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Background and Objectives: Quality improvement capacity is defined as ongoing commitment to
sustained quality improvement (Ql) and requires knowledge of QI methods and commitment to QI
activities from practice leadership and staff. The aim of this project was to identify the major facilitators
and barriers to developing quality improvement capacity in a teaching practice of a department of family
medicine.

Methods: We conducted an exploratory, sequential, mixed-methods study, inviting key informants to
participate in qualitative interviews and then conducting a survey of faculty, resident physicians, and staff
at a community residency teaching practice affiliated with an academic medical center in the Midwest
United States.

Results: Among 12 qualitative key informant interviewees, facilitators of QI capacity included a strong
motivation to provide high-quality care and a desire to leverage team-based care in Ql interventions.
Barriers included competing clinical and educational priorities, lack of faculty expertise in quality and
scholarship, and lack of infrastructure to turn Ql into scholarship. The survey response rate was 75% (48
of 64 total team members). The most common motivation for participation in QI work was “making a
difference” (41, 85%), while the biggest barriers were prioritization of patient care (25, 53%), and teaching
(19, 40%).

Conclusion: This mixed-methods study identified key barriers and facilitators to QI capacity, of which
addressing competing priorities, improving Ql training, and creating infrastructure for scholarship may
improve QI capacity.

Introduction

Quality improvement (Ql) capacity is defined as ongoing commitment to sustained Ql, requiring knowledge of
methods, practice leadership, and staff commitment to QI activities.! QI capacity is necessary for family
medicine residency programs to meet Association of American Medical Colleges (AAMC) and Accreditation
Council for Graduate Medical Education (ACGME) requirements for QI education, provide high-quality and
equitable care to patients and communities, and achieve the scholarly activity needs of academic faculty.?
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Prior studies of QI capacity have been conducted as preimplementation for large regional quality collaboratives
of primary care practices, and have most often used either qualitative interviews or survey tools rather than a
mixed-methods approach.®~1" This research leaves a gap in understanding how to assess QI capacity in
departments of family medicine (DFM) that do have external supports through collaboratives or practice
facilitation. This mixed-methods study aimed to identify the major barriers and facilitators in a small DFM to
support future change. We hypothesized that having faculty champions and training, staff engagement, and
having protected time would emerge as key facilitators.

Methods

This exploratory, sequential, mixed-methods study first qualitatively explored the barriers and facilitators
affecting QI capacity and then quantified their extent and importance via a quantitative survey. The study was
conducted at the University of Toledo College of Medicine and Life Sciences DFM Comprehensive Care Center
practice (CCC), an academic residency teaching practice located in Toledo, Ohio, staffed by 11 family medicine
faculty, 14 resident physicians, and 7 part-time physician assistant (PA) faculty (total 3.5 clinical full-time
equivalents [FTE]) with a total of 9.6 clinical FTE. The DFM and PA faculty also support a PA training program.
This study was approved as exempt and not regulated by the University of Michigan Institutional Review Board
(ID: HUM00197797).

Qualitative Methods

We adapted the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ) conceptual framework for creating QI
capacity in primary care to our setting and based our semistructured interview guide on the constructs (Figure
1).1 We interviewed 12 key informants identified by department leaders as having insight into QI and
scholarship efforts in the practice and system. One author (L.0.) obtained verbal consent and performed video
or phone interviews between April 2021 and June 2021. Two authors performed a thematic analysis, starting
with inductive open coding (L.0.), development of a code book and themes (L.O., T.W.), then triangulation of
themes with the conceptual framework and discussion with two additional authors (P.S., L.S.).'? Saturation was
met when all predefined pertinent roles (faculty, resident, office manager, office nurse, organizational quality
leader) were interviewed and no new themes emerged.’314

Quantitative Methods

We created an 11-item survey to quantify findings from our qualitative themes, adapted from the Quality
Improvement Change Assessment (QICA), a survey tool developed for a QI collaborative on cardiovascular risk
improvement in small primary care practices.? We invited all 64 team members at the practice to complete
anonymous paper surveys in August and September 2021. We collected data on role and years at the practice
and performed descriptive statistical analysis for all items. We used Microsoft Excel for all analyses.

Mixed-Methods Integration

Integration occurred at the point of survey creation from qualitative theme and presentation of barriers and
facilitators in a joint display.’®

Results

Qualitative Themes

Of 12 key informants, two were organizational quality leaders, and 10 were CCC practice team members (Table
1). We generated two key facilitator themes: team member motivation to improve care and leveraging team-
based care. We generated three barrier themes: addressing competing priorities of patient care and teaching,

primer-7-17 20f8



the need for faculty expertise in quality and scholarship, and developing infrastructure for quality and
scholarship (Table 2).

