP, relative to the slope of mortality in the 30-month preceding
HRRP announcement. Note that the confidence intervals are not adjusted for multiple testing. (Colors: Orange: significant increase in
mortality, yellow: no significant change, and green: significantly decreased mortality).

Experiment 1
Heart failure
4 Periods

Experiments 2 and 3

Unadjusted

AMI

Pneumonia

Monthly

4 Periods

Monthly

4 Periods

Monthly

0.006
(-0.013, 0.024)

-0.63
(-0.96, -0.31)

-0.009
(-0.030, 0.012)

-0.15
(-0.43, 0.12)

-0.016
(-0.033, 0.002)

0.009
(-0.002, 0.020)

-0.08
(-0.27, 0.11)

-0.003
(-0.015, 0.01)

0.18
(0.02, 0.34)

-0.010
(-0.020, 0.000)

0.10
(-0.04, 0.24)

-0.005
(-0.016, 0.006)

-0.21
(-0.40, -0.02)

-0.011
(-0.023, 0.002)

0.01
(-0.15, 0.18)

-0.021
(-0.032, -0.011)

0.34
(0.20, 0.49)

0.008
(-0.003, 0.019)

-0.04
(-0.23, 0.15)

-0.002
(-0.015, 0.01)

0.20
(0.04, 0.37)

-0.011
(-0.021, -0.001)

0.000
(-0.011, 0.011)

-0.04
(-0.23, 0.15)

-0.004
(-0.016, 0.009)

0.11
(-0.05, 0.28)

-0.018
(-0.028, -0.008)

-0.09
(-0.35, 0.17)

Data Source for Risk-Adjusted Rates
Inpatient Only
9 codes
9 codes then 25 codes

0.31
(0.17, 0.45)

Inpatient and Outpatient
Inpatient, 9 codes +
outpatient
Inpatient, 9 codes then
25 codes + outpatient

0.24
(0.10, 0.38)
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