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Abstract: 

Objective 

We piloted a decision support tool that promotes a “people-like-me” (PLM) approach to 

rehabilitation after total knee arthroplasty (TKA). The PLM approach encourages person-

centered care by “using historical outcomes data from similar (past) patients as a template of 

what to expect for a new patient”. In this study, we evaluated how successfully the PLM tool was 

implemented and examined contextual factors that may have influenced its implementation. 

 

Methods 

Two outpatient physical therapy clinics (Clinics A and B) piloted the PLM tool from September 

2020 – December 2022. We gathered data related to its implementation from multiple sources 
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including the electronic health record, the tool itself, and surveys and interviews with patients 

and clinicians. We based our primary outcomes on the RE-AIM framework (Reach, 

Effectiveness, Adoption, Implementation, and Maintenance), and we set pre-defined targets for 

a subset of these outcomes. We used an explanatory sequential mixed methods design to 

analyze the data overall and separately by each clinic. 

 

Results 

Overall, the clinics met implementation targets related to Reach, Effectiveness, Adoption, and 

fidelity, but did not use the tool as frequently as intended. Both clinics identified time, 

technology, and scheduling barriers to using the tool, but Clinic A scored higher in nearly every 

outcome. Clinic A’s success may have been related to its clinicians’ higher level of experience, 

more positive attitudes towards the tool, and more active approach to implementation compared 

to Clinic B clinicians. 

 

Conclusions 

The clinics met most of our pre-specified RE-AIM targets, but Clinic A experienced more 

implementation success than Clinic B. Future efforts to implement this PLM tool should (1) 

mitigate time, technology, and scheduling barriers, (2) engage clinicians as active 

implementation participants, (3) enhance or better communicate the tool’s usefulness to 

increase clinician uptake, and (4) refine the tool’s design to alter clinician behavior more 

effectively.  

 

Word count: 4,485 

Keywords: clinical decision support, total knee arthroplasty, implementation science, mixed 

methods, precision medicine 

Abbreviations: PLM = “people-like-me”, TKA = total knee arthroplasty 
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INTRODUCTION 

Total knee arthroplasty (TKA) improves quality of life for most patients with end-stage 

knee osteoarthritis,1,2 but not all patients respond predictably. About 20% of patients experience 

poor outcomes after TKA,3,4 and the recovery process can be quite variable—even among 

patients with satisfactory outcomes.5-7 For example, some patients quickly regain function and 

manage their recovery mostly independently. Other patients struggle to recover from severe 

impairments after surgery (e.g., pain, reduced knee mobility, weakness) and may benefit from 

intensive rehabilitation. While there are numerous tools available to inform if and when to use 

TKA,8,9  very few tools exist to guide the variable recovery period after surgery.9,10 

We developed a decision support tool to help guide decision making in rehabilitation 

after TKA. The tool enables a “people-like-me” (PLM) approach to rehabilitation. The PLM 

approach is a framework that promotes person-centered care by “using historical outcomes data 

from similar (past) patients as a template of what to expect for a new patient”.6,11 Essentially, the 

PLM tool generates individualized projections of TKA recovery using the historical recovery data 

from similar patients. We envisioned patients and clinicians could use this tool to (1) project the 

patient’s likely course of recovery, (2) monitor the patients’ recovery compared to similar 

historical patients, and (3) apply this information towards personalized care decisions.  

We piloted this PLM tool in two outpatient physical therapy clinics to examine its impact 

on TKA rehabilitation. In this study, we evaluated the tool’s implementation using a mixed 

methods design informed by the Practical, Robust, Implementation and Sustainability Model 

(PRISM).12 Our goal was to understand (1) how successfully the tool was implemented and (2) 

the processes and contextual factors that influenced implementation at each clinic.13 We will use 

the results from this pilot study to update the tool’s features and revise our implementation 

strategy before deploying it on a larger scale. 
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METHODS 

Description of clinical setting 

Two outpatient physical therapy clinics (Clinic A and Clinic B) piloted the PLM tool from 

September 2020 – December 2022. Both clinics are in the Greenville, SC, USA area and belong 

to the same system of outpatient physical therapy clinics. The clinics have been collaborating 

with the research team since 2013 and contributed to the database used to train the tool’s 

predictive algorithms. All permanent, full-time physical therapy clinicians (physical therapists and 

physical therapist assistants) were invited to use the tool.  

