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THESIS SUMMARY 

Background The 28-day supply of medicines cycle manages resident repeat medication. 

Aim & Research Questions To improve the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care homes using 
research questions: [1] how is the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care homes carried out? 
[2] what are the current issues and challenges within the cycle? and [3] how can these be rectified to 
improve the cycle?  

Methodology Exploratory case studies, consisting of semi-structured interviews and direct participant 
observations, examined the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within three UK care homes to answer 
research question 1. Data was analysed using Framework Analysis. To answer research question 2 and 
3, the researcher employed Six Sigma process improvement methodology, DMAIC (Define-Measure-
Analyse-Improve-Control) to each case study.  

Results The 28-day supply of medicines cycle consists of five stages: medicines re-ordering, 
prescription check against re-order, medicines checking-in, changeover and administration. Using 
DMAIC, the researcher defined a key challenge as request discrepancies between repeat order request 
and prescription generated by the GP surgery, categorised as: omissions, incorrect quantities, 
additional items and mis-prescribed medications. Discrepancy rates were measured and root causes 
analysed. Recommendations were provided to improve each case study’s cycle, and an error log was 
created to control the cycle. Omissions and incorrect quantities were the most frequent discrepancy, 
at over 80% of total discrepancies in each case study.  

Contributions A DMAIC framework applicable by all care homes to examine their 28-day supply of 
medicines cycle efficiency and a conceptual framework (recommended process map) for the cycle. 
The study also discusses the potential role independent prescribing pharmacists and pharmacy 
technicians could have in managing efficiency, and the lack of communication and collaborative 
working between stakeholder organisations involved (GP surgery, pharmacy, care home). This study 
is the first to apply Six Sigma, DMAIC to the care home setting.  

Keywords: 28-day supply of medicines cycle; repeat management; medicines management; care 
homes; Six Sigma 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Chapter 1 introduces the reader to the current and predicted older people population, 

older people living in care homes and the care home setting. The reader is given a 

general introduction of elements discussed in greater detail later in the thesis, 

including different types of medication errors (i.e. non-adverse drug events, adverse 

drug events and near-misses), medication management, including repeat 

management and the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. The chapter provides a 

problem statement which leads to the aim and research questions of this study. 

Finally, a list of definitions used throughout the thesis is provided. 
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BACKGROUND 

 

The global population has been getting older for decades now. Half a century ago, there were 205 

million people aged 60 years and above globally, and it is expected that in the next 50 years the 

number of older people will increase to 2 billion (United Nations, 2001). In 2016, in the UK alone, 18% 

of people (11.8 million people) were aged 65 and over, and 2.4% of people (1.6 million people) were 

aged 85 and over (Office of National Statistics, 2017). The number of people aged 65 and over is 

projected to rise by over 40% in the next 17 years to over 16 million people in the UK (Office for 

National Statistics, 2015). 

 

By 2036, over half of local authorities in the UK are projected to have 25% or more of their local 

population aged 65 and over, the majority of local authorities having more than 4% of their population 

aged 85 and over (Office of National Statistics, 2017). With lower birth rates, higher life expectancy 

and the effects of the 1960s baby boom and the “echo” of baby boomers having children; the 

population of older people in the UK is expected to continue growing (Office of National Statistics, 

2017). Whilst longevity is something to celebrate, healthcare sustainability becomes a challenge and 

national priority (Office of National Statistics, 2017).  

 

As individuals are living longer, there is a higher prevalence of ill health within the aged group and an 

inability to manage activities of daily living independently, a common reason for admission of older 

people to care homes (Krause et al., 2011). Additionally, with the current trend of having fewer 

children and these children more likely to be working, the needs of older people are often not well 

attended to and as a result, caring institutions provide the most welfare support for seniors (Chen et 

al., 2013). 

 

A residential home is a special-purpose facility which provides accommodation and other types of 

support, including assistance with day-to-day living, intensive forms of care and assistance towards 

independent living, to frail and aged residents (ACT, 2019). Nursing homes are residential facilities for 

persons who require nursing care and related medical or psychosocial services (Buccheri et al., 2010). 

There are an estimated to be 4,699 nursing homes and 6,023 residential homes (without nursing) in 

the UK (Laing and Buisson, 2017), with approximately 405, 000 people aged 65 and over in a total of 

almost 18, 000 care homes (nursing, residential or combined homes) (AgeUK, 2016). Furthermore, 

14.8% of people aged 85 and over in the UK are living in care homes (Laing and Buisson, 2017). In the 

remainder of this thesis, ‘care homes’ will refer to both residential and nursing homes. In situations 
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regarding only one type of home, ‘residential’ or ‘nursing’ home will be stated. While several studies 

have been conducted around the field of healthcare and in various healthcare settings, the care home 

setting has been largely ignored, with only 2% of research on older people undertaken in this setting 

(Rolland et al., 2009). 

 

Along with the ageing population comes a plethora of health issues often leading to physical and social 

changes such as debilitating effects of multiple, acute and chronic diseases, as well as changes to the 

central nervous system, leading to cognitive decline (Harada et al., 2013; Mafauzy, 2000). Along with 

changes in the body, there has been an increase in multi-morbidity in older people (Salive, 2013). 

Multi-morbidity is the co-existence of two or more chronic conditions in the same individual, and is 

associated with reduced quality of life, higher mortality, polypharmacy and high treatment burden, 

higher rates of adverse drug events, and much greater health services use (NICE, 2019; WHO, 2016). 

The prevalence of multi-morbidity has varied across studies, showing 20-30% of people having multi-

morbidity when the entire population is considered, and anywhere from 55% to 98% when only older 

people are considered (Marengoni et al., 2011). In the UK, 54% of people aged over 65 had multi-

morbidity in 2015; this figure is expected to rise to 67.8% by 2035 (NIHR, 2018). Due to this increase 

in multi-morbidity, polypharmacy (the use of multiple medicines) is common in the older population 

(Masnoon et al., 2017).  

 

In 1997, people aged over 60 in England received an average of 22.3 prescription items, this figure 

almost doubled to 42.4 items in 2007 (NHS England, 2008). Furthermore, the proportion of people 

taking five or more medications has increased fourfold (from 12 to 49%) over a 20-year period (1991-

2011) (Gao et al., 2018). A median of two medications was taken by older people in England between 

1991 and 2001, whereas this figure rose to a median of four medicines between 2001 and 2011 (Gao 

et al., 2018). As the prevalence of chronic conditions and multi-morbidity in older people continues to 

rise, the average number of prescribed medications in each older person is also predicted to increase 

(Green et al., 2018; Loganathan et al., 2011). 

 

Elderly people admitted to care homes (over 65 years) generally have greater multi-morbidity, 

resulting in more medications per resident in comparison to the overall older person population 

(Akner, 2009). Care home residents have been reported to be receiving up to four times as many 

prescription items compared to older people living in the community (Loganathan et al., 2011). The 

average care home resident in the UK has been reported to be taking between six and eight 
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medications, with over 20% of care home residents using more than 10 medications (Advinha et al., 

2014; Barber et al., 2009; Loganathan et al., 2011). 

 

The increase in the amount of medication prescribed to older people, including those in care homes, 

as well as the prevalence of multiple co-morbidities, and age-related pharmacokinetic and 

pharmacodynamic changes, all contribute to the complexity of medication management in the ageing 

population and within care homes (Loganathan et al., 2011; Mafauzy, 2000). Older people have the 

highest consumption of medication and polypharmacy (use of multiple medications, often defined as 

5 or more medications) is associated with greater risk of adverse reactions, hospitalisation, and poor 

adherence, as well as unnecessary costs to the patient or healthcare system (Hanlon et al., 2004; 

Mannesse et al., 1997; Murray, 2003).  

 

Polypharmacy can often include complicated schedules or additional instructions, resulting in a 

decline in medication adherence and increased risk of medication errors, often leading to a higher use 

of resources due to a reduction in effectiveness or increased risk of therapeutic failure (Corsonello et 

al., 2009; Ingersoll and Cohen, 2008; Mansur et al., 2012) . Alongside resident medication regimen 

complexity, the care home environment encounters medication management complexity by a host of 

other factors including: levels of staff training, medication follow-up or reviews, pharmaceutical drug 

form, communication between several healthcare professionals per resident (Castellar et al., 2007; 

George et al., 2004; Melchiors et al., 2007). 

 

As older people living in care homes are likely to be taking more medications than older people living 

at home, care home residents are at greater risk of medication error than most other groups (Barber 

et al., 2009; Maidment et al., 2008). Furthermore, the complexity of the medicines management 

systems within care homes adds to the burden of managing care home resident medications and can 

contribute to the error rate (Castellar et al., 2007; George et al., 2004; Melchiors et al., 2007).  

 

There are various types of medication errors, including preventable and non-preventable adverse drug 

events (ADEs) and near-misses (Greene et al., 2004; Hansen et al., 2006). A definition for each of these 

terms is given later in this chapter (see ‘Definitions’ section, page 14), with each type of incident 

discussed in detail in chapter two (literature review) which covers how each error can be associated 

with a different part of the overall medicines management process. 
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A safe and efficient medication management system within care homes has the potential to decrease 

the rate of medication errors within the setting. A crucial component of the medicines management 

system includes the management of repeat medications. A 28-day supply of medicines cycle is used 

for repeat medication management within care homes and forms just one part of the complex 

medicines management system within care homes. Generally, during this cycle, a care home orders 

resident repeat medications, the GP prescribes the requested medication, or in some countries (e.g. 

the Netherlands) specialists prescribe the request medication, the supplying pharmacy dispenses and 

supplies the medication to the care home, and the care home prepares the medication for 

administration within resident rooms or medication trolleys. Figure 1 depicts the general tasks within 

the cycle. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: General tasks within 28-day supply of medicines cycle 

 

Good medicines management within care homes includes proper medication procedures, ensuring 

safety to care home residents, benefit from resident medication regimens and is paramount to 

providing an adequate level of service to care home residents (Nizaruddin et al., 2017a). A full 

definition of medicines management is given on Chapter 1 (Definitions, Page 14) and is discussed in 

greater detail in Chapter 2. As repeat management is a vital component of the overall medicines 

management within care homes, this study focusses on the efficiency and safety of the 28-day supply 

of medicines cycle. 

 

PROBLEM STATEMENT 

 

With the ageing population and an increasing number of older people living in care homes worldwide, 

it is essential for service providers, including care home staff, GPs, specialists, pharmacists and nurses, 

to deliver and administer safe, efficient and timely medication to their residents. As repeat 

medications make up a large proportion of the medications administered to care home residents and 

studies (including: CHUMS, MEDREV, Gurwitz et al., detailed in chapter 2) have reported an 

Care home orders 
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medication 

Supplying pharmacy 
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the medication for 
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unacceptable rate of errors in relation to medication within care homes; the 28-day supply of repeat 

medicines cycle must be made safe and efficient. 

 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 

The purpose of this study is to examine the 28-day supply of medicines cycle from start to finish, 

understanding the process of converting a repeat request, to prescription, to medication within the 

28-day timescale and providing a detailed account of each stage of the process from the care home 

perspective.  

 

The three research questions are: 

 

1. How is the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care homes carried out? 

2. What are the current issues and challenges within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle? 

3. How can these issues and challenges be rectified and overcome to improve the overall cycle? 

 

DEFINITIONS 

 

This section lists and defines frequently used terms throughout this study. 

 

28-day supply of medicines cycle: a part of the medicines management process within care homes, 

which includes prescribing, ordering, dispensing and supply of repeat medicines (NICE, 2014). 

 

Care home: refers to both residential and nursing homes 

 

DMAIC (Define-Measure-Analyse-Improve-Control): a data-driven life-cycle approach to Six Sigma 

projects for improving process (Sokovic et al., 2010), a performance improvement model or 

methodology within which all Six Sigma tools can be implemented (Pyzdek, 2000). It consists of five 

phases: Define, Measure, Analyse, Improve and Control; and is pronounced as ‘de-MAY-ick’ (Pyzdek, 

2000; Sokovic et al., 2010). 

 

Medication errors: incidents in which there has been an error in the process of prescribing, dispensing, 

preparing, administering, monitoring, or providing medicine advice, regardless of whether any harm 

occurred. This is a broad definition and most errors do not result in harm (NPSA, 2007). 
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Medication incident: any incident classified as a medication error, preventable or non-preventable 

adverse drug event, or near-miss related to medicines (NPSA, 2007) 

Medicines Management: ‘the entire way that medicines are selected, procured, delivered, prescribed, 

administered and reviewed to optimise the contribution that medicines make to producing informed 

and desired outcomes of patient care’ (Audit Commission, 2001). 

 

Medicines Management Process within Care Homes: A definition specifically on the scope of 

medicines management within care homes is provided by Alldred et al. (2009): Care homes each have 

their own medicines management system, however the general tasks are as follows: [1] ordering, [2] 

prescribing, [3] dispensing and supply, [4] storage, [5] administration of medicine to resident and [6] 

monitoring of effect of medicines; a key component common to each task above is relevant 

documentation (Alldred et al., 2009). 

 

Medicines Optimisation: a person-centred approach to safe and effective medicines use, to ensure 

people obtain the best possible outcomes from their medicines (NICE, 2015). 

 

Near-miss (potential harms from medicines): incidents that did not cause harm but which are judged 

to have had the potential to cause harm. These incidents provide valuable insight into areas of risk 

and where systems can be improved to prevent death or harm (NPSA, 2007). 

 

NICE (The National Institute for Health and Care Excellence): provides national guidance and advice to 

improve health and social care, including governance information, up-to-date policies, procedures and 

publications. This study often refers to the NICE Guideline on ‘Managing medicines in care homes’ 

(NICE, 2014). 

 

Nursing home: residential facilities for persons who require nursing care and related medical or 

psychosocial services (Buccheri et al., 2010) 

 

Preventable or non-Preventable Adverse Drug Events (harms from medicines): a smaller proportion 

of medication incidents will result in actual harm to patients. These are sometimes called adverse drug 

events (ADEs). These types of incidents can be divided into two groups depending on whether the ADE 

was caused by an error (preventable) or not (non-preventable) (NPSA, 2007). 
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Request Discrepancy or Discrepancy: for the purpose of this study, the researcher has defined a 

discrepancy as: any difference between the care home’s repeat medication order request to the 

surgery, and the prescription or item subsequently produced. This refers to the items prescribed by 

the GP surgery from the order request or the items dispensed and delivered by the pharmacy 

according to the prescription provided by the GP surgery, which should ultimately be in accordance 

with the care home’s repeat medication order request. All discrepancies in this study are classified as 

near-misses because care home staff identified the discrepancies before any incorrect medications 

reached the residents. 

 

RPSGB (Royal Pharmaceutical Society of Great Britain): a society with Royal Charter status in the UK, 

promoting pharmacy in the media and government, contributing to published material of medicines 

information and supporting pharmacists in their education and development (RPSGB, 2019) 

 

Resident: a person who lives in a care home 

 
Residential home: a special-purpose facility which provides accommodation and other types of 

support, including assistance with day-to-day living, intensive forms of care and assistance towards 

independent living, to frail and aged residents (ACT, 2019) 

 

Six Sigma: ‘a rigorous, focussed and highly effective implementation of proven quality principles and 

techniques, Six Sigma aims for virtually error free business performance. Sigma, , is a letter in the 

Greek alphabet used by statisticians to measure the variability in any process. A company's 

performance is measured by the sigma level of their business processes. Traditionally companies 

accepted three or four sigma performance levels as the norm, albeit these processes created between 

6,200 and 67,000 defects per million opportunities. Six Sigma aims for a standard of less than 3.4 

defects per million opportunities’ (Pyzdek, 2000). 

 

SUMMARY 

 

Chapter 1 provided background information on older people and older people living in care homes. 

The complexity of medication regimes and co-morbidity in older people residing in care homes 

increases the risk of all types of medication errors within this population, and ultimately places 

importance on the medication management process within the care home setting. Repeat medication 

management through the 28-day supply of medicines cycle is a vital component to the medicines 

management process.  
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Chapter 2 provides a literature review of previous research to understand what is known about 

medicines management and the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care homes. The literature 

review establishes the knowledge gaps within the literature for these topics. To address the gaps in 

the literature, the researcher used a qualitative explorative multi-case study research design 

(discussed in Chapter 3) aimed at exploring the 28-day supply of medicines cycles within care homes. 

The research design determined issues and challenges within the cycle and provided 

recommendations for improvement.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

The narrative literature review consists of six parts. The first two sections discuss 

errors within care homes. The first section discusses adverse drug events and errors 

pertaining to certain stages in the medicines management process. The second 

section discusses another type of error, near-misses within care homes. These two 

sections indicate the importance of examining errors within care homes and system 

processes, including medicine processes. Therefore, the third and fourth sections 

discuss available literature on medicines management and the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle, respectively. The 28-day supply of medicines cycle includes 

subsections describing the following tasks: prescribing, ordering, dispensing and 

supplying. The final section of the literature review outlines the gaps within the 

literature and broadly defines the aim of the study going forward. 
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METHOD 

 

Chapter 2 provides literature on error rates, medicines management and the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle within care homes. Key words in the title or abstract (medication management, 

medicine management, medication optimisation, medicine optimisation, residential long, long term 

care facility, nursing home, care home, home provider) were used to search the ProQuest, PubMed, 

Web of Science and Google Scholar databases. Journal articles and book chapters and grey literature 

including conference proceedings, dissertations and theses were used. In order to retrieve the most 

published material possible, no restrictions were placed on publication date. The reference list of each 

paper chosen was also searched. The researcher has used a structured narrative literature review 

because the literature review covers many topics which are linked. A systematic literature review was 

not conducted because it would not cover all relevant topics and procedures within the 28-day supply 

of medicines cycle to give the reader a thorough understanding of current literature on the subject. 

The narrative literature review allowed the researcher to cover a broader array of topics and link them 

together. Furthermore, the lack of literature on the process of medicines management within care 

homes did not allow for a systematic review. The literature review covers the following topics: errors 

in care homes, adverse drug events in care homes, near misses in care homes, medicines 

management, process pathway, and the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. It then discusses the gaps 

in the literature and provides a summary of the chapter. 

 

ERRORS IN CARE HOMES 

 

The average care home resident in the UK takes between six and eight medications per day (Advinha 

et al., 2014; Barber et al., 2009; Loganathan et al., 2011). Given the number of medications that 

residents consume daily, there is a high risk of medication incidents however most of these appear 

not to cause direct patient harm (Cohen, 2010; Mira, 2019). Although there is a high risk of adverse 

drug events within the care home environment, the rate of these events actually causing direct patient 

harm is not known and most likely a lot less. One study analysed inappropriate medication use via 

logistic regression and discovered that residents taking a greater number of medications were 

significantly more likely to receive an inappropriate agent (Perri et al., 2005). Inappropriate agents 

include medications prescribed at a higher dose than needed, sub-optimal prescribing or medications 

which should be avoided in older people because the risk of adverse events outweighs the expected 

benefit, particularly when more effective or safer alternatives are available (Perri et al., 2005; Roux et 

al., 2019). 
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Errors can occur at all stages of medicines management (Leape et al., 1995), involving various 

professionals, including physicians, pharmacists and nurses (Fontan et al., 2003; Nizaruddin et al., 

2017b). A study performed in two tertiary care hospitals found that nurses intercept up to 86% of all 

errors, and pharmacists 12% of all errors made by physicians, pharmacists and others involved in 

providing medications for patients (Leape et al., 1995). Values for nurses and pharmacists intercepting 

errors for care home residents were not found in the current literature. 

 

In England, the CHUMS study found that nearly 70% of the care home residents had at least one 

medication error (Barber et al., 2009). The study examined prescribing (including omissions, the failure 

to prescribe necessary medications), monitoring, dispensing and medication administration errors to 

care home residents (Alldred et al., 2009). The CHUMS study found 39.1% of residents (100 out of 256 

residents) had one or more prescribing errors and 94 residents had a total of 187 dispensing errors, 

providing a mean of 0.73 dispensing errors per resident (Alldred et al., 2009). The study also found 

eight prescribing errors linked to dispensing errors (Alldred et al., 2009).  

 

A study entitled MEDREV aimed to test the feasibility of staff training (including GPs and care home 

staff) and pharmacist-led medication reviews to limit inappropriate prescribing (Maidment et al., 

2018). The study specifically focussed on inappropriate prescribing of psychotropics (anti-psychotics, 

anti-depressants, benzodiazepines) in people with dementia in care homes. The study focussed on 

psychotropics because they are usually used to treat ‘behaviour that challenges’ in people with 

dementia, however can also cause a host of harmful side effects (drowsiness, restlessness, muscle 

spasms, tremor, dry mouth, blurring of vision) if prescribed inappropriately. The pharmacist 

recommended stopping or reviewing medication in 72.4% of participating care home residents, in 

which 57.1% of recommendations were implemented within an average of 98.4 days (Maidment et 

al., 2018).  

 

Inappropriate prescribing of psychotropics has been found in multiple studies and can sometimes be 

referred to as a medication error, resulting in the movement of ‘de-prescribing’ (Plakiotis et al., 2015; 

Reeve et al., 2013). Pharmacy-led medication reviews in care homes can be used to determine 

prescribed medications that are no longer needed and are therefore suitable for de-prescribing, 

increasing patient safety related to medication (Alldred et al., 2009; Maidment et al., 2018; Wright et 

al., 2016). The MEDREV study findings determined the average time it takes for the GP to implement 

the pharmacist recommendations, which was 98.4 days. The study findings suggest the relationship 



 

 21 

between the care home, GP surgery and pharmacist could affect the GP’s decision to implement the 

recommendation and the amount of time it takes to implement (Maidment et al., 2018). 

 

Gurwitz et al. (Gurwitz et al., 2000) reviewed incident reports of adverse drug events in American 

nursing homes over a one-year period and classified the stage of pharmaceutical care at which the 

errors occurred. These stages included ordering, transcribing, dispensing, administration and 

monitoring (Gurwitz et al., 2000). Most errors associated with preventable events occurred during the 

ordering (68%) and monitoring (70%), and were rarely associated with the transcription (0.7%), 

dispensing (0.5%) or administration (3%) stages (Gurwitz et al., 2000). There is little information on 

rates of dispensing errors within nursing homes, possibly because the dispensing of medications does 

not actually take place in nursing homes.   

 

Research has shown there is need for one person to assume overall responsibility of medicines 

management to care home residents (Alldred et al., 2009) and that pharmacists may be ideal for this 

role (Alldred et al., 2009; Avery et al., 2013, 2012; Bond et al., 2000; Maidment et al., 2016; Wright et 

al., 2016; Zermansky, 1996). Therefore, the on-going, five-year study, CHIPPS (The Care Homes 

Independent Pharmacist Prescribing Study) proposes pharmacist independent prescribers should 

assume responsibility for repeat prescription monitoring, authorising and overall management of 

medications within care homes (Wright et al., 2016). The study is a cluster randomised controlled trial 

to determine the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of the proposed intervention (Wright et al., 

2016). As the study is due to finish in April 2020, results have not yet been released, however the 

study is in line with current policy for encouraging NHS investment in care home pharmacists (NHS 

England, 2019a; RPSGB, 2019a). 

 

While many studies have examined inappropriate prescribing in the nursing home setting (Halvorsen 

et al., 2019; Liew et al., 2019; Perri et al., 2005; Stojanović et al., 2020), very few studies have been 

completed on medication error rates within nursing homes (Aspden et al., 2007). The National Patient 

Safety Agency (NPSA) run by the NHS provides data on all reported patient safety incidents within all 

healthcare settings in England for the National Reporting and Learning System (NRLS) (NHS 

Improvement, 2019). 

 

One of the biannual reports created by the NPSA is the National Patient Safety Incident Reports 

(NaPSIRs) which sets out the number of patient safety incidents reported, describing national patterns 

and trends on the incidents reported (NHS Improvement, 2019). The care home setting comes under 
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community nursing, medical and therapy service. From July 2018 to September 2018, a total of 

488,242 incidents were reported from all care settings in the report. From October 2017 to September 

2018, 1,991,797 incidents were reported across all care settings in the report (NHS Improvement, 

2019). The community nursing, medical and therapy service reported 10.7% of these incidents, 

equivalent to 212,232 incidents (NHS Improvement, 2019). Within the year, the largest percent of 

incidents were implementation of care and ongoing monitoring/review at 36% (76,025 incidents) and 

medication was the third largest at 9% (19,443 incidents) from community nursing, medical and 

therapy service settings (NHS Improvement, 2019). 

 

The NaPSIR further breaks down the incidents per healthcare setting and type of incidents to show 

the level of harm incurred by patients. Of the total 212,232 incidents reported by this setting, 54% 

(113,839 incidents) caused no harm, 38% (80,687 incidents) low harm, 8% (16,221 incidents) 

moderate harm, 0.4% (929 incidents) severe harm and 0.3% (556 incidents) death (NHS Improvement, 

2019). Of the 19,443 incidents classified under medication, 89% (187,705 incidents) caused no harm, 

10% (21,474 incidents) caused low harm, 1% (1,886 incidents) caused moderate harm, 0.7% caused 

severe harm (138 incidents) and 0.3% caused death (62 incidents) (NHS Improvement, 2019).  

 

The NaPSIR does not further break down what these medication-related incidents are. All incidents 

reported are ‘actually happening’ meaning they occurred in the defined time-period (NHS 

Improvement, 2019). The NaPSIR data therefore does not capture near-miss data. 

 

Studies which have been completed on error rates within nursing homes largely focus on the 

medicines administration process, as it is the most frequent process within care homes and one-third 

of medication errors harming patients are associated with the administration stage (Leape et al., 

1995). 

 

Medication administration errors occur at a rate of 6-20 per 100 doses in nursing homes (Baldwin, 

2019; Barker et al., 2002, 1982; Cooper et al., 1994). Barker et al. published two studies twenty years 

apart, both using direct observation to detect errors and reported similar error rates of 12 errors per 

100 doses (Barker et al., 1982) and 15 errors per 100 doses (Barker et al., 2002), both excluding doses 

administered at the wrong time. Omission of an ordered medication is generally the most common 

type of drug administration error in nursing homes (Aspden et al., 2007). 

 

As the medication administration process has very few safeguards against errors due to its timing at 

the end of the medication-use process (Aspden et al., 2007), it is paramount that all medication-
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related tasks leading up to the administration process are rigorous in isolating errors and maintaining 

patient safety. 

 

ADVERSE DRUG EVENTS IN CARE HOMES 

 

Adverse drug events (ADEs or harms from medicines) are actual harm to patients, at varying levels of 

harm and can be divided into two groups, preventable and non-preventable. Preventable ADEs are 

caused by medication error, whereas non-preventable ADEs are not caused by medication errors and 

can be unintentional harm as a result of medication use (Bates et al., 1995; NPSA, 2007). ADEs (harms 

from medicines) can originate from any process during the medicines management process (Alldred 

et al., 2009; Bates et al., 1995; Gurwitz et al., 2005; NPSA, 2007). 

 

In long term care within care homes in the USA, there are a projected total of 800,000 preventable 

ADEs, which is likely an underestimate (Aspden et al., 2007; Cerety et al., 1993; Cooper, 1999; Gurwitz 

et al., 2005). In 2000, Gurwitz et al. found 74% (546 of 734 incidents) of incidents as ADEs, while the 

remaining 26% (n = 188) were potential ADEs. Of the 546 ADEs, about half (n = 276) were judged as 

preventable. In 2005, Gurwitz et al. found 78% (815 of 1042 possible drug-related incidents) to be 

ADEs, with the remaining 22% (n = 227) were potential ADEs. Of the 815 ADEs, 42% (n = 338) were 

judged as preventable. The table below depicts both of Gurwitz and colleagues study findings (table 

1). Neither study by Gurwitz considered errors of omission. Cerety et al. (1993) found 95 of 175 

residents experienced 201 ADEs in an American Veterans Affairs nursing home, resulting in one fatality 

and twelve hospitalised residents. Unlike Gurwitz, Cerety and colleagues did not quote preventable 

ADEs.  

 

Table 1: Rates and Severity of ADEs and Preventable ADEs (Gurwitz et al., 2005) 

 Category of Severity 

Study 

Year 

Type of Drug-

Related 

Event 

Number 

(Percent) 

Fatal Life-

Threatening 

Serious Significant 

2000 ADEs 546 1 (0.2%) 31 (6%) 206 (38%) 308 (56%) 

2005  815 4 (<1%) 33 (4%) 188 (23%) 590 (72%) 

2000 Preventable 276 (50%) 1 (0.4%) 25 (9%) 145 (52%) 105 (38%) 

2005  338 (42%) 3 (1%) 24 (7%) 110 (32%) 201 (60%) 
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NEAR MISSES IN CARE HOMES 

 

Patient safety experts suggest that reporting and investigating near-misses are as important as 

reporting and investigating ADEs (Barach and Small, 2000a, 2000b; Firth-Cozens, 2002; Lawton and 

Parker, 2002; Reinertsen, 2000). Approximately 8 million adverse events occur in nursing homes in 

the US each year (Gabrel and Jones, 2000; Gurwitz et al., 1994), and near-misses are thought to occur 

7-700 times more frequently than adverse events (Erikson et al., 2003). Near miss incidents can 

provide valuable information that cannot always be captured from adverse event reporting systems 

(Sheikhtaheri, 2014). 

 

Near-misses, also known as potential harms from medicines, are incidents that did not cause harm 

but which are judged to have had the potential to cause harm. These incidents provide valuable insight 

into areas of risk and where systems can be improved to prevent death or harm (NPSA, 2007). 

 

Near-misses are also thought to have similar root causes to adverse events, hence experts believe 

monitoring near-miss events helps in root-cause analysis (Barach, 2011; Kaplan, 2003). Root cause 

analysis is the practice of using formal analysis to identify the root causes of problems or events 

(Harich and Rosas, 2019). Monitoring near-misses can identify potential system failures, rather than 

targeting single events (ADEs) which often leads to faulting individuals (Wagner et al., 2006). 

Therefore, it is important to monitor near-misses within medicines management processes, including 

the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care homes and identify system failures proactively 

according to the near-miss data, rather than reactively after an ADE has occurred. 

 

Furthermore, patient safety experts encourage reporting of near-misses to reduce barriers in 

reporting adverse drug events and help improve patient safety (Barach and Small, 2000a, 2000b; Firth-

Cozens, 2002; Lawton and Parker, 2002; Reinertsen, 2000). 

 

Wagner et al. scoped existing literature in a variety of industries to determine near-miss reporting 

procedures and benefits (Wagner et al., 2006). The authors identified examples and uses behind each 

system depicted in table 2 (Wagner et al., 2006). 
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Table 2: Near Miss Reporting System Examples, information collated from (Wagner et al., 2006) 

 

Name of Near Miss Reporting System 

American Industry & System Attributes 

Uses 

Aviation Safety Reporting System (ASRS) 

Airline Industry 

- created by the National Aeronautics and Space 

Administration (NASA) 

- anonymous, voluntary reports from airline 

workers 

- processes between 35,000 – 40,000 near-miss 

events each year 

- system has provided: effective redesign of 

aircrafts, air traffic control systems, pilot 

training 

- improved airline safety 

Medical Event Reporting System – Transfusion 

Medicine (MERS-TM) 

Medical: Blood Transfusion & Anaesthesia 

- menu-driven online database 

- organisation must register 

- improvement in anaesthesia mortality rates 

from 2 deaths per 10,000 patients (year 1980) 

to 1 death per 200,000 to 300,000 patients 

(year 2000) 

- includes a root-cause analysis and assignment 

of the near-miss event into standardised codes 

to describe the event 

- generated patterns of errors and data for 

quality improvements 

- ability to identify where underlying problems 

are within system processes 

Patient Safety First – Safety Net 

Peri-Operative Nursing 

- created by the Association of (peri)Operative 

Registered Nurses (AORN) 

- online submission 

- anonymous, voluntary reporting 

- aims to identify strategies to use to prevent 

adverse events in peri-operative settings 

Patient Safety – Reporting System (PSRS) 

Department of Veterans Affairs 

- paper-based mailed submissions 

- voluntary reporting 

- helps in policy development and research 

Fire Fighter Close Call Reporting System 

Firefighters 

- International Association of Fire Chiefs and 

NASA 

- online system 

- confidential, voluntary reporting 

- reporting without fear of punishment 

- six categories based on type of near-miss (e.g. 

training, rescue) 

- helps in policy development and research 
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Many types of near-misses occur in nursing homes, however there are currently no near-miss 

reporting systems in the UK present in the literature (Wagner et al., 2006), apart from the reporting 

of near-falls (a type of near-miss) to help determine strategies to prevent future fall incidents (Wagner 

et al., 2006). An example of a near-miss associated with medication is a nurse discovering the wrong 

dose of medication was sent from the pharmacy, which could have resulted in a serious adverse event 

(Wagner et al., 2006). 

 

In North Carolina, all nursing homes must report medication errors annually. In North Carolina, 17.2% 

(n=1881) of medication errors were reported as near-misses and the primary type of all errors (actual 

and near-misses) was ‘dose omission’ at 49.7% (Greene et al., 2004). The study also found that the 

larger the number of documented medication errors, the greater the number of reported near-misses 

in nursing homes and that organisations with high reporting rates tend to be more safety conscious 

(Greene et al., 2004). Nursing homes with low near-miss reporting are less likely to have processes in 

place to identify and evaluate errors or have decided that certain common errors, such as missed 

doses, late doses or near-misses are not actually ‘errors’ (Greene et al., 2004).  

 

Greene et al. listed prevalence of phases in the medication process involved in errors as: 

administration (56.2%), documentation (37.4%), prescribing and monitoring together (3.0%) (Greene 

et al., 2004). Then examining personnel involved: licensed practical nurse (54.0%), registered nurse 

(29.4%), pharmacists (6.9%) and physicians (4.3%) (Greene et al., 2004). Finally, contributing factors 

from the study are listed in the table below, with policies and procedures listed as the second most 

prominent at 17.3% (Greene et al., 2004). 

Table 3: Contributing Factors to Errors in the Medication Process (Greene et al., 2004) 
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Regardless of the type of error or near-miss, there is a lack of reporting from all healthcare settings 

worldwide (NHS Improvement, 2019; Shojania, 2008). However, the number of incidents that are 

reported has been increasing. For example, from October to December 2003, only 153 incidents were 

reported to the NRLS in total (NHS Improvement, 2019), whereas from the July to September 2018, 

488,242 incidents were reported as discussed previously (NHS Improvement, 2019).  

 

Reason (2000) provides two ways of viewing errors. Human (also known as active) errors are when 

individuals commit either a slip or a mistake, including omission (knowing what to do but doing 

nothing) and commission (inadvertently doing the wrong thing). Alternatively, system errors (also 

known as latent errors) are consequences of technical design or organisational issues and decisions 

(Reason, 2000). Reason’s theory of error causation suggests that system and human errors are linked; 

if there are system errors then individual errors are more likely to occur (Reason, 2000). 

 

Accidents and adverse events happen from a combination of system and human error, therefore 

making it imperative to examine human factors and underlying system problems contributing to error 

(Battles et al., 1998). Vincent et al. (Vincent et al., 2000) suggest organisational factors have a greater 

role than individual failure in causing medication error. The systems error approach for error 

management has two components: limiting the incidence of errors, and creating systems that can 

better tolerate the occurrence of errors, containing any damaging effects (Reason, 2000).  

 

The system of medicines management in care homes must be safe and accurate to sustain safe 

administration of medication to residents. Care homes in the UK follow a 28-day supply of repeat 

medicines cycle (NICE, 2014). The cycle is designed to have the correct medications and instructions 

for residents and nurses ready for the beginning of each cycle. Errors within the medicines 

management cycle can be near-misses, with potential to lead to ADEs.  

 

A safe 28-day supply of medicines cycle should have no system errors, and therefore a smaller chance 

of human error occurring (Reason, 2000), ultimately decreasing the amount of potential medication 

errors at the administration stage. Therefore, a safe 28-day supply of medicines cycle should ensure 

less chance of adverse events occurring and fewer near misses being caught at the end of the 

medicines process, the administration stage. Exploring the 28-day supply of medicines cycle will 

provide data on the system, and near-miss root causes within the process and some ADEs, potentially 

providing insight into methods to improve system safety and efficiency. Although this study’s results 

have not provide detailed insights or recommendations on the medicines administration phase, the 
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study has provided details and recommendations on the other stages of the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle in order to ultimately reduce the margin for error within the administration phase. 

 

By reporting and examining near-misses, organisations can learn about failures in their processes of 

care (Affonso and Jeffs, 2004), therefore supporting appropriate changes in the medication process 

on site to address any problem areas identified. Greene et al. (Greene et al., 2004) recommends a 

Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) model to improve near-miss reporting, recognising that 

adverse events usually result from errors in processes as opposed to individual staff member 

behaviours. 

 

As medicines management is a crucial component to running a safe and successful care home, this 

study aims to understand the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. In doing so, the researcher hopes to 

identify existing near-misses and how they are rectified within the cycle, as well as examine system 

errors (if any) contributing to near-misses within the cycle. The following section of the narrative 

literature review will discuss published literature and policies concerning medicines management and 

the 28-day supply of medicines cycle in care homes. 

 

The following section of this literature review first defines medication management within care 

homes, then describes the 28-day supply of medicines cycle according to current published policies. 

 

MEDICINES MANAGEMENT IN CARE HOMES 

 

Medications must be managed in a safe, competent, ethical and therapeutic manner by all 

stakeholders involved, including GPs, pharmacists, nurses and carers (CNO, 2008). Medicines 

management is defined as: 

 

the entire way that medicines are selected, procured, delivered, prescribed, 

administered and reviewed to optimise the contribution that medicines make to 

producing informed and desired outcomes of patient care (Audit Commission, 2001). 

