Royal College of Pathologists Clinical Audit system

Introduction

The Royal College of Pathologists (RCPath) wanted to develop a system that would encourage their members to conduct good quality clinical audits, and to ensure that when the authors were awarded certificates that they had followed a system that supported that.

They developed a system over two years that they thought would make it easier for pathologists to conduct correct clinical audits. Once they had created the system on paper, the college contracted an IT provider to develop it online. Copyrighted by the college the IT company are paid annually to support the RCPath team should there be any problems and when the system needs updating.

The system was piloted and then launched in January 07. The first report on the scheme’s development, progress and results were published in January 08. 

Methodology

To submit a clinical audit report using the system is simple and accessible. There is a checklist provided that states the RCPath’s standards for quality audit and therefore what the report will be market against. The Audit Coordinator at the college is notified about the new submission and checks that the report meets the standards.

Two evaluators are chosen to review the report before it is accepted as a quality audit. The evaluators are doctor’s who have applied to participate in the scheme and who will receive Professional Development points for their contribution. The Audit Coordinator (AC) chooses two who work within the speciality of the specific report and who are available at that time.

They have two weeks to respond. If the evaluators disagree then a third is brought in to make the decision.

The decision and comments are returned to the AC who edits the comments and submits it to the author. This is all done through the system, with email notifications sent to the author, for them to check online.

The decision is given as either Satisfactory or Unsatisfactory. If it is unsatisfactory the author can update the report from the evaluator’s comments and resubmit it without registering from the beginning. If the clinical audit has been deemed satisfactory it will not be awarded a certificate until a re-audit has been conducted and the report submitted.

To submit a report on a re-audit the author is able to upload it onto the system through a different option, immediately notifying the AC of its status.

Results

The 2008 evaluation report showed the results from 106 applications; 50% had been approved, 20% had been declined and 12% completely rejected. 50% of applications for audit certification received certificates.

A new report, evaluating 08/09’s statistics will be available later this year.

However, for the audit team at RCPath they are more interested in whether the system is working;

· How efficient is the system?

· How efficient are the evaluators?

· How can pathologists improve their audits?

· How can the system be improved?

The system is being continuously enhanced but is greatly improved from the uncoordinated, unsystematic approach that existed before.

An example of an improvement is the introduction of the checklist when submitting an audit. The standards are included as a tick box function to ensure the author has followed the list before submitting it.

Progress

The evaluators and authors of a successful clinical audit, receive CPD points that the RCPath are confident are appropriately given due to this system.

They currently have 60 evaluators representing the five different specialities, with the increase of submissions so is the need for more evaluators.

Future planning includes a set of national workshops with the aim of encouraging members’ involvement, either as clinical audit authors or as evaluators. The audit team are also planning a survey, to learn what areas of the system participants think may need improving and how they can be helped further to deliver quality audits.

The audit team are also making plans to set up a Steering Committee for the project.

Conclusion

The audit team at RC Path believe the system could work elsewhere, as it has been efficient and effective, improving the quality of the audit’s submitted and the process in which they are credited. However, these are small audits of no longer than 10 pages therefore they only need the two evaluators to review it and this can be done in minutes.

Questions that may arise when working on a much larger scale may include; are evaluators paid for their time? Does the system require a dedicated team to support it? Should there be a panel of evaluators who regularly meet to review the audit? Should this be part of their job?

The online system took two years to develop on paper and is now in its third year online and is still constantly improving, but has been a worthwhile introduction to the audit team.