Quantitative Results

The response rate was 48 out of 64 team members (75%), with the most common role being medical assistant
(Table 1). The most common reason for involvement in QI was making a difference (41, 85%), while the biggest
barriers to participation were prioritization of patient care (25, 53%) and teaching (20, 43%; Table 2).

Many respondents reported no prior QI training (n=19, 40%). The most desired modalities for future QI learning
among all participants were participating in an actual QI project (22, 47%) or online modules (21, 45%). Less
than half of respondents perceived that nonphysician team members were fully integrated into QI efforts (19,
41%), and almost half believed that patients and families were not involved in QI (19, 41%; Table 3).

Conclusions

The main contribution of this study is to characterize major barriers and facilitators to QI capacity in the
residency teaching practice of a DFM using a mixed-methods approach. Prior studies identified competing
patient care priorities as a key barrier. Qualitative results identified barriers unique to residency teaching
practices that must be addressed to develop QI capacity—competing teaching responsibilities and the need for
infrastructure to support abstract, poster, and manuscript writing for resident projects and faculty promotion.
Quantitative results complemented these findings by identifying the need to train MAs, PA faculty and other
team members in addition to faculty leaders and resident physicians, consistent with other studies showing
that PA faculty have limited QI training.® Our results call for basic QI education for all team members to
improve engagement and participation in addition to more intensive training to develop and support a subset of
quality champions and team members to produce scholarship.’” Respondent preference for learning via
participation in real QI projects should be incorporated among the options for QI training previously described
in the literature.’® While addressing competing priorities is challenging, our findings supported the addition of a
faculty member to the DFM with experience and protected time to support scholarship production from QlI.

We identified two key facilitators: motivation to improve and team-based care. Staff members were motivated
to unload work from physicians and use QI efforts to better delegate and streamline tasks. Staff participation is
particularly crucial in residency practices to sustain QI efforts.’® Leveraging each person’s intrinsic motivation
to provide high-quality care and increasing staff participation are strategies that may be successful in
improving QI capacity without worsening physician burnout.

This study is limited by its single-site setting. Responses of key informants and survey respondents may not be
fully representative of all stakeholders and team members; specifically, the key informant interviews lacked

participation by medical assistants. Our mixed-methods approach may be helpful to other departments of
family medicine seeking to understand barriers and facilitators to QI capacity to plan future change.

Tables and Figures
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Figure 1: Adapted Conceptual Framework for Quality Capacity in a Teaching Practice
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Table 1: Participant Characteristics

Key informant
interviewees

Characteristic

n (%)

Survey respondents
n (%)

Administrator 3 (25) 1(@2)
Behavioral health 1(8) 2(4)
Faculty physicians 4 (33) 6 (13)
Medical assistant 0(0) 17 (35)
Nurse 1(8) 2 (4)
Resident physician 1(8) 12 (25)
Physician assistant 2 (17) 7 (15)
Pharmacist 0 (0) 12
Total 12 (100) 48 (100)
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Table 2: Joint Display of Survey Quantitative Barriers and Facilitators
and Interview Qualitative Themes and Exemplar Quotes

Interview: qualitative themes: facilitators, (n)*

Survey: reasons for involvement, n (%)°

managing quality.”

Interview: qualitative themes: barriers, (n)?

Quality improvement “improves the quality » Makes a difference 41 (85%)
Motivation to improve care | of life of physicians.” + Improves patient satisfaction 32 (67%)
(n=27) [A motivation is to use QI] “to unload work « Committed to quality 27 (56%)
from doctors that they don’t need to do.” + Enjoys process improvement 20 (42%)
“Projects that are tied to specific roles and
people to execute specific tasks have gone | + Improves team efficiency 32 (67%)
| - well.” + Reduces burnout 30 (63%)
Team-based care (n=17) “We have very strong medical assistants. + Better job satisfaction Reduces 20 (42%)
We have done more with our MA's than wasteful care 8 (38%)
with our nurses.”
Having a practice “[Our quality champion]” is a strength,
champion (n=5) she is great with people, organization and  Produces scholarly work 16 (33%)

Survey: barriers to participation n (%)°

(n=13)

the time to do it on their own.”

« : — 3%)
It feels like [our system] prioritizes and . : - 25 (5
Competing priorities in expects clinical productivity and revenue.” . ?:;'(fﬁtnc?ﬁhp;'r°{g|'§§d rioritized 20 (43%)
patient care and teaching “If there is not protected time specifically for | Not askgd to partici a?e 1 (23%)
(n=17) quality projects or research, it is difficult for « Lack of m otivgtion P 6 (130/;
clinical faculty to do this work.” 0
“We need more faculty development...
[to make us] more comfortable and more
Faculty expertise in quality | effective at leading QI efforts. . L
and scholarship (n=14) “PA [faculty] are trained to see patients but Lack of QI training 17 (36%)
not necessarily to improve quality in large
systems.”
L “If we don’t invest and fund the post-
%fvﬂgﬁtm%ggrzgﬁl‘;tgﬁ production of turning [QI] into scholarship QI not effective 6 (13%)
quaiity P | then itis difficult for clinical faculty to have + QI does not improve care 3 (6%)

aN refers to total codes for each theme.
bSurvey respondents could choose more than one facilitator and barrier.
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Table 3: Survey Results on Ql Capacity Building