 

In the most recent NICE guideline on ‘Managing medicines in care homes,’ published March 2014, 

updated January 2018, medicines management is considered to include the following topics: 

‘prescribing, handling and administering medicines to residents living in care homes and the provision 

of care or services relating to medicines in care homes,’ depicted by figure 2 (NICE, 2014). Similar to 
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the figure depicted below by NICE, Stowasser et al. (Stowasser et al., 2004) describes medicines 

management as a closed loop pathway where all processes are interdependent and applicable to all 

medicines, settings and healthcare professionals involved as well as the funding source (Stowasser et 

al., 2004). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Overview of medicines management system, taken from NICE Guideline ‘Managing 

medication in care homes’ (NICE, 2014) 

 

Care homes each have their own medicines management system, however the general tasks are as 

follows: [1] ordering, [2] prescribing, [3] dispensing and supply, [4] storage, [5] administration of 

medicine to resident and [6] monitoring of effect of medicines (Alldred et al., 2009), all encompassed 

in a 28-day supply of medicines cycle (NICE, 2014). A key component common to each task above is 

relevant documentation (Alldred et al., 2009). This study has chosen to focus on one process of 

medicines management within care homes, the 28-day supply cycle of medicines.  

 

Nurses spend approximately one third of their scheduled time per shift in long term care to administer 

medications (Thomson et al., 2009), however how nurses manage medications in long term care 

remains unclear (Ellis et al., 2012). Multiple authors have expressed the view that nursing practice and 

system structure issues may be barriers to safe medication management (Baker et al., 2007; Dilles et 

al., 2011; Forster, 2006).  

 

Ellis et al. (Ellis et al., 2012) describe some of the barriers to medicines management within Canadian 

care homes as: lack of time, executive documentation, nurse position in hierarchical and blaming 
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culture, lack of medication knowledge, poor communication among providers, complexity of 

residents, refusal of medicines, and interruptions (Ellis et al., 2012). 

 

To describe the cycle in greater detail, the subsequent section outlines the prescription to medication 

pathway between stakeholders involved in supplying medicines to care home residents, then 

discusses each task within the cycle (prescribing, ordering, dispensing and supplying). 

 

THE 28-DAY SUPPLY OF MEDICINES CYCLE 

 

Alldred et al. (2009) created the flowchart below to depict the typical pathways for requested 

medications for care home residents. The flowchart also identifies which processes are and are not 

recommended by the RPSGB (Alldred et al., 2009). Throughout this section of the literature review, 

the prescription to medication pathway between stakeholders involved in supplying medicines to care 

home residents will be explained, alongside the 28-day supply of medicines cycle (prescribing, 

ordering, dispensing and supplying).  

 

Figure 3: Flowchart for regular prescriptions, taken from CHUMS Report (Alldred et al., 2009). 
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a. Prescribing 

 

Issuing prescriptions requires the GP practice receptionist to identify each medicine requested and 

have an up-to-date patient medical record (NICE, 2014). The receptionists at the practice prepare the 

prescriptions for the doctor to sign using the GP computer system which lists all current authorised 

repeats for individual patients  (Cox et al., 1999). The GP receptionists identify each drug requested 

by the home and then print off the prescription forms or release them on the computer system for 

the GP to sign off electronically (Alldred et al., 2009; Price et al., 2017). 

 

The medication must be ‘authorised’ on the computer system as a repeat by a doctor for it to be 

selected by a receptionist (Cox et al., 1999; Price et al., 2017). The review interval for the patient must 

also not have been passed to authorise repeats (Alldred et al., 2009). Accurate repeat prescriptions 

are therefore based on the doctor having initially authorised each item accurately as there is no 

detailed check by the doctor signing off repeat prescriptions (Alldred et al., 2009; Avery, 2011; Price 

et al., 2017). Receptionists in some practices express concern that doctors do not check prescriptions 

thoroughly before signing and therefore believe they have heavy responsibilities to undertake safety 

checks themselves, as receptionists (Avery, 2011; Swinglehurst et al., 2011).  

 

Finally, for release of the prescription, the doctor must sign the prescription(s), which does not always 

involve reviewing the patient medical records (NICE, 2014). The NICE Guideline further mentions that 

there are only few written processes for GP practice receptionists to follow when generating 

prescriptions requested by care home staff during the ordering process for GPs to sign (NICE, 2014). 

 

There is generally an arrangement with the GP surgery to provide repeat prescriptions every 28 days 

(Alldred et al., 2009), a cycle during which medicines are prescribed, ordered, dispensed and supplied 

(NICE, 2014). In the January 2018 update of the NICE Guideline, the Guideline Development Group 

(GDG) concluded that GP practices should have written processes for prescribing and issuing 

prescriptions for their patients living in care homes that consider the following: 

 

• issuing prescriptions according to the patient medical records  

• recording clear instructions on how a medicine should be used, including how long the 

resident is expected to need the medicine and, if important, how long the medicine 

will take to work and what it has been prescribed for (use of the term ‘as directed’ 

should be avoided)  
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• recording prescribing in the GP patient medical record and resident care record and 

making any changes as soon as practically possible 

• providing any extra details the resident and/or care home staff may need about how 

the medicine should be taken 

• any tests needed for monitoring 

• prescribing the right amount of medicines to fit into the 28-day supply cycle if 

appropriate, and any changes that may be needed for prescribing in the future 

• monitoring and reviewing ‘when required’ and variable dose medicines 

• issuing prescriptions when the medicines order is received from the care home. 

Above taken directly from the NICE Guideline on ‘Managing Medicines in Care Homes’ – 

Recommendation 1.9.1 (NICE, 2014). 

 

Furthermore, the NICE Guideline outlines measures of good practice for the prescriber to follow when 

issuing prescriptions for variable doses and ‘when required’ medicines: 

 

• note in the resident’s care record the instructions for: – when and how to take or use 

the medicine (for example, ‘when low back pain is troublesome take 1 tablet’) – 

monitoring – the effect they expect the medicine to have 

• include dosage instructions on the prescription (including the maximum amount to be 

taken in a day and how long the medicine should be used, as appropriate) so that this 

can be included on the medicine’s label 

• prescribe the amount likely to be needed (for example, for 28 days or the expected 

length of treatment) 

• liaise with care home staff to see how often the resident has had the medicine and 

how well it has worked. 

Above taken directly from the NICE Guideline on ‘Managing Medicines in Care Homes’ – 

Recommendation 1.9.2 (NICE, 2014). 

 

Finally, the NICE Guideline concludes that a collaborative approach between health and social care 

practitioners is needed to ensure effective communication when medicines are started, stopped or 

changed, and keeping records up-to-date within the care home. Further recommendations in relation 

to prescribing medicines for care home residents can be found in the NICE Guideline, section 3.9 

(prescribing medicines). 
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b. Ordering 

 

As seen from the flowchart at the beginning of this section (figure 3, page 30), there are typically two 

pathways in which prescribing and ordering prescriptions takes place: the community pharmacy 

making a prescription request on behalf of the care home directly to the GP practice or the care home 

requesting the prescription directly from the GP surgery (Alldred et al., 2009). NICE Guidelines and the 

RPSGB suggest the care home should order medicines from the GP practice, rather than the supplying 

pharmacy carrying responsibility for ordering medicines as it can result in overstock of resident 

medications (Alldred et al., 2009; NICE, 2014).  

 

NICE Guideline states that medicines can be ordered in the following ways:  

 

• the home orders directly from the GP practice using the repeat prescription ordering 

form (also known as the ‘right-hand side’ of the prescription form [FP10]) (see figure 

4) 

• the home orders directly from the GP practice using the medicines administration 

record 

• through the supplying pharmacy, with the pharmacy ordering prescriptions after 

visiting and/or consulting with the care home 

• through the supplying pharmacy, with the pharmacy ordering prescriptions directly 

from the GP practice without contacting the care home 

Above taken directly from the NICE Guideline on ‘Managing Medicines in Care Homes’ (NICE, 2014). 
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Figure 4: Right-hand side of FP10 prescription, depicting a typical ‘repeat slip’
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Ad-hoc medicines include any medication the resident is temporarily on or prescribed on a ‘when 

required’ basis as well as any additions to resident medication between monthly supplies of existing 

medicines can be dealt with in various ways (Jokanovic et al., 2016). The home may fax the 

prescription to the usual pharmacy, the GP practice may contact the pharmacy with the prescription, 

the home may request a medication to the usual pharmacy by telephone or a GP can telephone in a 

request to the pharmacy, or the prescription is taken to the nearest pharmacy which often can be the 

pharmacy the home deals with primarily (Alldred et al., 2009).  

 

It is the care home’s responsibility to update the pharmacy on medication changes including: stopped 

medications, changed frequencies in administration and adverse drug events (AWMSG, 2015; NICE, 

2014). It is good practice for care home staff to have records including: copies of prescriptions, stock 

order or requisition note, when ordering medicines to allow care home staff to check all medicines 

requested have been prescribed and supplied as ordered, when receiving the medicines into the care 

home (NICE, 2014). 

 

The NICE Guideline indicates the following recommendations for the care home medicines ordering 

process: 

 

• Care home providers must ensure that medicines prescribed for a resident are not 

used by other residents.  

• Care home providers should ensure that care home staff (registered nurses and social 

care practitioners working in care homes) have protected time to order medicines and 

check medicines delivered to the home.  

• Care home providers should ensure that at least 2 members of the care home staff 

have the training and skills to order medicines, although ordering can be done by 1 

member of staff.  

• Care home providers should retain responsibility for ordering medicines from the GP 

practice and should not delegate this to the supplying pharmacy.  

• Care home providers should ensure that records are kept of medicines ordered. 

Medicines delivered to the care home should be checked against a record of the order 

to make sure that all medicines ordered have been prescribed and supplied correctly. 

Above taken directly from the NICE Guideline on ‘Managing Medicines in Care Homes’ – 

Recommendation 1.10.1 – 1.10.5 (NICE, 2014). 
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When the prescription is ready at the GP practice, it is either sent directly to the pharmacy (not 

recommended by the RPSGB, as the care home should ideally check the prescription before sending 

it to the pharmacy) or sent to the care home to be checked and then the care home sends this 

prescription to the pharmacy for dispensing (Alldred et al., 2009). Some care homes will have a specific 

attachment to one general practice, meaning residents will have the choice to move to the linked GP 

or retain their own (Donald et al., 2008). Donald et al. (2008) reported that around 85% of residents 

opt for the linked GP. However, the current recommendation by the NHS is for each care home to be 

associated with one GP surgery (NHS England, 2016). 

 

The GP practice, pharmacy and care home may have electronic systems with connected interfaces, 

therefore allowing to send messages from one organisation to the other. However, these systems are 

not synchronised, meaning each stakeholder does not have access to each other’s computer records 

therefore providing an obstacle to all stakeholders and adding to the complexity of the medicines 

management system (Alldred et al., 2009; Burns and McQuillan, 2011; MED e-care, 2018). Therefore, 

a stopped medication or change in medication or dosage may not be transmitted to all stakeholders 

at the same time or at all, which can result in errors (Burns and McQuillan, 2011).  

 

c. Dispensing and Supplying 

 

The dispensing process covers the following activities at the supplying pharmacy: [1] receiving and 

validating the prescription, [2] clinically checking the prescription, [3] preparing the label and selecting 

items for issue, [4] making a final accuracy check, and [5] issuing the medicine with necessary 

instructions (NICE, 2014). 

 

Care homes usually obtain their medicines from one pharmacy, however, some homes will deal with 

one pharmacy for all repeat prescriptions, another pharmacy for ad-hoc items that are needed as soon 

as possible or not on a monthly basis (e.g. antibiotics or temporary pain relief), and occasionally 

medicines from secondary care (e.g. hospital pharmacy) (Burns and McQuillan, 2011; RPSGB, 2016). 

 

If the supplying pharmacy is producing and supplying the medicines administration record, the 

pharmacist’s clinical check of prescriptions should include a review of both the prescription and 

medicines administration record (NICE, 2014). This allows for double checking of dose and dose 

changes, frequency and times, duplicate entries, review of new medicines and possible interactions 

with existing medicines (NICE, 2014). 
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The supplying pharmacy provides the care home with medications packaged in one of two ways: 

original packs or monitored dosage systems (MDS), available as single-dose or multi-dose.  

 

MDS is a medication storage device designed to simplify the administration of solid oral dose 

medication (NHS Northamptonshire Trust, 2010). Figure 5 is an example of a multi-dose MDS, in which 

all medications taken at breakfast, lunch, dinner or bedtime are within one compartment. Figure 6 is 

a single-dose MDS, in which each card is made up of 28 blisters, each one containing the same 

medication, to be administered at the same time every day. Each pack is usually a specific colour, 

represent the time of day to administer the medication. Advantages and disadvantages of using 

original packs and MDSs are shown in table 4 (NICE, 2014). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Example of a multi-dose MDS                      

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: Example of a single-dose MDS 
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 Monitored dosage systems Original packs 

Advantages 
(Supply) 

• ‘added value’ element of supply by the pharmacy • better use of pharmacist’s time 

• re-packaging not required 

Disadvantages 
(Supply) 

• not all medicines suitable, including stability issues 

• possibility of bacterial contamination 

• re-packaging may often be unlicensed 

• lack of evidence to support use 

• pharmacies not reimbursed for use of monitored dosage systems 

• robust filling and checking procedures required 

• time consuming to fill and check 

• issues with variable doses, short courses, once-weekly medicines 

• issues with medicines started mid-cycle or interim medicines 

• all labels may not fit on the monitored dosage system 

• packaging may be too bulky 

Advantages 
(Administration) 

• provide an additional ‘visual safety check’ to care home staff compared to original 
packs, when they have been trained to use it correctly 

• facilitate self-administration and compliance 

• maintains resident dignity and independence 

• the resident is taking the medicine as they would do in their own 
home 

• not being re-dispensed (potentially then in an unlicensed form) 

• take up less space compared with monitored dosage systems 

• patient information leaflet enclosed in original pack supporting 
medicines information requirements/needs 

• resident can see the original pack (identification purposes) 

• less waste 

• may be beneficial for patients who go on short-term leave/utilise day 
services 

• easier to amend medication following changes (for example, dose 
changes or if the medicine is stopped) 

• lower risk of bacterial contamination 

Disadvantages 
(Administration) 

• there may be over reliance on monitored dosage systems that may deskill care home 
staff – e.g. overlooking high-risk medicines, failing to look at the label and description 
of medicine 

• difficulties if medicines are stopped, need to be omitted, or to identify if they are 
being given in an unlicensed way, if a monitored dosage system contains all medicines 
in single blister 

• requires two systems to be used, monitored dosage system and original packs for 
acute and ‘when required’ medicines 

• arrangements need to be made for those on short leave from care home 

• can be more difficult to keep track of which medications need to be 
administered 

• potentially takes longer to take tablets out of original boxes and 
administer to residents 

• one study found a significantly higher rate of medication 
administration errors from original packs (9.3%) compared to multi-
compartment compliance aids (3.1%) (Gilmartin-Thomas et al., 2017) 

Table 4: Advantages and Disadvantages of Monitored Dosage Systems versus Original Packs from (Adams et al., 2013; Bhattacharya, 2005)
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Although the MDS is efficient in organising most repeat medicines into daily and timed intervals, it is 

not compatible with all types of medications (Alldred et al., 2009). For example, liquids cannot be 

added into an MDS, as well as buccal, sublingual and dispersible dosage forms because instructions 

cannot be applied for only one medication in the MDS compartment (Bhattacharya, 2005). 

Additionally, hygroscopic and photosensitive medications cannot be added into an MDS 

(Bhattacharya, 2005). A common example of a medicine incompatible with MDS is dispersible 

(soluble) aspirin. 

 

Care home providers should consider the most suitable medicines supply system for each resident. 

This involves taking a person-centred approach and aim to maintain each resident’s independence 

and needs (NICE, 2014). Any ad-hoc medicines are usually supplied separately to the MDS, meaning 

most residents are using both the MDS system and original packaging system.  

 

Further to supplying resident medications, the supplying pharmacy often provides medicines 

administration records (also known as MAR sheets or MAR charts) to the care home (NICE, 2014). 

MAR charts are used to record the administration and non-administration of medicines in care homes 

(NICE, 2014) as an electronic document or paper-based document. 

 

MAR charts are a list of medicines an individual is taking. A MAR chart details when the medication 

should be administered and allows for the person giving the medication to record if the medicine was 

administered or not. See figure 7 and 8 for examples of a MAR chart. The chart usually accounts a 28-

day cycle for one resident, highlighting repeat medicines, ad-hoc, and ‘when required’ medicines. 

MAR charts are commonly used within care homes, and are either produced electronically by the 

pharmacy dispensing the residents medication or hand-written by the home (Gilmartin-Thomas et al., 

2017; NICE, 2014; RPSGB, 2009).  

 

Any ad-hoc medicines started between the monthly supplies, will usually be added to the MAR chart 

by care home staff, usually a trained nurse (Camphill School Aberdeen, 2013). Evidence shows MAR 

charts produced by the pharmacy are more efficient as they avoid transcription errors and difficult to 

read handwriting (Alldred et al., 2009). The process is also timely compared to home staff manually 

preparing MAR charts (CPA, 2014). 

 

The overall responsibility of producing and keeping MAR charts is of the care home provider, however 

many supplying pharmacies create and supply the MAR charts on the request of the care home 
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provider (NICE, 2014). Regardless of how the MAR chart is prepared, a process should be in place to 

check the details of each MAR chart are correct and signed off by a second person before use (NICE, 

2014). The GDG discussed and concluded that whenever possible medicines administration records 

should be produced by the supplying pharmacy (NICE, 2014). 
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Figure 7: Example of a MAR chart
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Figure 8: Example of a MAR chart 
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Once all repeat prescriptions have been dispensed and checked in the pharmacy, someone from the 

pharmacy delivers the medications or a care home staff member collects them from the pharmacy, as 

depicted in the flowchart at the beginning of this section (figure 3, page 30) (Alldred et al., 2009). As 

seen from figure 3, page 30, the system is complex with varying routes for each stakeholder to take 

during the multiple steps of the system.  

 

It should be noted that the NICE Guidance, CHUMS study and the RPSGB guidance all pre-date the 

move to e-prescribing, which is being used more in medicines management within care homes. E-

prescribing has changed some of the processes within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. For 

example, the direct electronic transfer of prescriptions from the GP surgery to pharmacy, rather than 

a paper prescription picked up by pharmacy or care home staff. In contrast to previous guidance on 

the 28-day supply of medicines, this study has observed some of the processes of e-prescribing in the 

management of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle and depicts a realistic view of the process taking 

place and tasks within the cycle. Care homes, GP surgeries and pharmacies often used a combination 

of e-prescribing and paper-based techniques within the cycle. 

 

GAPS IN THE LITERATURE 

 

Apart from the NICE Guideline, CHUMS study and RPSGB recommendations, there is limited literature 

on the overall organisation of the entire 28-day supply of medicines cycle within the medication 

management process in care homes. Therefore, ‘observational data about the current status of 

medication management processes in nursing homes are needed for the development of targeted 

quality improvement actions in this setting’ (Verrue et al., 2011). 

 

The CHUMS study and NICE Guidelines suggest repeat medications follow a 28-day supply cycle of 

medicines (Alldred et al., 2009; NICE, 2014), during which medicines are prescribed, ordered, 

dispensed and supplied (NICE, 2014). Both documents successfully outline the general tasks within 

each stage, and NICE Guidelines provide a broad set of recommendations during each stage. 

 

Although the CHUMS study and NICE Guidelines have provided a description of the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle, research thus far has failed to demonstrate the detail behind the cycle, including its 

timeline for specified tasks (prescribing, ordering, dispensing and supplying) within the cycle or 

recommended framework for policy makers and care home managers to employ.  
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Errors occurring directly to care home residents within processes in the medicines management cycle 

have been investigated and reported. The CHUMS study investigated significant errors arising in terms 

of prescribing, monitoring, dispensing or administration errors relating to medications, both acute and 

repeat, for care home residents. There is currently limited research examining ADEs or near-misses 

occurring during the repeat medications management cycle, that may or may not reach a resident (as 

the errors may be picked up during the process, before being administered or reaching the 

administration stage). 

 

As experts suggest, reporting and examining near-misses throughout any medicines process can 

provide insight into system errors, human errors and associated problems (Battles et al., 1998; 

Reason, 2000), including patterns of near-misses and ADEs (Barach and Small, 2000a, 2000b; Firth-

Cozens, 2002; Lawton and Parker, 2002; Reinertsen, 2000; Sheikhtaheri, 2014). Furthermore, there is 

a lack of use of management techniques such as Six Sigma in the care home environment or 

throughout the medicines management process (Six Sigma in healthcare is discussed in Chapter 5). 

Therefore, studies are needed to examine the 28-day supply of medicines cycle for repeat 

prescriptions within care homes, and to determine the level of process efficiency and number of errors 

occurring within the cycle, and its impact on all stakeholders involved, including care home residents. 

 

The 28-day supply cycle of medicines is a vital process within any care home and contributes to every 

home’s management of medicines. As the care home setting has been largely ignored in comparison 

to other healthcare settings, as well as in understanding medicine management processes and error 

rates, the researcher aims to bridge this gap. This study therefore aims to provide an in-depth 

understanding of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle and examine the near-miss rates occurring 

during the cycle (if any) by using the Six Sigma management technique. The use of Six Sigma will 

analyse how current discrepancies (near-misses) are dealt with and possible ways to improve the 

management of these discrepancies (near-misses). Identifying near-misses throughout the 28-day 

supply of repeat medicines cycle may provide information on patterns of ADEs within care homes, 

system and human errors. 

 

SUMMARY 

 

Medication errors within the setting have been explored by few studies, however studies do not 

capture the rates of near-misses occurring throughout the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. Patient 



 

 45 

safety experts suggest recording and understanding near-misses is as important as reporting and 

understanding adverse drug events and non-adverse drug events.  

 

Repeat management is a component of medicines management and is run through the 28-day supply 

of medicines cycle. Understanding this cycle may shed light onto medication errors within care homes, 

specifically near-misses, which may also provide information on non-adverse drug events and adverse 

drug events within care homes.  

 

There are currently no studies providing an in-depth examination of the 28-day supply of repeat 

medications cycle within care homes. Current literature therefore does not provide readers with a 

clear understanding of the complexity of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. Without this 

understanding, experts cannot determine if there are concerns of efficiency or safety within the cycle, 

and how these concerns may be alleviated. 

 

Furthermore, the use of management techniques such as Six Sigma have been proven successful in 

providing efficient healthcare services. As no studies in current literature have examined the 28-day 

supply of medicines cycle in care homes using Six Sigma, this study aims to bridge this gap using Six 

Sigma techniques to examine and improve the cycle’s efficiency. The subsequent chapter discusses 

how the method was employed by the researcher to answer the first research question. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Chapter 3 discusses the methods employed and appropriateness of the study design. 

The researcher used semi-structured interviews, direct participant observations and 

stakeholder feedback sessions to form the qualitative explorative multi-case study. 

The chapter also includes a discussion about the selected population, data sampling, 

informed consent, confidentiality, geographic location, instrumentation, and 

triangulation. This chapter describes the methods employed in sufficient detail, 

allowing a reader to repeat them.  

 

Chapter 3 also includes data collection methods and data analysis procedures. Under 

data analysis procedures, the researcher briefly discusses qualitative data analysis 

methods and rationalises the use of Framework Analysis. The final section of the 

chapter applies the five stages of Framework Analysis, providing a methodology 

framework on page 65. Finally, the chapter concludes with factors to take into 

consideration when evaluating the results of the study, including: validity and 

reliability. 
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QUALITATIVE RESEARCH METHOD 

 

The most common research methods are quantitative, qualitative and mixed methods (Bryman, 1984; 

Creswell and Clark, 2011; Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2002). Quantitative methods have a long history of 

scientific research and analyse the relationship between several related variables (Wittrock, 1986); 

often with a goal of providing statistical description and establishing facts (Bogdan and Biklen, 1998), 

validation (Krathwohl, 1998), and testing hypotheses (Gall et al., 1996). They are frequently described 

as being positivist or empiricist (Bryman, 1984). Quantitative methods are good for viewing entire 

population trends but do not provide specific and meaningful contexts for information (Castellan, 

2010).  

 

As the deductive nature of a scientific top-down approach provides the results for qualitative analysis, 

qualitative methods help further define the phenomena being studied (Castellan, 2010). In contrast 

to quantitative methods, the goal of qualitative research can be to develop understanding (Bogdan 

and Biklen, 1998; Maxwell, 1996), describe multiple realities, develop grounded theory (Bogdan and 

Biklen, 1998), description (Krathwohl, 1998), or generate insight (Gall et al., 1996). Qualitative 

methods are frequently described as constructivism (Castellan, 2010).  

 

The combination of both, quantitative and qualitative research methods is referred to as a mixed 

methods approach, often giving the researcher power to present stronger arguments (Johnson et al., 

2007). Qualitative researchers often find mixed methods research can result in a loss of depth and 

flexibility when qualitative data is quantised; whilst quantitative researchers fear that the need to 

collect and analyse qualitative data during mixed methods can force researchers to reduce sample 

size and therefore restrict the statistical tests that can be used (Driscoll et al., 2007). Although 

quantitative or qualitative methods alone are currently more popular, mixed methods research is a 

strong research paradigm that is continuously being used more (Johnson et al., 2007; Johnson and 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Mayring et al., 2007).  

 

The preliminary research for this study discovered that there is insufficient quantitative data available 

on the medicines management process within nursing homes to answer the study’s research 

questions using any type of quantitative research method. The lack of available quantitative data 

therefore renders it impossible to use quantitative or mixed methods research methods for this study. 

Furthermore, the researcher wanted to gain an in-depth understanding of how the 28-day supply of 
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medicines cycle works, proposing qualitative exploratory research and multiple case studies as an 

ideal research method (Yin, 2014). 

 

The qualitative research method is effective for studying institutional issues within an organisational 

environment (Ashkanasy and Jackson, 2001; Bellot, 2011; Deal et al., 2000; Yauch and Steudel, 2003). 

In this case, the researcher studied any institutional issues within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle 

(if any) within the care home organisational environment. Therefore, the qualitative method was a 

suitable and appropriate approach for this study.  

 

The qualitative research method aimed to provide an in-depth understanding of how the 28-day 

supply of medicines cycle works within care homes, including the individual tasks involved in each 

stage, to develop a conceptual model and recommendations for the organisations involved. The 

researcher considered several qualitative case study research designs: explanatory, descriptive, or 

exploratory (Yin, 2014). 

 

The explanatory approach was inappropriate because this study does not aim to clarify any formed 

hypotheses by explanation (Gilgun, 2001) and this study does not explore specific types of behaviours 

for a specific length of time, therefore ruling out a descriptive case study (Gilgun, 2001). As the primary 

focus was to explore how the 28-day supply of medicines cycle works within care homes, the 

exploratory approach with multiple case studies was deemed suitable and is explained in further detail 

in the subsequent section. 

 

APPROPRIATENESS OF DESIGN – EXPLORATORY MULTIPLE CASE STUDY 

 

Case studies are often considered most useful when little is known about a phenomenon, often acting 

as the first step in developing knowledge (Yin, 2014). Case studies are generally deemed less useful 

when testing theory, although many researchers have successfully used them for this purpose as well 

(Anderson et al., 2005). As little is known about the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care 

homes and any challenges within the cycle, the goal of this research was to understand the 

phenomenon. Furthermore, this study did not test theory and therefore employing case study 

methodology proved itself to be a viable option.  

 

Several prominent pioneer researchers have contributed to methodologies for case studies (Creswell, 

2003; Denzin and Lincoln, 2005; Hyett et al., 2014; Merriam and Tisdell, 2015; Ragin, 2010; Stake, 
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1995; Thomas, 2011; Yin, 2014). Robert Stake and Robert Yin have each proposed an approach that 

guides case study methodology (Baxter and Jack, 2008). Both Stake (1995) and Yin (2003) base their 

approach to case study methodology on a constructivist paradigm. 

 

Constructivists do not generally begin with a theory (as with post-positivists), rather they “generate 

or inductively develop a theory or pattern of meanings” (Creswell, 2003) throughout the research 

process. Constructivists researchers usually rely on qualitative data collection methods and analysis 

or a mixed-methods research, where the quantitative data portion supports or expands upon the 

qualitative data and deepens the description (Mackenzie and Knipe, 2006). 

 

Furthermore, constructivists claim that truth is relative and that it is dependent on one’s perspective 

(Baxter and Jack, 2008). Constructivist approaches to research have the intention to understand “the 

world of human experience” (Cohen et al., 1993), suggesting that “reality is socially constructed” 

(Mertens, 1998). Constructivist researchers tend to rely upon the “participants views of the situation 

being studied” (Creswell, 2003). In this case, the care home staff perspectives of the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle will be studied.  

 

Case studies conduct an empirical investigation of a contemporary phenomenon within its natural 

context using multiple sources of evidence (Yin, 2014). Case studies allow the researcher to explore 

individuals or organisations; simple or complex interventions, relationships, communities or programs 

(Yin, 2014) and support the deconstruction and subsequent reconstruction of various phenomena 

(Baxter and Jack, 2008). Qualitative case studies are highly valued for health science research to 

develop theory, evaluate programs and develop interventions because of their flexibility and rigour 

(Baxter and Jack, 2008).  

 

This research will describe and explore the 28-day supply of medicines cycle using data collected from 

semi-structured interviews, observations from field work and feedback from stakeholder feedback 

sessions. Using the case study method, the researcher will be able to explore each organisation and 

the individuals directly dealing with the cycle within the care home. The research uses the case studies 

as an inductive approach to develop theory and interventions.  

 

Hancock and Algozzine’s, Doing case study research: A practical guide for beginning researchers 

(2006), discusses the key characteristics that define case study research. First, case study research 

sometimes focuses on an individual representative of a group (e.g. a female principal), however it 
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more often addresses a phenomenon (e.g. a particular event, situation, program or activity) (Hancock 

and Algozzine, 2006). Using Hancock and Algozzine’s worked example as a guideline (also see table 5, 

page 51): a nurse may desire to learn more about employment practices at his hospital (program) 

(Hancock and Algozzine, 2006). Similarly, this case study research investigates the program 

phenomenon of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. 

 

The second characteristic defining case study research is that the phenomenon being researched is 

studied in its natural context, bounded by space and time (Hancock and Algozzine, 2006). The nurse 

will examine employment practices only in his hospital and for a specific period of time (Hancock and 

Algozzine, 2006). Similarly, the researcher will examine the 28-day supply of medicines cycle only 

within the care home concerned for the specified time of one cycle. 

 

The third main characteristic is that case study research is richly descriptive because it is grounded in 

deep and varied sources of information (Hancock and Algozzine, 2006). Case studies often involve 

quotes from key participants, anecdotes, prose composed from interviews and other techniques 

(Hancock and Algozzine, 2006). These techniques create mental images that describe the complexity 

of the phenomenon being studied (Hancock and Algozzine, 2006). For example, the nurse may include 

a brief narrative story explaining typical employment procedures at his hospital (Hancock and 

Algozzine, 2006). In this case study research, the researcher will illustrate the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle through semi-structured interviews and written observations from field work. By 

using varied sources of information derived from the phenomena’s natural context, case studies will 

provide thorough investigations of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care homes. 
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Table 5: Key Characteristics Defining Case Study Research (Hancock and Algozzine, 2006) 

KEY CHARACTERISTICS DEFINING CASE STUDY RESEARCH 

No. Characteristic Worked Example Relating to Study 

1.  Focusses on an individual 

representative of a group or 

addresses a phenomenon 

(particular event, situation, 

program or activity) 

A nurse may desire to learn 

more about employment 

practices at his hospital 

(program) 

The researcher investigates 

the program phenomenon of 

the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle 

 

2.  Phenomenon being 

researched is studied in its 

natural context, bounded by 

space and time 

The nurse will examine 

employment practices only 

in his hospital and for a 

specific period of time 

The researcher will examine 

the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle only within 

the care home concerned for 

the specified time of one 

cycle 

3.  Richly descriptive because it 

is grounded in deep and 

varied sources of information 

(quotes from key 

participants, anecdotes, 

prose composed from 

interviews, etc.) 

The nurse may include a 

brief narrative story 

explaining typical 

employment procedures at 

his hospital 

The researcher will use semi-

structured interviews and 

written observations from 

field work, using varied 

sources of information 

derived from the 

phenomena’s natural 

context 

 

The topics of case study research vary widely and as mentioned earlier, it may be an individual 

representative of a group, or a phenomenon resembling an event, situation, program or activity that 

is relevant to the researcher. Case studies have been used to describe processes (Lawrence and Hardy, 

1999), generate theory (Brown and Eisenhardt, 1997; Gioia and Thomas, 1996) and test theory 

(Johnston et al., 2001; Sambamurthy and Zmud, 1999).  

 

An exploratory case study is an in-depth investigation of an event, activity, process, individual or group 

based on extensive data collection (Creswell, 2012a). Since this research strives to acquire an in-depth 

understanding of the current 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care homes and develop theory 

to enhance the cycle efficiency and quality of life delivered to care home residents, it is classed as an 

exploratory case study. 

 

Creswell (Creswell, 2012b) argued the exploratory case study design is suitable for a thorough study 

on an issue or phenomenon. Given the limited data available on the 28-day supply of medicines cycle 

within care homes, an exploratory case study design is ideal. Through meticulous analysis of data, the 
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exploratory case study will investigate challenges within the cycle and illustrate relationships of 

subjects in an easily understandable presentation (Zeng, 2016).  

 

Finally, this research will employ a multiple case study design, enabling replication (by the use of more 

than one case) to independently confirm emerging constructs, identify complementary aspects of the 

phenomenon and analyse within and across settings (Baxter and Jack, 2008). The advantage of 

multiple case design include: representativeness, robustness and reliability (Anderson et al., 2014; 

Baxter and Jack, 2008). Multiple case designs can be beneficial in understanding the phenomena 

under study because it allows for replication in data collection across the sites (Anderson et al., 2014).  

 

Berta et al. (2010) used a multiple exploratory case study design to conduct semi-structured 

interviews within sixteen long-term care facilities to explore how staff characteristics, facility 

characteristics, external communications, and volunteers influence concepts of operational efficiency, 

quality of care and the relationship between the two within long-term care facilities (Berta et al., 

2010). The study found that intra-organisational communication and level of experience were staff 

characteristics affecting operational efficiency and quality of care, facility age is related to quality of 

care, while both facility age and size is related to efficiency, and volunteers impact quality of care and 

efficiency (Berta et al., 2010). 

 

Suarez-Barraza and Rais-Pujol (2012) conducted multiple (three) exploratory case studies to 

investigate the implementation of the 5Ss within lean manufacturing in multinational organisations 

empirically, allowing analysis and comparison against existing theoretical frameworks (Suárez-Barraza 

and Ramis-Pujol, 2012). The study used direct observation, participant observation, documentary 

analysis and semi-structured interviews to gather data. The study was able to generate a conceptual 

framework, establishing a relationship between the 5Ss and other lean improvement programmes 

(Suárez-Barraza and Ramis-Pujol, 2012). 

 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 

The purpose of this qualitative exploratory case study is to understand the 28-day supply of medicines 

cycle as well as the issues and challenges within the cycle. Dependent on the findings, the researcher 

will develop a framework and set of recommendations for process improvement.  
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Qualitative research questions involve ‘open-ended, general questions that the researcher would like 

answered during the study’ (Creswell, 2012b), usually including ‘how’ or ‘why’ questions (Yin, 2003).  

 

1. How is the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care homes carried out? 

2. What are the current issues and challenges within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle? 

3. How can these issues and challenges be rectified and overcome to improve the overall cycle? 

 

The researcher employed semi-structured, face-to-face interviews with care home managers and 

staff, as well as general practitioners and pharmacists (where possible) associated with each care 

home under study. The interviews explained the 28-day supply of medicines cycle and highlighted 

some of the main issues and challenges faced within the cycle. The interviewer then carried out 

participant observations field work to examine the cycle from the care home perspective in more 

detail. This determined how the tasks within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle are linked together. 

 

The researcher analysed results found from interviews and field work using framework analysis; then 

created one theoretical framework and a set of recommendations for each care home using Six Sigma 

technique, DMAIC to improve cycle efficiency. Finally, the researcher presented the framework and 

recommendations for each case study during a stakeholder feedback session to receive feedback. 

 

POPULATION 

 

A population is a group of individuals who share characteristics and as the study group (Creswell, 

2012b), allows the researcher to view broad results (Salkind, 2009). The population of this qualitative 

research was all care homes in the UK. More specifically, the target population was health and care 

practitioners who have a role in care home resident medicines management. This included, care home 

managers and staff (including nurses, team leaders and shift leaders), doctors and pharmacists from 

associated practices. The study’s target population excluded care home residents and family carers 

because the main aim of the research was to explore the 28-day supply of medicines cycle which was 

ultimately run by the care homes, GP surgery and pharmacy staff.  

 

SAMPLING 

 

A research sample is a subset of the population, in which the sample has the similar characteristics as 

the population (Creswell, 2012a; Salkind, 2009). There are two broad types of sampling, probability 
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and nonprobability sampling (Salkind, 2009). Probability sampling strategies are usually appropriate 

for quantitative research, whereas nonprobability sampling strategies are appropriate for qualitative 

studies (Simpson, 2002). However, as the case studies in this study are exploratory in nature and 

although ‘the sample’ is three care homes, which is a subset of the population, the results cannot be 

generalised to the entire care home population. Therefore, these case studies do not represent a true 

sample in qualitative research but followed some of the principles in nonprobability convenience 

sampling. 

