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30 Abstract

31 Background: Patient experience when transitioning home from hospital is an important quality 

32 metric linked to improved patient outcomes. We evaluated the impact of a hospital-based care 

33 transition intervention, patient-oriented discharge summary (PODS), on patient experience across 

34 Ontario acute care hospitals. Methods: We used a repeated cross-sectional study design to compare 

35 yearly positive responses to four questions centered on discharge communication from the Canadian 

36 Patient Experience Survey (2016-2020) among three hospital cohorts with various levels of PODS 

37 implementation. Logistic regression using a binomial likelihood accounting for site level clustering was 

38 used to assess continuous linear time trends among cohorts and cohort differences during the post-

39 implementation period. This research had oversight from a public advisory group of patient and 

40 caregiver partners from across the province. Results: 512,288 responses were included with mean age 

41 69 ± 14 years (females) and 61 ± 20 years (males). Compared to non-implementation hospitals, 

42 hospitals with full implementation (>50% discharges) reported higher odds for having discussed the 

43 help needed when leaving hospital (OR=1.18, 95% CI=1.02-1.37) and having received information in 

44 writing about what symptoms to look out for (OR=1.44, 95%=1.17-1.78) post-implementation. The 

45 linear time trend was also significant when comparing hospitals with full versus no implementation for 

46 having received information in writing about what symptoms to look out for (OR=1.05, 95% CI=1.01-

47 1.09). Interpretation: PODS implementation was associated with higher odds of positive patient 

48 experience, particularly for discharge planning. Further efforts should center on discharge management, 

49 specifically: understanding of medications and what to do if worried once home.
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50 Introduction

51 Improving patient experience following hospital admission is an important target of health 

52 systems worldwide [1-3]. Patient experience is a patient-reported experience measure that allows 

53 patients to rank various elements of the hospitalization that were important to them using standardized 

54 and validated measures that can be compared across patients, institutions, provinces, countries and 

55 drive improvements in quality of care [4]. Patient experience is often also used to complement patient-

56 reported outcome measures to help understand rising numbers of avoidable health-care utilization, yet 

57 rarely considered when evaluating the impact of care transition interventions or new models of care [5]. 

58 The Hospital Consumer Assessment of Healthcare Providers and Systems (HCAHPS) survey, designed 

59 in the US, is becoming increasingly recognized and used in many parts of the world [6-8] along with 

60 the three-item version of the Care Transitions Measure (CTM-3) [9]. In 2014, the Canadian Institute for 

61 Health Information created the first Canadian Patient Experience - Inpatient Care (CPES-IC) survey to 

62 capture the quality of communication, information sharing and other markers of patient experience for 

63 Canadian patients discharged from acute care hospitals [10]. 

64 The Patient Oriented-Discharge Summary (PODS) is a novel individualized discharge 

65 instruction tool containing five sections of information centered on changes to medications, daily 

66 activities and diet, follow-up appointments, symptoms to watch out for and resources [11]. Co-designed 

67 with patients and caregivers to improve communication, PODS has been found to increase patient-

68 centered discharge practices by involving family caregivers in discharge conversations and by 

69 increasing the use of teach-back, two communication practices known to improve patient outcomes 

70 [12,13]. The objective of this study was to evaluate the association of PODS with patient experience 

71 among surgical and medical inpatients across Ontario hospitals.

72

73 Methods
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74 Between April 2017 and March 2018, 21 hospitals in Ontario implemented PODS in an 

75 inpatient population of their choice through a funded and supported community of practice [13]. The 

76 study was reviewed by the University Health Network (UHN) research ethics board. The UHN REB 

77 waived ethics approval given the use of aggregate non patient identified data (Waiver 17-5469). 

78 Consent was not obtained as the data were analyzed anonymously.

79 Intervention

80 PODS contains five sections of written discharge instructions co-designed with patients and 

81 family caregivers to be meaningful and usable: 1) medications, 2) changes to daily activities and diet, 

82 3) follow-up appointments, 4) expected and worrisome symptoms to watch for after leaving hospital 

83 and 5) resources and contact information. PODS includes design features (large font, pictograms, note-

84 taking section) known to enhance retention and understanding of instructions and is accompanied by 

85 process guidelines which foster patient and caregiver engagement and teach-back when reviewing 

86 discharge instructions [12]. Prior to PODS implementation, discharge instructions in Ontario hospitals 

87 were verbal or a summary directed to the primary care provider [11]. 

88 Setting/Patients

89 Ontario is Canada’s largest province which includes 123 acute care hospitals. The CPES-IC is a 

90 standardized and validated survey administered by email, mail or telephone in English or French to 

91 adults over 18 years discharged from an Ontario acute care hospital’s medical or surgical unit in the 

92 previous 48 hours to three months [14]. Ontario hospitals who collected patient experience data among 

93 their medical or surgical inpatients during all four years of the study period, April 2016 to March 2020, 

94 were eligible for inclusion in our study.