 

PLM tool description 

The PLM tool consisted of a web-based interface that allowed clinicians to predict and 

monitor patient recovery using a “people-like-me” approach. Essentially, the tool used an 

algorithm to identify a subset of patients from a large historical database who were similar to a 

new patient. Then, it used the actual recovery data from these similar patients to predict the new 

patient’s recovery.14,15 These predictions were presented to patients and clinicians as “people-

like-me” reference charts, which are conceptually similar to childhood growth charts. These 

reference charts (1) displayed the patient’s projected recovery (including the uncertainty around 

this projection) and (2) compared the patient’s observed recovery against this projection in 

terms of percentiles. To make these reference charts more interpretable, the PLM tool also 

provided text-based interpretations of the patient’s recovery (Figure 1). The tool generated 

reference charts for commonly collected outcomes after TKA including knee flexion and 

extension range of motion (ROM), Timed Up and Go (TUG),16 and the Western Ontario & 

McMaster Universities Arthritis Index (WOMAC) pain subscale.17 The tool did not provide 

clinicians with specific treatment recommendations. Instead, clinicians were encouraged to use 

their clinical judgment to determine how the information should be applied. We have created a 
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pared-down, open access version of the tool for knee flexion and TUG recovery that can be 

viewed at https://cu-restore.shinyapps.io/knee_recovery_v1/. 

 

 

Figure 1. Example of “people-like-me” reference chart created by tool 

 

PLM tool implementation strategy 

Leaders and staff members from both clinics helped design the PLM tool’s interface and 

strategy for implementation. Prior to launching the tool, the research team visited the clinics to 

describe the project’s objectives and strategy for implementation as described below. 

Subsequently, the research team visited the clinics yearly to re-introduce the goals of the 

project, troubleshoot implementation problems, and cultivate relationships with staff. The 
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research team also met monthly with clinic leadership by videoconference to troubleshoot 

implementation problems and monitor the project’s progress. 

Clinicians completed three self-paced, online training modules (approximately 20 

minutes each) before gaining access to the tool. The training provided guidance on (1) the tool’s 

purpose and how to use its web-based interface, (2) how to interpret “people-like-me” reference 

charts and how to engage patients with them, and (3) how to use information from the tool to 

inform personalized decision making. Clinicians could begin using the tool immediately after 

completing the training. However, the clinicians completed the training at varying dates because 

it was self-paced, and some clinicians were hired after the pilot began. 

Clinicians were provided with a fidelity checklist as part of the training. The checklist 

described the core components for using the tool in a patient interaction, which included 

collecting and entering relevant patient data, generating and printing “people-like-me” reference 

charts, and discussing the reference charts with the patient (Supplementary Table 1). Clinicians 

were strongly encouraged to adhere to the fidelity checklist and to use the tool once every 3 

weeks throughout each patient’s episode of care. We selected this frequency because it 

mirrored the clinics’ pre-existing workflows, where clinicians were expected to assess outcomes 

for patients with joint replacement every 3 weeks.  

Each clinic was responsible for executing the core steps described above, but they 

developed their own strategies for integrating them into their workflow. One local research 

assistant split time at each clinic supporting the tool’s implementation. The research assistant 

facilitated communication between the research and clinical teams, helped manage the online 

training, placed reminders on clinicians’ schedules to use the tool, and periodically conducted 

fidelity assessments during patient-clinician interactions with the tool. Additionally, the research 

assistant shared data (see Table 1) with the research team on a quarterly basis. The research 

team analyzed the data and provided each clinic with a summary of their implementation 

performance (i.e., audit and feedback).18 We provide a comprehensive summary of our 
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implementation strategy in Supplementary Table 2 using standardized definitions from the 

Expert Recommendations for Implementing Change taxonomy.18 

 

Data collection and outcomes 

We used PRISM, a recommended framework for decision support implementation,13 to 

inform our data collection strategy. PRISM includes implementation outcomes under the 

dimensions of Reach, Effectiveness, Adoption, Implementation, and Maintenance (RE-AIM).19 

We collected quantitative data corresponding to each RE-AIM dimension and pre-specified 

target thresholds for a subset of these outcomes (Table 1). We also collected quantitative and 

qualitative data related to contextual factors that may have influenced implementation. These 

contextual factors corresponded to the PRISM domains of Organizational Characteristics, 

Organizational Perspective, Patient Characteristics, Patient Perspectives, and Implementation 

and Sustainability Infrastructure. 