 

Nonprobability sampling refers to samples of convenience (e.g. accessible, volunteer) or more 

purposeful methods of selection (e.g. judgement sampling, quota sampling, snowball sampling) (Feild 

et al., 2006). Nonprobability sampling methods are often considered optimal because of feasibility 

and economic constraints (e.g. when recruiting a sample with a relatively low prevalence rate in the 

general population). In nonprobability sampling, there is no way to estimate the probability that each 

element of the population has been included in the sample and it is impossible to estimate sampling 

errors, thereby limiting the extent to which valid inferences to a population can be made  (Feild et al., 

2006; Selltiz et al., 1976). 

 

Convenience sampling is where members of the target population meet certain practical criteria, such 

as easy accessibility, geographical proximity, availability at a given time or the willingness to 

participate (Dörnyei, 2007). It may also refer to the researching subjects being easily accessible to the 

researcher (Saumure and Given, 2008). Convenience sampling is easy and affordable, subjects are also 

readily available (Etikan et al., 2016).  

 

The obvious disadvantage of convenience sampling is the likeliness of bias within the study and 

therefore, results must be reviewed with caution (Mackey and Gass, 2005). Furthermore, a 

convenience sample should not be considered an exact representation of the population because the 

researcher will not know exactly how well a convenience sample represents a population and 

therefore, limits the generalisability of results (Etikan et al., 2016). 

 

INFORMED CONSENT 

 

Participation in the qualitative exploratory case study was voluntary and consent was obtained at both 

the care home and individual participant level. A total of five potential participants (care homes) 

received an email invitation from Mary Tooley, ENRICH Care Home Research Facilitator for the West 
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Midlands requesting participation in the study. These care homes were invited for participation based 

on their geographic location, recommendation by ENRICH based on the types of studies these care 

homes enjoy being involved in and availability. Four care homes (80% conversation rate) showed 

interest by return of email to Mary Tooley and were forwarded to the researcher. The researcher then 

emailed the care home manager of each of these four care homes a ‘Participant Information Sheet’ 

(PIS) and consent form to be signed on behalf of the care homes involvement (see Appendix D and E). 

Managers were asked to review the PIS and consent form before the initial meeting with the 

researcher so that any questions they may have can be addressed in time for the first meeting. Of the 

four care homes expressing interest, three followed through with participation in the study and one 

care home decided not to partake as it was during the same timeline as another study the home was 

involved in. At the first meeting for each of the three participating care homes, the care home 

managers signed the consent form after the researcher answered any additional questions they may 

have had. 

 

Additionally, each care home manager was asked for the contact details of their affiliated GP surgeries 

and pharmacies. Each individual GP and pharmacist regularly involved in the medicines management 

of the care home residents was contacted via phone and email for their participation, as well as the 

GP surgery and pharmacy. Two follow-up emails were sent to the individual healthcare professionals 

and their practices, one week after the other. The third email was the final attempt at recruitment by 

the researcher.  

 

Each health or care practitioner involved in the study was given a PIS and consent form (see Appendix 

F and G). These PIS and consent forms were given to GPs, pharmacists, care home managers and staff 

who participated in the study. Immediately before beginning each participant interview, the 

participant was given a PIS and consent form to review. Upon reviewing both items, any queries from 

the participant were answered and then the participant signed the consent form. The contents of the 

PIS and consent form were similar to that of the PIS and consent form given to each care home 

(discussed below).  

 

The PIS included an invitation to participate statement, the purpose of the study, the reason they have 

received an invitation, what will happen if the care home agrees to take part, any potential risks 

involved in participation, confidentiality, withdrawing from the study and the researchers and 

institutions contact information. The informed consent form contained nine statements to be 

initialled by the care home manager and one signature for the entire form. The statements ensured 
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that the care home manager had read and understood the PIS, understood their right to withdraw at 

any point, agreed to be audio recorded and transcribed, confidentiality agreements, health and safety 

agreements, and finally if the care home agrees to take part in the case study. 

 

CONFIDENTIALITY 

 

Participant confidentiality is imperative. The researcher maintained confidentiality of all information 

concerning all research participants in all case studies as indicated in the confidentiality statements in 

both the PIS and consent form. All personal information retrieved was kept confidential in line with 

the Data Protection Act 1998. 

 

The ways in which confidentiality and anonymity were to be managed was explained to participants 

before beginning the interview. Recordings of interviews were started after initial conversation with 

the participant, therefore names or other identifying information was not included in the recordings. 

When the recording started, the researcher used an alpha-numerical code to identify the participant. 

The letters ‘CS’ represented ‘care study’ and was paired with the number 1, 2, or 3 to represent each 

case in the study, and the letter ‘P’ represented participants, who were also given a unique number 

according to the interview number they were for their case study. Recordings were then saved to a 

password protected computer. The anonymised recording was then typed by the researcher. Any 

excerpts from participants that were included in the reporting of the project have been anonymised.  

 

All electronic audio data was stored in a locked cabinet in a locked office at Aston University. All other 

electronic data, including case study field notes, are stored on a password protected laptop and as a 

backup, to a USB key, accessible to the researcher only. All data will be kept until one year after the 

completion of the researchers PhD (anticipated to keep data until September 2020). It will then be 

destroyed by the researcher. 

 

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

 

The geographic location for this study was limited to England, United Kingdom; more specifically the 

Midlands. ENRICH is a group funded by the National Institute for Health Research (NIHR) that 

encourages care homes to become ‘research ready,’ meaning they are willing to participate in various 

research studies throughout the UK. There are currently 192 ‘research ready’ nursing and/or 

residential care homes enlisted with ENRICH in the Midlands region. The Midlands was selected 
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because of easy accessibility to the researcher and voluntary participation within this region via 

ENRICH. The three care homes chosen for the case studies had volunteered to participate and were 

approved based on the diversity of each care home. For example, of the three care homes chosen, 

CS1 (case study 1) is a nursing home, CS2 (case study 2) is a residential home and CS3 (case study 3) is 

a nursing and residential home. Additionally, the researchers ease of access of each care home was 

considered when approving each care home. The GP and pharmacist interviewed were those that 

regularly serve the residents of each care home participating. They were also located in the Midlands, 

within a reasonable distance to the associated nursing home.  

 

INSTRUMENTATION 

 

There were three sets of instruments used to conduct this qualitative exploratory case study, semi-

structured interviews, participant observations during field work and stakeholder feedback sessions. 

The first instrumentation used in this study was a semi-structured interview schedule, consisting of 

four questions and four supplementary questions (if needed, to aid in discussion) during audio-

recorded face-to-face interviews (see Appendix A for interview schedule). Semi-structured interviews 

are commonly used of the available qualitative research methods (Alvesson and Deetz, 2000) and 

involve ‘prepared questioning guided by identified themes in a consistent and systematic manner 

interposed with probes designed to elicit more elaborate responses’ (Qu and Dumay, 2011).  

 

Using an interactive format and informal environment during semi-structured interviews supports 

participants to feel comfortable and respond honestly and comprehensively, improving rigor and 

reducing bias (Creswell, 2012b). Therefore, interviews were conducted at the participants’ worksite, 

ensuring participants were in a familiar environment and felt comfortable. Furthermore, the semi-

structured interview format allowed the researcher to follow a set of predetermined questions but to 

also explore any topics that emerged during the interview (Leedy and Ormrod, 2004). 

 

The second instrument used to collect data for the multiple-case case study was an observational 

method referred to as participant observations. Observational methods as expressed by Becker and 

Geer (1957): 

 

“the most complete form of the sociological datum is…the form in which the 

participant observer gathers it: An observation of some social event, the events 

which precede and follow it, and explanations of its meaning by participants and 
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spectators, before, during, and after its occurrence. Such a datum gives us more 

information about the event under study than data gathered by any other 

sociological method. Participant observation can thus provide us with a yardstick 

against which to measure the completeness of data gathered in other ways, a 

model which can serve to let us know what orders of information escape us when 

we use other methods” (Becker and Geer, 1957). 

 

Therefore, observational methods are often referred to as the ‘gold standard’ of qualitative methods, 

as they provide direct access to what people do and what they say they do, as well as an overall aim 

to understand the phenomenon, rather than people’s accounts of it (Green and Thorogood, 2004).  

 

Observational methods can be participant or nonparticipant observations. In participant observations 

the researcher is present to some extent in the field studied, whereas the researcher is not present in 

nonparticipant observations (Green and Thorogood, 2004). Participant observations render it possible 

to gather all kinds of data (Bernard, 2000). During participant observational research, participant 

activities are recorded as they occur and is therefore advantageous in exploring deeper topics that 

may arise (Creswell, 2012b).  

 

Nonparticipant observations are more commonly used with quantitative techniques in health 

research, where observations are used to count and analyse behavioural phenomena. Although 

nonparticipant observations could have been employed in this study, participant observation was 

chosen to allow the researcher to ask any questions during the observations to gain a deeper 

understanding of related medicines management tasks. The protocol used for participant 

observations in this study are included as an appendix (Appendix B). Limitations of participant 

observation include the Hawthorne effect, a change in behaviour as a response to the interest, care, 

or attention received through observation and assessment (Sedgwick and Greenwood, 2015). As 

participants may alter their behaviour (usually unknowingly) according to the Hawthorne effect, this 

can distort research findings (Sedgwick and Greenwood, 2015). 

 

There are four types of participant observation methods: complete participant, participant as 

observer, observer as participant and complete observer (Gold, 1958; Neergaard and Ulhøi, 2007). 

This study employed an ‘observer as participant’ role, also known as the ‘focussed participant 

observer’ (Tracy, 2012) or ‘reactive observer’ (Angrosino, 2005). The ‘observer as participant’ role, 

participates to a less extent than that of a complete participant or ‘participant as observer’ role, as 
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defined by Gold (1958). As the researcher wanted to be able to ask further questions during 

observations to gain a deeper understanding of each task, the ‘observer as participant’ role was best 

suited. Unlike nonparticipant observation, the ‘observer as participant’ role allowed just enough 

participation to gain a thorough understanding of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle without 

causing disruption. 

 

The final instrument used for each case study was the interview schedule for each stakeholder 

feedback session (see Appendix C). The researcher originally planned to hold feedback sessions in the 

form of focus groups, however all three care homes preferred to only invite the care home manager, 

clinical leads, medicines management lead, GP and pharmacist. The GP and pharmacist did not partake 

in any of the feedback sessions, due to unavailability. As each feedback session only included the 

researcher along with two or three care home staff members, the researcher was unable to conduct 

a focus group. The purpose of each session was to receive feedback on the proposed framework and 

recommendations set by the researcher, as well as a method of receiving a certain level of validation. 

Similar to the execution of focus groups, the feedback sessions were audio-recorded and transcribed 

for analysis (Coreil, 1995; Green and Thorogood, 2004). 

 

Focus groups are useful to determine group perceptions and opinions towards a topic, they can often 

save time and money in comparison to individual interviews and provide a broader range of 

information (Acocella, 2012). The feedback sessions in this study had the same goal as focus groups 

and were therefore chosen for these case studies to explain recommendations to each participant in 

the same way. The sessions enabled the researcher to gather perceptions and opinions from the 

group, as well as explore group dynamics and interactions to provide insight on perceptions of the 

recommendations. The researcher would not have had enough time to gain feedback on the 

recommendations provided and the study in individual interviews, therefore a group feedback session 

in each case study was chosen. A possible disadvantage of hosting group feedback sessions is the 

possibility that members would not share their honest perceptions and opinions (Acocella, 2012). 

 

DATA COLLECTION 

 

Once all the research elements were determined and in place, the research study was approved by 

the Aston Business School Ethics Committee (REC REF: 12:11/17) on 26th February 2018, ensuring the 

project was ethical and legal. Upon ethical approval, the research was started. The interview schedule 

was piloted with five volunteers, consisting of: a pharmacist, a care home area manager, an ENRICH 
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member, and a PhD student conducting research in care homes. As the semi-structured interview 

questions were straight-forward to answer during pilot interviews, no changes were suggested and 

therefore the formal case studies began. 

 

After compiling and analysing interview and observation data generated from each case study, 

Framework Analysis was used to analyse the data. Data analysis from Framework Analysis provided a 

definition of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle and each task within the cycle, as well as a visual 

framework representing the cycle (all delivered in Chapter 4, Results).  

 

Once a thorough understanding of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle was gained, the researcher 

used the Six Sigma methodology, DMAIC to define an issue within the cycle and produce a solution to 

rectify the issue, ultimately providing a process map framework and set of recommendations for 

process improvement within each cycle in each case study. The resulting process map, derived from 

DMAIC, and recommendations were then presented during each case study stakeholder feedback 

session. The theme of the stakeholder feedback session discussion was feedback and practical use of 

the process map framework and recommendations. The use of Six Sigma’s DMAIC is discussed after 

the Results chapter, in Chapter 5 and 6). 

 

DATA ANALYSIS 

 

The researcher captured data by audio recording each interview, participant observation session and 

each stakeholder feedback session (with stakeholder feedback sessions occurring after application of 

DMAIC) with a portable recording device. The researcher also took field notes during the participant 

observation phase of any important information the participants had shared. The researcher first 

transcribed all interviews and participant observations from the audio recordings. After self-reviewing 

all transcriptions and field notes, a PhD colleague then also reviewed 10% of the transcriptions and 

field notes to ensure accuracy.  

 

Researchers must review data collected in pronounced detail, reviewing data continually throughout 

the data analysis process to derive common themes (Yin, 2014). To do this, the researcher considered 

three qualitative analysis approaches, phenomenology, grounded theory and framework analysis. 

 

Philosopher Edmund Husserl argued that to arrive at certainty, anything outside immediate 

experience must be ignored and thus realities are pure phenomena and the only form of absolute 
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data, creating his philosophical method, phenomenology (Eagleton, 2011). Phenomenological studies 

therefore attempt to set aside biases and assumptions about human experiences, feelings and 

responses to situations, allowing researchers to understand perceptions, perspectives and feelings of 

those who have experienced the phenomenon under study (Kruger and Stones, 1981). As this study is 

focussed around understanding a process, rather than developing a deep understanding of human life 

experiences, the researcher felt a phenomenological approach would not be suited to the study. 

 

Sociologists, Glaser and Strauss (1967) created Grounded Theory method of qualitative research that 

would allow social theory to be generated systematically from data. A more recent approach of 

qualitative analysis created by Ritchie and Spencer (1994) is Framework Analysis. 

 

Grounded Theory is usually used when the research question is clear, but often broad, identifying the 

general area to be studied (Lacey and Luff, 2007). Grounded Theory employs rigorous and structured 

analysis of the data, to produce a theory as the final research output (Strauss and Corbin, 1990). In 

contrast, Framework Analysis was developed in the context of applied policy research, aiming to meet 

specific information needs and provide outcomes or recommendations (Lacey and Luff, 2007; Ritchie 

and Spencer, 1994). 

 

Framework Analysis has gained popularity in health-related research and often enables outputs to be 

determined within a short timescale (Ritchie and Spencer, 1994). Health-related articles have 

provided guidance on how to conduct framework analysis in healthcare fields (Gale et al., 2013; Smith 

and Firth, 2011), nursing (Furber, 2010; Swallow et al., 2003) and policy research (Ritchie and Spencer, 

1994; Srivastava and Thomson, 2009). Grounded theory is considered a purely inductive approach 

(Glaser and Strauss, 1967), while framework analysis is partially inductive, it was better suited to the 

researcher and allows inclusion of deductive or emergent concepts (priori), for example in coding 

(Gale et al., 2013; Pope et al., 2000; Ritchie and Spencer, 1994). 

 

As the research questions of this research are based around health-related research or applied policy 

research, framework analysis is better suited to the research. It is difficult for the researcher to be 

truly inductive to apply grounded theory as the researcher is a pharmacist and has some existing 

knowledge about medicines management within healthcare settings, therefore framework analysis is 

the preferred research methodology (Gale et al., 2013; Glaser and Strauss, 1967).  
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Furthermore, as the aim of this research is to develop an understanding of the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle, its issues and challenges, and a framework and recommendations for process 

improvement (if needed), framework analysis is an appropriate qualitative approach. It will also 

enable the researcher to include a priori or emergent concepts from previous literature if needed 

(Pope et al., 2000). The following section explains framework analysis and its key stages. 

 

FRAMEWORK ANALYSIS 

 

Framework Analysis provides systematic and visible stages to the analysis process, that can be taken 

in a linear fashion or simultaneously with data collection (Lacey and Luff, 2007; Ritchie and Spencer, 

1994). Ritchie and Spencer (1994) list the five key stages as follows: 

 

1. Familiarisation 

2. Identifying a Thematic Framework 

3. Indexing 

4. Charting 

5. Mapping & Interpretation 

 

1. Familiarisation 

 

The familiarisation stage involves whole or partial transcription and reading of the data (Ritchie and 

Spencer, 1994). After the researcher transcribed all interviews and typed all field notes, both interview 

transcripts and field notes were read several times by the researcher to become familiar with the data. 

The researcher then organised all data into easily retrievable sections, a necessary step during 

analysis, which also aids with data familiarisation (Ritchie and Spencer, 1994). Therefore, 

transcriptions and field notes were entered into NVivo 12 Software to organise data. Data was 

organised based on source, meaning each set of data from interviews and participant observations 

was organised based on the case it pertained to. Once the researcher was satisfied with data 

organisation and familiarisation, the remaining framework analysis steps were carried out. 

 

2. Identifying a Thematic Framework 

 

Identifying the thematic framework is the initial coding framework that is developed from priori issues 

and emerging issues from the previous familiarisation stage (Lacey and Luff, 2007; Midgley et al., 2017; 
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Ritchie and Spencer, 1994). Once the thematic framework is developed, it should be refined in 

subsequent stages where necessary (Lacey and Luff, 2007). The thematic framework provides a 

structure to which the data can be further sifted and sorted, further aiding in data organisation (Ritchie 

and Spencer, 1994). The thematic framework developed for this research aimed to describe each task 

category within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle from the care home perspective. 

 

3. Indexing 

 

Indexing is the process of systematically applying the thematic framework to all data in its textual form 

(Gale et al., 2013; Ritchie and Spencer, 1994; Swallow et al., 2003). It involves using numerical or 

textual codes to identify specific pieces of data which correspond to differing themes (Midgley et al., 

2017; Ritchie and Spencer, 1994). Indexing is more commonly referred to as coding in other qualitative 

analysis approaches.  

 

Codes are categories, tags or labels for allocating units of meaning to the descriptive or inferential 

information compiled during a study, a significant step in qualitative data analysis (Basit, 2003; Dey, 

1993). Indexing (or coding) notices relevant phenomena, collects examples of the phenomena and 

analyses the phenomena to find commonalities, differences, patterns and structures (Kelle et al., 

1995). To ensure accuracy and credibility, codes created were reviewed by the same PhD colleague 

that reviewed the transcriptions and field notes.  

 

The thematic framework from the previous step was applied to all transcripts and field notes 

individually to create codes. Therefore, in this step, codes within the thematic framework were 

developed by “indexing” the data (applying text from interviews and field notes to one or more codes).  

 

The emerging codes from the indexing stage are listed below: 

• Medicines Re-ordering and Prescription Check against Re-order 

• Medicines Checking-in 

• Medicines Changeover 

• Medicines Administration 
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4. Charting  

 

Charting is the process of lifting data from their original context and rearranging it according to the 

appropriate thematic reference (Ritchie and Spencer, 1994; Swallow et al., 2003). It uses headings 

from the thematic framework or research questions and considers how best to present and write up 

the study, creating charts of data that can easily be read across the entire dataset (Lacey and Luff, 

2007; Ritchie and Spencer, 1994). The charts can be laid out according to theme (each theme across 

all respondents) or according to each case (each respondent across all themes) (Ritchie and Spencer, 

1994). It is ideal to have each chart follow the same format to allow for easy review of each theme or 

case. This step allows the researcher to begin building up a holistic picture of the data. 

 

5. Mapping & Interpretation 

 

This final stage in framework analysis allows the researcher to interpret the data set as a whole. The 

key objectives of this step are to: (1) define concepts, (2) map range and nature of phenomena, (3) 

create typologies, (4) find associations, (5) provide explanations, or (6) develop strategies (Ritchie and 

Spencer, 1994). The objective chosen is guided by the original research questions as well as the themes 

within the data that have already emerged (Gale et al., 2013; Ritchie and Spencer, 1994). The aim of 

this step is to enable the researcher to visually display ideas from the data as an aid in developing and 

testing interpretations (Miles et al., 1994; Ritchie and Spencer, 1994). 

 

In an attempt to answer RQ1 (how is the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care homes carried 

out?), the researcher used Framework Analysis to define all concepts: the 28-day supply of medicines 

cycle and all tasks within the cycle, medicines re-order and prescription check against re-order, 

medicines checking-in, medicines changeover and medicines administration. 

 

Figure 9 depicts the steps the researcher used to analyse data using Framework Analysis. A multi-

disciplinary team validated the framework as suggested in published material (Gale et al., 2013). 
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Figure 9: Summary of how data was analysed, using Framework Analysis 

Perform Framework Analysis Stages for each Case Study individually 

CS1/CS2/CS3 
Familiarisation 

Identifying a Thematic 

Framework 

Mapping & 

Interpretation 

Charting 

Indexing 

Understand the tasks involved in the 28-day 

supply of medicines cycle 

Medicines Re-ordering  

Medicines Administration 

Medicines Changeover 

Medicines Checking-in 

Write-up to be organised by task per case study (each case study’s respondents against each theme) 

Medicines Re-ordering and Prescription Check against Re-order, Checking-in, Changeover & 

Administration in each case study CS1/CS2/CS3 

Define All Concepts for all case study’s together (CS1, CS2, CS3) 

28-day supply of medicines cycle, medicines re-ordering and prescription check against re-order, medicines 

checking-in, medicines changeover and medicines administration 

 

Prescription Check against Re-order 
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VALIDITY & RELIABILITY 

 

Validity is the extent to which the research instrument measures what it is intended to measure, while 

reliability examines whether the outcome is possible regardless of the procedure used to complete 

the research (Kirk and Miller, 1986). In qualitative studies, quantitative terms such as “internal validity, 

external validity, reliability and objectivity” correspond to “credibility, transferability, dependability 

and conformability (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Other terms often related to validity and reliability 

include: trustworthiness, quality, rigour, applicability and consistency (Brink, 1993; Davies and Dodd, 

2002; Denzin and Lincoln, 2005; Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Leininger, 1991; Seale, 1999; Stenbacka, 

2001; Whittemore et al., 2001). 

 

Credibility, Transferability, Dependability & Conformability 

 

Credibility is defined as a reality that is plausible or seems true, achieved through thick description, 

triangulation and engaging in member reflections with participants (Tracy, 2012). This study has given 

dense description, wherever possible, by providing direct interview quotes and narrative description 

of participant observations during the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. Additionally, it has used 

triangulation within each case study, discussed later in this section. The stakeholder feedback sessions 

were member reflections with participants on the conceptual framework and recommendations, 

further establishing credibility.  

 

Transferability denotes the generalisability or transferability of the study results to other contexts 

(Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Neuman, 2008). Providing a thick description of the population, 

demographics and geographic boundaries of a study are one way to establish transferability (Thomas 

and Magilvy, 2011). This study chose three nursing homes in England, more specifically the West 

Midlands. Further details of each case study and its participants are in the results section. 

 

Dependability refers to the reliability and consistency of the data collected (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; 

Neuman, 2008). It stresses importance on the ability to follow the decision trail used by a researcher, 

particularly in terms of the study purpose, participant selection, data collection and analysis, as well 

as communicating the specific techniques to determine data credibility (Thomas and Magilvy, 2011). 

Participants were selected by convenience sampling. The potential of bias from convenience sampling 

was counteracted by using a multiple case study method, to increase overall credibility and 

transferability of the research. Multiple cases typically lead to more robust outcomes than single-case 
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research (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). Furthermore, data collection and analysis is thoroughly 

indicated throughout this methodology chapter.  

 

Finally, conformability is the degree to which results can be confirmed or substantiated by others 

(Lincoln and Guba, 1985), occurring when credibility, transferability and dependability have been 

established (Thomas and Magilvy, 2011). Conformability is established when the researcher is 

reflective, holding a self-critical attitude to avoid letting one’s own preconceptions affect the research, 

as well as following the flow of interviews and observations rather than taking the lead (Thomas and 

Magilvy, 2011). In this study, the researcher has held awareness of her biases and tried to maintain 

an as objective view as possible to retrieve findings true to the research. 

 

Other Methods used to Establish Validity & Reliability 

 

Triangulation is “the use of multiple methods or data sources in qualitative research to develop a 

comprehensive understanding of phenomena” (Patton, 1999), a strategy used to test validity through 

the convergence of information from different sources (Carter et al., 2014). It is a common method of 

enhancing credibility, confirmability, transferability and dependability of the data collected in a study 

(Patton, 1999; Stake, 1995; Yin, 2003). There are different types of triangulation including: data 

source, investigators, methodologic approach, theoretical perspective or analytical methods (Denzin, 

1989; Kimchi et al., 1991). Methodologic approach triangulation refers to data collection methods or 

research designs (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).  

 

According to Yin (2009), there are six sources of data for case study research: interviews, direct 

observations, participant observations, physical artefacts, archival records and documents. This study 

established validity by using triangulation of three data collection methods per case study: qualitative 

semi-structured interviews (individual interviews), participant observations and stakeholder feedback 

sessions (group interviews), as discussed in chapter 3. 

 

Another aspect of establishing study validity and reliability lies in the research instrument itself. The 

researcher conducted a pilot test of the interview schedule with five pilot participants who were not 

part of the research study. Pilot testing is a step in determining whether questions provide answers 

to the research questions (Creswell, 2003; Leedy and Ormrod, 2004; Neuman, 2008). The researcher 

found the interview questions during the pilot interviews did provide answers to RQ1 (how is the 28-

day supply of medicines cycle within care homes carried out?) and each pilot interview participant 
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found the questions straight-forward and easy to answer, therefore no changes were made following 

the pilot interviews.  

 

Finally, data collection followed the same procedures in each case. Interviews were completed for 

each care home manager, staff, GP and pharmacist where possible. Interviews were audio-recorded 

and transcribed. Each transcription was reviewed by replaying each audio-recorded interview multiple 

times. Additionally, 10% of interviews were reviewed by a colleague to ensure accuracy between the 

audio-record and transcribed interview. Participant observations followed the same structure in each 

case, only observing each medicines management process task for one 28-day cycle. Stakeholder 

feedback sessions aimed to receive feedback on the model and recommendations. Transcriptions of 

interviews and stakeholder feedback sessions were organised on NVivo 12, a qualitative data analysis 

software used to classify, sort and arrange unstructured information (QSR International, 2019). The 

Standards for Reporting Qualitative Research (SRQR) guideline was used to report the findings from 

the study (O’Brien et al., 2014). 

 

SUMMARY 

 

Chapter 3 explains qualitative research and exploratory case studies. The use of the qualitative 

method and exploratory multi-case studies allows for in-depth investigations of the phenomena at 

hand. The use of semi-structured interviews gave perspectives of stakeholders involved in managing 

the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. Direct participant observations provide the researcher with a 

realistic view of how the 28-day supply of medicines cycle is carried out within each of three care 

homes under study, and any issues and challenges stakeholders come across. Finally, stakeholder 

feedback sessions were organised to validate study findings and receive feedback.  

 

The chapter also discusses the non-probability convenience sampling used by the researcher, 

informed consent obtained by participants, confidentiality and the geographic location (Midlands) of 

the case studies.  

 

Initially, a pilot study for the semi-structured interviews was conducted and then data collection was 

carried out by selecting three care homes, part of the ENRICH group in the Midlands region. Data 

analysis was carried out using Framework Analysis, exploring the 28-day supply of medicines cycle and 

each task within the cycle: medicines re-ordering and prescription check against re-order, medicines 

checking-in, medicines changeover and medicines administration.  
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The chapter also discusses the ways in which this study has adequate credibility, transferability, 

dependability and conformability. A thick description of interviews and observational research 

maintains credibility, whilst proper description of each case study’s geographic location and 

demographics maintains transferability. Using the multiple case study method strengthens 

dependability, whilst conformability is supported by self-reflection on the researchers own 

preconceptions throughout the study. Finally, the use of triangulation through the three research 

instruments (semi-structured interviews, direct participant observations and stakeholder feedback 

sessions) strengthens the study design. 

 

The subsequent chapter will present results to RQ1 (how is the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within 

care homes carried out?) derived from semi-structured interviews and participant observations for 

each case study, using Framework Analysis. The end of the chapter will provide a general definition of 

each task within the cycle, compiled from results of each case study. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

A total of 18 interviews were conducted, lasting approximately 30-60 minutes (mean time 43.07 

minutes) and took place at the participants’ place of work. Three GPs and three pharmacists were 

approached, of which one GP and one pharmacist participated (both in CS3), whilst all three care 

home managers and all care home staff approached participated. Each care home did have a set of 

Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) on medicines management within their care home. 

 

The exact amount of waste produced throughout the 28-day supply of medicines cycle and the exact 

amount of time medicines administration takes per resident is not known for any of the following case 

studies as it was not a primary research objective of the study. Instead, the researcher attempted to 

capture what happens during each task in the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. 

 

The researcher carried out observations throughout one entire 28-day supply of medicines cycle in 

each case study. Tasks observed were coded by the researcher as: medicines re-ordering and 

prescription check against re-order, medicines checking-in, medicines changeover and medicines 

administration. 

 

The remainder of the results chapter is organised by each care home which represents 

an individual case study. To analyse data, each case study followed the Framework 

Analysis steps described in the previous chapter. The framework from the previous 

chapter (p. 65) was derived from results and is used to organise this chapter, to 

understand the tasks involved in the 28-day supply of medicines cycle: (1) medicines 

re-ordering and prescription check against re-order, (2) medicines checking-in, (3) 

medicines changeover and (4) medicines administration. Each task is described via 

data from semi-structured interviews and direct participant observations.  
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INTERVIEWS AND PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION RESULTS FOR CASE STUDY 1 

 

General Information on Case Study 1 

Table 6: Case Study 1 Care Home Characteristics 

Care Home Characteristics [CS1] 

Type of Home Nursing care home 

Number of Residents 47 nursing home residents 
20 on downstairs floor, 27 on upstairs floor 

GP Surgery All residents are under one GP surgery 
GP surgery is in close proximity (0.97 km) 

Pharmacy Pharmacy is in close proximity (1.93 km) 
Medicines Storage All medicines kept in medicines storage room or 

medicines trolley, which is also stored in the 
medicines storage room.  

Medicines Management Lead One medicines management lead (qualified nurse) 
One clinical lead (qualified nurse) 

Staff-to-resident ratio Nurse-to-resident ratio 

• Daytime = 1:22.2  

• Night-time = 1:47 
Carer-to-resident ratio (not including nurses) 

• Morning = 1:4.7 

• Afternoon = 1:5.88 

• Night-time = 1:9.4 

Type of Medicines Management System Paper-based 
Number of Interview Participants 5 

Interviewees Care home manager 
 

CH Manager 
 

Care manager Participant 1 

Medicines Management 
Lead 

Participant 2 

Nurse (x2) Participants 3 & 4 

Total Hours of Observation (approximate) 14.5 

 

All results in the following sections came from case study interviews and direct participant 

observations. The 28-day supply of medicines cycle follows a four week or 28-day cycle. Week 1 begins 

on the first Monday residents are administered medication from a new batch of medications prepared 

by the pharmacy for the care home. 

 

CS1 – CH Manager: Medicines management would be the resident’s individual needs 

when they’re admitted to the home, we do a pre-nursing assessment so we can see 

what medications they’re on… I think it’s one of the most important things in the 

resident’s day, for them to have correct medication and pain relief, especially for 
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patients with dementia. Because I think a lot of times, people can just see it as 

agitation but it may be pain-driven. 

 

The GP does a weekly medication round for any resident’s that need to be checked and aims to do a 

full medication review for all resident’s every six months. The pharmacy also aims to do a full review 

of all residents every six months.  

 

CS1 – CH Manager: …we’ve got the clinical lead, who’s the care manager [CS1-P1]; so 

as a qualified nurse [he/she] will take the responsibility of the day-to-day meds 

management. And we’ve also got a lead nurse who does medication management 

[CS1-P2]. So between the two, they’re the main leads for the meds management 

within the home. 

 

Medicines Re-ordering [CS1] 

 

CS1 –P2 [medicines management lead]: I do the medicines re-ordering in week 2 of 

the cycle, whenever I am on shift. I usually do it on my own.  

 

As mentioned in the interview with the medicines management lead, and seen later during direct 

participant observations, this care home uses the repeat slip on the right-hand side of FP10 

prescriptions to reorder medication each cycle for their residents. The medicines management lead 

ticks each item on the repeat slip that is needed for the resident. Items needed are determined by the 

current cycle’s MAR chart and ‘checking-in’ sheet. Together, these documents identify each 

medication the resident is taking, the quantity of each medication the pharmacy sent for the current 

cycle and if any amount of medication was carried forward from the last cycle to the current cycle. 

Based on this information, the medicines management lead is able to tick each medication needed for 

the following cycle and identify the correct quantity of medication needed (by calculating any carried 

forward amounts with the amount sent by pharmacy for the current cycle).  

 

In cases where there is an alteration to the repeat medication stated on the right-hand side of the 

FP10 prescription (i.e. a different quantity needed for the month or a dose change), the medicines 

management lead will hand-write the amendment onto the right-hand side of the FP10 prescription.  
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CS1 – P1 [care manager]: But before we even order, we’ll check what stock we’ve got 

in cupboards and just try and minimise our stock levels…  

 

A sample right-hand side of an FP10 prescription was shown on figure 4, page 34. After completing 

the re-order process for each resident, all right-hand sides of the FP10 prescriptions are faxed to the 

GP surgery.  

 

Prescription Check against Re-order [CS1] 

 

When the prescriptions are ready at the GP surgery, the care home collects the prescriptions and the 

medicines management lead checks the items prescribed against the original re-order requests. This 

highlights any outstanding items to be prescribed for the medicines management lead to ‘chase up’ 

with the GP surgery. A photocopy of all prescriptions is then taken and the pharmacy will pick up the 

original prescriptions from the care home. 

 

CS1 – P1 [care manager]: Tick what we need, return that to the GP by fax so we’ve 

got the original hard copy… and they aim to turn that around within 24 hours. 

 

So then the hardcopy script [prescription] goes to pharmacy and we’ve got our copy 

[photocopy]; so we know we’ve got a reference to prove what we ordered.  

 

What we’ve done now to eradicate the risk of pharmacy saying, ‘oh this item is missing 

off the script this month or they haven’t sent this script;’ we as a home go and collect 

the hardcopy scripts once the GPs done them at the surgery. We bring them back into 

the home and check them against what we’ve ordered. 

 

Interviewer: So this is before they [prescriptions] go to pharmacy? 

 

CS1 – P1 [care manager]: Yes. So we check again, so it’s a second checking process 

and then we will realise ‘oh they’ve missed this off the script’ and ‘we require this item’ 

so then I’ll send another email or fax then back to the GP saying you forgot this item 

or they’ll come back to me and say, ‘oh no we produced the script on such and such a 

day so we can’t issue you another script until such and such a date.’ Or if we can justify 

that we need the item and if the doctor will agree.  
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So then pharmacy come and collect the hardcopy scripts off us, and they start 

producing, racking our meds. What they try to do is get all our medications into the 

home a week before the start of the new drug cycle so two nurses can check in 

medications. 

 

The pharmacy aims to deliver resident medications to the care home approximately a week before 

the start of the new cycle, meaning the Monday of week 4, however in reality it is usually mid-week 

of Week 4. 

 

Medicines Checking-in [CS1] 

 

The medicines management lead will separate all the forms received by the pharmacy into groups: 

resident medication administration record (MAR) charts (a list of medicines an individual is taking, 

detailing when the medication should be administered and allows for the person giving the 

medication to record if the medicine was administered or not (see definitions, page 14), ‘checking-in’ 

forms (one form for each resident listing the quantity of each medication the pharmacy has supplied 

at this time) and re-order forms (one form per resident listing each medication they are on with the 

all medication details listed, including dose, quantity, strength, formulation that the care home can 

use to re-order medications by writing the quantity needed for the next cycle, see figure 10).  
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Figure 10: Sample repeat medication re-order form 
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The medicines checking-in process is always done by two members of staff, usually the medicines 

management lead and one nurse. Together, the staff members will check the medications received 

from the pharmacy against the current MAR charts and the cycle’s prescription order requests. They 

will also count the number of tablets or capsules for each medication received to ensure the pharmacy 

has sent the correct amount, according to the prescription. All medications are: 

 

CS1 – P1 [care manager]: blister packed, except those that can’t be like sodium 

valproate and obviously liquids, and some are tablets [in original boxes], like 

paracetamols. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

CS1 – P4 [nurse]: …and then once it comes to us, we have to sign it to say we have 

received it and count it and also document it on the patient’s MAR chart. And usually 

it’s two nurses who signature it to say that this has been checked and this is the 

amount. 

 

While the medicines are being checked-in, a list of missing items is made. These items are then chased 

up with the pharmacy or GP, by the medicines management lead. 

 

CS1 –P2 [medicines management lead]: The checking in, the nurses help with because 

obviously it requires two staff and sometimes if I’m not on duty and they come in, 

they’ll check them in. But then I just write a list of all the things that are out of stock. 