95 We received anonymized data to the CPES-IC survey for all hospitals by pre-assigned cohorts. 

96 The first cohort included hospitals who implemented PODS among ≥ 50% of medical and surgical 

97 inpatients between April 1, 2017 and March 2018. Our second cohort included hospitals who had 
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98 implemented PODS among <50% of their medical or surgical inpatients in our implementation study 

99 by March 2018 or who had some known implementation outside this study. Our third cohort included 

100 all other hospitals who collected outcome data but who had no PODS implementation as of December 

101 2018. Further data on yearly mean age, mean proportion of sex represented by the CPES-IC survey for 

102 respondents along with yearly response rate for aggregate questions were obtained from the Canadian 

103 Institute for Health Information.

104 Design

105 Our study used a repeated cross-sectional design to measure outcomes at four different time 

106 points: 1) pre-implementation (April 1, 2016 to March 31, 2017), 2) year 1 of implementation (April 1, 

107 2017 to March 31, 2018), 3) year 2 of implementation (April 1, 2018 to March 31, 2019) and 4) post-

108 implementation (April 1, 2019 to March 31, 2020) in all three cohorts. We used the STROBE cross-

109 sectional checklist when writing our report [15]. 

110 Outcomes

111 We used individual responses to the following four questions from CPES-IC centered on 

112 discharge communication as they represented content directly addressed in the PODS intervention. To 

113 reflect discharge planning, responses to the following two questions were used: 1) During this hospital 

114 stay, did doctors, nurses or other hospital staff talk with you about whether you would have the help 

115 needed when you left hospital? Responses included no or yes; 2) During this hospital stay, did you get 

116 information in writing about what symptoms or health problems to look out for after you left hospital? 

117 Responses included no or yes. To reflect discharge management, responses to the following two 

118 questions were used: 3) Before you left the hospital, did you have a clear understanding about all your 

119 prescribed medications, including those you were taking before your hospital stay? Responses included 

120 not at all, partly, quite a bit, completely, not applicable; 4) Did you receive enough information from 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 3, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.01.22274547doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.01.22274547
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


6

121 hospital staff about what to do if you were worried about your condition or treatment after you left the 

122 hospital? Responses included not at all, partly, quite a bit, and completely. 

123 Statistical Analysis

124 For each survey question, aggregate percentages of the top response and 95% confidence 

125 intervals for these estimates were computed for each cohort at each time point using Generalized 

126 Estimating Equations (GEE), which allowed us to account for site level clustering. A second GEE 

127 model treated time as a continuous predictor to evaluate linear time trends for each cohort and to assess 

128 cohort level differences in the post implementation period. We report all estimates as odds ratios, along 

129 with 95% confidence intervals and Wald test p-values. Alpha= .05 is used as the threshold for 

130 statistical significance. The models were fit using the geepack package in R version 3.6.2.

131 Involvement of Patient Partners

132 Our study involved patients and caregivers as research partners. One of our caregiver partners 

133 (AC) has been a research partner in all aspects of the study, including as principal applicant on the 

134 grant which funded this work and identifying original research questions and outcomes for this study. 

135 Subsequently, AC recruited four other patient and caregiver partners to join a provincial advisory group 

136 in June 2020. This advisory group (AC, AF, GC, TM, and JR) subsequently collaborated in this work 

137 by reviewing results and through discussion, informed the framing of our paper, including the 

138 discussion and conclusions. AC subsequently critically reviewed the final version and is a co-author on 

139 this paper.

140 Results

141 A total of 512,288 responses aggregated from 59 hospitals were analyzed. Cohort 1 included 

142 eight hospitals who implemented PODS fully, cohort 2 included 16 hospitals who implemented PODS 

143 partially and cohort 3 included 36 hospitals who had no PODS implementation. The mean age by 
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144 gender and year for all respondents in Ontario is listed in Table 1. Response rates across Ontario 

145 hospitals to the Patient Experience Survey ranged between 28% and 35% (Table 2).

146 Table 1. Mean Age of Ontario Patients in CPERSa by Gender and Fiscal Year

Age

Female MaleYear

Mean Standard deviation Mean Standard deviation

Pre-implementation 68 14 60 20

Year 1 68 14 60 20

Year 2 69 13 61 20

Post- implementation 69 14 61 20

147 aCPERS = Canadian Patient Experience Response Survey

148 Table 2. Ontario CPES-IC Response Rates - Overall and Measures (Discharge Communication 

149 & Planning and Discharge Management) by Fiscal Year

Response Rate

Year Number of 

responses

Number 

of 

Ontario 

hospitalsa

Overall Discharge 

communication & 

planningb

Discharge 

managementc

2016-2017 130,721 61 35.7 33.7 34.6

2017-2018 135,900 68 36.2 33.6 35.1

2018-2019 126,832 84 34.9 32.2 33.8

2019-2020 118,835 96 30.1 27.9 29.1

150 a n = Number of Ontario hospitals that submitted data to CPERS; 

151 b The measure Discharge Planning consists of CPES-IC questions 19 (help needed after leaving hospital) and 20 

152 (information in writing about symptoms to look out for); 
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153 c The measure Discharge Management consists of CPES-IC questions 37 (understanding about medications) and 38 (what to 

154 do if worried after leaving hospital) along with an additional question not included in our survey, question 39 (better 

155 understanding of condition post discharge).