We collected data from a variety of sources. Most RE-AIM outcomes were collected from 

the EHR, the PLM tool itself, and/or the online training platform (Table 1). We also included 

clinician fidelity data collected by the research assistant during onsite fidelity assessments. To 

examine the contextual factors that may have influenced implementation, we primarily used 

survey and interview data collected from patients (n=16) and clinicians (n=10) who used the tool 

during the pilot period. These data were also used in a companion study related to users’ 

perspectives of the tool,20 but the current analysis focused on implementation. The surveys 

measured patients’ and clinicians’ perceptions of the tool’s acceptability (Acceptability of 

Intervention Measure, AIM21) along with clinicians’ perceptions of the tool’s feasibility (Feasibility 

of Intervention Measure, FIM21), usability (System Usability Scale, SUS22,23), and other 

characteristics that may influence implementation (Perceived Characteristics of Intervention 

Scale24). To provide further context to the survey and interview data when needed, we also 

used field notes recorded by the local research assistant.  
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Table 1. Description of RE-AIM outcomes and data sources 
RE-AIM 

dimension 
Outcome 

Data 
Source 

Target 

Reach 

Proportion of  patients who were exposed to the 

PLM tool out of  all patients treated by a PLM-
trained clinician 

EHR, PLM 
tool 

Reach >= 80% 
of  patients 

Effectiveness 
Association between PLM tool usage (yes/no) 
and KOOS, JR score 

EHR, PLM 
tool 

Positive 
association 

Adoption 

Proportion of  invited clinicians who completed 
the online training 

EHR, PLM 
tool, online 
training 

platform 

No pre-
specif ied target Proportion of  clinicians who used the tool af ter 

completing the training 

Implementation 

Fidelity to tool’s core components within a 
patient encounter 

f idelity 
assessments 

Fidelity >= 90% 

Frequency of  tool use / care episode 
EHR, PLM 
tool 

1 use / 21 days 

Maintenance 
Proportion of  clinicians who would continue 

using tool af ter pilot study 
interviews 

No pre-

specif ied target 

 

Table 2. Description of specific PRISM contextual factors 

PRISM Domain Contextual Factor Data Source 

Organizational 
Characteristics 

Summary of  clinicians’ professional experience and training  Administrative 
data 

Organizational 
Perspective of Tool 

Clinicians’ perceptions of  tool’s ef fectiveness, acceptability, 
feasibility, usability, and overall characteristics 

Interviews, 
surveys 

Patient 
Characteristics 

Baseline characteristics of  patients who were vs were not 

exposed to the tool out of  all patients treated by a PLM-
trained clinician 

EHR, PLM tool 

Patient Perspective 
of Tool 

Patients’ perceptions of  tool’s acceptability  Surveys 

Patients’ experiences and perceptions of  using the tool 

during their rehabilitation 
Interviews 

Implementation 
and Sustainability 

Infrastructure 
Implementation processes, barriers, and facilitators 

Interviews, f ield 

notes 

 

 

Analysis 

We used an explanatory sequential mixed methods design with a case study 

approach.25 First, we analyzed all quantitative outcomes overall and by clinic. To examine 

Effectiveness, we compared KOOS, JR recovery between patients treated with the PLM tool 

(n=167) vs patients treated before the tool became available (n=508).  We used linear mixed 

models and adjusted for age, sex, body mass index, comorbidity profile, date of surgery, time 
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from surgery to physical therapy evaluation, and length of outpatient physical therapy care 

episode. For all other quantitative outcomes, we calculated descriptive statistics and tested for 

between-group differences when indicated (e.g., comparing patients who were vs were not 

reached). Due to the quantitative differences we found between clinics, we decided to integrate 

our data sources using a case study approach. We used the qualitative interview data to help 

explain and provide context to the quantitative similarities and differences observed between 

clinics. 