Medical Resident Faculty Physician Other

Total=48 Asst (MA) Physician Physician Asst (PA) role’

N=17 N=12 N=6 N=7 N=6

Reported hours of QI training
None 19 (40%) 7 (41%) 6 (50%) 1 (17%) 3 (43%) 2 (33%)
1-4 hours 13 (27%) 5 (29%) 4 (33%) 1 (17%) 3 (43%)

5-19 hours 4 (8%) 1 (6%) 1 (17%) 2 (33%)
20+ hours 1 (23%) 3 (18%) 2 (17%) 3 (50%) 1 (14%) 2 (33%)

Reasons for participating in QI?

Makes a difference 41 (85%) 11 (65%) 12 (100%) 5 (83%) 7 (100%) 6 (100%)
Reduces unnecessary care 18 (38%) 2 (12%) 6 (50%) 4 (67%) 4 (57%) 2 (33%)
Improves satisfaction 32 (67%) 9 (53%) 10 (83%) 4 (67%) 4 (57%) 5 (83%)
Enjoy improvement 20 (42%) 3 (18%) 7 (58%) 4 (67%) 3 (43%) 3 (50%)
Committed to high quality 27 (56%) 3 (18%) 9 (75%) 3 (50%) 6 (86%) 6 (100%)
Improves job satisfaction 20 (42%) 6 (35%) 5 (42%) 2 (33%) 3 (43%) 4 (67%)
Reduces burnout 30 (63%) 12 (71%) 8 (67%) 3 (50%) 4 (57%) 3 (50%)
Improves team efficiency 32 (67%) 12 (71%) 8 (67%) 2 (33%) 4 (57%) 6 (100%)
Produces scholarly work 16 (33%) 1 (6%) 6 (50%) 4 (67%) 3 (43%) 2 (33%)

Barriers to Participating in QP

Lack of training 17 (36%) 4 (24%) 7 (58%) 1 (17%) 4 (57%) 1 (17%)
Other roles prioritized (eg, teaching) 20 (43%) 3 (18%) 6 (50%) 3 (50%) 5 (71%) 3 (50%)
Lack of motivation 6 (13%) 4 (24%) 1 (8%) 1 (17%)
QI doesn’'t make a difference 3 (6%) 2 (12%) 1 (17%)
Patient care prioritized over Ql 25 (53%) 3 (18%) 9 (75%) 5 (83%) 6 (86%) 2 (33%)
Prior QI efforts were not effective 6 (13%) 4 (24%) 1 (8%) 1 (17%)
| was not asked to participate 11 (23%) 4 (24%) 4 (33%) 2 (29%) 1 (17%)

Preferred methods of learning Ql

Participating in a real QI project 22 (47%) 4 (24%) 10 (83%) 2 (33%) 4 (57%) 2 (33%)
Online modules 21 (45%) 7 (41%) 4 (33%) 3 (50%) 3 (43%) 4 (67%)
Lectures 16 (34%) 2 (12%) 7 (58%) 2 (33%) 3 (43%) 2 (33%)
Reading 15 (32%) 2 (12%) 7 (58%) 4 (67%) 2 (29%)
Participating in a mock QI project 14 (30%) 4 (24%) 7 (58%) 0 2 (29%) 1 (17%)

Perception of nonphysician team

members involvement?

They help develop, implement, and 19 (41%) 6 (35%) 9 (75%) 0 2 (29%) 3 (50%)
generate ideas for Ql projects.
gg?g’c?s_'p develop and implement Ql 10 (22%) | 2 (12%) 1(8%) 3 (50%) 3 (43%) 1(17%)
They help implement QI projects 11 (24%) 5 (29%) 1 (8%) 2 (33%) 2 (90%)
They are not involved. 6 (13%) 4 (24%) 0 1 (17%) 0

Perception of patient and family

involvement in QP

They are not involved. 20 (44%) 7 (41%) 6 (50%) 2 (33%) 3 (43%) 1 (17%)
They provide ideas for QI projects. 15 (33%) 5 (29%) 3 (50%) 3 (43%)
They provide ideas and help implement QI 10 (22%) 5 (29%) 2 (17%) 1 (14%) 3 (50%)

projects.

Abbreviation: QI, quality improvement.
Other role includes administrators, nurses, behavioralist faculty, and pharmacist faculty. Roles were aggregated when total number was <3 to protect confidentiality.
2Survey respondents were able to select more than one option.
3Survey respondents were able to leave this question blank.
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