156 Individuals discharged from hospitals with no PODS implementation had lower pre-

157 implementation patient experience scores for all questions when compared to individuals discharged 

158 from hospitals with PODS implementation (Fig 1). The odds of reporting a positive patient experience 

159 in the post implementation period was statistically higher for two of four questions when compared to 

160 non-implementing hospitals (Table 3). Specifically, the odds of a positive response for having 

161 discussions with hospital staff on help needed and receiving information in writing about what 

162 symptoms to look for after leaving hospital was higher among hospitals with full implementation 

163 (cohort 1) when compared to those with no implementation (cohort 3). The odds of receiving 

164 information in writing about what symptoms to look for was also higher among partially implementing 

165 hospitals (cohort 2) when compared to those with no implementation (cohort 3). However, there was a 

166 statistically significant linear time trend difference between hospitals with full implementation (cohort 

167 1) versus no implementation (cohort 3) for receiving information in writing about what symptoms to 

168 look for after leaving hospital and between hospitals with some implementation (cohort 2) versus no 

169 implementation (cohort 3) for having discussions with hospital staff on help needed (Table 3). Visual 

170 representations of the full model adjusting for time and clustering of sites with variability in the speed 

171 of each hospitals’ individual response are displayed in S1 Fig.

172 Fig 1. Percentages of positive patient experience by cohort over time, accounting for site level 

173 clustering, using GEE.

174 Table 3. Odds of a positive patient experience following discharge from acute care hospital one 

175 year following PODS implementation when compared to hospitals with no intervention

Full PODS 

implementation

Partial PODS 

implementation

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 3, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.01.22274547doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.01.22274547
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


9

Question
Odds ratio

 (95% CI)

p-value Odds Ratio 

(95% CI)

p-value

Help needed after leaving 

hospital

1.18 (1.02-1.37) 0.025 1.05 (0.92-1.20) 0.488

Information in writing about 

symptoms to look out for

1.44 (1.17-1.78) <0.001 1.35 (1.04-1.76) 0.023

Clear understanding about 

medications

0.96 (0.86-1.08) 0.517 0.99 (0.89-1.10) 0.858

Information about what to do if 

worried after leaving hospital

1.08 (0.90-1.29) 0.414 1.06 (0.91-1.22) 0.473

Linear Time Trend (slope)

Help needed after leaving 

hospital

1.02 (0.98-1.06) 0.440 0.97 (0.94-0.99) 0.021

Information in writing about 

symptoms to look out for

1.05 (1.01-1.09) 0.027 0.96 (0.91-1.02) 0.209

Clear understanding about 

medications

0.98 (0.93-1.02) 0.308 0.99 (0.95-1.02) 0.507

Information about what to do if 

worried after leaving hospital

0.98 (0.92-1.04) 0.480 0.99 (0.94-1.05) 0.817

176 Note: There was a significant association between time and the outcome for cohort 3 for each outcome for the reference 

177 group (cohort 3) for all questions.

178 Discussion 

179 Our study found the delivery of a discharge instruction tool was associated with an 

180 improvement in patient experience for hospitals who implemented PODS, particularly for discharge 
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181 planning. These are promising results given the recent attention both patients and Ontario Health, the 

182 province’s integrated health system planning and oversight agency, has given to improving quality 

183 standards in care transitions [16-18]. PODS however was not associated with an improvement on 

184 discharge management, particularly for understanding medications or what to do if worried after 

185 discharge, though linear time trends demonstrate active efforts in the province may be having a positive 

186 impact beyond the effect demonstrated by our tool. Our study highlights both where current care 

187 transition efforts are having the greatest impact and where gaps may still remain to improve patient 

188 experience. 