Two members of the research team (LC and JG) analyzed the clinician interview data 

using descriptive content analysis with a blend of deductive and inductive approaches.26,27 First, 

they developed a preliminary codebook based on PRISM domains. Next, they jointly coded the 

first 4 interviews and subsequently revised the codebook by incorporating inductive codes. Both 

coders independently re-coded the first 4 interviews and then reviewed them together to ensure 

consistency. The final 6 interviews were coded independently by 1 of the 2 coders. Throughout 

this process, the coders consulted with a PhD-trained qualitative researcher for methodological 

guidance and to resolve any coding disagreements. All coding procedures were conducted 

using Dedoose software (version 9.0.90). Once all interviews had been coded, we entered the 

data into a matrix and re-examined the codes by clinic location.28 This allowed us to detect 

similarities and differences between clinics. Finally, we used a narrative format to report our 

findings by RE-AIM dimension. We used organized contextual data by PRISM domain to help 

explain and enhance our understanding of the RE-AIM outcomes.25  

 

RESULTS 

The quantitative RE-AIM outcomes are displayed in Table 3. Collectively, the clinics met 

or exceeded targets related to Reach, Effectiveness, and fidelity, but they did not use the tool as 

frequently as recommended. Clinic A scored higher in nearly every outcome and met more 

targets than Clinic B.  
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Table 3. RE-AIM outcomes summarized overall and by clinic. 
RE-AIM 

Dimension 
Outcome Target Overall Clinic A Clinic B 

Reach 
Proportion of  eligible patients 
that used the tool 

 >= 80% 
167/199 
(84%) 

81/91  
(89%) 

86/108 
(80%) 

Effectiveness 
Association between tool 
usage and KOOS, JR score 

Positive 
association 

+2.65  

(0.95, 
4.36) 

+4.52 

 (2.12, 
6.91) 

+0.76  

(-1.65, 
3.17) 

Adoption 

Proportion of  invited clinicians 
who completed the online 

training 

None 
19/21  
(90%) 

11/13  
(85%) 

8/8 
 (100%) 

Proportion of  clinicians who 
used the tool af ter completing 
the online training 

None 
16/19 
 (84%) 

9/11 
(82%) 

7/8  
(88%) 

Implementation 

Fidelity to core components  >= 90% 96% 97% 94% 

Frequency of  tool use / 
episode 

1 use / 21 
days 

1 use / 32 
days 

1 use / 25 
days 

1 use / 39 
days 

Maintenance 

Proportion of  surveyed 
clinicians who would continue 

using tool 

None 6/10 5/5 1/5 

Proportion of  surveyed 
clinicians who would continue 
using tool with EHR 

integration 

None 9/10 5/5 4/5 

 

 Indicates target threshold was met 

 
Indicates target threshold was not met 

 
Indicates no target was pre-specif ied 

 
 

 

The PRISM contextual data are displayed in Table 4. Clinic A was larger, and its 

clinicians had more experience, longer tenure in their organization, and more advanced training 

than Clinic B. Clinic A clinicians also had more favorable perspectives of the tool than Clinic B, 

but patient perspectives at both clinics were mostly positive. Clinicians identified common 

barriers and facilitators to using the tool, but the clinics described different processes for 

integrating it within their workflows.  
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Table 4. PRISM contextual factors summarized overall and by clinic. 
PRISM 
Domain 

Outcome Overall Clinic A Clinic B 

Organizational 

Characteristics 

Full-time clinicians 
(FTE equivalent) 

25 17 8 

Residency-trained 

clinicians 
5 5 0 

Board-certif ied 
clinicians (e.g., OCS) 

3 2 1 

Clinicians’ average 
years of  experience 

4 6 2 

Clinicians’ average 

years of  experience in 
organization 

4 6 2 

Organizational 
Perspective of 

Tool 

Acceptability of  
Intervention Measure 

(AIM) 

3.7 / 5  4.1 / 5 3.4 / 5 

Feasibility of  
Intervention Measure 
(FIM) 

3.9 / 5 4.1 / 5 3.8 / 5 

System Usability Scale 

(SUS) 
66.5 / 100 71.5 / 100 61.5 / 100 

Perceived 
Characteristics of  
Intervention Scale 

(PCIS) 