So I know what I’ve requested so I’ll refer to my request slips. So I’ll do all the chasing 

up really but they [nurses] will count them and then countersign sometimes. And then 

with the photocopy of the prescriptions, we keep it and file it with our records and 

MAR charts. 

 

Medicines Changeover [CS1] 

 

As mentioned in care home staff interviews and confirmed during direct participant observations, the 

medicines management lead completes the medicines changeover process on the last evening of each 

cycle (28th day), which is always the Sunday (evening before) the beginning of the new cycle (Monday).  
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During the interview with the medicines management lead, the researcher was shown the medicines 

storage room. In the medicines storage room, there are small baskets for each resident. These baskets 

contain any other prescribed items, such as creams and any surplus stock. To start the medicines 

changeover process, the medicines management lead checks all the baskets in the medicines storage 

room for resident’s medication from the current cycle. The medicines management lead then writes 

down this number to indicate any medication and the amount of that medication being ‘carried 

forward’ into the new cycle (starting tomorrow).  

 

Once the amount of medication being ‘carried forward’ into the new cycle has been documented, the 

medicines management lead empties all current empty blister packs into waste, as well as any 

medication in the medicines trolley which is not going to be carried forward. The trolley is then 

cleaned and wiped down, then blisters and medications for each resident for the upcoming cycle are 

put into the trolley. 

 

This process generally takes the medicines management lead close to three hours on a Sunday 

evening, after the nurse has completed the bed time medication round. 

 

Additionally, there are other tasks, such as organising the paperwork into a folder to be ready for 

Monday morning, Day 1 of the cycle. 

 

CS1 – P1 [care manager]: So what we do, we obviously have our MAR charts all in the 

folder. So we have two surplus folders so we can set the MARs ready. The two nurses 

checking the meds put them [MAR charts] back into the [document] trays and then on 

the day of drug changeover, the night nurse will just set up the trollies and set up the 

opening dates on the bottles and things like that. 

 

As discussed during interviews, the medicines management lead and the nurse on shift currently 

handle the medicines changeover process. This requires the medicines management lead coming into 

the care home on the last day of each 28-day supply of medicines cycle (Sunday evening), for up to 

three hours to complete the process in time for the beginning of the next cycle (Monday morning). 

 

During participant observations, staff expressed the view that they need three nurses on shift during 

medicines changeover, instead of just two nurses, one being the medicines management lead. They 

explained that it takes at least two nurses (the medicines management lead and one other nurse) to 
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do the actual changeover and get it done in time and the third nurse can handle the regular shift work 

on the floor. Whereas currently, the nurse on shift helps the medicines management lead nurse to do 

the changeover, while also handling any regular shift work on the floor.  

 

Medicines Administration [CS1] 

 

As discussed during interviews, and confirmed during participant observations, the care home has 

two floors and therefore one nurse does the medication rounds upstairs and another nurse will 

complete the medication rounds downstairs. Self-administering residents have medications in their 

room in a locked cupboard and are monitored weekly for correct medication usage.  

 

The general tasks completed by the nurse during medicines administration rounds include: checking 

the MAR chart, getting the medication ready (for example, taking the medications out of the blister 

packs, crushing any necessary tablets if approved by the pharmacy, etc.), sometimes getting the 

resident up and in a comfortable position to take the medication, administering the medication to the 

resident and signing off the MAR charts. Other tasks that are sometimes performed during medicines 

administration include taking a resident’s pulse or refilling the medicines trolley with plastic spoons if 

needed.  

 

CS1 – P3: That part [interaction with residents] is actually what I’m trying to get to 

grips with. Because the nurses know all the individual residents and they’ll know 

straight away if one patient needs to have their tablets crushed or another patient 

needs to have their tablet on a spoon or in their breakfast and things like that so really 

you need to know the patients for that. 

 

I think they do interact really well with them anyway. Everyone is different so they 

need to know them all individually otherwise it would just take all day. Some of them, 

they’ll take it with their breakfast, some they’ll go down to the lounge and give it to 

them with their breakfast down there or if they’re just sitting watching TV.  

 

The care home performs four medication rounds per day: morning, afternoon, teatime and bed time. 

Interviewees said the morning medication round generally takes around two hours, the afternoon 

round takes less than 30 minutes, the teatime round takes approximately one hour, and the bed time 
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round takes from 30 minutes to one hour. This equates to roughly four to four and a half hours per 

day, and approximately two to two and a half hours per nurse’s eight-hour shift. 

 

CS1 – P2: In the morning, we start at 8am and it probably takes about two hours. The 

afternoon one, maximum an hour and the same with the night one. It’s just the 

morning one that’s the longest. 

 

The staff at this care home report that the medication rounds often take longer than it needs to 

because they are interrupted during the process. One nurse approximated that it usually takes 2 hours 

to complete the morning medication round, however without interruptions it could be finished in an 

hour to an hour and a half. 
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INTERVIEWS AND PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION RESULTS FOR CASE STUDY 2 

 

General Information on Medicines Management for CS2 

Table 7: Case Study 2 Care Home Characteristics 

Care Home Characteristics [CS2] 

Type of Home Residential home 

Number of Residents 58 residents 
GP Surgery Residents are under one of three GP surgeries 

Surgeries are in close proximity (all within 3 km) 

Pharmacy Pharmacy is in close proximity (1.93 km) 

Medicines Storage All medicines are stored in locked cupboards in each 
resident’s room 

Medicines Management Lead One medicines management lead 

Staff-to-resident ratio 1:4 
*The staff-to-resident ratio was given by the care 
home manager according to information available 
to him/her at the time, therefore CS2 and CS3 have 
less detailed information on this figure in 
comparison to CS1. 

Type of Medicines Management System Electronic (although some processes are still paper-
based) 

Number of Interview Participants 7 

Interviewees Manager Participant 5 

Medicines 
Management Lead 

Participant 7 

Carers (x5) Participants 1,2,3,4,6 

Total Hours of Observation (approximate) 20 

 

All results in the following sections came from case study interviews and direct participant 

observations. This care home has an electronic system for medicines management in the home and 

the pharmacy they work with. Although using the electronic system, they use processes from both the 

electronic system and traditional paper-based system because the staff are used to working with a 

paper-based system and have not fully explored ways to complete tasks using the electronic system 

(e.g. filling out the right-hand side of prescriptions to re-order instead of filling out the re-order form 

generated by the electronic system, see figure 10, page 75). 

 

The general timescale for each medicines management cycle for this care home is depicted in the 

following quote from the medicines management lead: 
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CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]: It’s a four week cycle. So we have our 

changeover. In the first week, I redo all the ordering so I usually try to get them done 

by the Wednesday, Thursday of the first week. Then that gives two weeks for the 

doctors to get them to the pharmacy. Week three we usually start doing the chasing 

up and then obviously, the turnaround again at the end of week 4.  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

CS2 – P2 [carer]: The medications champion would do the ordering on a monthly basis. 

We get four weekly medications. She would ensure that the prescriptions are e-

prescribed through to the pharmacy. She would liase with the GP surgeries and 

pharmacy to ensure that any additional medications, such as antibiotics, or anything 

that’s outside of the realms of the monthly order is picked up and brought here. 

 

Medicines Re-ordering [CS2] 

 

To re-order monthly medications for each resident, this care home uses the right-hand side of FP10 

prescriptions (figure 4, page 34). Each repeat slip is filled out and photocopied. The original copies are 

then taken to the GP surgeries by hand and the care home keeps the photocopied version. 

Additionally, the medicines management lead fills out an ordering form on the electronic system to 

send to the pharmacy (this task appears to be purposeless and is discussed in detail in Chapter 6, CS2). 

These forms are usually sent directly from the electronic system to the supplying pharmacy through 

the electronic systems portal, however as this function on the electronic system has not been working 

recently, the home has been filling out the order form electronically, then printing the forms and 

sending them by hand to the supplying pharmacy. Therefore, the supplying pharmacy will also have a 

copy of what medications have been requested for the upcoming 28-day supply of medicines cycle.  

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]: On a monthly basis, I do them all [re-orders] 

through the paperwork on the FP10s [repeat slip] and then send them [re-orders] to 

the surgeries. The surgeries then EPS [electronic prescription service] the actual 

prescriptions to the supplying pharmacy… 

 

Prescription Check against Re-order [CS2] 

 

Once the GP surgery has made up the prescriptions using the right-hand side of the FP10 prescriptions 

filled out by the care home, the prepared prescriptions are sent electronically to the supplying 
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pharmacy. As the pharmacy has a copy of what has been requested by the care home, they are able 

to check the prescribed items against the order forms sent by the care home. During the interview, 

the care home’s medicines management lead mentioned that any discrepancies from the care homes 

order form to the prescribed items will be noted on a list. The list is then faxed to the care home, 

where the medicines management lead will chase up any missing items and discrepancies. This is 

usually received in week three. 

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]: …the pharmacy then obviously receive them 

and then anything they’re missing is faxed to me because they know this because 

obviously, I would have also sent the pharmacy what I had ordered using the ordering 

form on our system. 

 

Interviewer: Is that [re-order forms from system] sent electronically? 

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]: It’s supposed to be sent electronically but it 

doesn’t work at the minute so we’re actually sending them by paper. And then the 

supplying pharmacy obviously has that list of what we’ve ordered, then they get the 

scripts in from the doctors, then anything that’s missing, they then send me that... 

 

Interviewer: and is that [list from supplying pharmacy of anything missed being 

prescribed by the GP surgery] sent to you electronically? 

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]:  faxed 

 

Interviewer: okay so then I guess if anything is missing, something that you’ll still 

need, you’ll chase it up with the doctor’s surgery? 

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]:  yeah. 

 

Interviewer: So you do all the chasing up? The pharmacy doesn’t? 

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]: No, I do. 
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CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]: So we’re on week three at the minute so 

that’s why I have the chase-up sheet and then they’ll deliver to me usually around 

about Wednesday next week [week 4] and then the changeover would be that Sunday 

night. 

 

Medicines Checking-in [CS2] 

 

When the medicines are received in the care home, the medicines management lead will check all the 

medications against the order requests and book them into the electronic system. Booking the items 

in involves checking each medication’s strength, dose, formulation and quantity; then entering the 

amount received into the electronic system. 

 

Interviewer: So in between getting the delivery on Wednesday and the changeover on 

Sunday, what do you have to do in that time? 

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]: Check it all, book it in, make sure everything 

is correct basically. So then I can go back through what I ordered, missing items, what 

I’ve got on the system. 

 

At this point, if there are any missing items or discrepancies, they are ‘chased up’ again. 

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]: Medications will then come in and I book 

them in on the computer in the eMAR system. And then obviously ensure all medicines 

are here ready for the date that they go out. If any aren’t, I obviously chase them. 

Then, when they come in, they are booked into the system. 

 

Medicines Changeover [CS2] 

 

This care home has locked medicine cupboards in each resident’s room. All medications are prepared 

in boxes and kept in each resident’s cupboard in their room. Only residents who have the capacity to 

self-administer have keys to their own cupboard, capacity is determined by the home through an 

initial assessment of the resident when they decide to reside at the care home and periodically 

afterwards. All other cupboards can only be accessed by the nurses or care home management. 
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Medicines changeover is usually done over the weekend directly before the beginning of a new cycle. 

It usually takes one full day for the medicines management lead to come in and changeover all 

medications in the resident’s personal medicine cupboards. Until the medicines changeover, each 

resident’s medication is stored in the medicines room. On the day of changeover, each resident’s 

medication for the new cycle is put into their medicine cupboard, usually on a separate shelf to the 

current cycle’s medication to avoid confusion. Any unused medication from the cycle which has not 

been ‘carried forward’ will be taken out of the cupboards and disposed of at this point as well.  

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]: I keep them [medications] all in here 

[medicines room] and then I change them over Saturday or Sunday [of week 4] 

because I found that if I put them in the rooms too early, people [including carers 

administering and self-administering residents] tend to use them and then they get 

mixed up. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

CS2 – P2 [carer]: …and then on a particular date of the month, you know, four weeks 

from the last one, they go into the resident’s cupboards and all old stocks taken out. 

 

The old stocks then go in one of these books and a bucket, that’s collected by the 

pharmacy. 

 

And then we start the new cycle. 

 

Medicines Administration [CS2] 

 

Medicines administration is also incorporated into this care homes electronic system. The process is 

largely the same as any paper-based system, however the MAR charts are now displayed 

electronically. The electronic system also has the added benefit of being able to prompt time-specific 

medicines administration and flag up any medications which are overdue for administration to 

residents. Similar to signing off a paper MAR chart once a medication is administered, an electronic 

signature must also be provided on electronic MAR charts. For self-administering residents, the 

balance of their medications in their cupboard is checked once weekly by a carer to ensure they are 

taking the correct amounts of medication. The carer will sign off a balance check sheet to signify this. 

MAR charts are not filled in for self-administering residents.  
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CS2 – P6 [carer]: It’s all computerised so hopefully it reduces the errors on there. 

Because for example if you’re giving a medication but have to have the space in 

between and you try to give it sooner than you should be giving it, then the system 

actually alerts you not to give it. Or also if you miss any medications, alerts will also 

come up, especially like the Parkinson’s medications that are time-specific; it will alert 

you that they need to be given at a specific time. 

 

This home has the following medication rounds: morning, lunch, tea-time and bed-time. The carers 

and care home manager reported the morning medication round takes a minimum of two hours, 

whereas the others are roughly one hour each. As there are no nurses in this residential home, carers 

undertake the medicines administration phase or facilitate patient self-administration. One carer 

explained that some medications are very time-specific, for example Parkinson’s medication. 

Therefore, along with all the regular medication rounds, these patients have additional times when 

they need to be administered medications.  

 

CS2 – P4 [carer]: The drug round consists of one, two, three, four official rounds; but 

you could have timed medications in between. Sort of like your antibiotics, and your 

Parkinson’s. So you have to be very aware of that, which is all part of your training. 
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INTERVIEWS AND PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION RESULTS FOR CASE STUDY 3 

 

General Information on Medicines Management for CS3 

Table 8: Case Study 3 Care Home Characteristics 

Care Home Characteristics [CS3] 

Type of Home Nursing & Residential care home 

Number of Residents 39 nursing home residents 
20 residential residents 

GP Surgery All residents are under one GP surgery 
GP surgery is in very close proximity (374 ft.) 

Pharmacy Pharmacy is in close proximity (2.0 miles) 
Medicines Storage Nursing home residents: medicines kept in 

medicines trolley, additional items administered 
by carers (i.e. creams) are kept in resident’s room 
Residential residents: medicines kept in locked 
cupboards in individual resident rooms 

Medicines Management Lead One medicines management lead 

Staff-to-resident ratio 1:3.4 
*The staff-to-resident ratio was given by the care 
home manager according to information available 
to him/her at the time, therefore CS2 and CS3 have 
less detailed information on this figure in 
comparison to CS1. 

Type of Medicines Management System Paper-based 

Number of Participants Interviewed 6 
Interviewees Manager Participant 1 

Nurses (x2) Participants 2 & 3 

Carer Participant 4 
GP Participant 5 

Pharmacist Participant 6 

Total Hours of Observation (approximate) 11 

 

All results in the following sections came from case study interviews and direct participant 

observations. This care home is both a nursing and residential home. The home has many people who 

start out as residential but go into nursing and stay within their care home. The 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle is largely the same for both the residential and nursing sides of the care home. The 

supplying pharmacy to this care home uses a robot to dispense medication in an MDS, which is then 

checked clinically and for accuracy by the pharmacist. 

 

This care home follows a 28-day (4 week) cycle in which the medicines management lead re-orders 

medications in week 2. Once the prescriptions are ready at the GP surgery, the care home picks up 

the prescriptions and checks them against their re-order. The prescriptions are then picked up by the 

pharmacy, and once prepared, they are delivered to the care home.  
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CS3 – P2 [team leader]: We start a cycle, after one week we re-order for the next 

cycle. 

 

Medicines Re-ordering [CS3] 

 

The medicines management lead takes charge of ordering medications each cycle. Re-ordering is done 

at the beginning of week two. Each resident’s medications are checked for quantity and ticked on the 

re-order form provided by the supplying pharmacy if the items are needed. Medications on the 

current 28-day supply of medicines cycle are kept in a medicines trolley inside the medicines storage 

room, while any extra resident medication stock is kept in the medicines storage room cupboards. 

Once the re-order forms have been completed, one photocopied version is taken to the GP surgery or 

faxed over and the care home keeps the original version.  

 

This care home follows the following policy for ordering non-blistered items: inhalers for when 

required use and creams of 500mL are ordered every other month, unless there is a substantial 

amount leftover to carry through the next 28-day cycle. Creams are used for a maximum of three 

months before disposal, as advised by CCG infection control.  

 

CS3 – P3 [team leader]: The pharmacy gives us a re-ordering folder, with all the 

residents list of medication and things on a separate sheet for each resident. So every 

month we just tick which medications we need for that monthly cycle. So say the new 

cycle starts today which is always a Monday anyway but say it starts today, we don’t 

order for next month’s cycle up until a week later. Like starting the second week, we 

order for the next month’s cycle. 

 

So after we do the re-ordering forms, we send them to the GP. We do photocopy it 

though. We photocopy two copies. We keep the original for the pharmacy, we keep a 

copy for ourselves, and one copy goes to the surgery. Then they do the scripts and we 

can either phone to ask if they’re ready or we can just go and collect them. It’s 

normally about, a week; say about a week after. They’re normally ready about a week 

after and then we collect them. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

CS3 – P6 [pharmacist]: I think the most important element to having good medicines 

management within care homes is to have one medicines management lead in the 
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home, it makes all the difference to be able know exactly who to contact and 

communicate with to have a query sorted.  

 

Prescription Check against Re-order [CS3] 

 

Once the prescriptions are ready at the GP surgery, they are picked up by the care home. The 

medicines management lead now checks the items prescribed against their original order. For any 

missing items or discrepancies, the care home’s medicines management lead will chase this up with 

the GP. Once all prescriptions are received for all items and any discrepancies are sorted out, the care 

home will call the pharmacy to pick up the prescriptions. The above explanation is depicted in the 

following quotes: 

 

CS3 – P3 [team leader]: And then we have to check them now. We can’t just say ‘oh 

we got the scripts, send them off,’ we have to check them against the original order 

to make sure we have everything.  

 

Interviewer: Okay, so if something was missing and you send it back to the GP, do you 

still wait? 

 

CS3 – P3 [team leader]: We wait. 

 

Interviewer: and then you send everything all together? 

 

CS3 – P3 [team leader]: Yeah, we wait until we get all the prescriptions. But 

sometimes when we order, even though we’ve given them the reorder forms, 

sometimes there’s one or two items not on the prescription when we get them so we 

have to send a request to get that prescription. 

 

So we wait until we get all the prescriptions, check them against the MAR, make sure 

everything is correct. Dosages, if its changed; but if we don’t need it, if we have surplus 

in stock, and we just got another prescription for it, we just put ‘ND’ [‘not dispensed,’ 

so the pharmacy knows not to dispense those medications as they are not needed for 

the upcoming 28-day cycle] in pencil on the left side. 
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And then we just phone the pharmacy to come and collect. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

CS3 – P2 [team leader]: There’s times when we have missing medications that aren’t 

on the prescriptions, so we have to write down the medication, the dosage and 

request it from the GP. So we don’t send anything to the pharmacy until we have all 

the prescriptions.  

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

CS3 – P5 [GP]: It goes in phases, where sometimes we’re doing well with re-ordering 

and issuing prescriptions and sometimes it’s a bit of a mess. We just need to find a 

way to be continuously achieving the same results, that are good of course.    

 

Medicines Checking-in & Medicines Changeover [CS3] 

 

The pharmacy usually delivers the medications to the care home at the beginning of week 4, usually 

4-5 days or one week before the beginning of the new cycle.  

 

Interviewer: and then how long is it usually before the pharmacy delivers the 

medication?  

 

CS3 – P3 [team leader]: Well, we’re still waiting now. Our new cycle started on the 

5th of this month and we did it the second week, so they collected like the end of the 

second week. So we’re waiting for the medication still [Friday of week 3 in the 28-day 

supply of medicines cycle]. 

 

Usually 4 or 5 days or a week before we start. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

CS3 – P2 [team leader]: They usually deliver like 4-5 days before we start.  

 

The supplying pharmacy delivers all medications in blister packs, MAR sheets, ‘checking-in’ charts and 

re-order sheets for each resident. The staff state that as there is no time to check-in medicines during 

a regular shift, the medicines management lead and one other nurse will come in on their day-off to 

do this task.  
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To start with, the new MAR charts will be checked against the current cycle’s MAR charts. All 

medications are then checked against the care home’s order requests and is documented on the 

‘checking-in’ charts, which require two signatures for verification. 

 

This care home completes the medicines changeover process at the same time as the medicines 

checking in process. As one nurse is calling out the medication name, strength and quantity sent out 

loud to the medicines management lead; the medicines management lead checks the item has been 

received for the correct patient for the correct medication, strength and quantity and then places the 

medications and blister packs received for the resident directly into a spare medicines trolley. 

 

The only task left for the night before the start of a new cycle is transferring the front page for each 

resident’s medical notes to the next 28-day supply of medicines cycle’s folder. The front page includes 

a picture of the resident and any medication protocols to follow for the resident. This is a short task, 

that only takes 10-15 minutes and can be completed by any member of staff. 

 

CS3 – P3 [team leader]: But we try to put the new cycle of meds in the spare medicines 

trolley during meds checking-in to make it easier. 

 

Medicines Administration [CS3] 

 

Nurses prepare and administer medication to the nursing residents from the medicines trolley. Each 

medication is checked against the MAR chart, given to resident and the MAR chart is then signed off 

to indicate the medication was taken. 

 

The excerpt from an interview below discusses the residential medicines administration process.  

 

Interviewer: How long does it usually take for one medication round?  

 

CS3 – P3 [team leader]: Umm, it depends because everybody works at different 

speeds. The longest one is the morning. Roughly two hours.  
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COMPILATION OF INTERVIEW AND PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION RESULTS FOR ALL CASE 

STUDIES 

 

The final stage of Framework Analysis, Mapping and Interpretation, aims to define all concepts found 

from the data and use visual displays to aid in interpretation (Ritchie and Spencer, 1994). Therefore, 

the researcher provides a visual framework encompassing all three case study results, to display the 

28-day supply of medicines cycle and each task involved in the cycle from the care home perspective. 

Along with the framework, a definition of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle, as well as general 

definitions of each task involved in the cycle are derived by the researcher from the results of this 

study (figure 11). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11: 28-day Supply of Medicines Cycle within Care Homes 

 

The findings from this study thus far reveal what the 28-day supply of medicines cycle entails from 

the care home perspective: medicines re-ordering and prescription check against re-order, medicines 

checking-in, medicines changeover and medicines administration. 
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The figure above represents the order of each task within the cycle: [1] medicines re-order, [2] 

prescription check against re-order, [3] medicines checking-in and [4] medicines changeover. 

Medicines administration is depicted as an ongoing task throughout the entire cycle, symbolised by 

the large arrow surrounding the entire cycle. Each care home’s 28-day supply of medicines cycle will 

be depicted in greater detail via cross-functional process maps in Chapter 6. 

 

28-day supply of medicines cycle: a continuous cycle in which repeat medicines are re-ordered and 

prescriptions are verified against re-orders. Medicines are then delivered by the supplying pharmacy 

as a four-week or 28-day supply. Medicines are verified during a ‘checking-in’ process and then 

‘changed over’ in preparation for the beginning of the new cycle, at which point medicines will be 

administered to residents. 

 

Medicines Re-order: the process of using the right-hand side of FP10 prescriptions or re-order forms 

generated by the pharmacy to re-order resident’s medication for a 28-day cycle 

 

Prescription Check against Re-order: the process of checking the medication prescribed matches the 

care home’s original re-order requests (correct medication, dose, form and quantity) 

 

Medicines Checking-in: the process of checking each resident’s medication delivered to the home by 

the supplying pharmacy is accurate 

 

Medicines Changeover: the process of removing left over medications from the previous cycle and 

replacing them with the new medications from the next cycle 

 

Medicines Administration: providing each care home resident with the right medication, at the right 

dose, time, frequency according to prescribed directions 

 

The researcher has provided a visual framework for the 28-day supply of medicines cycle, whereas 

NICE guidelines has only provided a visual framework for an overview of tasks involved in medicines 

management (Chapter 2, page 29) (NICE, 2014). The NICE guideline briefly includes an explanation of 

each task listed above through their recommendations and under the categories of ‘prescribe, order, 

dispense and supply’ (NICE, 2014), however the researcher has formally labelled these tasks as 

medicines re-ordering, prescription check against re-order, medicines changeover and medicines 

administration. 
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Alldred and colleagues provide a flowchart depicting the pathway for regular prescriptions or changes 

to existing prescribed medicines between the GP surgery, pharmacy and care home (Chapter 2, page 

30) (Alldred et al., 2009). In contrast to Alldred and colleagues process flowchart, the researcher has 

depicted a framework which looks at the 28-day supply of medicines cycle only for repeat 

prescriptions and only from the care home perspective, providing a definition of the cycle and each 

task within the cycle. 

 

SUMMARY 

 

Chapter 5 used Framework Analysis, described in Chapter 4, to provide a presentation of study results 

from semi-structured interviews and direct participant observations for each of the three case studies.  

 

Emerging themes from each case study included: medicines re-ordering, prescription check against 

re-order, medicines checking-in, medicines changeover and medicines administration. Each of these 

emerging themes has been labelled as a task within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle from the 

care home perspective. A definition of each emerging theme throughout each case study under the 

‘Compilation of Results’ section, along with a figure describing the 28-day supply of medicines cycle 

in care homes (page 91).  

 

Once all data had been analysed via framework analysis, management strategies were explored in 

existing literature to understand which strategies can be applied to the 28-day supply of medicines 

cycle to determine any issues within the cycle and strategies for improvements. To answer RQ2 (what 

are the current issues and challenges within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle?) and RQ3 (how can 

these issues and challenges be rectified and overcome to improve the overall cycle?), the subsequent 

chapter uses Six Sigma process improvement strategy, DMAIC to identify emerging issues and 

challenges within the cycle, and form a suggested framework and set of improvement 

recommendations for each case study.  
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CHAPTER 5 

SIX SIGMA - DMAIC 

 

This chapter first provides a general overview of operations management strategies 

commonly used for process improvement within various industries, whilst providing 

rationale for applying Six Sigma methodology, DMAIC to this particular study. The 

chapter then explains each stage within DMAIC (Define-Measure-Analyse-Improve-

Control).  
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RATIONALE FOR SIX SIGMA METHODOLOGY – DMAIC 

 

There are many well-known systems used within operations management for process improvement, 

some of which include: Total Quality Management (TQM), Lean and Six Sigma. 

 

TQM involves the development, deployment and maintenance of organisational systems that are 

required for various business processes (Kanji and Barker, 1990). It is based on a strategic approach 

that focusses on maintaining existing quality standards as well as making incremental quality 

improvements (Kanji and Barker, 1990). It can also be described as a cultural initiative as the focus is 

on establishing a culture of collaboration among various functional departments within an 

organisation for improving overall quality (Dahlgaard and Mi Dahlgaard‐Park, 2006). 

 

The basic difference between TQM and Six Sigma is the approach. While TQM views quality as 

compliance to internal requirements (Juran and Godfrey, 1999), Six Sigma focusses on improving 

quality by reducing the number of defects (Dahlgaard and Mi Dahlgaard‐Park, 2006). Although the 

end-result may be the same in both philosophies (producing better quality products or services), TQM 

can reach a saturation point, after which no further quality improvements can be made as its focus is 

to comply with internal requirements (Andersson et al., 2006). In contrast, Six Sigma does not reach 

saturation as it takes the quality improvement processes to the next level (Andersson et al., 2006). 

 

The need for continuous quality improvement, rather than simply quality improvement according to 

standards, is especially important in the healthcare field and to a process as important as managing 

repeat medications safely and appropriately through the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care 

homes, where results directly affect resident’s lives and health. As Six Sigma emphasises continuous 

improvement of business processes, does not reach saturation and takes quality improvement to the 

next level, it is better suited to the 28-day supply of medicines cycle.  

 

Furthermore, TQM revolves around improving individual operations within unrelated business 

processes (Juran and Godfrey, 1999), whereas Six Sigma focusses on improving all the operations 

within a single business process (Andersson et al., 2006). As the 28-day supply of medicines cycle is a 

single complex business process or cycle, Six Sigma strategies are used in this research, rather than 

TQM.  
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Another common operations management strategy is Lean. Both Lean and Six Sigma aim to eliminate 

waste and create the most efficient system possible. However, they take different approaches to 

achieving this goal and in identifying the root cause of waste (Andersson et al., 2006). Lean philosophy 

states that waste comes from unnecessary steps in the production process that do not add value to 

the finished product (Liker, 1997), whereas Six Sigma suggests that waste results from variation within 

the process (Harry and Schroeder, 2006). Lean strives to maximise value to the customer using as few 

resources as possible and by analysing workflow to reduce cycle time and eliminate waste (Liker, 

1997). In contrast, Six Sigma strives for near perfect results that will reduce costs and achieve higher 

levels of customer satisfaction (in this case the care home) (Harry and Schroeder, 2006). Lean looks at 

ways to increase flow while Six Sigma focusses on achieving consistent results (Andersson et al., 2006).  

 

Like most processes in healthcare, medicines management is a patient-oriented service (Barnett, 

2018; Miller and Fritz, 2019). Unlike manufacturing for retail, healthcare processes are not majorly 

concerned with producing the most products in the shortest amount of time (Mold, 2017). Instead, 

the processes need to achieve perfection in delivering medical devices, medications, or services to 

patients (Mold, 2017). Similarly, the 28-day supply of medicines cycle needs to deliver accurate repeat 

medications in a timely manner to facilitate safe medicines administration to care home residents, 

which involves administration of the correct medication, to the correct patient at the correct time, 

dose and formulation consistently. The table below explains the similarities and differences between 

TQM, Lean and Six Sigma (table 9). 
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Table 9: Similarities and Differences between TQM, Six Sigma and Lean (Andersson et al., 2006)

CONCEPTS TQM SIX SIGMA LEAN 

ORIGIN 
 
 
THEORY 
PROCESS VIEW 
APPROACH 
METHODOLOGIES 
 
 
 
TOOLS 
PRIMARY EFFECTS 
SECONDARY EFFECTS 
 
 
 
CRITICISM 

The quality evolution in Japan 
 
 
Focus on customers 
Improve and uniform processes 
Let everybody by committed 
Plan, do, study, act 
 
 
 
Analytical and statistical tools 
Increase customer satisfaction 
Achieves customer loyalty and improves 
performance 
 
 
No tangible improvements, resource-
demanding, unclear notion 

The quality evolution in Japan and 
Motorola 
 
No defects 
Reduce variation and improve processes 
Project management 
Define, measure, analyse, improve (or 
design), control (or verify) 
 
Advanced statistical & analytical tools 
Save money 
Achieves business goals and improves 
financial performance 
 
 
Does not involve everybody, does not 
improve customer satisfaction, does not 
have a system view 

The quality evolution in Japan and Toyota 
 
Remove waste 
Improve flow in processes 
Project management 
Understanding customer value, value 
stream, analysis, flow, pull, perfection 
 
 
Analytical tools 
Reduce lead time 
Reduces inventory, increases productivity 
and customer satisfaction 
 
 
Reduces flexibility, causes congestion in 
the supply chain, not applicable in all 
industries 
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Having understood why Six Sigma is best suited to this research rather than other major strategies in 

its field, it is important to differentiate between the methodologies within Six Sigma and why DMAIC 

was chosen for this research.  

 

There are two well-known methodologies which fall under the Six Sigma category. These 

methodologies include: DFSS (also known as DMADV), and DMAIC. DFSS, “Design for Six Sigma” has 

no standard acronym like DMAIC. Organisations have therefore adopted a variety of approaches 

resulting in the most popular acronym DMADV. DMADV stands for its five stages within a Six Sigma 

project: Define, Measure, Analyse, Design and Verify (Park, 2003; Shahin, 2008). Overlapping with 

some of DMAIC’s stages within a Six Sigma project, DMAIC stands for: Define, Measure, Analyse, 

Improve and Control (Harry and Schroeder, 2006; Park, 2003; Shahin, 2008).  

 

The key difference between the two methodologies is the context in which each one should be used. 

DMADV (DFSS) is aimed at creating a new product or process design, whereas DMAIC is focussed on 

improving an existing process (Selvi and Majumdar, 2014). As the 28-day supply of medicines cycle 

already exists in care homes, this research aims to improve the existing process, rather than 

unnecessarily creating a completely new process. Therefore, this research uses the most-used Six 

Sigma methodology, DMAIC, to improve the existing 28-day supply of medicines cycle for care homes. 

 

SIX SIGMA IN HEALTHCARE 

 

Quality in healthcare organisations has been improved by continuous improvement strategies, such 

as Six Sigma (Sandra C. Buttigieg et al., 2016). Six Sigma was first fully implemented into the healthcare 

organisation Commonwealth Health Corporation (CHC) with General Electric in Kentucky, USA, 1998. 

The implementation provided over $2.5 million improvements, decreasing the cost of radiology by 

21.5% per procedure (Thomerson, 2001). 

 

A three-tier hospital system in Ohio, USA implemented Six Sigma throughout its organisations to 

provide a significant level of change to improve financial performance in the year 2000 (Lazarus and 

Stamps, 2002). Mount Carmel has implemented 44 Six Sigma projects, of which 21 are complete (Van 

Den Heuvel et al., 2005). Examples include: improving processing time in central scheduling, claims 

denials due to long-stay observations, implementing a procedure-based delivery system in the surgery 

area to ensure supplies are present when needed during an operation, enhancing clinical 

documentation, making clinical laboratory results available to necessary stakeholders when 
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requested, reducing cycle time in various inpatient and outpatient diagnostic areas. The company 

gained an initial financial return of $3.1 million, and is expected to increase employee and physician 

satisfaction, with Six Sigma implemented as a methodology into the organisation’s performance 

improvement plan (Lazarus and Stamps, 2002; Thomerson, 2001; Van Den Heuvel et al., 2005). 

 

A large tertiary otolaryngology clinic in the US aimed to apply Six Sigma strategies to eliminate process 

waste and reduce variation (Lin et al., 2013). The study managed to decrease overall lead time from 

patient arrival at the clinic to the exam start time by 12.2% and improve on-time starts for patient 

exams by 34% (Lin et al., 2013). 

 

A study completed in the UK specifically used the DMAIC methodology to generate and examine 

quantitative evidence of implementing radio frequency identification (RFID) technology of improving 

effectiveness and efficiency of outpatient surgical processes (Chandra et al., 2012). Using DMAIC, the 

study estimated annual cost savings with RFID as $1,932,476 to $1.93 million, and per patient average 

savings of $298 and 1.1 hours per surgery (Chandra et al., 2012). 

 

A medical college hospital in India used DMAIC to reduce the patient waiting time in a registration 

process in the Health Information Department. The project reduced patients average waiting times by 

94%, along with a 91% reduction in queue length and 48% reduction in percentage of scheduled staff 

needed to complete the process (Bhat et al., 2014). 

 

Finally, Six Sigma strategies have been recognised as powerful improvement methodologies to reduce 

medication errors, increase patient safety and reduce operational costs (Trakulsunti and Antony, 

2018). The methodology is supported by healthcare organisations because it combines cost reduction 

with an outstanding standard of health service to the patient (Matthias and Brown, 2016). Aiming to 

reduce medication errors can focus on various parts of the medicines management process, some 

examples of studies are included below. 

 

A study specifically investigating different types of medication errors in a mid-sized hospital in the US 

applied a combination of Lean and Six Sigma methodologies to obtain a decrease in the total error 

rate from 0.33% to 0.14% in five months, estimated labour cost reductions during this time of 

$550,000 (estimated at $1.32 million annually), improved patient satisfaction and employee morale 

(Esimai, 2005). 
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Castle and colleagues utilised DMAIC to reduce medication errors in a home-delivery pharmacy 

service, consisting of eight prescription processing, three dispensing and six call centre pharmacies 

(Castle et al., 2005). Wrong dose selection errors were reduced by 33%, wrong direction by 49%, 

sound-alike,/look-alike (SALA) errors by 69%, supply errors by 48% and patient name errors by 46% 

(Castle et al., 2005). 

 

A hospital in Taiwan implemented DMAIC methodology to enhance quality and patient safety whilst 

decreasing cost, to ultimately reduce dispensing errors in the pharmacy department (Chan, 2004). 

Before the implementation of DMAIC, the pharmacy team was averaging 338.8 errors per one million 

prescriptions. After implementation of DMAIC, this number reduced to 230 errors per one million 

prescriptions, providing a 30% reduction in dispensing errors (Chan, 2004). Additionally, there was 

improved frontline staff productivity as well as patient safety by the reduction of human errors (Chan, 

2004). This example will be discussed in greater detail throughout the section titled ‘DMAIC: The Five 

Stages’ (page 102), outlining the steps the study took during each DMAIC phase (Define-Measure-

Analyse-Improve-Control). 

 

SIX SIGMA AND DMAIC METHODOLOGY 

 

Originally established by Motorola in 1979 as a quality improvement approach, Six Sigma has grown 

rapidly in the past few decades (Andersson et al., 2006). Motorola’s goal was to improve all products 

– goods as well as services – by a certain magnitude within five years (Klefsjö et al., 2001). The 

company had a focus on improvement rate, but more specifically of becoming sufficiently better 

expeditiously and not just ‘better.’ Setting a clear measure on the improvement work, the Six Sigma 

program was launched in 1987 (Klefsjö et al., 2001). 