189 Improving patient experience during care transitions from hospital to home has gained much 

190 attention over the last 10 years [4-9]. However, Canada has only focused on capturing patient 

191 experience recently [10,14,17-20]. Our study provides a deeper dive into areas for system improvement 

192 at a time when care coordination and communication practices were likely further hindered due to the 

193 COVID-19 pandemic [21,22]. Previous studies have demonstrated the role between high quality care 

194 transitions and post-discharge outcomes [1,3,9,12,23]. Interestingly, our study demonstrates higher 

195 patient experience scores than was reported in the only other cross-sectional study of patient experience 

196 across multiple Canadian provinces [20]. While some differences may be due to our focus on discharge 

197 management rather than patient satisfaction which was included in this study, our results likely 

198 represent the increasing attention on care transition quality and hospital-specific initiatives that are 

199 underway in Ontario [16]. The positive linear time trend reported in our non-implementing cohort is a 

200 reflection of these efforts. Our study strengthens prior work by providing repetitive cross-sectional 

201 measurement of patient experience over time allowing the identification of persistent gaps in patient 

202 experience across the largest Canadian province. Our study found a poor receipt of information on what 

203 to do if problems arise following hospitalization with just under 60% reporting positive scores. This 

204 finding may identify persistent gaps in this particular area but may also be a reflection of challenges in 
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205 care coordination and health systems’ access patients’ and families’ have voiced they face once home 

206 [17]. 

207 While many interventions aim to help address poor post-discharge outcomes stemming from 

208 poor communication such as self-care behaviors or emergency department visits and readmissions [1-

209 3], few have evaluated the impact on patient experience [24-27]. Our paper is one of the first to use 

210 Canadian patient experience measures to evaluate its association with the widespread implementation 

211 of a novel discharge communication tool. Our study is comparable to US studies which have studied 

212 the impact of care interventions on patient experience using identical or similar questions [26,27]. 

213 Patients randomized to receive a tailored discharge care plan along with one-on-one discussions with a 

214 health care provider on symptom recognition, medication reconciliation, and strategies for navigating 

215 the health system along with care coordination when needed were not found to have improved patient 

216 experience [26]. It is also possible that the impact of these care interventions lays more in the fidelity of 

217 the tool however –such as a higher engagement of caregivers or use of teach-back [13]. This may help 

218 explain why patients discharged from hospitals implementing PODS had a higher odds of having 

219 discussed the help they would need once leaving hospital, given patients may rely on caregivers for 

220 tasks beyond what public home care provides. 

221 PODS was not found to improve patient experience measures related to discharge management. 

222 First, PODS was not found to improve the odds of reporting understanding of medications. In order to 

223 allow PODS to be usable across a wide range of patient populations and care systems, medication 

224 instructions were not standardized. Moreover, other province-wide care models centered on medication 

225 instructions were underway at the time of PODS implementation across Canada. Second, PODS was 

226 not found to improve understanding of what to do if problems arise after discharge from hospital. As a 

227 written form used prior to discharge to document instructions, PODS may do a better job of 

228 highlighting signs and symptoms patients and their families should watch out after leaving hospital, 

229 rather than where to seek care when complications arise. Prior studies have shown that seeking care 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 3, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.01.22274547doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.01.22274547
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


12

230 when complications arise are influenced by system issues such as access to and relationships to primary 

231 care or specialist follow-ups, access issues which were unmeasured in our study [28,29]. Lastly, as 

232 PODS implementation did not include post-discharge reinforcements, care coordination or follow-up, 

233 this may help explain why questions centered on discharge management were not associated with 

234 implementation of our tool, unlike other care interventions [1]. 

235 Our study has several limitations. First, our study used hospital aggregate data, not individual 

236 patient data, and we cannot make causal inferences on the individual impact of receiving PODS on 

237 patient experience. While it is possible that individuals left a fully or partially implementing hospital 

238 with no PODS, this would make the likelihood of seeing an association less likely – and may have 

239 contributed in the partially implementing cohort. Second, the response rate for the survey is low across 

240 participating hospitals, with some hospitals having lower responses for certain time periods, and our 

241 results may not be representative of patient experience at all Ontario hospitals. This may be offset 

242 however by the wide representation of responses across both medical and surgical units and the similar 

243 low response rate in all cohorts which is consistent with response rates reported for this nationally used 

244 survey [10,20]. Future patient-level studies would benefit from a nonresponse adjustment being 

245 applied. Moreover, the likelihood that hospitals with the most interest in improving their patient 

246 experience were involved is high and may help explain why our study reported overall higher patient 

247 experience scores in all cohorts than reported previously [20]. Third, as the entire CPES-IC survey was 

248 not used in our study, it is possible we did not capture all aspects of care transition quality, and further 

249 research would be strengthened by the inclusion of patient-reported outcome measures. However, at 

250 minimum, we feel the chosen questions do reflect content areas in PODS and gaps in communication 

251 which have been identified in need of improvement [11,16,19]. 

252 Our study demonstrated an improvement to patient experience measures that center on 

253 discharge planning among individuals discharged home from Ontario medical and surgical units who 

254 implemented PODS. Our study highlights that while PODS is a promising discharge instruction tool, 
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255 further refinement may be necessary in particular in areas which center on discharge management. 

256 Further research would benefit by including patient experience measures when evaluating new models 

257 of care or care interventions.
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