3.7 / 5 3.8 / 5 3.6 / 5 

Qualitative perception 
of  tool’s value 

Useful for patient 
education 

Useful for most 
patients 

Useful for a 
subset of  patients 

Patient 
Characteristics 

Characteristics of  
reached vs unreached 

patients 

See Table 5 

Patient 

Perspective of 
tool 

Acceptability of  
Intervention Measure 
(AIM) 

4.4 / 5 4.4 / 5 4.3 / 5 

Qualitative perception 

of  tool’s value 

Useful for 

increasing 
motivation and 
managing 

expectations 

  

Implementation 

and 
Sustainability 
Infrastructure 

Barriers 
• Time 

• Technology 

• Scheduling 

 
• Reliance on 

support staf f  

Facilitators 

• Simple 
interface 

• Data collection 

complements 
workf lows 

• Conf idence ↑ 
with experience 

• Preparation 

before patient 
arrives 

• Reliance on 

support staf f  

Implementation 
approach  

Support f rom 
research team 

Active clinician 
involvement 

Passive clinician 
involvement 
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Reach 

Overall, 84% of eligible patients had the PLM tool used to inform their care. A higher 

proportion of patients were reached at Clinic A vs Clinic B, although the difference was not 

statistically significant (89% vs 80%, p = 0.07). The characteristics of the reached vs unreached 

patients are available in Table 5. The unreached group had a higher proportion of females (75% 

vs 53%, p = 0.02) and earlier surgical dates (median: 05/01/2021 vs 12/23/2021, p = 0.005) 

compared to the reached group. Clinicians at both clinics identified barriers (described under 

implementation below) that sometimes prevented them from using the tool with patients. At 

Clinic A, clinicians described how these barriers improved over time. For example, one clinician 

described how they identified and addressed a scheduling issue related to patients with 

Medicare, which improved the tool’s reach at their clinic moving forward. 

After we identified why we seemed to be missing some people, and they were all 

Medicare, we kind of put the pieces together. After we discovered that, there didn't seem 

to be any issues with using it.  

-Clinician 7, Clinic A 

No clinicians mentioned anything directly related to using the tool less often with female 

patients. However, two clinicians mentioned rare cases when they chose not to share the tool’s 

information with patients who were experiencing a challenging recovery, because they were 

concerned it could be discouraging or demotivating.20  
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Table 5. Characteristics of reached vs unreached patients 

Characteristic 
Reached patients  

(n = 167) 
Unreached patients  

(n = 32) 
p-value 

Age (years) 68.1 (9.2) 66.4 (9.3) 0.33 

Sex (% female) 53% 75% 0.02 

BMI (kg/m2) 30.5 (5.5) 30.3 (4.3) 0.78 

Number of  recorded 
comorbidities 

2.2 (2.6) 2.4 (2.9) 0.72 

Episode of  care length 
(days) 

54.7 (21.7) 60.0 (36.4) 0.27 

Visits attended per episode 15.9 (7.0) 17.8 (12.3) 0.22 

Baseline postoperative 
KOOS, JR (0-100) 

56.2 (11.2) 53.0 (12.5) 0.14 

Median date of  surgery 12/23/2021 05/01/2021 0.005 

Values presented as mean (SD) unless otherwise noted  

 

Effectiveness 

PLM tool usage was associated with improved patient-reported knee health (KOOS, JR), 

and this association was greater within Clinic A than within Clinic B (+4.52 points vs +0.76 

points, p = 0.03). At both clinics, patients rated the tool as acceptable, and clinicians and 

patients felt the tool was effective for educating, motivating, and reassuring patients during their 

recovery from TKA.20 However, most clinicians stated they did not use the tool to adjust or 

personalize treatments, because they felt confident in their own ability to determine patients’ 

prognoses and monitor their recovery. 