 

Before the Six Sigma program was launched, Motorola was spending between five and twenty percent 

($800 to $900 million) of its revenues on correcting poor quality, now known as, defects (Harry and 

Schroeder, 2006). The Six Sigma program was the first to focus on how products were designed and 

all the processes involved, rather than focusing on responding to defects of products as they arose 

(Harry and Schroeder, 2006). Within four years of implementing the Six Sigma program, Motorola had 

saved $2.2 billion, by providing customers with higher-quality products at a cheaper cost (Harry and 

Schroeder, 2006).  

 



 

 101 

Six Sigma management theory states the key to greater bottom-line profitability lies not in reducing 

costs but in improving quality (Harry and Schroeder, 2006). Six Sigma emphasises the creation of 

business processes in such a way that defects never arise in the first place and provides a significant 

competitive advantage over companies which are forced to spend time and resources identifying and 

rectifying product defects or process mistakes (Harry and Schroeder, 2006). 

 

Six Sigma provides the necessary tools and techniques for organisations and quality practitioners to 

implement systematic approaches to quality improvement, re-creating or improving business 

processes so that less defects and errors arise in the future (Shankar, 2009). Six Sigma is a proactive 

methodology process because it focusses on decreasing the number of errors that arise, rather than 

fixing errors after they have occurred (Harry and Schroeder, 2006). In Six Sigma, companies operating 

at the highest quality standards will always have the lowest cost structure in its industry (Harry and 

Schroeder, 2006). 

 

Furthermore, Six Sigma is a performance target which applies to a single critical-to-quality 

characteristic, rather than the total product (Harry and Schroeder, 2006). Therefore, the more 

complex a product is, the more opportunities for defects to occur and the greater chance a defect 

may occur somewhere within the product even if all the individual components are Six Sigma (Harry 

and Schroeder, 2006). 

 

Sigma is a statistical measure of process variation referred to as the standard deviation (Klefsjö et al., 

2001). It relates to the capability of a process, meaning its ability to produce non-defective products, 

units or parts (Klefsjö et al., 2001). Six Sigma generally implies that the occurrence of defects or for 

something to go wrong in any organisational process is at a rate of less than 3.4 defects per million 

opportunities (DPMO) (Klefsjö et al., 2001). Comparatively, sigma levels of three, four and five produce 

DPMO rates of 66,807, 6,210, and 233, respectively (Klefsjö et al., 2001). 

 

The average for many industries is around four sigma level, equating to 6,210 DPMO. Whereas, the 

entire service industry in the United States has an average sigma level between 2.0 and 2.5, equivalent 

to between 158,700 and 208,500 defects or failures per million opportunities (Bandyopadhyay and 

Coppens, 2005). Specific examples in healthcare include a sigma level of 1.0 in the use of beta blockers 

to treat high blood pressure and other cardiac problems, a sigma level of 2.0 in treating depression, a 

sigma level of 4.0 in treating injuries, and a sigma level of 3.0 in antibiotic use (Bandyopadhyay and 
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Coppens, 2005). These sigma levels appear to be quite low considering the healthcare industry is one 

in which errors cannot be accepted, as they can have detrimental effects to people’s health. 

 

As Six Sigma produces a concrete goal of achieving less than one defect per 3.4 million opportunities, 

the rate of error within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle could decrease if implemented correctly, 

therefore providing the potential for safer medicines management to care home residents; or at the 

very least, areas for improvement can be identified. The additional benefit to implementing Six Sigma 

within the care home 28-day supply of medicines cycle is the introduction of a proactive process, 

rather than a reactive process. 

 

As Six Sigma is the goal, it is achieved by DMAIC methodology, which defines critical-to-business 

processes, gathers data, analyses the results to pinpoint errors and develop ways to eliminate those 

errors (Harry and Schroeder, 2006). Each stage of DMAIC will now be briefly explained. 

 

DMAIC: THE FIVE STAGES 

 

This section of the thesis will describe each of the five phases of DMAIC. 

Define – Measure – Analyse – Improve - Control 

 

Define 

 

Define the problem at hand (Atanelov, 2016). 

 

During the Define phase, companies begin to understand the fundamental concepts of Six Sigma and 

gain a sense of how it can be used as a problem-solving methodology with a unique set of tools (Allen, 

2019). This stage is a source of identification, looking at the organisation’s ability to satisfy customer 

expectations in terms of quality, price and delivery with a known degree of certainty (Lynch, 2003). 

Organisations will recognise how their processes affect profitability and then define what the critical-

to-business processes are (Chang, 2016). 

 

Managers and employees begin to realise the organisations processes and degree of variation within 

their processes must be controlled. Variation has a direct impact on business results in terms of cost, 

cycle time and the number of defects that affect customer satisfaction (Harry and Schroeder, 2000). 

Therefore, the company will begin to question inputs, the processes that go into creating a product or 
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service, rather than simply inspecting the final product or service delivered to the customer’ (Harry 

and Schroeder, 2000). 

 

Returning to an example mentioned on page 100, where DMAIC was utilised to 

reduce dispensing errors within a hospital pharmacy department in Taiwan, the 

research team identified this goal and scope of the project during the define phase 

(Chan, 2004). They did this by using the voice of the customer (VOC) analysis to obtain 

data regarding the customers’ needs. In this case, both patients and nurses were 

identified as customers (Chan, 2004). 

Measure 

 

Measure current baseline (Atanelov, 2016). 

 

The Measure phase aims to identify where a process is at the time it is measured and helps identify 

the goals a company should aspire to achieve. During the measure phase, critical-to-quality (CTQ) 

characteristics in the process are measured and described, performance standards are defined and 

measurement systems are validated.  

 

During the measure phase in the Taiwan-based hospital pharmacy department, the 

team used historical data and manually collected data to establish baseline 

performance of the process (Chan, 2004). Frontline pharmacists were trained to use 

data collection sheets to capture dispensing errors. This provided a double check 

process before giving medicines to patients. The data sheets were analysed by the 

team leader at the end of each day (Chan, 2004). 

 

Analyse 

 

Analyse and identify the specific causes of the problem (Atanelov, 2016). 

 

The analyse phase aims to identify the root causes of the problems that were explained during the 

measure phase (Brewer, 2004). The baseline sigma performance level of an organisation can be 

calculated during the measure or analyse phase. Based on the sigma level of an organisation, Harry 

(1998) and Lucas (2002) suggested that these organisations can be classified as either ‘world-class,’ 

‘industrial average’ or ‘non-competitive.’  
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There are four quality metric terms (defined below) which can be used in Six Sigma projects to 

emphasize the consistency of products or services: defects per million opportunities (DPMO), Cpk 

(process capability index), cost of poor quality (COPQ) and sigma level. 

 

Table 10: Definitions of DPMO, Cpk, COPQ and Sigma Level (Bothe, 1997; Breyfogle, 2003; Pande 

et al., 2000) 

 

 𝐷𝑃𝑀𝑂 =  
(1,000,000 × 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑑𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑠)

(𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑠 × 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑜𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑡
 

 

𝐶𝑝𝑘

=
𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑠 𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑡𝑜 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑛𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡 𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑙𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑡

3𝜎
 

[where 𝜎 represents the process standard deviation] 

 

COPQ: a percentage of sales; poor quality costs are those associated with rework, 

scrap, solutions, prevention and appraisal 

 

Sigma Level: number of standard deviations (𝜎), from the process average to the 

nearest specification 

 

To help apply Six Sigma tools and visualise industry performance for comparative purposes, RBX 

Industries (chemicals industry, making materials, e.g. rubber) created a nomograph (figure 12). The 

nomograph visualises the relationship between the performance indexes defined above. The lower 

horizontal axis represents the sigma levels from zero to six, while the upper horizontal axis indicates 

the expected DPMO. The left vertical axis provides the Cpk values from zero to two, while the right 

vertical axis provides the typical values for COPQ (Rudisill and Druley, 2004). The diagonal line 

represents the graphic equivalency of the metrics. For example, a sigma level of three equates to a 

Cpk of one, DPMO of 66,811, and an estimated 30% for COPQ.  
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Figure 12: Six Sigma Metric Nomograph (Rudisill and Druley, 2004), depicting multiple industry 

performance levels. 

 

Example reference points for various industries have been added for comparative purposes. For 

example, RBX Industries determined the average number of errors (defects) in doctor’s prescription 

writing is approximately 6,210 errors (defects) per million opportunities (DPMO), therefore giving a 

sigma performance level of 4, equating to a Cpk of approximately 1.38 and an estimated 17% for COPQ. 

 

During the analyse phase in the Taiwan-based hospital pharmacy department, the 

team created a process map of dispensing to identify sources of variability in the 

process (Chan, 2004). The data collected showed that human factors including, 

working attitude, knowledge and experience were the largest contributor of 

dispensing errors (Chan, 2004). 

 

Improve 

 

Improve and implement the intervention to reduce the problem (Atanelov, 2016). 

 

The Improve phase identifies steps needed to improve the process and reduce major sources of 

variation (Harry and Schroeder, 2000). It aims to improve and control those variables that have the 

greatest influence on a product or service’s key characteristics (Harry and Schroeder, 2000). During 
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the Improve phase, adjustments are made to the design of the process and implemented to improve 

the performance of CTQs (de Koning and de Mast, 2006).  

 

During the improve phase in the Taiwan-based hospital pharmacy department, the 

team implemented an automatic dispensing machine for prescriptions with less than 

three medications prescribed (Chan, 2004). After implementing the process, the team 

leader was required to collect data to monitor the process until it was working 

smoothly (Chan, 2004). 

 

Control 

 

Control to ensure that the improvement phase lasts and to ensure that deviations from goal 

performance are corrected without causing defects (Atanelov, 2016). 

 

The aim of the control phase is to make adjustments to the process management and control system 

by implementing control plans in order for improvements to be sustainable, and to gain empirical 

verification of the project’s results to determine the new process capability (de Koning and de Mast, 

2006). 

 

Finally, during the control phase in the Taiwan-based hospital pharmacy department, 

the team used control charts to ensure that the improvement was sustained (Chan, 

2004). The study was successful in reducing dispensing errors by over 30%. The study 

concluded that reducing the number of human errors in the process would improve 

frontline staff productivity and patient safety as well (Chan, 2004). 

 

Table 11 summarises each stage within DMAIC and the worked example by Agnes Chan of using 

DMAIC to reduce medication errors: 
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Table 11: Objectives of DMAIC Phases (Brewer, 2004; Chan, 2004; Harry and Schroeder, 2000) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DMAIC Phase Objectives Worked Example  

Define 
Identify key business 
issues and Define the 
project’s purpose and 
scope  

- Recognise how processes 
affect profitability/resident 
satisfaction 
- Define the critical-to-
business processes 

- Identified goal and scope of the 
project as reducing dispensing errors 
- Used voice of the customer (VOC) 
(both patients and nurses in this case)  

Measure 
Understand current 
performance levels by 
measuring the frequency 
of defects 

- Select critical-to-quality 
(CTQ) characteristics 
- Define performance 
standards 
- Validate measurement 
systems 

- Frontline pharmacists trained to use 
data collection sheets to capture 
dispensing errors, providing a double 
check process before giving medicines 
to patients 
 - Data sheets analysed by team leader 
at the end of each day and established 
baseline performance 

Analyse 
Understand current 
performance levels by 
analysing when and 
where defects occur 

- Establish product 
capability 
- Define performance 
objectives 
- Identify variation sources 

- Process map to identify sources of 
variability during dispensing 
- Human factors (working 
attitude, knowledge, 
experience) were the largest 
contributor to dispensing 
errors 

Improve 
Achieve breakthrough 
improvement by 
implementation 

- Screen potential causes 
- Discover variable 
relationship 
- Establish operating 
tolerances 

- Implemented automated dispensing 
machine for prescriptions with less 
than three items to reduce chance for 
human errors 

Control 
The Process so that it 
stays fixed 

- Validate measurement 
system 
- Determine process 
capability 
- Implement process 
controls 

- Implemented control charts 
 

DMAIC Methodology - Reduce process variation 
therefore reducing defects 
to final product or service 
delivered from the process 

- Study Results: decrease in dispensing 
errors by 30%, less errors caused due 
to human factors – automated system 
improved frontline staff productivity 
and patient safety 
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SUMMARY 

 

This chapter presented three operations management techniques for process improvement: TQM, 

Lean and Six Sigma. Six Sigma was chosen as it does not reach saturation and aims to achieve 

consistent results (Andersson et al., 2006). The Six Sigma methodology DMAIC was chosen, rather 

than DFSS because DMAIC focusses on improving existing processes rather than creating new 

processes (Selvi and Majumdar, 2014). The chapter then presents each phase within DMAIC; Define, 

Measure, Analyse, Improve and Control. Chapter 8 will discuss the application of Six Sigma on each 

case study from this research. 
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CHAPTER 6 

APPLICATION OF SIX SIGMA TO CASE STUDIES 

 

This chapter describes how DMAIC was applied to the 28-day supply of medicines cycle 

for each case study (excluding the medicines administration phase). As a similar issue 

was found from each case study during the Define phase, all three cases focus on 

decreasing discrepancy rates between repeat re-order requests made from the care 

home to the prescriptions generated at the GP surgery. The same tools are used in 

each case study during the Measure and Analyse phase, however depicting data 

generated from each individual case study.  

 

An individual set of recommendations is then provided for each case study during the 

Improve phase. The same Control measure is suggested for each case study, therefore 

the error log presented is the same for each case. Finally, for verification of the 

suggested process implementations, the researcher conducted stakeholder feedback 

sessions to receive feedback on the model and recommendations provided. Results 

from each stakeholder feedback sessions are also presented under the Control phase 

of each case study in this chapter. Finally, with the compilation of recommendations 

to each case study, the researcher created a generalised process map and set of 

recommendations for all care homes to follow. 

 

The layout of this chapter is as follows: the first section (DMAIC Framework) details 

each stage of DMAIC and the tools used by the researcher in all three case studies. 

The second section presents the ‘Application of DMAIC’ on each individual case study, 

(forming subsections of Case Study 1, 2, 3). The final section of this chapter 

(Generalised Recommendations) provides the suggested process map and 

recommendations for all care homes. 
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DMAIC Framework 

 

The figure below represents the tools used in each DMAIC phase of this study. Each tool will be 

explained under its associated phase in the subsequent sections. 

 

Figure 13: DMAIC Framework using Six Sigma Tools 
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DEFINE 

 

The Define phase involves recognising the care home’s ability to satisfy its care home responsibilities 

in terms of receiving and then providing the correct medications to residents. Variation within the 28-

day supply of medicines cycle has a direct impact on time taken to complete each task within the cycle, 

as well as the number of defects or discrepancies. This can negatively impact organisational 

responsibility and safety: increasing the risk of near-misses and medication errors, as well as the cost 

to the NHS in terms of medication waste. 

 

The inputs considered during the define phase include the end-to-end 28-day supply of medicines 

cycle and all its tasks involved, which support the delivery of the following outputs (services delivered): 

[1] the care home receiving all the correct medications for each resident, [2] decreased medication 

waste, and [3] the correct medication administered to the correct care home resident at the correct 

time, in the correct strength, form and dosage.  

 

1. VOC 

 

The Define phase used the ‘Voice of the Customer (VOC)’ to determine the scope of the Six Sigma 

project. Although the final client within medicines management is the care home resident, this study 

labelled the care home staff as the customer because the care home is placing the medication order 

and subsequently receiving it (as the customer) during the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. For 

nurses or carers to administer the correct medications at the correct time to the correct resident, or 

give the correct medications to self-administering residents in a timely manner; the care home must 

receive the correct medications, with sufficient time to check and organise them into the medicines 

trolley or resident medication cupboards. It is common for management studies to employ industry 

or process experts as the customer during VOC (Chan, 2004). Therefore, the care home staff are the 

primary customers for this study. The VOC was captured by all 18 semi-structured interviews and 

direct participant observations of one 28-day supply of medicines cycle in each care home. The VOC 

is the task of identifying customer needs, structuring customer needs and providing priorities for 

customer needs (Griffin and Hauser, 1993).  

 

One of the key challenges that surfaced from the VOC for all case studies was receiving prescriptions 

from the GP surgery for all medications that were requested, and at the requested quantity from the 

care home. As requesting medication and receiving the correct prescription is an early stage in the 28-
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day supply of medicines cycle, it is fundamental to the smooth running of subsequent processes in the 

cycle.  

 

The researcher identified this as a key area for improvement using Six Sigma, DMAIC in all case studies 

and therefore, the primary input investigated was labelled ‘Request Discrepancies’ by the researcher. 

A definition by the researcher is now provided: 

 

Request Discrepancies: any difference between the care home’s repeat medication 

order request to the surgery, and the prescription subsequently produced from the 

order request or the item subsequently dispensed 

 

2. Types of Discrepancies derived from CTQ Tree 

 

The researcher then employed Critical-to-Quality (CTQ) trees to translate the VOC into specific 

requirements (Brewer, 2004). CTQ is: 

 

the key measurable characteristic of a product or service whose performance 

standards or specification limits must be met in order to satisfy the customer. In 

practice, a CTQ tree, a tree diagram for finding a problem or something to be 

improved in the product through the customer’s eyes, is the most useful tool for 

ensuring the configuration or transformation from critical customer requirement to 

CTQ (Wu et al., 2014). 

 

The researcher created a CTQ tree on the basis of the VOC and project objective to establish the 

essential CTQ characteristics (figure 14). 
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NEED DRIVERS CTQ CHARACTERISTICS 

 

 

Figure 14: Critical-to-Quality (CTQ) Tree 

 

The CTQ tree provided the CTQ characteristics necessary to ensure order request to prescription 

generation accuracy. These CTQ characteristics were therefore labelled as avoidable discrepancies. 

The resulting CTQ characteristics have been named and defined: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Order Request to 
Prescription 

Generation Accuracy

All requested 
medications only

No omitted items

No additional items 
prescribed

No mis-prescribed 
items

Medication to last 
one cycle only

Correct quantity of 
each medication 

prescribed
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CTQ Characteristics/Avoidable Discrepancies 

(Avoidable Discrepancies to ensure Order Request to Prescription Generation 

Accuracy) 

1. Omitted items – any item appearing on the repeat medications list that has been 

requested by the care home, but has not been prescribed by the GP surgery 

2. Additional items – any item appearing on the repeat medications list that has not 

been requested by the care home this cycle, however the GP surgery have still 

prescribed it for the cycle 

3. Incorrect quantity – any item appearing on the repeat medications list that has been 

requested by the care home in a specific amount (quantity), but the GP surgery has 

prescribed a different amount (usually the amount already specified on the repeat 

medications list) 

4. Mis-prescribed items – any medication that has been requested by the care home and 

prescribed incorrectly by the GP surgery this cycle, including any medications which 

have been switched to a different brand name or different medication within the same 

class of medications. For example, when new dosage instructions are started mid-

cycle under directions of the GP or specialist and may or may not be on the repeat 

medications list at this point. The new dosage has been requested by the care home 

for the subsequent cycle and has been prescribed incorrectly (perhaps with the old 

dosage instructions) by the GP surgery. 

 

An example of each type of discrepancy listed above from each case study is given in a table under 

each case study’s Define phase (table 12, page 123 [CS1], table 18, page 136 [CS2], table 22, page 149 

[CS3]). 

 

MEASURE 

 

3. Request Discrepancies Measurement System – determined by CTQ Tree 

 

To establish factors that needed to be measured during this phase, the researcher revisited the CTQ 

tree created during the define phase. A way to measure each CTQ characteristic/avoidable 

discrepancy generated from the CTQ tree in the previous phase was determined. Figure 15 depicts 

how each CTQ characteristic would be measured in each case study. 
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NEED DRIVERS CTQ CHARACTERISTICS 
MEASUREMENTS (at 
medicines checking-
in and changeover) 

 

 

Figure 15: CTQ Tree with Measurements 

 

Once the measureable parameters had been determined, the researcher documented each 

discrepancy encountered during the medicines checking-in task; between the medications dispensed 

(in accordance to the prescriptions that were generated) and the order request prepared by the care 

home. Tables in the subsequent sections (table 13, page 124 [CS1], table 19, page 137 [CS2], table 23, 

page 150 [CS3]), show the number of discrepancies encountered at the medicines checking stage 

during one 28-day supply of medicines cycle for each case study. 

 

4. Pareto Chart 

 

To illustrate the discrepancies encountered in each case study, Pareto Charts have been used (figure 

18, page 125 [CS1], figure 21, page 138 [CS2], figure 24, page 151 [CS3]), for each case study. The 

Pareto Chart was named after the Italian economist, Vilfredo Pareto. The Pareto Principle, also known 

as the Rule of 80/20, suggests that 80% of problems can be traced to as few as 20% of root causes 

(Sanders, 1988). In quality control, practitioners such as Juran and Deming have used the principle to 

Order Request to 
Prescription Generation 

Accuracy

All requested 
medications only

No omitted items
Number of omitted 

items

No additional items 
prescribed

Number of additional 
items prescribed

No mis-prescribed items
Number of mis-
prescribed items

Medication to last one 
cycle only

Correct quantity of each 
medication prescribed

Number of medications 
with a smaller quantity 
prescribed (will not last 

entire cycle)

Number of medications 
with a larger quantity 
prescribed (will last 

more than one cycle)
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identify problems and rank these problems from most important to least important. The practitioners 

propose that once the problems that account for 80% of ‘bad’ quality have been identified, one can 

seek solutions for fewer problems of lesser importance, rather than attempting to tackle all problems 

at once (Sanders, 1988).  

 

Pareto Charts are widely used in Six Sigma projects, particularly during DMAIC projects to display 

categorical data arranged in order of highest to lowest frequency by bar graph (Wilkinson, 2006). The 

line graph depicted on the same chart represents the percentage amounts seen on the right-hand side 

axis. Figure 16 depicts how Pareto Charts are set up.  

 

Figure 16: Sample Pareto Chart (Wilkinson, 2006) 

 

The Pareto Charts in this study (figure 18, page 125 [CS1], figure 21, page 138 [CS2], figure 24, page 

151 [CS3]), show the type of discrepancies encountered (in highest to lowest frequency from left to 

right) in one 28-day supply of medicines cycle for each case study. The bars on the chart amount to 

the number of discrepancies encountered (count), whereas the line amounts to the percentage of the 

total amount of discrepancies encountered. 
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ANALYSE 

 

5. Sigma Performance Levels 

 

As discussed previously, the aim of Six Sigma is to achieve less than 3.4 defects per million 

opportunities (DPMO). To determine where each care home currently stands in regard to their 28-day 

supply of medicines cycle, the current number of DPMO was calculated. To calculate the DPMO, first 

the total number of opportunities for defects for each case study was calculated. To do this, the total 

number of residents in each case study were multiplied by the average number of medications care 

home residents receive (e.g. the denominator), which is eight according to Barber et al. (2009). 

Furthermore, an average of eight medications per resident was used because studies found in the 

literature quoted care home residents usually take between six and ten medications on average 

(Barber et al., 2009; NHS England, 2019b; RPSGB, 2016), therefore the researcher chose to take the 

median between six and ten. The number of defects encountered (e.g. the numerator) were recorded 

during each case studies participant observations. These two values were then converted into the 

number of defects that would be present in one million opportunities. Calculations for each case study 

are shown on page 126 [CS1], page 139 [CS2], and page 152 [CS3]. 

 

Sigma performance levels were also calculated at this point. When data is continuous, it is calculated 

by using the standard deviation, significance level and Cpk (Tenera and Pinto, 2014). However, with 

discrete data, or categorical data, it is not possible to calculate these components (Tenera and Pinto, 

2014). Therefore, the sigma level was calculated using the Process Sigma conversion table or the 

equation below (where p represents metrics proportion in concern). 

 

 

𝑛 =  (
𝑧𝑎/2

∆
) ×  𝑝 × (1 − 𝑝) 
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6. Fishbone Diagrams 

 

To identify the root causes of discrepancies, focussing on omitted items and incorrect quantities, as 

suggested by the Pareto Analysis, the researcher used a Fishbone diagram. Fishbone diagrams were 

pioneered and named after the Japanese quality control statistician, Kaoru Ishikawa in the 1960s 

(Juran and Godfrey, 1999). They are therefore also known as Ishikawa diagrams (Juran and Godfrey, 

1999) and sometimes Cause & Effect diagrams (Watson, 2004). Fishbone diagrams are a common tool 

used in Six Sigma projects to identify and group the root causes of quality problems (Ilie and Ciocoiu, 

2010).  

 

The root causes depicted in the fishbone diagram for the case studies were generated by the 

researcher during participant observations. Potential root causes were discussed with the medicines 

management lead during participant observations and the fishbone diagram was shown to each 

stakeholder feedback session for each case study. Each stakeholder feedback session agreed to the 

root causes listed in the fishbone diagram created by the researcher. As the scope of each DMAIC 

project on each case study is the same and similar processes are followed for each task in the 28-day 

supply of medicines cycle, the resulting Fishbone Diagrams are the same for each case study. 

 

7. ‘As is’ Cross-functional Process Map 

 

Levels of performance can be viewed from three different perspectives: organisation, process and job 

or performer (Damelio, 2011). Cross-functional process maps, also known as swim-lane diagrams 

show the path of work that ‘crosses’ several functions and how the relevant activities, people or 

organisations, information systems or resources are connected (Damelio, 2011). 

 

Cross-functional process maps have the following key features: swim-lane, workflow, supplier-

customer relationships, depicted in figure 17. Each swim-lane is a horizontal band, showing work 

activities according to each organisation or team that performs those activities. The ‘A’ icon depicts 

an example swim lane in the figure below and each swim-lane is labelled as ‘customer’ or ‘entity’ in 

figure 17. All activities shown on a cross-functional process map are interrelated, creating and 

delivering value throughout the process. Activities are highlighted by the ‘B’ icon, displaying each 

activity by the boxes numbered one to six in figure 17. Finally, supplier-customer relationships 

demonstrate the handoff of work items between any two entities, acting as the interface between 

two components (Damelio, 2011). This is depicted by the ‘C’ icon in figure 17. 
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Figure 17: Cross-functional Process Map – Key Features: (A) “Swim-lane” (entity) (B) workflow, (C) 

“handoff” (internal supplier-customer relationship) taken from (Damelio, 2011) 

 

The cross-functional process maps shown later in this chapter represent the care home, GP surgery 

and pharmacy, as separate entities in each ‘swim-lane.’ The maps represent workflow of tasks 

including medicines re-ordering, prescription generation, prescription check against re-order, 

dispensing medications, medicines checking-in and changeover, as well as the organisational 

relationships displaying where activities and resources are ‘handed off.’  

 

Each case study’s cross-functional process map was derived during participant observations for each 

care home. Each map was presented and discussed during each case study’s stakeholder feedback 

session, to ensure the researcher had accurately depicted the order of each task and its’ timeframe 

within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 120 

IMPROVE 

 

8. Recommendations 

 

The researcher has produced a set of recommendations for each case study. The aim of the 

recommendations was to provide a 28-day supply of medicines cycle that is more efficient and less 

prone to producing discrepancies or near-misses. Each set of recommendations are presented on: 

table 16, page 132 [CS1], table 21, page 147 [CS2], table 25, page 157 [CS3]. 

 

CONTROL 

 

9. Error Log 

 

As Six Sigma projects aim for continuous improvement, a control parameter must be enforced to 

determine if improvements have been made after implementation and to establish a method of 

verifying processes are continuing to achieve better results over time. As a control parameter, the 

researcher provides each case study with the same error log, highlighting the total number of 

discrepancies encountered each cycle and the total number of each type of discrepancy (omissions, 

incorrect quantities, additional items and mis-prescribed items) each cycle. Although auditing the 

improvement in the 28-day supply of medicines cycles in each care home was not within the scope of 

this PhD, the researcher created the error log to allow care homes to recognise any emerging patterns 

or trends and determine strategies to tackle those issues (involving the concerned stakeholders where 

necessary), once multiple cycles are logged. 

 

10. Stakeholder Feedback Session 

 

In order to receive feedback and validate the recommendations and suggested process map, the 

researcher carried out stakeholder feedback sessions within each case study. Results from each 

stakeholder feedback session are presented during the final part of the control phase. 

 

GENERAL CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ALL CASE STUDIES 

 

11. Recommended Cross-functional Process Map 

12. Specific Recommendations for the 28-day Supply of Medicines Cycle 
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Additionally, the researcher has developed a recommended cross-functional process map for all care 

homes to employ, along with a generalised set of recommendations, both presented at the end of this 

chapter (page 158-159) 
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SIX SIGMA APPLICATION TO CASE STUDY 1 

 

DEFINE – CASE STUDY 1 

 

1. VOC 

 

The VOC indicated that many discrepancies between repeat re-order requests from care homes and 

the items prescribed by the GP surgery occur. The quotes below are from the semi-structured 

interviews conducted and are used to depict the challenge of request discrepancies. The quotes are 

mentioned under each case study’s VOC, rather than in Chapter 4 (results), because the purpose of 

Chapter 4 was to explain the process of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle and the tasks within it 

using Framework Analysis, whereas the purpose of this chapter is to use Six Sigma, DMAIC to define 

the challenge the care homes face and provide recommendations to resolve these issues or 

challenges. 

 

CS1 – P1 [care manager]: But before we even order, we’ll check what stock we’ve got 

in cupboards and just try and minimise our stock levels but where we do end up 

overstocked is, and this is kind of the weakness in the circle of ordering is, obviously 

doctors get their receptionists or whoever’s in charge of meds management at their 

surgery to print off the scripts and I don’t think the doctors always have time to check 

the levels of items so we might, say if normally someone has 100 paracetamol every 

month and we’ve got plenty of stock because they haven’t had paracetamol as much 

that month so we’ve ordered 50 tablets. 

 

But the script is set to 100 and doctors aren’t always great at checking that they’ve 

only required 50 this month [the quantity required] so they still send us 100. So that’s 

when we end up overstocked and having to chuck medicines away. 

 

So obviously, GPs have got constraints on time so they just sign the scripts sometimes 

and overstock us. And I’ve raised this with the GP and it’s a case of them having to go 

into the system and amend the script so that’s obviously extra work for them. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
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CS1 – CH Manager: …if the GP would dispense the wrong dosage or the wrong 

amount, it won’t meet the cycle. 

 

Then halfway through the cycle, our nurses send in faxes to the GP, and then they’d 

have to phone the reception, ‘has the doctor done the prescription yet?’  

 

‘Oh, it’s out now or no there’s nothing.’ 

 

It would be nice to say, this is what we’ve requested, and you can see whether it’s 

prescribed, dispensed, or if it’s on its way… 

 

Everything’s like backlogged so to me, the ideal system would be if we could logon to 

our GP. I know there’s different portals we can have access to, but to my knowledge, 

there’s nothing like that transparent with medication. 

 

So, we can see yeah, the last time he was prescribed this was then. I know the GP can 

see it but don’t have access to it. And now with this GDPR, I don’t know that we’ll ever 

get access to it so it will be like so and so has got this, it was requested, it was 

prescribed, it was sent to pharmacy, it was dispatched, this is when that medication 

will run out. That will flag up on your screen, computer system then, seven days before 

that medication’s due to run out or if there’s any changes. 

 

Furthermore, the care home manager explains issues arising when the GP surgery fails to respond to 

queries or amendments suggested by other healthcare practitioners in a timely manner with the 

following example. 

 

CS1 – CH Manager: I mean the study that we took part in, that was a disaster because 

of that GP [previous GP]. We’d do our part and people doing the study would come in, 

sit with the family, sit with the staff, get the behaviour, look at the medications and 

everything, get the pharmacist to come and check everything and then say okay then, 

stop that medication or we’ll alter that medication and then three months down the 

line we’re still chasing the GP to do it. 
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And three months down the line they want to come back in and see the difference it’s 

made, but the GP hasn’t even done it yet. 

 

The care manager explains a weakness in the medicines management process below, highlighting 

communication as a key role in the process. 

 

CS1 – P1 [care manager]: I’d say the only kind of weakness in the chain at times can 

be if, say we have drug changeover on a Monday, and pharmacy get stuck a little late 

with meds say on a Wednesday and then it’s just a time factor.  

 

So, if at that point, we do have missing items, then you’re limited on the amount of 

working days then that you’ve got left to get that med into stock for the Monday and 

sometimes you’ll find that you’re on that Monday, and haven’t got this medication so 

that person hasn’t got that med that morning until on a Monday morning then you 

can chase that med again. That can be the weakness in the chain. 

 

The VOC describes the following key issues: request discrepancies, communication with the GP 

surgery, lack of a transparent system and medicines changeover process happening too late in the 

cycle causing concern.  

 

2. Types of Discrepancies derived from CTQ Tree 

 

Examples from CS1 of each type of discrepancy are given in the table below.  

Table 12: Examples of Types of Discrepancies within the 28-day Supply of Medicines Cycle [CS1] 

Examples of Types of Discrepancies within the 28-day Supply of Medicines Cycle [CS1] 

Omitted Items The care home had requested ferrous fumarate tablets (which is on the 

resident’s repeat medication list) for a resident, however the GP surgery 

has not prescribed the tablets. 

Additional Items The care home did not request chlorhexidine mouthwash or a salbutamol 

inhaler for one resident, however the GP has still prescribed both items 

for this repeat cycle.  

Incorrect Quantity The care home requested 300mL of paracetamol solution for a resident, 

however the GP has prescribed 1000mL of paracetamol solution. 

Mis-prescribed items One resident used to be prescribed a Clenil inhaler. The GP had switched 

the resident’s inhaler to QVAR mid-cycle. The care home therefore 

requested QVAR during the medicines re-ordering task. However, the GP 

prescribed Clenil again by mistake. 
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MEASURE – CASE STUDY 1 

 

3. Request Discrepancies Measurement System – determined by CTQ Tree 

 

The table below represents the estimated number of discrepancies encountered during the medicines 

checking-in and changeover task. Of the discrepancies found during medicines checking-in (second 

column), the third column represents the number of discrepancies still present at the changeover 

stage (which is the night before day 1 of the new cycle in this CS1). Therefore, the estimated number 

of discrepancies may be the same number in both the checking-in and changeover columns, meaning 

the discrepancy caught at the checking-in stage still hasn’t been resolved by the time of medicines 

changeover. The total number of estimated discrepancies at medicines changeover for CS1 is 40. The 

remainder of the DMAIC tools employed use data produced from the estimated number of 

discrepancies during medicines changeover, as these are the discrepancies which were not solved in 

time for the new 28-day supply of medicines cycle. 

 

Table 13: Estimated number of discrepancies encountered during medicines checking-in and 

changeover task in CS1 

Estimated Number of Discrepancies Encountered [CS1] 

Category Medicines Checking-in Medicines Changeover 

Omitted Items 6 items + 8 entire residents (all 

medications therefore 8 residents x 8 

medications → 64) = 70 

4 items + 2 entire residents (all 

medications therefore 2 

residents x 8 medications → 16) 

= 20 

Incorrect Quantity 13 13 

Additional Items 6 6 

Mis-prescribed 

Items 

1 1 

Total Discrepancies 26 items + 8 entire residents (all 

medications therefore 8 residents x 8 

medications → 64) = 90 

24 items + 2 entire residents (all 

medications therefore 2 

residents x 8 medications → 16) 

= 40 

 

Two residents in CS1 did not have medications for a full cycle’s supply the day before the start of the 

new medicines cycle and the care home was unable to secure an emergency supply of medication 

from the supplying pharmacy for these two residents in time for the Day 1 morning medication round, 

therefore leading to ADEs classified as wrong timing. 
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4. Pareto Analysis 

 

 

Figure 18: Pareto Chart of Discrepancies encountered during Medicines Changeover in one 28-day 

Supply of Medicines Cycle in CS1 

 

The Pareto Chart highlights that omitted items and incorrect quantity discrepancies account for over 

80% of quality problems in Order Request to Prescription Generation accuracy during medicines 

changeover for this case study. According to the Pareto Principle, these problems (omitted items and 

incorrect quantity discrepancies) can be traced to 20% of root causes. Potential root causes to these 

discrepancies will be discussed in the Analyse phase. 
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ANALYSE – CASE STUDY 1 

 

5. Sigma Performance Levels 

Barber et al. (2009) state care home residents are on an average on eight medications. The total 

number of residents (47) in CS1 were therefore multiplied by eight medications to obtain the 

number of opportunities for defects.  

 

𝑂𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝐷𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑠

= 𝐶𝑎𝑟𝑒 ℎ𝑜𝑚𝑒 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠 ×  𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑚𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡 

= 47 ×  8 

= 376 

𝑇ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒, 𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑒 𝑎𝑟𝑒 376 𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑜𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑑𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑠 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝐶𝑆1 

 

Table 14: DPMOs encountered during the medicines changeover task in CS1 

DPMOs Encountered during Medicines Changeover [CS1] 

Type of Discrepancy Defects in total 

opportunities (376) 

DPMO 

Omitted Items 20 53,191.49 

Incorrect Quantity 13 34,574.47 

Additional Items 6 15,957.45 

Mis-prescribed Items 1 2,659.57 

Total Discrepancies 40 106,382.98 

Sigma Performance Level: 2.75 

 

Therefore, the current DPMO is 106,382.98; giving a sigma performance level of 2.75. As mentioned 

previously, the sigma performance level is number of standard deviations (𝜎), from the process 

average to the nearest specification. 
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6. Fishbone Diagram 
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7. “As is” Cross-functional Process Map [CS1] 

 

Figure 20: ‘As is’ cross-functional process map for CS1 

 

*Each number enclosed in a red circle represents an area for improvement which corresponds to the order of recommendations in the Improve phase (next 

section). 

