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System Integration and Change

Ø Changes and investments rehab facil it ies need to 
make in the next 3 to 5 years

Ø Focus is on processes of care, development and 
quality improvement
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System Integration and Change 
Indicators

l Domain 1: Clinical and Research 
Activity/expertise

l Domain 2: Internal Coordination of Care

l Domain 3: System Integration

l Domain 4: Client Centred Rehabilitation
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Most Frequently Reported Practice 
Protocols/Guidelines In Rehabilitation
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Mean Number of Hours of Clinical 
Supervision Per Professional FTE

262.8

183.1
145.0 161.2

351.3
397.8

313.7

149.4158.2

311.9

0

100

200

300

400

500

Region 1 (North) Region 2 (East) Region 3 (Central) Region 4 (South) Region 5 (West)

OHA Region

M
ea

n
 #

 o
f 

H
o

u
rs

 

Physiotherapists Occupational Therapists



5

9

Organizational Commitment To 
Staff Development
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Professional Groups That Attended at Least 
75% of Multidisciplinary Rounds
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Percentage of Hospitals With Formal 
Processes For Follow-up Post-discharge by 

Peer Group
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Clinical Utilization and Outcomes

NRS pilot data 
October 2000 – September 2002
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Abbreviations

l FIM – Functional Independence Measure 
l 18-items, 7 level (18 – 126 total score range)

l RCG – Rehabilitation Client Groups
l Used to classify clients by conditions according to 

impairments, activity limitations and/or participation 
restrictions

l 17 RCGs
– More detailed RCGs – 1 decimal place after RCG

l FIM-FRG – Function Related Groups 
l Case-mix grouping to establish clients expected to 

require similar lengths of inpatient rehabilitation
l 67 FRGs

1 4

Rehabilitation Client Groups 
(RCGs)

l Stroke
l Brain dysfunction
l Neurological Conditions
l Spinal cord dysfunction
l Amputation of limb
l Arthritis
l Pain syndromes
l Orthopaedic conditions
l Cardiac conditions

l Pulmonary conditions
l Burns
l Congenital deformities
l Other disabling 

impairments
l Major multiple trauma
l Developmental disabilities
l Debility
l Medically complex
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Clinical Utilization and Outcome 
Indicators

Access to Rehabilitation
1. Mean/median days waiting for rehabilitation admission by 

RCG

Efficiency of Resource Utilization
2a). Mean/median days waiting for rehabilitation discharge by 

RCG

2b). Mean length of stay (days) by RCG and FRG

2c). Mean active rehabilitation length of stay (days) by RCG 
and FRG

3. Length of stay efficiency by RCG and FRG 
(average total functional score divided by LOS)
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Clinical Utilization and Outcome 
Indicators

Outcomes at Discharge
4. Mean total function score change by RCG and FRG

5. Mean function score change by motor and cognitive sub 
domains by RCG

6. % clients achieving service goals

Outcomes at Follow-up
7. % clients who had an unplanned readmission for a related 

cause by RCG
8. Mean function score at follow-up by RCG
9. % clients achieving a desired level of community 

reintegration
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Study Population

l 6,046 episodes with complete admission and 
discharge FIM data (~12% of volume)

– October to December 2000 ( 3 hospital sites)
– July to September 2002 (25 hospital sites)

l 59% female
l Mean age 72 years
l 48% orthopaedic conditions (n = 2,917)

– 52% joint replacement and 25% hip fracture

l 23% stroke (n = 1,410)
– 45% affecting left body and 43% right body

1 8

Access To Rehabilitation

l Days waiting for rehabilitation admission 
from acute care or other level of care

– Mean = 7 days
– Median = 2 days

l Amputation, arthritis, pain syndromes 
have longest waiting time 

– Mean = 3 to 6 weeks 
– Median = 10 to 23 days

l Orthopaedic conditions have shortest 
– Mean = 3 days
– Median = 1 day
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Waiting Time in Days for Rehabilitation Admission, 
Length of Stay and Waiting Time for Rehabilitation 

Discharge
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Length of Stay by Selected RCGs

1725 ± 22
(13 days)
(22 days)
(31 days)

Orthopaedic Conditions
Knee replacement 
Hip replacement 
Hip fracture

3643 ± 29Stroke (n = 1,410)

4352 ± 36Brain Dysfunction (n = 247)

4353 ± 38Spinal Cord Dysfunction (n 
=171)

2432 ± 28Overall

Median (days)Mean ± sd
(days)

RCG
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Length Of Stay Efficiency by RCG
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Percentage of Clients Achieving 
Service Goals

53.84%39.91%

4.83%

1.42%

Service goals met and discharged to community(permanent)

Service goals met and referal/transfer to other unit/facility

Service goals not met and referal/transfer to other unit/facility

Other

2 4

Next Steps/NRS

l Potential to use the data to improve admission and discharge 
planning 

l More complete data will allow fairer comparisons between 
hospitals

l Need to engage hospitals in a dialogue about how these 
indicators could better meet their needs for planning and 
program management

l Need follow-up data to be completed because main goals of 
rehabilitation are to restore function and reintegrate into the 
community

l Need FIM-FRG weights to be developed or else cannot 
calculate more meaningful indicators for financial data



13

2
5

Client Perspectives Quadrant

2 6

Client Perspectives Quadrant

Survey consists of:

Ø CCRQ
– Too l  deve loped  by  ACREU in  par tnersh ip  w i th  Toronto  Rehab i l i t a t ion  

Inst i tute ,  St .  John’s  Rehabi l i ta t ion Hospi ta l  and The Ar thr i t i s  Soc ie ty :  
C A R S

Ø I tems from Patient Judgements of Hospital Quality

Ø Survey administered by Smaller Worlds



14

2 7

Overall Scores for Client-
Centredness Indicators
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Client Participation In Decision-making And 
Goal-setting: Specific Items
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Coordination Of Care

19.9

20.4

5.1

51.9

47.0

69.2

27.4

8.4

21.0

6.1

23.1

3.1

12.2

4.3

44.4

36.7

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Nurses, therapists, doctors worked well together

One person coordinated care

Most things done in a reasonable amount of time

I had to repeat the same information to the
different program staff

Percentage of Clients

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree/Strongly Disagree

3 0

Family Involvement: Specific Items
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Emotional Support: Specific Items

40.4

45.3

28.4

29.4

50.6

47.6

52.3

55.8

5.2

4.4

13.4

10.2

3.9

2.8

5.9

4.7

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Treated as a person not
another case

Treated with respect and
dignity

Emotional needs (worries,
fears, anxieties) addressed

Comfortable expressing
feelings to staff

Percentage of Clients

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree/Strongly Disagree

3 2

Judgments of The Quality Of 
Therapists
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Extent To Which Clients Felt They Were 
Helped By Inpatient Rehabilitation
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Summary and Conclusions

l Rehab hospitals performing well on most 
indicators

l Need to consider improvements with respect to:
– Transit ions between Hospital  and Community

– Client and Family involvement in decision-making

– www.hospitalreport.ca