I have my own parameters in my head for what my expectations are for them…  

-Clinician 2, Clinic B 

At Clinic B, most clinicians mentioned that some patients seemed disinterested in the tool, or 

that the tool was only effective for a subgroup of patients who found the tool’s information 

interesting. Several of these clinicians described using the tool with patients in a way that 

seemed unenthusiastic or perfunctory.  
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I do wonder because I feel like with the wins, like the huge like, “oh, my gosh, this is so 

awesome!” was a subgroup. I wonder how many of those it takes to be like to be overall 

successful? So like, what’s your number to treat?  

-Clinician 1, Clinic B 

I was like, “OK. I'm just gonna give you these [reference chart printouts]. If you want to 

look at them, you look at them, but some of them honestly just didn't really care. Some of 

them were right on track and were going, “Oh, that's nice. That's cool.” So. 

-Clinician 8, Clinic B 

Clinic A clinicians similarly perceived that some patients were more interested in the tool than 

others. However, they generally described how the tool facilitated useful conversations with 

patients and provided visual reinforcement for patient education. 

I feel like most people were pretty interested in it. Just having the sheet, I feel like was a 

good thing. But most people are visual kind of learners. 

-Clinician 7, Clinic A 

In contrast to the approach described by several Clinic B clinicians, one Clinic A clinician felt 

that their enthusiasm for using the tool enhanced its impact on patients. 

So, my excitement about “this is where you are, and I can see it, and I can compare it”, 

probably translates to the way I educate about it. I think it was definitely useful for my 

personality in the way I like to interact with my patients, and that truthfully plays a big 

role in what they take away. So, if I don't care and I'm telling them this data, they're not 

gonna care.  

-Clinician 6, Clinic A 

Adoption 

We observed high rates of adoption at both clinics as all permanent, full-time clinicians 

were strongly encouraged by leadership to use the tool. The only clinicians who did not 

complete the training or use the tool moved clinic locations during the pilot study period.  
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Implementation 

Common Barriers and Facilitators 

Both clinics demonstrated high fidelity within individual patient encounters, but the tool 

was used less frequently than intended. Clinicians reported limited time was the biggest barrier 

to using the tool consistently at both clinics. 

It’s true, in the whole scheme of things is three minutes too much? No, but when you’re 

already struggling to maintain your workload, just the thought of an extra three minutes 

was tough. 

 -Clinician 1, Clinic B 

Many clinicians reported that time limitations were sometimes worsened by technological 

issues. For example, sometimes the tool loaded slowly and other times the printers were not 

working. Clinicians also stated that scheduling issues made it challenging to remember when to 

use the tool, like when patients alternated between clinicians. Many clinicians reported the tool’s 

interface was simple and easy to use. Several also reported the outcome measures required to 

use the tool complemented their clinics’ existing workflows and practice patterns.  

 

Differences in Implementation  

Clinic A used the tool more frequently per patient (1 use / 25 days vs 1 use / 39 days, p 

< 0.001) and performed more fidelity assessments (30 vs 5) than Clinic B. Clinic A clinicians 

also perceived the tool more positively; they felt it was more feasible (4.1 vs 3.8, FIM) and 

usable (73.1 vs 61.5, SUS) than Clinic B. These findings may be partially due to the clinics’ 

contrasting approaches to implementation. 

At Clinic B, clinicians described relying heavily on their support staff for implementation. 

Clinicians discussed the reference charts with patients, but their support staff were responsible 

for all other tasks (i.e., using the tool’s web-based interface, printing the reference charts, 
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keeping track of when to use tool). Clinicians described this as both a facilitator and a barrier. 

For example, they mentioned it reduced the time required to use the tool. 

I made it clear to my supervisors that I wasn’t interested in taking on more responsibility 

with respect to that. I was like, I’ll collect the data, I’ll read them the graphs, but I do not 

want to use the [tool]…I just don’t have time for that, and we actually have support staff 

that do….  

-Clinician 2, Clinic B 

However, several Clinic B clinicians stated they never became comfortable using the tool 

because of their reliance on support staff. Other clinicians made comments that suggested they 

did not completely understand how the tool functioned. 

I found it a little bit hard to figure out how to get in there and get to the right patient, get 

the info in, but honestly, I didn’t have a whole lot of practice with that because we did 

start passing those off pretty quick to different staff members. 