 

Abbreviations: meds (medicines); GP (General Practitioner); Rx (prescription); CH (care home) 
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IMPROVE – CASE STUDY 1 

 

8. Recommendations & Stakeholder Feedback Sessions [CS1] 

 

This section explains each recommendation and provides quotes from stakeholder feedback session 

participants on their perspective of each recommendation. 

 

The feedback session for CS1 was 46 minutes with the care home manager and care manager. The 

medicines management lead was also meant to be present, however was unfortunately sick on the 

day of the feedback session. The care home manager and care manager said they would relay the 

information to the medicines management lead on return. 

 

The first recommendation provided to this home was to re-order medications on Week 1 – Day 2 of 

the medicines management cycle (instead of the current timeframe, Week 2 – Day 2) to allow for 

sufficient time in each step of the cycle. Additionally, the researcher gave a guideline of dates during 

the cycle to aim for each task to be completed to stay on top of the process throughout the cycle. The 

recommended time scales are shown in the table below. 

 

Table 15: Recommended timeline for tasks within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle 

Recommended Time Latest Time Task 

Week 1 – Day 2 Week 1 – Day 3 Medicines Re-order 

End of Week 1  Beginning of Week 2 Prescription Check against original request, 

address any chase-ups 

End of Week 2 Beginning of Week 3 all chase-up items have been prescribed and 

checked against original request 

End of Week 2 

 

 pharmacy collects all prescriptions from care 

home at once 

Beginning of Week 4  

 

Wednesday Week 4 pharmacy delivers medications to care home, 

medicines management lead does medicines 

checking in process 

Rest of Week 4 Rest of Week 4 sufficient time to address any outstanding 

medication or errors 

 

CS1 – CH Manager: I think doing the re-ordering in week 1 will bring the whole cycle 

forward by a bit and give every step a little more time instead of feeling so rushed and 

stressed in week 4 for the medicines management lead. 
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The second recommendation was to use the re-order forms provided by the pharmacy, instead of the 

right-hand side of FP10 prescriptions to re-order medications from the surgery and to hand deliver 

the FP10 repeat requests to the GP surgery, or scan and email them to the surgery and pharmacy in 

the same email. However, the care home stated that the GP surgery only accepts FP10 repeat slips to 

re-order medications. Therefore, the only amendment possible was to hand deliver the FP10 repeat 

requests to the GP surgery, or scan and email them to the surgery and pharmacy in the same email. 

 

CS1 – P1 [care manager]: our new GP wanted us to use the FP10s when we changed 

over. The GP surgery’s policy is good, they aim to turnover requests within 24 hours. 

 

The third recommendation is for the home to retain all prescriptions until all discrepancies related to 

requests and chase-ups are completed by the GP surgery and collected by the care home. Once all 

prescriptions are ready, only then should the pharmacy collect all prescriptions from the home at 

once.  

 

This ensures that the home has every item prescribed that is needed for the following medicines 

management cycle and any discrepancies going forward should be dealt with the pharmacy rather 

than GP surgery. Furthermore, it is more efficient if the pharmacy only collects all prescriptions from 

the home once, rather than the pharmacy picking up, or the care home dropping off prescriptions at 

multiple times throughout the cycle. Additionally, the pharmacy should still have enough time to 

dispense, check and deliver the medications to the care home as the medicines re-ordering task has 

begun in week 1 of the cycle, rather than week 2. 

 

CS1 – CH Manager: …and to not send them until all the discrepancies are dealt with. 

That should solve a lot of the issues. And as you [care manager] said, I think that will 

sort out the problem where you’re thinking, is this the GPs error or the pharmacy’s 

error. 

 

CS1 – P1 [care manager]: I think that holding back of the scripts will also kind of help 

when other nurses are faxing and trying to figure out if things have been faxed already 

or chased up or not, and the thing is we’ll feel like we have that time where we can 

hold back the prescriptions because we would have re-ordered in week 1. 
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The fourth recommendation was to complete the medicines checking in and changeover process 

simultaneously. To do so, the home would need to purchase a spare medicines trolley. The home was 

positive to the suggestion but quick to point out their home does not have enough space within their 

medicines rooms for a spare medicines trolley and therefore would not be able to implement the 

recommendation, although they would have liked to. 

 

The fifth recommendation was for the GP surgery to hold one person responsible for generating the 

prescriptions at the GP surgery and have an independent prescribing pharmacist at the GP surgery 

sign off repeat prescriptions for the care home. If a practice pharmacist at the GP surgery is able to 

take on this role, there is potential for less errors occurring and reduction in waste. This is because 

they will have the authority to go into the system and change the quantity prescribed on repeat 

medications according to the care home’s request as well as any other changes in the monthly 

medication requested. 

 

Furthermore, only one receptionist or prescription clerk should manage the care homes monthly 

repeat medications. By having one receptionist or prescription clerk in charge of managing the care 

homes monthly repeat medications and one pharmacist in charge of signing off the prescriptions, 

there is potential to eliminate communication barriers as any queries can be directly passed onto one 

of those two individuals at the surgery.  

 

Researcher: ...and then the prescriptions at the GP surgery should be done by the 

pharmacist if possible… 

 

CS1 – P1 [care manager]: yes, that’s what is going to happen and they are also going 

to be part of the GP rounds, so they’ll also get to know the residents.  

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 

CS1 – P1 [care manager]: We will implement the electronic scanning of the scripts 

once we’ve got that person in place at the surgery. 

 

CS1 – CH Manager: The pharmacist is in place, we got an email. We can get read 

receipts on that so we know they’ve been printed. 
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The final recommendation was for the care home to implement a ‘Medicines Discrepancy Error Log’ 

to keep track of discrepancies throughout each 28-day supply of medicines cycle. The error log forms 

the Control phase of DMAIC and is depicted and further explained in the following section. CS1 stated 

they will start using the ‘Medicines Management Error Log’ on their current 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle.  

 

CS1 – P1 [care manager]: that’s great, so we can see our progress and we’d be happy 

to share it with the GP and practice pharmacist too if we have continued to have 

troubles so we have actual figures as evidence. 

 

Table 16: Summary of Feedback on Recommendations for CS1 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS & FEEDBACK FOR CS1 

 Recommendation Will it be Implemented [Y/N]? 

Feedback on Recommendation  

i.  Re-order medications on Week 1 – Day 2 and 

follow the timeline given for the rest of the 

medicines management cycle (see table X) 

Yes – positive feedback to re-ordering 

medication in week 1 and following the 

revised schedule for the entire cycle 

ii.  Hand deliver the FP10 repeat requests to the 

GP surgery, or scan and email them to the 

surgery and pharmacy in the same email 

 

Yes – the home intends to hand deliver until 

the GP surgery’s pharmacist is ready to 

accept scanned copies of repeat requests via 

email (within the next few months) 

iii.  The home retains all prescriptions until all 

request discrepancies and chase-ups are 

completed by the GP surgery and collected. 

Once all prescriptions are ready, only then 

should the pharmacy collect all prescriptions 

at once from the home.  

Yes – very positive feedback to this 

recommendation as the participants believe 

it will solve the issue of the GP surgery 

‘blaming’ the pharmacy and vice-versa 

iv.  Complete the medicines checking in and 

changeover process simultaneously by 

purchase of a spare medicines trolley 

 

No – although the recommendation received 

positive feedback from both participants, 

they concluded the home does not have 

enough space in their medicines rooms to 

hold a spare medicines trolley 

v.  GP surgery to hold one person responsible 

for generating the prescriptions at the GP 

surgery and pharmacist to sign off repeat 

prescriptions for the care home 

Yes – the home agrees this would be a 

positive implementation and has already 

started to communicate with the GP practice 

pharmacist about the role 

vi.  Medicines Discrepancy Error Log Yes – participants believed it would be useful 

to keep track of errors and discrepancies 

going forward and sharing these results with 

the GP surgery and pharmacy 
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Finally, the feedback session participants gave their thoughts on the research project and use of Six 

Sigma on medicines management.  

 

CS1 – CH Manager: I think it’s been great having you in and look at things from a very 

different view point. It’s been really helpful and useful and hopefully these 

recommendations will improve our process, and as you say continue to improve them. 
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CONTROL – CASE STUDY 1 

9. Error Log 

Table 17: Medicines Discrepancy Error Log 

Medication Discrepancy Error Log 

Discrepancy Type 
Cycle Number 

Date 

 
1 

(d/m/y) 

2 

(d/m/y) 

3 

(d/m/y) 

4 

(d/m/y) 

5 

(d/m/y) 

6 

(d/m/y) 

7 

(d/m/y) 

8 

(d/m/y) 

9 

(d/m/y) 

10 

(d/m/y) 

 

Totals 

Omissions 
 

 
          

Incorrect Quantities 
 

 
          

Additional Items 
 

 
          

Mis-prescribed Items 
 

 
          

Total Discrepancies 
 

 
          

 

The error log highlights the total number of discrepancies encountered each month and the total number of each type of discrepancy (omissions, incorrect 

quantities, additional items and mis-prescribed items) each cycle. The aim of the log is for the care home to be able to recognise any emerging patterns or 

trends and determine strategies to tackle those issues (involving the concerned stakeholders where necessary), once multiple cycles are logged.
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SIX SIGMA APPLICATION TO CASE STUDY 2 

 

DEFINE – CASE STUDY 2 

 

1. VOC 

The VOC indicated that many discrepancies between repeat re-order requests from care homes and 

the items prescribed by the GP surgery were present. The following quote from an interview depicts 

this challenge. 

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]: Missing items is the worst flaw to the 

system 

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- --- 

 

CS2 – P1 [carer]: It can be problematic with the GP surgery, some surgeries, because 

when they change dosage, or change the medication, they don’t always give us 

authorisation to do that. And we cannot dispense until we’ve got that written 

authorisation. That can take time, so you could say that it’s not good for the resident 

because they might be waiting a day or more for that medication. 

 

Sometimes the pharmacy is chasing the GPs for the script and then they are delivering 

maybe late at night because they haven’t got the medication. So it can be problematic. 

The system doesn’t work as well as it could do. 

 

CS2 – P1 [carer]: I would think delivery is not often very efficient. I don’t think the GPs, 

maybe they’re busy, look at quality of life as much as we do. Sometimes that leads to 

inefficiency because that leads to delays in getting the prescription and correct 

medication. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 

CS2 - medicines management area lead: I mean it’s interesting because I asked our 

home, can you all tell me what your issues are. And they all said that even when they 
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say they don’t want things, they still come and that’s such an inefficient use of 

medicines 

 

Again, in this case study, request discrepancies and communication with the GP surgery were 

identified as challenges to the system, as seen from the VOC above. 

 

2. Types of Discrepancies derived from CTQ Tree 

 

Examples from CS2 of each type of discrepancy are given in the table below.  

 

Table 18: Examples of Types of Discrepancies within the 28-day Supply of Medicines Cycle 

Examples of Types of Discrepancies within the 28-day Supply of Medicines Cycle [CS2] 

Omitted Items The care home has requested a salbutamol inhaler (which is on the 

resident’s repeat medication list) for a resident, however the GP surgery 

has not prescribed the salbutamol inhaler. 

Additional Items The care home did not request the repeat order of 30 Laxido sachets this 

cycle, as the resident has enough already to last the entire subsequent 

cycle. The GP surgery has still prescribed 30 Laxido sachets for the 

resident this month.  

Incorrect Quantity The care home requested 50 Zapain tablets for a resident (because on 

average the resident uses 50 Zapain tablets per month or less). The 

repeat item on the resident’s profile is for 100 Zapain tablets per repeat 

cycle and therefore the GP has prescribed 100 Zapain tablets. The 

pharmacy then dispensed and delivered 100 Zapain tablets. 

Mis-prescribed items None for this case study  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 138 

MEASURE – CASE STUDY 2 

 

3. Request Discrepancies Measurement System – determined by CTQ Tree 

 

Similar to table 13 (page 124), presented in CS1, the table below represents the estimated number of 

discrepancies encountered during the medicines checking-in task. Of the discrepancies found during 

medicines checking-in (second column), the third column represents the number of discrepancies still 

present at the changeover stage (which is the night before day 1 of the new cycle in this CS2). 

Therefore, the estimated number of discrepancies may be the same number in both the checking-in 

and changeover columns, meaning the discrepancy caught at the checking-in stage still hasn’t been 

resolved by the time of medicines changeover. The total number of estimated discrepancies at 

medicines changeover for CS1 is 65. The remainder of the DMAIC tools employed use data produced 

from the estimated number of discrepancies during medicines changeover, as these are the 

discrepancies which were not solved in time for the new 28-day supply of medicines cycle. 

 

Table 19: Number of discrepancies encountered during medicines checking-in and changeover task in 

CS2 

Estimated Number of Discrepancies Encountered [CS2] 

Category Medicines Checking-in Medicines Changeover 

Omitted Items 9 items + 4 entire residents (all 

medications → 8 medications 

each = 32) = 41 items 

5 items + 4 entire residents (all 

medications → 4 residents x 8 

medications = 32) = 37 items 

Incorrect Quantity 26 items 26 items 

Additional Items 2 items 2 items 

Mis-prescribed 

Items 

0 items 0 

Total Discrepancies 37 items + 4 entire residents (all 

medications → 8 medications 

each = 32) = 69 items 

33 items + 4 entire residents (all 

medications → 4 residents x 8 

medications each = 32) = 65 items 

 

Four residents from CS2 did not have medications for a full cycle’s supply the day before the start of 

the new cycle, however the care home was able to obtain an emergency supply of medication from 

the supplying pharmacy in time to administer the medications to all four residents during the Day 1 

morning medication round. 
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4. Pareto Analysis 

 

 

 

Figure 21 - Pareto Chart of Discrepancies Encountered during one 28-Day Supply of Medicines cycle in 

CS2 

 

 

Similar to CS1, the Pareto Chart produced highlights that omitted items and incorrect quantity 

discrepancies account for over 80% of quality problems in Order Request to Prescription Generation 

accuracy for each case study. According to the Pareto Principle, these problems (omitted items and 

incorrect quantity discrepancies) can be traced to 20% of root causes. Potential root causes to these 

discrepancies will be discussed in the Analyse phase.  
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ANALYSE – CASE STUDY 2 

 

5. Sigma Performance Levels 

Barber et al. (2009) state care home residents are on an average on eight medications. The total 

number of residents (58) in CS2 were therefore multiplied by eight medications to obtain the 

number of opportunities for defects.  

 

𝑂𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝐷𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑠

= 𝐶𝑎𝑟𝑒 ℎ𝑜𝑚𝑒 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠 ×  𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑚𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡 

= 58 ×  8 

= 464 

 

𝑇ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒, 𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑒 𝑎𝑟𝑒 464 𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑜𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑑𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑠 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝐶𝑆2 

 

Table 20: DPMOs encountered during the medicines changeover task in CS2 

DPMOs Encountered during Medicines Changeover [CS2] 

Type of Discrepancy Defects in total 

opportunities (376) 

DPMO 

Omitted Items 37 79,741.38 

Incorrect Quantity 26 56,034.48 

Additional Items 2 4,310.34 

Mis-prescribed Items 0 0 

Total Discrepancies 65 140,086.21 

Sigma Performance Level: 2.58 

 

Therefore, the current DPMO is 140,086.21; giving a sigma performance level of 2.58. 

 

6. Fishbone Diagram  

The fishbone diagram of root causes is the same as for CS1 and CS3, please refer to page 127, figure 

19. 

 



 

 141 

7. “As is” Cross-functional Process Map [CS2] 

 

 

Figure 22: ‘As is’ cross-functional process map for CS2 

*Each number enclosed in a red circle represents an area for improvement which corresponds to the order of recommendations in the Improve phase (next 

section). 

Abbreviations: meds (medicines); GP (General Practitioner); elec. (electronic); Rx (prescription); CH (care home)
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IMPROVE & CONTROL – CASE STUDY 2 

 

8. Recommendations & Stakeholder Feedback Session [CS2] 

 

This section explains each recommendation and provides quotes from stakeholder feedback session 

participants on their perspective of each recommendation. 

 

The feedback session for CS2 was conducted twice. The first feedback session was one hour and six 

minutes with the care home manager and medicines management lead. The second feedback session 

was thirty-eight minutes with the medicines management area lead.  

 

The first recommendation provided to this home was the use of the ‘Monthly Re-order Form’ 

generated from the electronic system as the re-order request, rather than use of FP10 repeat slips. 

 

The following list summarises the process this care home was using to re-order medications from the 

GP surgery: 

a. The medicines management lead fills out the right-hand side of FP10 prescriptions to re-order 

medications 

b. After completing the right-hand side of FP10 prescriptions, the medicines management lead 

transfers this information onto the electronic medicines management system by ticking the 

medications ordered for the next cycle and entering the quantity ordered onto the electronic 

system 

c. After inputting this information electronically, the system generates a report called the 

‘Monthly Re-order Form’  

d. The completed FP10 repeat slips are then hand delivered to each of the three surgeries the 

care home works with 

e. The ‘Monthly Re-order Form’ is shared with the pharmacy across the electronic systems portal  

 

Although ‘Monthly Re-order Forms’ are listed as a ‘Report’ on the care home’s electronic system, they 

can be used as a re-order form because they include resident personal details and repeat medication 

details including: [1] medication [2] strength [3] dose [4] frequency [5] quantity requested/ordered 

and [6] any additional notes pertaining to the resident or their medication (i.e. dose adjustments or 

preference for tablets to be crushed, etc.). Furthermore, it is the same form that the pharmacy uses 

to check the prescribed items against the care home’s re-order request; proving that all relevant re-

order information is present on the form. 
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The researcher recommends using one form for both the GP surgery and the pharmacy. As the 

‘Monthly Re-order Report’ is already being filled out and sent to the pharmacy in current practice, the 

recommendation does not lead to any extra work for the care home or medicines management lead. 

Instead, using the ‘Monthly Re-order Report’ reduces the workload for the medicines management 

lead, as they will no longer need to fill out the FP10 repeat slip, which is small and therefore making 

changes on the form can get messy, possibly leading to mistakes. 

 

The second recommendation provided in this case study was to email the re-order requests to the GP 

surgery and to the pharmacy for their records at the same time, in the same email. This ensures both 

organisations have access to the same information and re-order sheets, in a common email thread, 

serving as a good communication link.  

 

Using email instead of fax or delivering order requests by hand was suggested for the following 

reasons: [1] faxing can be unreliable (often the GP surgery complains they have not received the re-

orders, printing mishaps – for example low print cartridge levels or no cartridge left, technology 

failures), [2] although delivering by hand seems to work better than faxing, pieces of paper can still go 

missing in the process, [3] delivering re-order requests by hand takes up additional time, as one nurse 

has to walk or drive the prescriptions over to the surgeries, [4] email will provide an audit trail and it 

is an instantaneous process.  

 

The care home manager medicines management lead and area lead’s thoughts on the first two 

recommendations are depicted in the following quotes:  

 

CS2 – P5 [care home manager]:  Evidence, evidence, evidence. Because if you hand 

them over, someone took them out of your hands but you’ve got no evidence. That’s 

evidence with that email. You can lock the form if you need to, you can share 

passwords on it. So if you lock it down for confidentiality, for GDPR’s sake. [GDPR is 

General Data Protection Regulation which has replaced the Data Protection Act 1998]. 

 

Researcher: Yes and it saves you printing it. I know it’s a minor cost but 

 

CS2 – P5 [care home manager]:  Yes, and it’s not the cost so much but it’s more about 

the fact that it makes us more environmentally friendly. So one re-order form that fits 
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both the GP and the pharmacy and then it takes down, it literally takes down A) the 

time to go run and deliver them to all the GPs, and then B) the duplication of the work 

to the pharmacy and the gap for mistake in-between those two or error is cut because 

it’s one. So the pharmacy is definitely being told exactly what the GP’s being told in 

the same thing. And literally just fill it in and then press the button and it’s gone. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]:  I do agree with you. I just think that if we 

could get one form that fits all it would just make everybody’s life so much easier. 

Because I mean I will put my hands up and I have been known to tick on the FP10 and 

not put it on here or vice-versa because you’re doing so many people it’s so easy to 

make that transcription error. I mean I have done it, I am guilty as much as I try not to 

make these mistakes. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 

CS2 - medicines management area lead: Exactly, exactly. So I would really appreciate 

if you could send that to me because there is absolutely no point in people doing tasks 

twice. It’s a complete waste of time. And also, like you’re saying, if it’s a much cleaner 

way of doing it, less muddly, I’m all for that. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 

The third recommendation made by the researcher was to ask the GP surgery or pharmacy for a copy 

of the prescription tokens as soon as the prescriptions have been signed off by the doctor and sent to 

the pharmacy for dispensing. A prescription token is a print-off of an electronic prescription, therefore 

showing all the items that were prescribed on the electronic prescription. The purpose of this 

suggestion is to enable the care home to check for discrepancies on their own, against their re-order 

requests using the prescription tokens. This is because the pharmacy was sending the list of 

discrepancies late in the cycle, which was not allowing for enough time for the care home to address 

the discrepancies with the GP. 
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However, the medicines management lead from the case study mentions the pharmacy has been 

sending the list of discrepancies earlier in the cycle now and they therefore do not feel that they need 

to take the prescription verification against re-order request task into their own hands. Furthermore, 

they express that by implementing the first and second recommendation, they believe the margin for 

error will decrease substantially. 

 

CS2 – P5 [care home manager]:  I think we should rely with the pharmacy then, we 

prefer them completing it. 

 

If we’ve done the dual communication where they have the same thing at the same 

time then because that information is one, which is what I like better about it, then 

there can’t be any discrepancies where they don’t know what the GPs been told. So 

that missing items issue should then become accurate. Which I think at the minute is 

we’ve always got a margin for error, every time you duplicate anything I think there’s 

a margin for error. So I think if we take out that margin for error and there’s one 

communication agreed with the GP surgery then we eliminate that margin for error. 

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]:  I also think that if we did have one form, it 

would stop all those bits of paper as well. Because I think sometimes, we get them to 

the surgery in an envelope and they take them out and that odd one might just go 

walk about and for whatever reason it gets lost. 

 

The fourth recommendation was for the medicines management lead to complete the medicines 

checking in and changeover process together.  

 

CS2 – P5 [care home manager]: …if somebody starts using those next cycle’s 

medications before the others are gone or there’s some left in these other packets, 

then it gets messy.  

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

 

CS2 – P5 [care home manager]: Yeah, I think just for house keeping’s sake, for 

accuracy’s sake and I think that we’ve tried it that way and many other ways, we even 

had a lady coming in here to do it at 1 o’clock in the morning on Monday morning and 
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that was just stupid, so we brought it back to a sensible level. Because you’ve got to 

be functioning right when you’re doing these things too. You can’t be doing it when 

you’re tired, that’s ridiculous. But actually to have it just before then is just right 

because then you know that any tablets left in there are the last dose to be given and 

then you can clear everything else out. 

 

The fifth recommendation for this case study was for the GP surgery to hold one person responsible 

for generating and signing off prescriptions at the GP surgery. If one receptionist is able to generate 

the prescriptions and one practice pharmacist at the GP surgery is able to sign off on the prescription 

on this role, there is potential for less errors occurring and reduction in waste. This is because they 

will have the authority to go into the system and change the quantity prescribed on repeat 

medications according to the care home’s request as well as any other changes in the monthly 

medication requested. 

 

Furthermore, only one receptionist or prescription clerk should manage the care homes monthly 

repeat medications. By having one receptionist or prescription clerk in charge of managing the care 

homes monthly repeat medications and one pharmacist in charge of signing off the prescriptions, 

there is potential to eliminate communication barriers as any queries can be directly passed onto one 

of those two individuals at the surgery.  

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]: Because I know when I’ve rang [sic] to chase 

up scripts or I’m chasing up an item or whatever it is, sometimes they say to me ‘oh 

the pharmacist is on that,’ so I don’t quite know where their lines are, do you know 

what I mean? 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]: I honestly can’t tell you. Some things go to 

the doctor, some things go to the pharmacist. Because I get all sorts of responses 

saying ‘oh no, the pharmacists dealing with that.. oh no, the GPs dealing with that.’ 

So I don’t actually know who does our monthly scripts. 

 

The final recommendation was part of the Control phase and was to implement a ‘Medicines 

Discrepancy Error Log’ (as with CS1, see table 17, page 134). 



 

 147 

CS2 – P7 [medicines management lead]: that’s a useful tool. We’ll start using that 

this cycle if you can send us some copies. 

 

A summary of the recommendations provided, and the care homes response to each is presented in 

the table below. 

 

Table 21: Summary of Feedback on Recommendations for CS2 

 Recommendation Will it be Implemented [Y/N]? 

Feedback on Recommendation 

i.  Use the Monthly Re-Order Forms instead of 

using the right-hand side of FP10 

prescriptions 

Yes – very positive feedback to using the 

Monthly Re-Order Form generated by the 

electronic system as their re-order request 

ii.  Email or hand delivering repeat requests 

instead of faxing 

Yes – positive feedback as provides an audit 

trail and can still comply with GDPR 

iii.  Ask the GP surgery or pharmacy for a copy of 

the prescription tokens as soon as the 

prescriptions have been signed off by the 

doctor and sent to the pharmacy for 

dispensing 

No - The pharmacy has been sending the 

discrepancy list to the care home in a timely 

manner the past few months so they would 

like to keep it this way 

iv.  Complete the medicines checking-in and 

changeover process together 

 

No – due to the convenience of house-

keeping of the cupboards at the end of every 

cycle, the home has chosen to continue with 

medicines changeover on Day 28 of the cycle 

v.  GP surgery to hold one person responsible for 

generating the prescriptions at the GP 

surgery and pharmacist to sign off repeat 

prescriptions for the care home 

Possibly – the home agrees this would be a 

positive implementation, however the home 

will have to speak to the GP surgery to 

determine whether they are happy to 

implement this change 

vi.  Medicines Discrepancy Error Log Yes – participants believed it would be useful 

to keep track of errors and discrepancies 

going forward and sharing these results with 

the GP surgery and pharmacy 

 

Finally, the feedback session participants gave their thoughts on the research project and use of Six 

Sigma on medicines management.  

 

CS2 – P5 [care home manager]: I think it’s been helpful because it’s somebody outside 

and looking at it with a different view point as well. I like the swim-lanes, they’re 

always quite helpful. I like the fact that you can see what’s moving where, they’re 

always helpful. 
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I can see that there’s an error of duplication, it’s also probably quite task heavy for the 

medicines management lead and there’s a way of moving that down which is helpful. 

 

But also I mean you’ve picked up on the communication and that’s what this is going 

to be about isn’t it. Meeting with them and trying to make them see and agree to 

doing it a different way. I want to run through it as well with our medicines 

management manager for all the homes as well.
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SIX SIGMA APPLICATION ON CASE STUDY 3 

 

DEFINE – CASE STUDY 3 

 

1. VOC 

The VOC indicated that many discrepancies were present between repeat re-order requests from care 

homes and the items prescribed by the GP surgery. The following quote from an interview depicts this 

challenge. 

 

CS3 – P1 [CH Manager]: I think sometimes there’s been some communication, either 

between us or the GP surgery or the GP and the pharmacy. You know and the 

pharmacy will say ‘well we haven’t received the prescription’ and then the 

receptionists will say ‘oh but we’ve processed it’ or ‘we’ve sent it’ so sometimes things 

like that happen and then we don’t have the medication we need on time or the GP 

has prescribed the wrong quantity or something. 

 

Again, in this case study, request discrepancies and communication with the GP surgery were 

identified as challenges to the system, as seen from the VOC above. 

 

2. Types of Discrepancies derived from CTQ Tree 

 

Examples from CS3 of each type of discrepancy are given in the table below.  

 

Table 22: Examples of types of discrepancies within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle 

Examples of Types of Discrepancies within the 28-day Supply of Medicines Cycle [CS3] 

Omitted Items The care home has requested paracetamol tablets (which is on the 

resident’s repeat medication list) for a resident, however the GP surgery 

has not prescribed the paracetamol tablets. 

Additional Items None for this case study  

Incorrect Quantity The care home requested 30-sachets of Laxido for a resident (because on 

average the resident takes Laxido once daily). The repeat item on the 

resident’s profile is for 60-sachets of Laxido per repeat cycle and 

therefore the GP has prescribed 60-sachets of Laxido. The pharmacy then 

dispenses and delivers 60-sachets of Laxido. 

Mis-prescribed items None for this case study 
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MEASURE – CASE STUDY 3 

 

3. Request Discrepancies Measurement System – determined by CTQ Tree 

 

The table below represents the estimated number of discrepancies encountered during the 

medicines checking-in and changeover task. This table is slightly different to CS1 and CS2 because 

the medicines checking-in and changeover task are completed simultaneously at this care home. 

Therefore, any discrepancies present during medicines checking-in are also present during 

medicines changeover (as they are essentially part of the same process for this care home). 

Medicines changeover was performed on Friday of week 4 in this case study. The remainder of 

the DMAIC tools employed use data produced from this table. 

 

Table 23: Number of Discrepancies Encountered during Medicines Checking-in and Changeover [CS3] 

Estimated Number of Discrepancies Encountered [CS3] 

Category Medicines Checking-in & Medicines Changeover 

Omitted Items 1 item 

Incorrect Quantity 8 items 

Additional Items 0 

Mis-prescribed Items 0 

Total Discrepancies 9 items 
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4. Pareto Analysis 

 

Figure 23: Pareto Chart of Discrepancies Encountered during one 28-day Supply of Medicines Cycle in 

CS3 

 

The Pareto Chart highlights that incorrect quantity discrepancies alone account for over 80% of quality 

problems in Order Request to Prescription Generation accuracy for each case study. In CS1 and CS2, 

majority of quality problems are from omitted items first, then incorrect quantity discrepancies. In 

CS3, incorrect quantity errors account for over 80% of discrepancies alone. According to the Pareto 

Principle, these problems (omitted items and incorrect quantity discrepancies) can be traced to 20% 

of root causes. Potential root causes to these discrepancies will be discussed in the Analyse phase. 
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ANALYSE – CASE STUDY 3 

 

5. Sigma Performance Levels 

 

Barber et al. (2009) state care home residents are on an average on eight medications. The total 

number of residents (39) in CS3 were therefore multiplied by eight medications to obtain the 

number of opportunities for defects.  

 

𝑂𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝐷𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑠

= 𝐶𝑎𝑟𝑒 ℎ𝑜𝑚𝑒 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠 ×  𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑛𝑜. 𝑜𝑓 𝑚𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡 

 

= 39 ×  8 

 

= 312 

 

𝑇ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒, 𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑒 𝑎𝑟𝑒 312 𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑜𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑑𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑠 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝐶𝑆3 

 

Table 24: DPMOs encountered during medicines changeover task in CS3 

DPMOs Encountered during Medicines Changeover [CS3] 

Type of Discrepancy Defects in total 

opportunities (376) 

DPMO 

Omitted Items 1 3,205.13 

Incorrect Quantity 8 25,641.03 

Additional Items 0 0 

Mis-prescribed Items 0 0 

Total Discrepancies 9 28,846.15 

Sigma Performance Level: 3.4 

 

Therefore, the current DPMO is 28,846.15; giving a sigma performance level of 3.4.  

 

CS3 has a much higher sigma performance level than CS1 (2.75) and CS2 (2.58). This signifies CS3 has 

a lower rate of discrepancies (defects). The most likely explanation is that when prescriptions with 

discrepancies generated from the GP surgery are sent back for amendment, the care home retains 

the rest of the prescriptions until all prescriptions sent for amendment have been received again. The 

pharmacy then collects all prescriptions together, whereas in CS1 and CS2 accurate prescriptions are 

sent to the pharmacy even when some prescriptions have been returned to the GP surgery for 

amendments. All medications coming from the pharmacy to the care home (CS3) should therefore be 

correct, provided that the pharmacy has not make any errors, whereas CS1 and CS2 invite another 
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source for process variation as they now have to chase-up individual prescriptions from the GP surgery 

and send them individually to the pharmacy as and when they are received. 

 

6. Fishbone Diagram 

The fishbone diagram of root causes is the same as for CS1 and CS3, please refer to page 127, figure 

19. 
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7. “As is” Cross-functional Process Map [CS3] 

Figure 24: ‘As is’ Cross-functional Process Map for CS3 
 
*Each number enclosed in a red circle represents an area for improvement which corresponds to the order of recommendations in the Improve phase (next 
section). 
 
Abbreviations: meds (medicines); GP (General Practitioner); Rx (prescription); CH (care home) 
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IMPROVE & CONTROL – CASE STUDY 3 

 

8. Recommendations & Stakeholder Feedback Session [CS3] 

 

This section explains each recommendation and provides quotes from stakeholder feedback session 

participants on their perspective of each recommendation. 

 

The feedback session for CS3 was 31 minutes with the care home manager, clinical lead and medicines 

management lead. The care home manager and clinical lead in this case study had both left the 

organisation between the time the interviews and participant observations were completed to the 

time when the researcher conducted the feedback session. Therefore, the only member of staff 

present since the participant interviews until the feedback session was the medicines management 

lead for the organisation. The new care home manager and clinical lead were also present for the 

feedback session.  

 

The first recommendation provided to this home was to re-order medications using an Excel 

spreadsheet by email. The use of an Excel spreadsheet was only recommended in this case study 

because it had the resources to carry out this recommendation and the home had agreed to it with 

the surgery. 

 

CS3 – medicines management lead: We did try but it was taking a lot of time. Because 

every month there are medicines stopped or changed dosage, and we had to make all 

the changes then. So then when I order them, we had to delete some and to add some 

and we also have to type it in so it was taking a lot of time. The re-order sheet is easier 

because it’s done for us by the pharmacy so all we have to do is just tick it and then 

we can deliver it. 

 

The second recommendation was to send the re-order requests by scanning the requests and emailing 

them to the surgery. 

 

CS3 – medicines management lead: yes, I think you’re right. Scanning would be a 

good idea, especially because they are far to deliver to by hand and it seems like a 

safe option the way you have suggested it.  
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The final recommendation was part of the Control phase and was to implement a ‘Medicines 

Discrepancy Error Log’ Log’ (as with CS1, see table 17, page 134) as a measure of control which the 

care home is going to start using on their current medicines ordering cycle.  

 

CS3 – CH Manager: we can do that. It seems like a good idea to keep track of progress 

and a great auditing tool. 

 

 Recommendation Will it be Implemented [Y/N]? 

Feedback on Recommendation 

i.  Re-order medications using an Excel 

spreadsheet 

Implemented but reverted back – the home 

did implement the recommendation however 

they found it to be more work as they had to 

amend the spreadsheet, whereas if they use 

the re-order sheets provided by the 

pharmacy, they are produced for them 

automatically 

ii.  Scan and email re-order forms instead of 

faxing or hand delivering repeat requests 

Yes – positive feedback as provides an audit 

trail and can still comply with GDPR and takes 

less time than delivering and is more reliable 

than faxing 

iii.  Medicines Discrepancy Error Log Yes – participants believed it would be useful 

to keep track of errors and discrepancies 

going forward and sharing these results with 

the GP surgery and pharmacy 

 

Table 25: Summary of feedback on recommendations provided to CS3 
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GENERAL CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Recommended Cross-functional Process Map 

 

The process map depicted below is a general framework of recommendations across all care homes. As care homes across the UK generally follow a similar process to those 

outlined in CS1, CS2 and CS3 and this framework does not give detailed steps of how to complete each task but rather the lists the task along a recommended framework, 

this framework can be used across care homes within the UK.  

 

Figure 25: Recommended Cross-functional process map 

*Each number enclosed in a white and blue cloud shape corresponds to recommendation number in the next phase (Specific Recommendations for the 28-day Supply of 

Medicines Cycle within Care Homes). 
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Specific Recommendations for the 28-day Supply of Medicines Cycle within Care Homes 

 

Meds Re-order (suggested timing Week 1 – Day 2) - to complete the medicines 

re-order task in Week 1, preferably day 2, to allow sufficient time for 

subsequent tasks in the 28-day cycle; subsequent tasks to be completed according to the 

process map timeline in figure 

 

In CS1 and CS3, both care homes complete the re-ordering task in Week 2 of the medicines 

management cycle. The researcher suggests completing the re-ordering task on Week 1 – Day 2 of the 

cycle to allow for ample time at each subsequent task during the cycle. If the repeat medications are 

ordered on Week 1 – Day 2, many GP surgeries would be able to have prescriptions ready for the care 

home by the Week 1 (Day 5). However, if the GP surgery needs a longer turn-around period, they can 

take up to one full week without causing any concerns in the cycle. Potential benefits of completing 

the medicines re-order task at the beginning of Week 1 are listed below: 

 

• GP surgery can take up to one full week to prepare prescriptions for surgery without causing any 

time constraints or concerns in subsequent tasks the cycle. 

• Allowing the GP surgery to take up to one full week (if needed) to prepare prescriptions may allow 

GPs enough time to make any adjustments requested by the care home (i.e. quantity adjustments 

that receptionists are not authorised to make – see further details in recommendation 4), resulting 

in fewer request discrepancies. 

• Subsequent tasks in the medicines management process have enough time to be completed and 

less time pressure 

 

Re-order Forms supplied by pharmacy (instead of right hand side of FP10 - 

repeat slip) - to complete the medicines re-order task using the re-order forms 

provided by supplying pharmacies, as they are neater than the right-hand side of FP10 

prescriptions and allow for more room for amendments 

 

The researcher recommends using a formal re-order form to request repeat medication from the 

surgery, rather than FP10 repeat prescription slips. Repeat re-order forms are usually supplied by the 

pharmacy. An example of a FP10 repeat slip and repeat re-order form are provided on pages 75 and 

34 respectively. Table 26 lists potential advantages of using a standardised repeat re-order form 

provided by the pharmacy in comparison to FP10 repeat slips. 