-Clinician 9, Clinic B 

Clinic B clinicians also stated their support staff were very busy, which sometimes meant they 

were unavailable to help use the tool if unanticipated issues arose. The research assistant also 

noted the tool was not used at consistent intervals at Clinic B, which made it challenging to 

conduct fidelity assessments.  

And so even with our [support staff] staff taking the reins…it still felt a little bit stressful. 

And sometimes, just because we weren’t sure if the graphs were, if the data was printing 

out right or if the right points were on there. And sometimes we would have issues 

printing and so it was a little bit of a stress. So, I stopped telling patients we were gonna 

give them those because I was like, “oh, I don’t know if we’re actually going to get them.”  

-Clinician 9, Clinic B 
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Clinic A clinicians described taking a more active role in the tool’s implementation, where they 

used the tool independently with occasional help from support staff. Most clinicians explained 

they gained confidence using the tool over time.  

I think it was one of those things, like, you kind of gotta use…once you do a couple of 

live cases it was pretty easy  

-Clinician Interview 5, Clinic A 

Clinic A clinicians frequently explained the tool became part of their standard care for patients 

with TKA. Several clinicians mentioned they prepared to use the tool before a patient arrived, 

which helped them overcome any barriers that arose. Other clinicians said using the tool 

became so routine that they could integrate it seamlessly within a treatment session.  

It just was a component of what we did. Maybe I sprinkled it into rest breaks here and 

there. Just like intentional timing of when I did it helped me. But, I really didn’t find it hard 

to incorporate into an hour to an hour and 15-minute session. There was plenty of 

opportunity to do so.  

-Clinician 6, Clinic A 

Clinicians also described making adaptations to the tool as they gained confidence. For 

example, some clinicians made visual changes to the printed reference charts to make them 

more interpretable for patients. One clinician described how they gradually adapted their 

strategy over time to maximize the tool’s usefulness for patients. 

I think it was probably more cookie cutter when I first started [using the tool], and I 

melded it into what I actually wanted as I went…I think that was probably an evolution for 

me of learning how to maximize the benefit from it and not just make it empty words for a 

patient.  

-Clinician 6, Clinic A 
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Maintenance 
 

All Clinic A clinicians stated they would choose to continue using the tool after the pilot 

compared to only 1/5 clinicians at Clinic B. Clinic A also rated the tool as more acceptable (4.1 

vs 3.4, AIM) and more favorable overall (3.8 vs 3.6, PCIS). Clinic A clinicians stated they would 

continue using the tool because it helped them with patient education and provided tangible 

value to their patients. At Clinic B, most clinicians did not feel the tool provided enough value to 

keep using, given the time and energy it required.  

I do like the idea of it, but I'll be honest. I just don't think it's a feasible thing. 

-Clinician 9, Clinic B 

Several Clinic B clinicians felt the tool only provided incremental value beyond their usual 

patient education interventions, while others reiterated the tool was most effective with only 

certain patients (as described under Effectiveness). However, 4/5 Clinic B clinicians stated they 

would use the tool if it was integrated in the EHR, which they felt would make it more feasible.  

 
DISCUSSION 

In this pilot study, we evaluated the implementation of a new PLM tool that promotes a 

personalized, “people-like-me” approach to rehabilitation after TKA. We used a package of 

strategies (Supplementary Table 2) to support the tool’s implementation in two outpatient 

physical therapy clinics. The clinics met targets related to the tool’s Reach, Effectiveness, and 

fidelity, but they did not use it as frequently as recommended. Clinic A scored higher in nearly 

every outcome and met more implementation targets than Clinic B. Clinicians’ perspective of the 

tool also differed by clinic, and they used different strategies for integrating it within their 

workflows. The rich results of this mixed methods study will help guide future efforts to 

implement the tool more widely.  

Clinic A’s active approach to implementation seemed to account for much of their 

success. Clinic A clinicians described the tool as part of their usual care for patients with TKA. 
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Therefore, they expected to use it at regular intervals, and they assumed most of the 

responsibility for integrating it within their workflow. They reported feeling confident using the 

tool, which likely empowered them to overcome barriers and adapt their strategies for using it 

over time. In contrast, Clinic B clinicians described taking a more passive role in implementation 

and seemed to be less comfortable using the tool. As a result, they appeared to be less 

prepared to overcome implementation barriers, which may have negatively impacted their 

perception of the tool’s feasibility and usability. Future efforts to implement the tool should 

facilitate clinicians’ active participation. These efforts could include supporting clinicians with 

interactive implementation assistance or providing clinicians with individual feedback of their 

implementation performance.18,29 

Clinic A’s more positive perspective of the tool likely also influenced their implementation 

success.30-32 Clinicians are more likely to use interventions that are perceived to address gaps in 

patient care or provide advantages over usual care.12,13,33 Most clinicians felt the tool enhanced 

their patient education, but several Clinic B clinicians felt this enhancement was marginal or only 

applicable to a subset of patients. These clinicians’ perceptions of the tool may have been 

improved if they were provided with (a) evidence regarding its positive impact on patients’ 

outcomes and experiences20 and/or (b) information on how it may improve their work 

experience. 

 Most Clinic A and B clinicians stated they did not use the tool to adjust or personalize 

their treatment plans, because they did not perceive this to be a gap in patient care. They 

described feeling confident in their own ability to provide personalized treatment after TKA, 

which likely decreased their perceptions of the tool’s usefulness and their motivation to use it. In 

future efforts to implement the tool, it may be important to enhance or better communicate the 

tool’s ability to support personalized care. This could include demonstrating how the PLM tool 

allows for more precise recovery monitoring compared to generic tools15 and may offer 

advantages over alternative prediction approaches.34 It may also be necessary to prospectively 
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compare the tool’s performance against clinicians to demonstrate its relative advantage over 

usual care. Alternatively, the tool’s design and/or features could be updated to alter clinician 

behavior more effectively. For example, clinicians may be more likely to change/adjust their 

treatment plan if the tool provided a specific recommendation for their consideration.35,36  

 There were differences in organizational characteristics between Clinics A and B that 

may have impacted our findings. At Clinic A, clinicians had more experience, longer tenure in 

their organization, and more advanced training on average compared to Clinic B. Therefore, 

clinicians may have been better equipped to implement new treatment approaches and 

overcome implementation barriers. Clinic A is also well known within their organization for their 

highly-collaborative, team-based culture, which may have provided a more supportive 

implementation environment.12 We also cannot rule out whether the clinics differed in other 

unmeasured characteristics (e.g., readiness for change) that influenced implementation. 

Regardless, our results suggest that clinics will vary in their ability to overcome implementation 

barriers (even within the same organization and geographical area), so commonly identified 

barriers should be proactively addressed. 

Clinics A and B identified common infrastructural barriers to using the tool including time, 

scheduling, and technological issues. These issues frequently hinder decision support 

implementation,31,37 and there are many recommended strategies to overcome them.30,38-41 

However, integrating the tool within the electronic health record (EHR) would likely be the most 

effective next step. EHR integration would eliminate redundant data entry and embed the tool 

directly within existing workflows. Nearly all clinicians believed EHR integration would improve 

their experience using the tool, and most Clinic B clinicians stated it would persuade them to 

continue using it in the future.  

This study does have a few limitations. As mentioned above, we did not capture all 

baseline clinic characteristics that could have influenced implementation. Our sample size 

(n=10, 5 per clinic) for the clinician interviews and surveys was also small, so the 
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generalizability of our findings may be limited. Nonetheless, our study’s mixed methods design 

leveraged multiple data sources and followed an established outcomes framework, which 

allowed for a robust examination of the tool’s implementation. 

 

Conclusion 

We piloted a new tool that promotes a personalized, “people-like-me” approach to post-

TKA rehabilitation in two outpatient physical therapy clinics. The clinics achieved 

implementation targets related to Reach, Effectiveness, and fidelity, but used the tool less 

frequently than recommended. Notably, Clinic A scored higher in nearly every outcome, and its 

clinicians viewed the tool more favorably than Clinic B. Based on the results of this study, future 

efforts to implement this PLM tool should (1) engage clinicians as active participants in the 

implementation process, (2) enhance or better communicate the tool’s usefulness to increase 

clinician buy in and uptake, (3) refine the tool’s design and/or features to alter clinician behavior 

more effectively, and (4) integrate the tool within the EHR to complement existing workflows and 

mitigate implementation barriers.  
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