1 

2 
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Table 26: Differences between repeat re-order forms and right-hand side of FP10 prescriptions 

Repeat Re-order Forms Right-hand side of FP10 Prescription 

- Larger, therefore less messy 

- Well organised 

- Space for additional comments (i.e. dose 

changes from mid-cycle, quantity 

adjustments, etc.) 

- Ability to notify surgery of discontinued items 

- Smaller, therefore more likely to look messy 

and get lost 

- If additional comments are added by the 

medicines management lead, it can get 

messy and confusing 

- Easy to misinterpret tick boxes as ticked or 

left blank, especially when extra comments 

are added. 

 

Emailing Re-order Forms to GP surgery (instead of fax) - to email (first 

preference) or hand-deliver (second preference) repeat request forms to the 

GP surgery 

 

Email allows for an audit trail and by sending the same email to pharmacy, it ensures both 

organisations have received the same information about items to be prescribed and dispensed; 

alternatively hand-delivering repeat request forms if the surgery is in close proximity to the care home 

eliminates technical difficulties encountered with fax machines, including faulty lines, ink cartridge 

mishaps, failed transmissions, etc. 

 

Prescription prepared at GP surgery by one pharmacy technician (point of 

contact) and signed by GP or independent prescribing pharmacist - GP surgery 

pharmacists to sign off repeat prescriptions for care home residents instead of GP, to ensure 

prescriptions are altered according to care home requests, where appropriate (e.g. quantity 

changes)  

 

At most GP surgeries, receptionists prepare prescriptions when repeat prescription requests are 

received. Receptionists are unable to authorise any changes to the repeat medications (i.e. dose 

changes or quantity changes). The prescription is printed off or prepared electronically by the 

receptionist and is then given to the GP to sign for authorisation. If a receptionist has noticed a dose 

change or quantity adjustment requested by the medicines management lead or a patient, they are 

likely to leave a sticky-note or electronic note asking the GP to make the necessary changes before 

signing off the prescription. 

 

Due to hectic schedules and time constraints, GPs often to not feel they have the time to go back into 

the system and change minor discrepancies, such as quantity adjustments. In this case, the 

3 

4 
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prescription is often left as the original quantity on the repeat prescription item, as seen from 

participant observations.  

 

As the role of pharmacy technicians is continuously developing and they are being introduced to work 

in GP surgeries more often, the researcher suggests a trained pharmacy technician takes responsibility 

for generating the prescription and one clinical pharmacist authorises (by signing) all prescriptions for 

care homes. Furthermore, if the surgery does not have a pharmacy technician for this role, one 

appointed and trained receptionist could take on this responsibility, with the final prescription 

authorisation taking place by a clinical pharmacist.  

 

Prescription ready at GP surgery, care home picks up prescriptions or 

electronic tokens (instead of going straight to pharmacy) - when 

prescriptions are ready at the GP surgery, they should be picked up by the care home and 

checked against their original re-order request for any discrepancies, also recommended by 

the RPSGB (RPSGB, 2009) 

 

Care home chases up outstanding and inaccurate prescriptions with GP 

surgery (right away, and before sending prescriptions to pharmacy) - any 

discrepancies found during the fifth recommendation should be chased-up with the 

pharmacy technician acting as the point of contact and then transferred to the independent 

prescribing pharmacist (if needed) at the GP surgery promptly; once all discrepancies are 

resolved, the pharmacy should pick up all prescriptions from the care home at once 

 

Medicines Checking in & Changeover (complete both tasks simultaneously) 

- CS1 and CS2 complete the medicines checking in and medicines changeover 

process separately. Both care homes require the medicines management lead to come in 

on Week 4 – Day 28 (Sunday) to complete the medicines changeover process. For CS1, the 

medicines management lead reports the process as taking at least two hours, up to four 

hours, after the bedtime medication round has been completed (9pm). The medicines 

management lead in CS2, reports that the changeover process takes the entire day (up to 

seven hours), sometimes split over two days (Day 27 and Day 28, Saturday and Sunday).  

 

To eliminate the need for the medicines management lead to come in on Day 28 of the cycle, the 

researcher suggests the medicines checking-in and changeover process are done simultaneously on 

5 

6 
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Week 4 – Day 24. CS3 performs both tasks at the same time and has informed the researcher on an 

efficient process for CS1 and CS2, by use of a spare medicines trolley or separated section in care 

home resident’s medication cupboards. 

 

Medication Discrepancy Error Log 

 

Finally, each care home is recommended to record discrepancies during each 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle, and perform an audit every annual quarter to determine if processes are improving, 

worsening, or remaining consistent. The care home and organisations involved should use these results 

to brainstorm and implement system improvements in subsequent cycles. 

 

SUMMARY 

 

The researcher used the Six Sigma methodology, DMAIC to observe and analyse the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle within three care homes. During the define stage, the researcher employed the VOC 

tool by analysing the responses from the semi-structured interviews already undertaken in this study. 

Interviews revealed the lack of accuracy between prescription request generated by the care home 

and the prescription subsequently generated at the GP surgery. During the measure stage, the 

researcher conducted a CTQ tree, identifying the following parameters to measure during direct 

participant observations in each care home: omitted items, incorrect quantities prescribed and 

additional items prescribed. During the analysis stage, the number of discrepancies were calculated 

per one million defects and converted into a sigma performance level, a Pareto Analysis was conducted 

and a fishbone diagram to develop potential root-causes to the problem. Recommendations are then 

provided in the improve stage, and finally, an error log is provided in the control stage to encourage 

recording of discrepancies during each cycle and continuous improvement. 

 

The three care homes studied had an average of 48 nursing residents per home. After observing each 

care home’s 28-day supply of medicines cycle, the three care homes gave an average of 21.33 omitted 

items, 15.67 items in an incorrect quantity, 2.67 additional items and 0.33 mis-prescribed items; giving 

a total average of 40 discrepancies during the medicines checking-in process.  

 

During the medicines changeover process, the only average that changed was for omitted items, which 

decreased to an average of 19.33 omitted items. This subsequently gives a total average of 28 

discrepancies during the medicines changeover process. Using an average of eight medications per 
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care home resident, the average number of opportunities was 384 per care home. Therefore, giving an 

average rate of 38 defects per 384 opportunities per care home. This gives an average DPMO of 

98,958.33 and average sigma performance level of 2.79 between all the three homes. Only data for 

the average number of discrepancies present in medicines changeover is depicted in the table below 

because these figures are most important as they are the average number of discrepancies present on 

Day 28 (the day before the start of the new cycle). 

 

Table 27: Average Discrepancies Encountered between all case studies 

Average Discrepancies Encountered in Medicines Changeover [CS1, CS2, CS3] 

Type of Discrepancy Defects in total 

opportunities (384) 

DPMO 

Omitted Items 19.33 items 50,347.22 

Incorrect Quantity 15.67 items 40,807.29 

Additional Items 2.67 items 6,953.13 

Mis-prescribed Items 0.33 items 859.38 

Total Discrepancies 38 items 98,958.33 

Average Sigma Performance Level: 2.79 

 

Six residents (4.17%) out of a total of 144 residents in all three care homes did not have medications 

for a full cycle’s supply on Day 1 of the new medicines cycle. Two of these residents were from CS1, 

leading to ADEs of wrong timing, and four of the residents were from CS2, where the home was able 

to secure an emergency supply in time for the Day 1 morning medication round.  
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CHAPTER 7 

DISCUSSION 

 

This chapter provides a short summary of findings from the study, followed by an in-

depth discussion of each recommendation provided for the 28-day supply of medicines 

cycle in care homes by linking each recommendation to current literature. A discussion 

of Six Sigma within this study is then provided, followed by limitations of the study, 

implications and scope for future work within the area. Finally, the chapter will end 

the thesis with concluding remarks. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

 

This study provides a visual framework and definition of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle, 

depicting the tasks within the cycle and definitions of each task. A DMAIC framework employing Six 

Sigma tools for care homes to use to examine and improve their own 28-day supply of medicines cycle 

is provided. A taxonomy of discrepancies (near-misses) between the medication re-order request and 

prescription generated is provided through the Critical-to-Quality tree (Chapter 6, page 115), 

delivering the key measurements each care home should make to evaluate their own baseline 

performance. The general conceptual framework recommendations can be found in the previous 

chapter (page 158-159) with a brief description of each recommendation, as well as the use of an error 

log to encourage continuous improvement. 

 

Finally, this study found a general lack of proper communication and collaborative working between 

the stakeholders involved, as well as an opportunity for improved medical waste management and 

use of Six Sigma DMAIC for medicines management, and more specifically the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle in care homes.  

 

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 

 

All three case studies have shown the sheer complexity of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within 

care homes. The results of this study have shown the various tasks the care home staff complete 

throughout the cycle and the complexity of communication and collaboration between at least 

another two organisations (GP surgery and pharmacy).  

 

This study has created and successfully applied a DMAIC framework to three case studies (depicted 

below). This framework can be applied to all care home settings experiencing discrepancies between 

their medications requested and medications prescribed, to analyse their own 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle. The framework provides the tools used within each DMAIC phase as a template for 

care homes to analyse their own cycle. The tools within the framework have been used successfully 

in many healthcare-related Six Sigma studies (Benitez et al., 2007; Chan, 2004). 

 



 

 165 

 

Figure 26: DMAIC Framework incorporating Six Sigma Tools 

 

With some amendments, these tools can also be used to analyse other issues within healthcare 

organisations. For example, they could be used to analyse the prescription generating process within 

GP surgeries or the dispensing process within pharmacies. Furthermore, the tools could be used to 

analyse patient waiting times in a GP practice, where the request discrepancies measurement system 

can be altered, for example, to a system measuring patient waiting time according to time of day or 

type of appointment. 

 

The Critical-to-Quality (CTQ) tree used in this study classified the types of discrepancies seen during 

the 28-day supply of medicines cycle in care homes. It further provided the measurements needed to 

analyse the cycle and determine the sigma performance level. This taxonomy of discrepancies has 

generalisability outside of the three case studies in this thesis, as it can be used to classify and measure 

discrepancies within any care home’s 28-day supply of medicines cycle, regardless of how their 

organisations cycle is carried out.  
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NEED DRIVERS CTQ CHARACTERISTICS 

MEASUREMENTS 
(at medicines 
checking-in & 
changeover) 

 

 

Figure 27: CTQ Tree with Measurements for Care Homes to use 

 

The CTQ tree presents three types of discrepancies which are similar to types of near-misses or errors 

found in other research: omissions, additional items and mis-prescribed items (Alldred et al., 2009; 

Oxfordshire CCG, 2015). The final type of discrepancy found in this study is incorrect quantities 

prescribed compared to the re-order request. This is a significant finding as it would contribute 

significantly to medication waste within care homes. 

 

As seen from the results, the two most common types of discrepancies (near-misses) were omission 

and incorrect quantities prescribed. Literature suggests omission is one of the most common type of 

medication error and cause of ADEs (Alldred et al., 2009; Aspden et al., 2007; Rostami et al., 2019; 

Sheikhtaheri, 2014). Experts believe the number of near-misses and medication errors are directly 

correlated, meaning one would expect to see a similar types of near-misses to medication errors and 

in numbers which are directly proportional (Sheikhtaheri, 2014). This PhD study confirms that 

omission is one of the most common discrepancies (near-misses) found in the 28-day supply of 
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medicines cycle, at an average of 50.87% of all discrepancies reaching the medicines changeover 

phase, but not the patient.  

 

Omission as one of the most frequent discrepancies (near-misses) in this study demonstrates that 

there may be a causal link between near-misses and medication errors. Omissions were the most 

frequent near-miss detected and the most frequent medication error detected is wrong timing within 

care homes (Barach and Small, 2000a; Kaplan, 2003). The two are related through the 28-day supply 

of medicines cycle because an omitted item is caught during the cycle, so even though the discrepancy 

is present during medicines changeover, the care home is actively working on fixing the discrepancy. 

Therefore, the omission error would usually become a medication given at the wrong time rather than 

a dose completely omitted. Further research examining both near-misses and ADEs within care homes 

may help in understanding what near-miss trends lead to the various types of ADEs. 

 

The second most prominent type of error found in the 28-day supply of medicines cycle in this study 

was prescribing the incorrect quantity of medication as per order request from the care home. As this 

is the first study to examine rates of incorrect quantities prescribed in repeat medication orders, it 

cannot be compared to current literature. However, it is important to note an average of 39% of all 

errors observed in this thesis were incorrect quantities, with the vast majority prescribed at larger 

quantities than requested, potentially leading to significant waste at the end of each 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle within care homes. 

 

The NHS produces 600,000 tonnes of clinical, pharmaceutical, infectious and domestic waste, costing 

£42 million annually (Coote, 2002). In 2004, the NHS generated an estimated 384,698 tonnes of waste, 

with 120,547 tonnes clinical waste (31%) (Barratt et al., 2004). Furthermore, £50 million worth of NHS 

supplied medicines are disposed of unused by care homes annually (Barratt et al., 2004). 

 

It is a national priority to reduce waste within NHS and private healthcare settings and one way of 

achieving this goal is reducing waste associated with repeat prescribing (Jesson et al., 2005). 

Preventable categories of waste production include error of prescription, order or supply (Jesson et 

al., 2005). Although there is somewhat limited literature on waste management within healthcare, 

many authors attribute blame to the overall mismanagement of repeat prescriptions (Anon, 2000). 

The second most prominent discrepancy or type of near-miss observed in this study was incorrect 

quantity of medications prescribed, leading to a waste of dispensed medication, as ultimately the 

unused medication will be discarded at the end of the subsequent 28-day supply of medicines cycle.  
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Further studies examining waste produced by nursing home settings are needed to evaluate the level 

of waste produced by the 28-day supply of medicines cycle, other causes of waste within this setting 

and the overall level of waste produced by nursing homes. However, improved communication and 

management of repeat medications through the 28-day supply of medicines cycle, by following the 

recommended process map from this study (figure 28 depicted below) and amending prescription 

discrepancies throughout the cycle, can help reduce medication wastage in care homes. 

 

 

Figure 28: General Conceptual Framework displaying Ideal Timings for Tasks within the 28-day Supply 

of Medicines Cycle - Please refer to page 157, figure 25 for a larger and clearer image. 

  

This study recommends the same pathway suggested by Alldred et al. (highlighting RPSGB 

recommendations) is followed. The findings of this study are consistent with the recommendation set 

by NICE, RPSGB and Alldred et al., that care home providers should retain responsibility for ordering 

medicines from the GP practice and should not delegate this to the supplying pharmacy. In this study, 

all three care homes created the prescription requests (medicines re-order), rather than the pharmacy 

as this can result in overstock of resident medications, ultimately leading to waste (Alldred et al., 2009; 

NICE, 2014). The request should then be sent to the GP surgery for prescription generation.  

 

Again, the findings of this study are consistent with previous recommendations for ready prescriptions 

to be sent to the care home for checking (prescription check against re-order), rather than directly to 

the pharmacy. Two of the three case studies in this research followed this recommendation, whereas 

one care home had the prescriptions sent directly to the pharmacy and the pharmacy create a ‘chase-

up’ list for the resident. When the prescriptions are at the pharmacy, they are dispensed and 

medications are delivered to the care homes, also following the pathway set by Alldred et al. 
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NICE guidelines suggest each task within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle are as follows: 

prescribing, ordering, dispensing and supplying. In contrast to the tasks labelled by the NICE guideline 

on medicines management, referring to a 28-day supply of medicines cycle, this research labels the 

tasks within the cycle as follows: medicines re-ordering and prescription check against re-order 

(comparable to ordering task defined by NICE), medicines checking-in (occurs after prescribing and 

dispensing tasks defined by NICE), medicines changeover (occurs after prescribing and dispensing 

tasks defined by NICE), and medicines administration (comparable to supplying task defined by NICE).  

 

This research has looked at the cycle from the care home perspective, therefore labelling all tasks 

which occur within the care home only. The figure below was derived in Chapter 4 to depict the cycle. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 29: 28-day Supply of Medicines Cycle within Care Homes 

 

The first task defined by this study is medicines re-ordering, which is comparable to the ‘ordering’ task 

set in the NICE guideline on medicines management. No literature has stated the most appropriate 

time to complete the medicines re-ordering task within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. This 

study recommends completing the medicines re-order task in Week 1, preferably day 2 as depicted 
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on the recommended process map (page 158), to allow sufficient time for subsequent tasks in the 28-

day cycle (Recommendation 1).  

 

A goal of Six Sigma is to deliver goods and services to the customer in a timely manner. Academic and 

industrial literature supports the notion that when one process is held up in a cycle, subsequent 

processes fail to meet their deadlines (Schroeder et al., 2008). Therefore, it is paramount that each 

task within an end-to-end process has sufficient time scheduled to be able to perform its duty to an 

excellent standard (Schroeder et al., 2008). Therefore, completing the medicines re-ordering task as 

soon as the cycle starts, allows sufficient time for subsequent tasks within the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle for the GP surgery, pharmacy and care home. As important as the timescale of 

medicines re-ordering, is the method of re-ordering. 

 

The NICE Guideline on ‘Managing Medicines in Care Homes’ state that medicines can be ordered in 

the following ways (NICE, 2014): [1] the home orders directly from the GP practice using the repeat 

prescription ordering form (also known as the ‘right-hand side’ of the prescription form [FP10]), [2] 

the home orders directly from the GP practice using the medicines administration record, [3] through 

the supplying pharmacy, with the pharmacy ordering prescriptions after visiting and/or consulting 

with the care home or [4] through the supplying pharmacy, with the pharmacy ordering prescriptions 

directly from the GP practice without contacting the care home. This study found some care homes 

currently use option 1, the right-hand side of the prescription form to re-order medicines. However, 

this study found the use of the right-hand side of prescription forms to order medications is inefficient 

due to the small size of the form and therefore recommends completing the medicines re-order task 

using the re-order forms provided by supplying pharmacies, as they are neater and allow for more 

room for amendments (Recommendation 2). 

 

A study by Swinglehurst et al. (2011) examined receptionist roles in the process of repeat prescribing 

at four GP surgeries. In three of the surgeries, ‘processing of repeat prescriptions took place in 

reception, which was busy, unpredictable and characterised by frequent interruptions’ (Swinglehurst 

et al., 2011). Additionally, work completed at reception involved moving between ‘cramped physical 

spaces and making do with materials and space available’ (Swinglehurst et al., 2011). As the right-

hand side of FP10 prescriptions are much smaller than repeat re-order forms, less than half the size 

of A4 size versus A4 size respectively, the repeat slips may be easier to misplace and perhaps cause 

confusion between other patient repeat slips and care home resident repeat slips in busy, cramped 

physical spaces within GP surgery receptions. 
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Having a designated administrative office for prescription clerks, which is relatively free of 

interruptions perhaps eliminates errors caused by interruptions, busy and loud GP receptions 

(Swinglehurst et al., 2011). Studies have found smartcards are removed from computers in reception 

when the system is running slow to increase capacity for other users (Swinglehurst et al., 2011), this 

could have an effect on receptionist’s processing of repeat prescriptions and lead to transcription 

errors. 

 

Furthermore, this study found the primary means of communication between each stakeholder 

organisation (GP surgery, pharmacy and care home) was using a fax machine. This included faxing the 

medicines re-order (whether the right-hand side of prescriptions or re-order forms supplied by the 

pharmacy) to the GP surgery, as well as for other tasks including sending ‘chase-up’ lists between the 

stakeholder organisations. 

 

A common complaint between all three organisations (GP surgery, care home and pharmacy) is the 

GP surgery and pharmacy blaming one another for items not prescribed or dispensed. Findings from 

this study on this type of ‘blame culture’ has been similarly well documented in previous literature 

(Stevenson and Moore, 2019; Waring, 2005). In this study, the care homes often got caught in the 

middle, attempting to figure out which organisation has made an error and how to rectify the problem 

in time to get a medication to the resident. This specific communication problem can be solved by 

emailing re-order requests to the GP surgery and including the supplying pharmacy in the email, 

ensuring both parties have identical information supplied.  

 

Although fax machines were once the preferred method of communication, plenty of recent research 

has shown the inefficiencies of fax machines and advantages of newer technologies, including email. 

Therefore, in line with other research, this study recommends emailing medicines re-orders from the 

care home to the GP surgery and pharmacy (Recommendation 3). 

 

Although fax machines allow documents to be easily, cheaply and almost instantaneously exchanged, 

regardless of physical distance, there are also numerous drawbacks to their use (Etemadieh, 2018; 

O’Hagan, 1996). The first problem is that the resolution of the output text isn’t always sufficient to 

reproduce small or intricate characters accurately (O’Hagan, 1996), definitely posing a concern to the 

small size of the right-hand side of prescriptions. Perhaps the most significant concerns would be the 

danger of ‘wrong number’ errors when using fax machines, which can compromise patient 
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confidentiality (Etemadieh, 2018; O’Hagan, 1996). To assure patient confidentiality, stakeholders can 

choose to make files password protected. 

 

Overall email allows for an audit trail and by sending the same email to pharmacy, it ensures both 

organisations have received the same information about items to be prescribed and dispensed. The 

table below outlines some differences between each type of communication. 

 

Table 28: Differences between means of communication 

Fax Email 

- Faxed items seem to be easily misplaced by 

receptionists 

- Can be misinterpreted easily (e.g. ink 

cartridge mishaps) 

- More technological issues 

- Better reliability than fax machines 

- Creates audit trail 

- Easy means of communication 

- Faster 

- Most care homes have at least one computer 

that can be used by the medicines 

management lead to email requests 

 

Finally, this recommendation is in line with the recent ban on fax machines in the NHS by the UK 

health secretary is due to phase out all fax machines by April 2020 (Department of Health and Social 

Care, 2018). Matt Hancock stresses the importance of getting rid of fax machines in healthcare 

organisations to encourage use of newer technologies, IT platforms and forms of artificial intelligence. 

NHS organisations will be required to use ‘modern communication methods,’ such as email 

(Department of Health and Social Care, 2018). 

 

The medicines management lead was responsible for ordering resident medication, checking 

prescriptions against the re-order, checking delivered medications and changing over the old cycle 

medications to the new cycle medications, All three care homes studied, abided by the following NICE 

guideline recommendations: [1] each medicines management lead had protected time for these tasks 

[2] each care home had two staff members appropriately trained to order medications [3] each care 

kept records of medicines ordered to check prescriptions and medicine deliveries against the record 

to ensure all medicines ordered have been prescribed and supplied correctly and [4] care home 

residents were only given medications prescribed to them and there were no stock medications in any 

of the homes (NICE, 2014).  

 

Previous literature has recommended care homes be associated with one GP surgery, rather than 

multiple surgeries. One case study in this research dealt with multiple GP surgeries. This research 
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agrees with current literature and policy recommendations for each care home to use one GP surgery 

(NHS England, 2016). Although concerns have been addressed on diminishing the patient to GP 

relationship, having one GP surgery associated with an entire care home allows for more efficient 

communication, building rapport between the care home, GP and supplying pharmacy, as well as the 

opportunity for the GP to build a new relationship with new residents during weekly medication 

rounds, as recommended by NHS policy (NHS England, 2016). 

 

The fourth recommendation made in this study relates to the process of prescription generation at 

the GP surgery. This study recommends a pharmacy technician is held responsible for generating 

prescriptions off the care home’s re-order request and is the point of contact for the care home, while 

a practice-based clinical independent prescribing pharmacist is responsible for medicines 

management within care homes (Recommendation 4).  

 

Work by Zermansky, as early as 1996 has suggested more research be put into the role pharmacists 

could possibly have in managing repeat medications, along with several more recent studies (Avery et 

al., 2013; Inch et al., 2019; Maidment et al., 2016; Szczepura, 2008; Wright et al., 2016). Included in 

the medicines management responsibility, the study recommends the practice-based pharmacist 

signs-off all repeat prescriptions for the care home residents. Pharmacists can provide a safe and 

effective option for managing repeat medications for care home residents (NHS England, 2019a; 

RPSGB, 2019a).  

 

Numerous studies have reported concern about the clinical safety and management of repeat 

prescribing, particularly in older populations (Price et al., 2017). Furthermore, intensifying control of 

repeat prescriptions is important to medication safety and cost reduction (De Smet and Dautzenberg, 

2004). As practice pharmacists become more common within GP surgeries, the task of authorising 

care home resident repeat medications should come within their job description (RPSGB, 2019b). 

Pharmacists have the pharmaceutical and clinical skills to review medication and an increasing 

number of pharmacists have prescribing qualifications, allowing them to make necessary prescribing 

decisions in their areas of competency (NHS England, 2019a).  

 

In the US, consultant pharmacists have been reviewing care home resident medication every month 

for quite a few years now, showing benefit (Barlas, 2012). Since the completion of the CHUMS study, 

Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG) pharmacists in the UK now perform regular medication reviews 

in care homes (Swift and Trumper, 2017). This study found problems despite these reviews, however 
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the researcher strongly believes pharmacists responsibility in managing aspects medicines 

management within care homes will improve process efficiency. Use of a pharmacist independent 

prescriber in care home medicines management is supported by further studies (Alldred et al., 2009; 

Maidment et al., 2016; Wright et al., 2016). 

 

Recent initiatives through the NHS have been implementing pharmacists and pharmacy technicians in 

care home medicines management (NHS England, 2019a; RPSGB, 2019a). Pharmacists involved in care 

home resident medicine management shows promising results by reducing polypharmacy, 

implementing cost saving strategies and reduction in resident falls (Inch et al., 2019; Rai, 2018). 

Pharmacy technicians have been valuable in ensuring effective medication reconciliation and decrease 

the workload for busy care home environments and GPs for care home resident medicines 

management (Hemsley, 2018). Therefore, training pharmacy technicians to produce repeat 

prescriptions to then be signed by an independent prescribing pharmacist has potential to create 

fewer errors and stream-line efficiency of the process and communication.  

 

Similar to findings from Müller and colleagues, this study also revealed communication barriers, 

primarily between care home staff and GPs (Müller et al., 2018), during interviews and participant 

observations. This study found that care home staff have a lack of understanding in concerns to how 

repeat prescriptions are authorised at GP surgeries and which queries are handled by receptionists, 

doctors or pharmacists at the surgery. The researcher was unable to find this result stated elsewhere 

in current literature. 

 

Interview data and direct participant observation data from this study outline the communication 

challenges between the GP surgery, supplying pharmacy and care home under study. 

Miscommunications are common between the care home and GP surgery. Receptionists often tell 

care home staff they have not received re-order requests, when care home staff insist they have 

already faxed it. Nurses requests for specific patients which need to be addressed by the doctor can 

also get mistranslated by receptionist staff.  

 

Research has found a lack of communication or poor communication to be a major risk factor in 

medication errors and sometimes even death amongst all healthcare settings (Illingworth, 2015; 

O’Hara et al., 2018). Communication errors are considered the most common cause of medical errors, 

up to one third of errors, complaints and work time inefficiencies in healthcare settings and should be 

largely preventable by well-designed procedural policies and good execution (Ford, 2015; Murphy and 
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Dunn, 2010; Vermeir et al., 2015). The CHUMS study found that 29% of communication related 

medication errors were between the care home and the GP surgery (Alldred et al., 2009). Of this 29%, 

less than the 50% of communication related medication errors were between the care home and the 

pharmacy (Alldred et al., 2009). It is therefore important for stakeholders involved in the care of care 

home residents to work collaboratively and focus on effective communication. 

 

Poor communication costs the US healthcare system $1.7 billion in malpractice costs and nearly 2000 

lives (Kern, 2016). In all malpractice claims in the US, a total of 30% accounted back to communication 

breakdown between 2009 and 2013 and 37% of high-severity harm cases including death, involved 

communication failure (Kern, 2016). The highest percent of miscommunication was between two or 

more healthcare providers, at 57% (Kern, 2016).  

 

Furthermore, the importance of improving communication between stakeholders to improve patient 

and medication-related care services is well documented (Alldred et al., 2009; Buttigieg et al., 2016; 

Creswick et al., 2009; Swinglehurst et al., 2011). Therefore, designating the task of authorising repeat 

prescriptions to the practice pharmacist will alleviate some of the frustrations relating to 

miscommunications and resolving queries, as the care home and linked pharmacy will know who to 

speak to within the GP surgery for queries. This study has found the lack of effective communication 

can cause more discrepancies in the 28-day supply of medicines cycle and efforts to stream-line 

communication between all stakeholders, thereby reducing the margin for error to increase patient 

safety should be made, as supported by other studies (Alldred et al., 2009; Kern, 2016; Vermeir et al., 

2015).  

 

In the January 2018 update of the NICE Guideline, the Guideline Development Group (GDG) concludes 

that GP practices should have written processes for prescribing and issuing prescriptions for their 

patients living in care homes that consider prescribing the right amount of medicines to fit into the 

28-day supply cycle if appropriate. All care homes investigated ordered repeat medications for a 28-

day supply, however prescriptions quantities did not always meet the criteria of fitting into the 28-

day supply. A limitation of this study, is the lack of semi-structured interviews with GPs, and 

participant observations within GP surgeries, therefore the researcher is unable to confirm whether 

GP surgeries had standard operating procedures (SOPs) for generating prescriptions for care home 

residents. 
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As discussed at the beginning of this section, findings from this study are consistent with 

recommendations by NICE, RPSGB and Alldred et al. that prescriptions should be picked up by the care 

home and checked against their original re-order request for discrepancies, before being picked up by 

the pharmacy (Recommendation 5). 

 

The Six Sigma philosophy is grounded in reducing the number of defects or errors within each task of 

any particular process (Allen, 2019). The recommendations thus far have aimed to reduce the number 

of discrepancies between the care home’s re-order request and the prescription subsequently 

generated by starting the first task of the cycle sooner to allow more time to complete subsequent 

tasks, by emailing re-orders and using re-order forms supplied by the pharmacy, by keeping a 

pharmacy technician and practice-based clinical pharmacist responsible for generating prescriptions 

and signing-off prescriptions (respectively) to enhance communication between the GP surgery, care 

home and pharmacy.  

 

Although the aim of the recommendations is to reduce the number of defects coming through to the 

prescription check against re-order stage, the 28-day supply of medicines cycle must incorporate an 

efficient system to deal with any discrepancies proactively, to reduce the number of discrepancies 

coming in later in the cycle when there is insufficient time for amendments. Numerous studies have 

employed the Six Sigma philosophy of reducing the number of defects and becoming a proactive 

process to ‘errors’ rather than reactive (Kapur and Potters, 2012; Liu, 2019; Varkey et al., 2007). 

 

Therefore, Recommendation 6 enables the cycle to be proactive to discrepancies: prescriptions 

without any discrepancies should be retained at the care home until any prescriptions with 

discrepancies have been amended and collected by the care home. This should reduce the margin for 

error and increase patient safety. It is also the likely reason CS3 performed much better than CS1 and 

CS2 in this study. Any discrepancies found between the care home’s original medicines re-order 

request and the prescriptions generated at the GP surgery should be ‘chased-up’ with the practice-

based clinical pharmacist at the GP surgery within 24-hours of receiving the prescriptions.  

 

The practice-based clinical pharmacist should then aim to resolve all discrepancies within 24-hours of 

contact from the care home. Once the care home picks up these prescriptions and checks them against 

their original re-order, the pharmacy should pick up all prescriptions from the care home at once 

(Recommendation 6). Unlike this study, NICE, RPSGB and Alldred et al. do not discuss any 
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recommendations regarding dealing with discrepancies found between the care home’s re-order 

requests and the prescriptions generated. No other sources were found either.  

 

Once all prescriptions have been collected by the supplying pharmacy, dispensed and checked, the 

pharmacy delivers the medications to the care home. This study found that care homes obtain all their 

repeat medications items from one pharmacy, similar to findings by Burns and McQuillan, and in line 

with recommendations by RPSGB (Burns and McQuillan, 2011; RPSGB, 2016). 

 

In every case study, the supplying pharmacy supplied resident MAR charts, as recommended by NICE 

(NICE, 2014), as well as re-order forms to use for the next time the home will be re-ordering repeat 

medications. Any ad-hoc medicines started between the monthly supplies, were added to the MAR 

chart by a trained nurse or carer in line with previous findings (Odberg et al., 2019). Similar to other 

research and NICE recommendations, this study found MAR charts produced by the pharmacy avoided 

transcription errors, difficult to read handwriting and was a more efficient use of time than the care 

home manually preparing the MAR charts (Alldred et al., 2009; CPA, 2014; NICE, 2014). Finally, each 

care home followed NICE recommendations to have a process in place to ensure all details of each 

MAR chart are correct and signed-off by two care home staff members (NICE, 2014). 

 

NICE recommends care home providers keep records of medicines ordered and that medicines 

delivered to the care home should be checked against a record of the order to make sure that all 

medicines ordered have been prescribed and supplied correctly (NICE, 2014). This study found 

medicines delivered are checked against the care home’s re-order by the medicines management lead 

and one other staff member (trained carer or nurse). The medicines changeover process is then 

completed by the medicines management lead, and in two case studies, with the help of another 

nurse or carer. 

 

This study recommends the medicines checking-in and medicines changeover process, should be 

completed simultaneously (Recommendation 7) to make the task safer. As some homes conduct the 

medicines changeover process on Sunday night after the bedtime medication round, it poses a risk to 

patient safety as late-evening or night-time shifts for nurses are often prone to more errors (Gander 

et al., 2019). Additionally, performing the medicines checking-in and changeover process 

simultaneously means the task is completed during regular hours for the medicines management lead 

and saves the care home labour costs of the medicines management lead coming in on Day 28 of the 

cycle, Sunday evening.  
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Finally, this study recommends the use of the ‘Medicines Discrepancy Error Log’ during each 28-day 

supply of medicines cycle (Recommendation 8). Various studies within healthcare settings using Six 

Sigma methodologies have recommended the use an error log or chart during the Control phase 

(Benitez et al., 2007; Castle et al., 2005; Chan, 2004). The researcher created the error log to help 

sustain improvements made via recommendations to each case study in this thesis and encourage 

continuous improvement. However, the error log can be used throughout care homes in the UK to 

keep track of the number of discrepancies encountered each 28-day supply of medicines cycle 

between the re-order request made and prescriptions generated or ultimately, medications delivered. 

The log is a simple and quick report to fill out to ensure the medicines management lead does not feel 

the burden of an extra task.  

 

The error log is a tool for organisations involved in the 28-day supply of medications, to report levels 

of near-misses and discrepancies per cycle. Its purpose is to encourage continuous improvement 

within the cycle, act as a report of collected near-miss data, and has the potential to be used for 

auditing purposes by several individuals and organisations, including the care home manager, 

company medicines management leads and the CCG (Clinical Commissioning Group). However, there 

is extensive literature sharing concerns around organisations under-reporting near-miss and error 

events to regulators (Shojania, 2008; Waring, 2005). Therefore, an error log between the stakeholders 

concerned (care home, GP surgery and supplying pharmacy), could be effective in keeping track of 

discrepancies and subsequently making changes to address concerns and encourage continuous 

improvement within the cycle. 

 

Participants from all three case study stakeholder feedback sessions were keen to use the error log, 

stating it would be a good way to track their progress and re-evaluate after a number of cycles. 

Medicines management leads were pleased the log was simple to use and quick to complete, 

therefore not adding extra work to their day. Although this feedback is positive, the researcher has 

considered the effect of socially desirable responses from participants, discussed under limitations 

(page 183). 

 

A US-based study by Verrue et al. found that 69.7% of all nursing homes studied, had a medication 

error reporting system in place (Verrue et al., 2011), however these systems did not specifically 

include near-miss data (labelled discrepancies in this study) from the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. 

The study found approximately 40% of the nursing homes performed an evaluation of the medication 
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management process less than once a year (Verrue et al., 2011). The study suggests a proactive 

evaluation of the medicines management process, errors and patient safety issues within care homes 

should be performed frequently (Verrue et al., 2011), involving all stakeholders (Cohen, 2010; Leape 

et al., 1995). 

 

Both researchers within medicines management and experts within the field of applying business 

concepts to healthcare industries acknowledge the importance of becoming proactive organisations 

(Ahmed, 2019; Boersma et al., 2019; Waring, 2005). Six Sigma methodologies stress the importance 

of proactive approaches to improve process management, whilst researchers in medicines 

management suggest a proactive evaluation of processes and errors, as well as continuous learning 

to help maintain a higher standard of care to patients (Ahmed, 2019; Frankel et al., 2017; Waring, 

2005). Evidence suggests a systems approach which is proactive in identifying system flaws is 

responsible for progress within patient safety movements (Odom-Forren, 2019). 

 

An American national report recommends nurses in all care settings work to improve systems 

addressing the most common near-misses in the work environment, participate in evaluating the 

efficacy of new systems and processes within the setting, implementing error reporting systems and 

supporting accurate reporting of medication errors (Aspden et al., 2007). As mentioned in Chapter 2, 

literature review, although the UK NPSA collects information on medication errors, none of their 

reports directly quote specifically the number of near-misses in the care home environment. 

 

In line with recommendations from Verrue et al. and Aspden et al., the researcher recommends the 

use of an error log as a proactive way to evaluate the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care 

home medicines management. Furthermore, an error log resonates with the recommendation by 

Greene et al. (2004), to implement continuous quality improvement (CQI) to improve near-miss 

reporting. Finally, the second part of the UK Health Foundation’s publication, Continuous 

Improvement of Patient Safety: The Case for Change in the NHS discusses the importance of looking 

forward and anticipating risks in terms of patient safety, rather than only learning from past mistakes 

(Illingworth, 2015). Use of an error log provides organisations with a tool to track past mistakes, but 

also plan for the subsequent cycle accordingly by anticipating risks and acting upon them. 

 

Finally, as mentioned in the literature review, the NICE Guideline concludes that a collaborative 

approach between health and social care practitioners is needed to ensure effective communication 

when medicines are started, stopped or changed, and keeping records of medicines administration 



 

 180 

up-to-date within the care home. This study found that although each stakeholder organisation (GP 

surgery, pharmacy and care home) has a vital role during the 28-day supply of medicines cycle, the 

overall collaborative approach was lacking. This finding is in line with general concerns in stakeholder 

teamwork within the healthcare sector (Schot et al., 2019). 

 

A collaborative approach involves building a strong relationship between all three organisations and 

communicating regularly and efficiently about resident medications (Morgan et al., 2015). The 

importance of communication was discussed earlier in this chapter and coincides with working 

collaboratively (Schot et al., 2019). However, the scale of the problem is much larger than just 

communication and can ultimately be rectified with an IT system providing transparency between the 

organisations and supporting collaborative teamwork.  

 

There is need for a technological system which is linked between all three organisations, providing a 

central point for communication and transparency (Ford et al., 2019). Current systems installed in GP 

surgeries, care homes and pharmacies sometimes have a linked platform between the care home and 

pharmacy. However, this link only provides a basis for sending messages from one organisation to the 

other through the IT system and does not actually provide any ‘transparency’ between the 

organisations.  

 

Several platforms or ‘apps’ have been developed to enhance collaborative working between 

healthcare providers as well as patients (Slotwiner et al., 2019), for example an app created to provide 

clinical information to both healthcare providers and patients about patient mental health conditions 

(Torous et al., 2019). 

 

The transparency of the future IT programmes should allow each stakeholder to view the progress of 

their repeat medication re-order. This means that when the care home presents each resident’s re-

order form for processing, they can see the pathway of their request; whether it is with the 

receptionist being processed, with the GP or clinical pharmacist waiting to be signed, waiting to be 

collected by the care home for checking or picked up by the pharmacy, dispensed at the pharmacy or 

waiting to be delivered to the care home by the pharmacy delivery driver. Similarly, this type of 

transparent system can be used for patients handing in repeat medication re-order requests to their 

GP surgery or pharmacy. 
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A similar concept has been filed for patent approval in the US which would link prescriber and 

pharmacy servers and interact with patients (Brunner, 2019). The application would allow a 

prescription request to prescribe or de-prescribe a medication for a patient, which would then be 

accepted or rejected by the prescriber on their software platform. If accepted, the prescription would 

be generated and patient notes updated automatically. An ID tag for prescriber, pharmacy and patient 

would be produced and the pharmacy can then accept dispensing of the prescription. The patient is 

then alerted when the medication is ready to be collected (Brunner, 2019). 

 

Use of healthcare IT has the potential to improve communication between stakeholders individually, 

and patients, as well as encourage collaborative working between stakeholders (Konttila et al., 2019). 

Introducing systems which stream-line communication and provide transparency within the 28-day 

supply of medicines cycle for each stakeholder group to know where their medication request, 

prescription or medication is along the process, would help in eliminating blame culture within the 

cycle (Brunner, 2019; Konttila et al., 2019). 

 

DISCUSSION OF SIX SIGMA 

 

The purpose of this study was to provide a detailed description of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle 

within care homes. The study employed Six Sigma methodology, DMAIC to define the scope of the 

project according to issues and challenges expressed by case study participants, measure and analyse 

discrepancy and near-miss rates within the cycle, and suggest improvements (framework and 

recommendations) as well as control measures to ensure continuous improvement of the cycle. 

  

Organisations meeting Six Sigma standards perform at a level of less than 3.4 defects per one million 

opportunities (DPMO). The average performance level between the three care homes in this thesis 

indicates approximately 104,167 DPMO which is an average sigma performance level of 2.8 between 

the homes. Whilst Six Sigma strategies have been used in various healthcare settings, it is the first 

time it has been applied to the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care homes. 

 

As discussed in Chapter 5, Six Sigma has shown promising results in healthcare-related studies 

(Chandra et al., 2012; DeYong and Sehwail, 2003; Kumar and McKewan, 2011; Lazarus and Stamps, 

2002) and medicines management related studies (Benitez et al., 2007; Chan, 2004). Chandra et al. 

(2012) as well as Kumar and McKewan (2011) used DMAIC specifically for improvement measures. 
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Majority of studies using Six Sigma techniques within healthcare have focussed on the hospital setting 

(Ahmed, 2019; Godley and Jenkins, 2019), whereas the care home setting has been ignored thus far. 

 

This study has not only provided recommendations on each case study’s 28-day supply of medicines 

cycle, in attempt to improve its efficiency, but also provided recommendations for the entire care 

home sector. Tools specific to the Six Sigma toolbox have been used to analyse findings and develop 

recommendations. All three care homes under study had positive feedback on the use of Six Sigma 

within care homes and the 28-day supply of medicines cycle, although the researcher must account 

for socially desirable responses (discussed under limitations). Each stakeholder feedback session 

understood how the study was conducted and showed approval towards the study design and 

generalisability to other care homes. Furthermore, stakeholder feedback session participants within 

each case study were keen to implement the recommendations derived from use of DMAIC tools and 

were positive the recommendations would improve the overall efficiency of the cycle.  

 

The Six Sigma tools used within this study are relatively easy to apply to the 28-day supply of medicines 

cycle as shown through the CTQ tree taxonomy of discrepancies, including what measurements to 

collect and analyse within any care home. Furthermore, the voice of the customer (VOC) and process 

map tools are interviews and observations, which could be conducted my senior care home 

management or policy makers, including the CCG or CQC. If policy makers or care home management 

are interested in applying the framework specific to counting and analysing near-misses and 

discrepancies within the cycle, they will be able to do so. In addition, with the use of the error log, 

near-miss and discrepancy rates will be clearly calculated. 

 

LIMITATIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND SCOPE FOR FUTURE WORK 

 

Limitations 

 

Regardless of how carefully a researcher designs and performs research, all research has limitations 

(Simon and Goes, 2012). The lack of prior research on medicines management specifically within care 

homes was as a limitation in creating a rigorous literature review and discussion, as there are very few 

academic and policy documents on the topic to confirm or compare results with. However, the lack of 

information available on the topic helped form an explorative multi-case study research design, to 

gain an in-depth understanding of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care homes. 
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The study sample used nonprobability convenience sampling; meaning participating care homes were 

not randomly chosen, therefore findings need to be confirmed in other care homes. Although NICE 

guidelines and the CHUMS study suggest the medicines management process and 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle could be relatively similar across UK care homes (as they all should be following the 

same set of NICE guidelines), this study included case studies on three care homes in the Midlands 

only, and therefore may not be applicable to all care homes within the UK. Furthermore, only five 

homes (2.60%) were approached for participation, out of a total of 192 ‘research ready’ homes in the 

Midlands. Homes within the ENRICH database deem themselves as ‘research ready’ and researchers 

suggest that care homes voluntarily agreeing to participate in research, are usually high performing 

homes as low-performing homes sometimes feel ‘threatened’ (Lam et al., 2018).This means error 

rates could be greater in other care homes and results of this study must be interpreted with caution 

(Lam et al., 2018). 

 

There was a lack of participation from GPs and pharmacists, as only one of each was interviewed and 

both were from CS3. Therefore, the large majority of interviewees were from the care home setting. 

This limits the study in providing description of tasks from the GP surgery or pharmacy perspective, 

the issues encountered from these stakeholders and their perceptions on the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle as well as the recommendations provided. 

 

During semi-structured interviews, direct participant observations and stakeholder feedback sessions, 

all qualitative research is subject to receiving socially desirable responses, meaning some participants 

may deliver responses that are not honest, but instead what the participant thinks the researcher 

would want to hear or a response that is ‘socially desirable’ in today’s world (Bensch et al., 2019). The 

participant will often believe these responses are viewed as favourable to others and often involves 

over-reporting ‘good behaviour or under-reporting ‘bad-behaviour’ (Bensch et al., 2019). 

 

Reflexivity is a common limitation within qualitative research. It is a concept and a process, pertaining 

to the ‘analytic attention to the researcher’s role in qualitative research’ (Dowling, 2006). As a 

concept, it involves the researchers self-awareness or a certain level of consciousness (Lambert et al., 

2010). As a process, it is the researcher’s continuous process of reflection on their subjectivities, 

understanding how their ‘social background, location and assumptions affect their research practice’ 

(Hesse-Biber, 2011). 
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The researcher was a female of Asian-Indian ethnicity and born in Canada. People of Asian-Indian 

decent were one of the minorities amongst staff and residents within all three nursing homes. The 

researcher was also a pharmacist, meaning she had a certain level of understanding and 

preconceptions about how care homes operate, as well as the 28-day supply of medicines from 

generalised healthcare perspective. The researcher was aware of her prior knowledge on the topic 

and continuously reflected on her activity within the research to ensure taking an objective view as 

much as possible. The researcher’s presence during direct participant observations is also a limitation, 

as this always carries the possibility of affecting subject responses or behaviours, as described by the 

Hawthorne Effect (Anderson, 2010; Sedgwick and Greenwood, 2015).  

 

Finally, the study used the average number of medications taken by care home residents daily as the 

denominator in calculating the defects per million opportunities during each case’s Analyse phase of 

DMAIC. This is a limitation as the number is provided from literature rather than the actual total 

number of medications residents were on in each case study. Furthermore, the average of eight 

medications taken from the literature was also used to calculate the number of omitted medications. 

For example, if one resident was missing all medications, it was estimated that eight medications were 

omitted however, it could be possible that the resident was only taking two medications and these 

were missing. Therefore, omitted medication calculations could be inaccurate in comparison to actual 

figures, however, the researcher was unable to obtain this number from each care home.   

 

Implications 

 

This research has provided a framework and recommendations to guide care homes in their 28-day 

supply of medicines cycle. Building on the CHUMS study and NICE guideline on medicines 

management within care homes, this study provides greater depth and understanding into the 28-

supply of medicines cycle, which can be further investigated or used to advance development of the 

current NICE guideline. This study expands on some recommendations and tasks mentioned in NICE 

guidelines and concurs with findings from the CHUMS study, as well as providing greater detail of the 

28-day supply of medicines cycle. Results from this study can inform stakeholder organisations directly 

involved in the cycle, GP surgeries, supplying pharmacies and care homes, as well as policy makers.  

 

All three participating care homes within this study have already implemented at least one 

recommendation from the study into their medicines management policy guidelines. Care home 

managers, medicines management leads, and medicines management area managers can use this 
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study to inform their own 28-day supply of medicines process. According to issues faced within their 

organisations they can implement associated recommendations from the study. 

 

Finally, the application of Six Sigma within care homes has not been seen in current literature. 

Academic researchers and industry experts working within the care home sector have a basic 

understanding of the underlying theory of Six Sigma from this study. This provides the industry with a 

successful methodology to explore its’ application in new areas pertaining to care homes and 

healthcare. 

 

Scope for Future Work 

 

Although care homes house 405, 000 people aged 65 and over in the UK alone (AgeUK, 2016), there 

is a lack of research in this area (Rolland et al., 2009). Large-scale studies in care homes will improve 

our understanding of the environment and highlight areas needing improvement. 

 

The study presented has provided a 28-day supply of medicines framework and set of 

recommendations for care homes to instate. Although positive feedback was received on both the 

framework and recommendations from participating care homes, this data cannot be extrapolated to 

all care homes within the UK due to study limitations. The researcher therefore suggests applying the 

framework and recommendations to care homes across a broader geographic region both in the UK 

and internationally to validate the framework and study recommendations. In doing so, the 

framework and recommendations can be further developed and amended as necessary. 

 

This research discusses discrepancies (near-misses) within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. 

Numerous studies have examined medication error and near-misses within the hospital setting, 

however there is a dearth of research on the topic within the care home setting. As some of the most 

vulnerable members of society reside in care homes, it is imperative for future work to be conducted 

examining rates of medication error and near-misses within this setting.  

 

Although waste generated by the healthcare sector in the UK is an ever-growing concern, the care 

home setting has been largely neglected in providing figures of annual waste. This study was unable 

to provide exact figures on waste generated by the three case studies as it was beyond the remit of 

the study. However, future studies investigating the amount of waste generated by the 28-day supply 

of medicines cycle can provide useful insight into waste management through repeat management. 
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In line with other studies (Schot et al., 2019), this research found communication and collaborative 

working between stakeholder organisations both complex and challenging. Further research on 

strategies to improve communication, particularly between the GP surgery, care home and pharmacy 

will be beneficial. This research would ideally concentrate on using IT systems to provide transparency 

between the stakeholder organisations regarding repeat medications in the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

This is the first study that has implemented a widely-used management methodology to solve a long-

standing healthcare challenge, namely medication management in the care home environment and 

more specifically repeat medication management from the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. As 

repeat medication management directly impacts patient safety and medical waste, improving the 28-

day supply of medicines cycle efficiency through Six Sigma DMAIC has potential to reduce medication 

near-misses and generated waste in the care home setting. 

 

Six Sigma has been used within many healthcare sectors, including the hospital setting, 

pharmaceutical companies, medication manufacturing, therapy areas, etc. This study expands the 

scope of using Six Sigma, specifically DMAIC in another area and setting within healthcare, medicines 

management and care homes. As Six Sigma promotes continuous improvement strategies and process 

efficiency, this study has shown great potential for the use of Six Sigma within the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle around care homes worldwide.  

 

This study has provided several outputs including a definition of each task within the 28-day supply of 

medicines cycle from the care home perspective, along with a visual framework of the cycle (Chapter 

4, page 91). The researcher applied the Six Sigma DMAIC methodology for the first time in published 

literature on the 28-day supply of medicines cycle within care homes. In doing so, the researcher 

created a DMAIC framework to potentially be used to improve 28-day supply of medicines cycles in 

care homes worldwide, as well as a taxonomy of discrepancies during the cycle and associated 

measurements for discrepancies. Finally, the researcher has presented a recommended cross-

functional process map for care homes to follow in order for each stakeholder to have sufficient time 

for each task within the cycle (Chapter 6, page 158) and provided recommendations for care homes 

to improve their 28-day supply of medicines cycle Chapter 6, page 159) using Six Sigma tools. 
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The 28-day supply of medicines cycle ultimately manages care home resident repeat prescriptions and 

is a process present in every care home. Effective management of this cycle is critical to providing 

adequate patient safety. Using DMAIC and the recommendations provided in this study should 

transform current reactive 28-day supply of medicines cycles to be proactive cycles in reducing 

discrepancy rates. As discrepancies are near-misses, and research has shown a direct correlation 

between near-misses and preventable medication errors, decreasing near-miss rates is crucial to 

providing patient safety. Therefore, application of DMAIC and the recommendations from this study 

should decrease discrepancy (near-miss) rates within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle, which 

could ultimately lead to decreased preventable medication errors. 

 

This study contributes to research in the care home sector which has been largely ignored to date. 

This study has largely extended the knowledge of medicines management within care homes and 

repeat medication management via the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. It is the first study to provide 

case study examples defining processes within the 28-day supply of medicines cycle via interviews and 

participant observations. The descriptions provided in this thesis give the reader a better 

understanding of tasks within the cycle. Six Sigma, DMAIC methodology has been applied to the entire 

28-day supply of medicines cycle (excluding medicines administration) for the first time in any setting 

and has subsequently provided three individual case studies with individualised recommendations. 

Finally, the frameworks created throughout this study have the potential to be extrapolated and used 

in other settings, as well as against other processes in in primary or secondary applied healthcare 

research or academic literature. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 188 

REFERENCES 

 

Acocella, I., 2012. The focus groups in social research: advantages and disadvantages. Qual. Quant. 
46, 1125–1136. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-011-9600-4 

ACT, G., 2019. Residential aged care facility [WWW Document]. URL 
https://health.act.gov.au/sites/default/files/new_policy_and_plan/Residential%20Aged%20
Care%20Facility%20Placement%20Operational%20Procedure.docx (accessed 5.27.19). 

Adams, R., May, H., Swift, L., Bhattacharya, D., 2013. Do older patients find multi-compartment 
medication devices easy to use and which are the easiest? Age Ageing 42, 715–720. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/aft113 

Advinha, A.M., de Oliveira-Martins, S., Mateus, V., Pajote, S.G., Lopes, M.J., 2014. Medication 
regimen complexity in institutionalized elderly people in an aging society. Int. J. Clin. Pharm. 
36, 750–756. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11096-014-9963-4 

Affonso, D., Jeffs, L., 2004. Near misses: Lessons learned in the processes of care. Int. Nurs. Perspect. 
4, 115–122. 

AgeUK, 2016. Policy Position Paper Dignity in Health and Social Care (England). 
Ahmed, S., 2019. Integrating DMAIC approach of Lean Six Sigma and theory of constraints toward 

quality improvement in healthcare. Rev. Environ. Health 0. https://doi.org/10.1515/reveh-
2019-0003 

Akner, G., 2009. Analysis of multimorbidity in individual elderly nursing home residents. 
Development of a multimorbidity matrix. Arch. Gerontol. Geriatr. 49, 413–419. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.archger.2008.12.009 

Alldred, D., Lim, R., Barber, N., Raynor, D., Buckle, P., Savage, I., 2009. Care Home Use of Medicines 
Study (CHUMS). University of Leeds. 

Allen, T.T., 2019. Design for Six Sigma, in: Allen, T.T. (Ed.), Introduction to Engineering Statistics and 
Lean Six Sigma: Statistical Quality Control and Design of Experiments and Systems. Springer 
London, London, pp. 543–550. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4471-7420-2_21 

Alvesson, M., Deetz, S., 2000. Doing Critical Management Research. SAGE. 
Anderson, C., 2010. Presenting and Evaluating Qualitative Research. Am. J. Pharm. Educ. 74. 
Anderson, C.A., Leahy, M.J., DelValle, R., Sherman, S., Tansey, T.N., 2014. Methodological application 

of multiple case study design using modified consensual qualitative research (CQR) analysis 
to identify best practices and organizational factors in the public rehabilitation program. J. 
Vocat. Rehabil. 41, 87–98. https://doi.org/10.3233/JVR-140709 

Anderson, R.A., Crabtree, B.F., Steele, D.J., McDaniel, R.R., 2005. Case Study Research: The View 
From Complexity Science. Qual. Health Res. 15, 669–685. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305275208 

Andersson, R., Eriksson, H., Torstensson, H., 2006. Similarities and differences between TQM, six 
sigma and lean. TQM Mag. 18, 282–296. https://doi.org/10.1108/09544780610660004 

Angrosino, M.V., 2005. Recontextualizing Observation: Ethnography, Pedagogy, and the Prospects 
for a Progressive Political Agenda, in: The Sage Handbook of Qualitative Research, 3rd Ed. 
Sage Publications Ltd, Thousand Oaks, CA, pp. 729–745. 

Anon, 2000. Wiltshire HA highlights medicines waste. Pharm. J. 264, 426. 
Ashkanasy, N.M., Jackson, C.R.A., 2001. Organizational Culture and Climate, in: Handbook of 

Industrial, Work & Organizational Psychology - Volume 2: Organizational Psychology. SAGE 
Publications Ltd, 1 Oliver’s Yard,  55 City Road,  London    EC1Y 1SP  United Kingdom, pp. 
398–415. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781848608368.n21 

Aspden, P., Wolcott, J., Bootman, L., Cronenwett, L., 2007. Preventing Medication Errors. National 
Academy of Sciences, Washington, D.C. 

Atanelov, L. (Levan), 2016. Resident’s Handbook of Medical Quality and Safety. [electronic resource]. 
Cham : Springer International Publishing : Imprint: Springer, 2016. 



 

 189 

Audit Commission, 2001. A spoonful of sugar - medicines management in NHS hospitals. Audit 
Commission, London. 

Avery, A.J., 2011. Repeat prescribing in general practice. BMJ 343, d7089. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.d7089 

Avery, A.J., Ghaleb, M., Barber, N., Dean Franklin, B., Armstrong, S.J., Serumaga, B., Dhillon, S., 
Freyer, A., Howard, R., Talabi, O., Mehta, R.L., 2013. The prevalence and nature of 
prescribing and monitoring errors in English general practice: a retrospective case note 
review. Br. J. Gen. Pract. J. R. Coll. Gen. Pract. 63, e543-553. 
https://doi.org/10.3399/bjgp13X670679 

Avery, A.J., Rodgers, S., Cantrill, J.A., Armstrong, S., Cresswell, K., Eden, M., Elliott, R.A., Howard, R., 
Kendrick, D., Morris, C.J., Prescott, R.J., Swanwick, G., Franklin, M., Putman, K., Boyd, M., 
Sheikh, A., 2012. A pharmacist-led information technology intervention for medication 
errors (PINCER): a multicentre, cluster randomised, controlled trial and cost-effectiveness 
analysis. Lancet Lond. Engl. 379, 1310–1319. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(11)61817-
5 

AWMSG, 2015. All Wales Policy for Medicines Administration, Recording, Review, Storage and 
Disposal. All Wales Medicines Strategy Group, Wales. 

Baker, R.G., Jeffs, L., Law, M., Norton, P.G., 2007. Improving the Safety and Quality of Health Care in 
Canada. Canadian Pharmacists Association, Ottawa. 

Baldwin, V., 2019. An Analysis of subjective and objective indicators of quality of care in North 
Carolina homes for the aged. 

Bandyopadhyay, J., Coppens, K., 2005. Six Sigma Approach to Healthcare Quality and Productivity 
Management. Int. J. Qual. Product. Manag. 5. 

Barach, P., 2011. The End of the Beginning: Lessons Learned from the Patient Safety Movement. J. 
Leg. Med. 24, 7–27. 

Barach, P., Small, S.D., 2000a. Reporting and preventing medical mishaps: lessons from non-medical 
near miss reporting systems. BMJ 320, 759–763. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.320.7237.759 

Barach, P., Small, S.D., 2000b. How the NHS can improve safety and learning: By learning free lessons 
from near misses. BMJ 320, 1683–1684. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.320.7251.1683 

Barber, N.D., Alldred, D.P., Raynor, D.K., Dickinson, R., Garfield, S., Jesson, B., Lim, R., Savage, I., 
Standage, C., Buckle, P., Carpenter, J., Franklin, B., Woloshynowych, M., Zermansky, A.G., 
2009. Care homes’ use of medicines study: prevalence, causes and potential harm of 
medication errors in care homes for older people. BMJ Qual. Saf. 18, 341–346. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/qshc.2009.034231 

Barker, K.N., Flynn, E.A., Pepper, G.A., Bates, D.W., Mikeal, R.L., 2002. Medication errors observed in 
36 health care facilities. Arch. Intern. Med. 162, 1897–1903. 

Barker, K.N., Mikeal, R.L., Pearson, R.E., Illig, N.A., Morse, M.L., 1982. Medication errors in nursing 
homes and small hospitals. Am. J. Hosp. Pharm. 39, 987–991. 

Barlas, S., 2012. Medicare Wants Only ‘Independent’ Consultant Pharmacists in Nursing Homes. 
Pharm. Ther. 37, 6. 

Barnett, N., 2018. Person-centred over patient-centred care: not just semantics. Pharm. J. 
Barratt, J., Chambers, N., Cherrett, N., Jenkin, N., Lewis, K., Vergoulas, G., 2004. Material health: a 

mass balance and ecological footprint analysis of the NHS in England and Wales. Best Foot 
Forward Ltd, Oxford, UK. 

Basit, T., 2003. Manual or electronic? The role of coding in qualitative data analysis. Educ. Res. 45, 
143–154. https://doi.org/10.1080/0013188032000133548 

Bates, D.W., Boyle, D.L., Vander Vliet, M.B., Schneider, J., Leape, L., 1995. Relationship between 
medication errors and adverse drug events. J. Gen. Intern. Med. 10, 199–205. 

Battles, J.B., Kaplan, H.S., Van der Schaaf, T.W., Shea, C.E., 1998. The Attributes of Medical Event - 
Reporting Systems. Arch Pathol Lab Med 122. 



 

 190 

Baxter, P., Jack, S., 2008. Qualitative Case Study Methodology: Study Design and Implementation for 
Novice Researchers. Qual. Rep. 13, 544–559. 

Becker, H., Geer, B., 1957. Participant Observation and Interviewing: A Comparison. Hum. Organ. 16, 
28–32. https://doi.org/10.17730/humo.16.3.k687822132323013 

Bellot, J., 2011. Defining and assessing organizational culture. Nurs. Forum (Auckl.) 46, 29–37. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6198.2010.00207.x 

Benitez, Y., Forrester, L., Hurst, C., Turpin, D., 2007. Hospital Reduces Medication Errors Using 
DMAIC and QFD. Qual. Prog. 40. 

Bensch, D., Paulhus, D.L., Stankov, L., Ziegler, M., 2019. Teasing Apart Overclaiming, Overconfidence, 
and Socially Desirable Responding. Assessment 26, 351–363. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191117700268 

Bernard, H.R., 2000. Social Research Methods: Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches. Sage 
Publications, Inc, Thousand Oaks, Calif. 

Berta, W., Laporte, A., Kachan, N., 2010. Unpacking the Relationship between Operational Efficiency 
and Quality of Care in Ontario Long-Term Care Homes. Can. J. Aging Tor. 29, 543–56. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0714980810000553 

Bhat, S., Gijo, E.V., Jnanesh, N.A., 2014. Application of Lean Six Sigma methodology in the 
registration process of a hospital. Int. J. Product. Perform. Manag. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-11-2013-0191 

Bhattacharya, D., 2005. Indications for Multi compartment Compliance Aids (MCA) - also known as 
Monitored Dosage Systems (MDS) - provision. University of East Anglia, Norwich. 

Boersma, H.J., Leung, T.I., Vanwersch, R., Heeren, E., van Merode, G.G., 2019. Optimizing Care 
Processes with Operational Excellence & Process Mining, in: Kubben, P., Dumontier, M., 
Dekker, A. (Eds.), Fundamentals of Clinical Data Science. Springer International Publishing, 
Cham, pp. 181–192. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-99713-1_13 

Bogdan, R.C., Biklen, S.K., 1998. Qualitative Research in Education. An Introduction to Theory and 
Methods. Third Edition. Allyn & Bacon, A Viacom Company, 160 Gould St. 

Bond, C., Matheson, C., Williams, S., Williams, P., Donnan, P., 2000. Repeat prescribing: a role for 
community pharmacists in controlling and monitoring repeat prescriptions. Br. J. Gen. Pract. 
50, 271–275. 

Bothe, D., 1997. Measuring Process Capability: Techniques and Calculations for Quality and 
Manufacturing Engineers. McGraw-Hill Education, New York. 

Brewer, P.C., 2004. Six Sigma helps a company create a culture of accountability. J. Organ. Excell. 23, 
45–59. https://doi.org/10.1002/npr.20019 

Breyfogle, F.W., 2003. Implementing Six Sigma: Smarter Solutions Using Statistical Methods, 2nd 
Edition, 2nd ed. John Wiley & Sons, USA. 

Brink, H.I.L., 1993. Validity and reliability in qualitative research. Curationis 16, 35–38. 
https://doi.org/10.4102/curationis.v16i2.1396 

Brown, S.L., Eisenhardt, K.M., 1997. The Art of Continuous Change: Linking Complexity Theory and 
Time-Paced Evolution in Relentlessly Shifting Organizations. Adm. Sci. Q. 42, 1–34. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393807 

Brunner, M., 2019. System, method and data model for secure prescription management. 
US20190156938A1. 

Bryman, A., 1984. The Debate about Quantitative and Qualitative Research: A Question of Method 
or Epistemology? Br. J. Sociol. 35, 75–92. https://doi.org/10.2307/590553 

Buccheri, C., Mammina, C., Giammanco, S., Giammanco, M., La Guardia, M., Casuccio, A., 2010. 
Knowledge, attitudes and self-reported practices of food service staff in nursing homes and 
long-term care facilities. Food Control 21, 1367–1373. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2010.04.010 

Burns, E., McQuillan, N., 2011. Prescribing in care homes: the role of the geriatrician. Ther. Adv. 
Chronic Dis. 2, 353–358. https://doi.org/10.1177/2040622311421438 



 

 191 

Buttigieg, Sandra Catherine, Dey, P.K., Cassar, M.R., 2016. Combined quality function deployment 
and logical framework analysis to improve quality of emergency care in Malta. Int. J. Health 
Care Qual. Assur. 29, 123–140. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJHCQA-04-2014-0040 

Buttigieg, Sandra C., Gauci, D., Dey, P., 2016. Continuous quality improvement in a Maltese hospital 
using logical framework analysis. J. Health Organ. Manag. https://doi.org/10.1108/JHOM-11-
2015-0185 

Camphill School Aberdeen, 2013. Management of Medicines: Policy and Procedures. Aberdeen. 
Carter, N., Bryant-Lukosius, D., DiCenso, A., Blythe, J., Neville, A.J., 2014. The Use of Triangulation in 

Qualitative Research. Oncol. Nurs. Forum 41, 545–547. https://doi.org/10.1188/14.ONF.545-
547 

Castellan, C.M., 2010. Quantitative and Qualitative Research: A View for Clarity. Int. J. Educ. 2. 
https://doi.org/10.5296/ije.v2i2.446 

Castellar, J.I., Karnikowski, M.G., Vianna, L.G., Nóbrega, O.T., 2007. [Study of the pharmacotherapy 
prescribed for older-adult in a Brazilian long-term care facility]. Acta Med. Port. 20, 97–105. 

Castle, L., Franzblau-Isaac, E., Paulsen, J., 2005. Using Six Sigma to Reduce Medication Errors in a 
Home-Delivery Pharmacy Service. Jt. Comm. J. Qual. Patient Saf. 31, 319–324. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1553-7250(05)31041-5 

Cerety, M.B., Cornell, J.E., Plichta, D.T., Eimer, M., 1993. Adverse events related to drugs and drug 
withdrawal in nursing home residents. J. Am. Geriatr. Soc. 41, 1326–1332. 

Chan, A.L.F., 2004. Use of Six Sigma to Improve Pharmacist Dispensing Errors at an Outpatient Clinic. 
Am. J. Med. Qual. 19, 128–131. https://doi.org/10.1177/106286060401900306 

Chandra, C., Kumar, S., Southard, P.B., 2012. RFID in healthcare: a Six Sigma DMAIC and simulation 
case study. Int. J. Health Care Qual. Assur. 25, 291–321. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/09526861211221491 

Chang, J.F., 2016. Business Process Management Systems : Strategy and Implementation. Auerbach 
Publications. https://doi.org/10.1201/9781420031362 

Chen, H., Chang, Tsang-chuan, Lin, Y., Cheng, H., Chang, Tsu-liang, 2013. Application of DMAIC 
process to enhance health effects in caring institution. Qual. Quant. Dordr. 47, 2065–2080. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11135-011-9642-7 

CNO, C. of N. of O., 2008. Practice Standard: Medication. College of Nurses of Ontario, Toronto. 
Cohen, L., Manion, L., Morrison, K., 1993. Research Methods in Education. Taylor & Francis Group, 

London, UNITED KINGDOM. 
Cohen, M.R., 2010. Medication Errors. American Pharmacists Association. 
Cooper, J.W., 1999. Adverse drug reaction-related hospitalizations of nursing facility patients: a 4-

year study. South. Med. J. 92, 485–490. 
Cooper, S., Zaske, D., Hadsall, R., Freemont, D., Fehr, S., Suh, D., 1994. Automated medication 

packaging for long-term care facilities: An evaluation. Consult. Pharm. 9, 58–70. 
Coote, A., 2002. Claiming the health dividend: unlocking the benefits of NHS spending. King’s Fund, 

London. 
Coreil, J., 1995. Group interview methods in community health research. Med. Anthropol. 16, 193–

210. 
Corsonello, A., Pedone, C., Lattanzio, F., Lucchetti, M., Garasto, S., Carbone, C., Greco, C., Fabbietti, 

P., Incalzi, R.A., 2009. Regimen complexity and medication nonadherence in elderly patients. 
Ther. Clin. Risk Manag. 5, 209–216. https://doi.org/10.2147/tcrm.s4870 

Cox, S., Wilcock, P., Young, J., 1999. Improving the repeat prescribing process in a busy general 
practice. A study using continuous quality improvement methodology. BMJ Qual. Saf. 8, 
119–125. https://doi.org/10.1136/qshc.8.2.119 

CPA, 2014. Managing and administering medication in care homes for older people: A review of 
information and literature. CPA. 

Creswell, J.W., 2012a. Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing Among Five Approaches, 
3rd ed. SAGE Publications, United States of America. 



 

 192 

Creswell, J.W., 2012b. Educational Research: Planning, Conducting, and Evaluating Quantitative and 
Qualitative Research. Pearson. 

Creswell, J.W., 2003. Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods Approaches. 
SAGE Publications. 

Creswell, J.W., Clark, V.L.P., 2011. Designing and Conducting Mixed Methods Research, 2nd edition. 
ed. Sage Publications, Inc, Los Angeles. 

Creswick, N., Westbrook, J.I., Braithwaite, J., 2009. Understanding communication networks in the 
emergency department. BMC Health Serv. Res. 9, 247. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-
9-247 

Dahlgaard, J.J., Mi Dahlgaard‐Park, S., 2006. Lean production, six sigma quality, TQM and company 
culture. TQM Mag. 18, 263–281. https://doi.org/10.1108/09544780610659998 

Damelio, R., 2011. The Basics of Process Mapping. Productivity Press. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781439891278 

Davies, D., Dodd, J., 2002. Qualitative research and the question of rigor. Qual. Health Res. 12, 279–
289. https://doi.org/10.1177/104973230201200211 

de Koning, H., de Mast, J., 2006. A rational reconstruction of Six‐Sigma’s breakthrough cookbook. Int. 
J. Qual. Reliab. Manag. 23, 766–787. https://doi.org/10.1108/02656710610701044 

De Smet, P.A.G.M., Dautzenberg, M., 2004. Repeat Prescribing. Drugs 64, 1779–1800. 
https://doi.org/10.2165/00003495-200464160-00005 

Deal, T., Kennedy, A., Kennedy, A.A., Deal, T.E., 2000. Corporate Cultures: The Rites and Rituals of 
Corporate Life, Revised ed. edition. ed. Basic Books, Cambridge, Mass. 

Denzin, N., Lincoln, Y., 2005. The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Research - Denzin & LIncoln - Google 
Books, 3rd ed. SAGE Publications, United States of America. 

Denzin, N.K., 1989. The research act a theoretical introduction to sociological methods, 3rd ed. ed. 
Englewood Cliffs, N.J Prentice Hall. 

Department of Health and Social Care, 2018. Health and Social Care Secretary bans fax machines in 
NHS. GOV.UK. 

Dey, I., 1993. Qualitative Data Analysis: A User Friendly Guide for Social Scientists, 1 edition. ed. 
Routledge, London. 

DeYong, C., Sehwail, L., 2003. Six Sigma in health care. Leadersh. Health Serv. 16, 1–5. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/13660750310500030 

Dilles, T., Elseviers, M.M., Van Rompaey, B., Van Bortel, L.M., Stichele, R.R.V., 2011. Barriers for 
nurses to safe medication management in nursing homes. J. Nurs. Scholarsh. Off. Publ. 
Sigma Theta Tau Int. Honor Soc. Nurs. 43, 171–180. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1547-
5069.2011.01386.x 

Donald, I.P., Gladman, J., Conroy, S., Vernon, M., Kendrick, E., Burns, E., 2008. Care home medicine 
in the UK—in from the cold. Age Ageing 37, 618–620. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afn207 

Dörnyei, Z., 2007. Research Methods in Applied Linguistics: Quantitative, Qualitative, and Mixed 
Methodologies, 01 edition. ed. OUP Oxford, Oxford ; New York, N.Y. 

Dowling, M., 2006. Approaches to reflexivity in qualitative research. Nurse Res. 13, 7–21. 
https://doi.org/10.7748/nr2006.04.13.3.7.c5975 

Driscoll, D.L., Appiah-Yeboah, A., Salib, P., Rupert, D.J., 2007. Merging Qualitative and Quantitative 
Data in Mixed Methods Research: How To and Why Not. Ecol. Environ. Anthropol. Univ. Ga. 

Eagleton, T., 2011. Literary Theory: An Introduction. John Wiley & Sons. 
Eisenhardt, K.M., Graebner, M.E., 2007. Theory Building From Cases: Opportunities And Challenges. 

Acad. Manage. J. 50, 25–32. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.24160888 
Ellis, W., Kaasalainen, S., Baxter, P., Ploeg, J., 2012. Medication management for nurses working in 

long-term care. Can. J. Nurs. Res. Rev. Can. Rech. En Sci. Infirm. 44, 128–149. 
Erikson, S., Wolcott, J., Corrigan, J., Aspden, P., 2003. Patient Safety: Achieving a New Standard for 

Care. National Academies Press. 



 

 193 

Esimai, G., 2005. Lean Six Sigma reduces medication errors. | AHRQ Patient Safety Network. Qual. 
Prog. 51–57. 

Etemadieh, A., 2018. Fax Machines Are Terrible for Healthcare - Here’s Why (New Data). USA. 
Etikan, I., Abubakar, S.M., Alkassim, R.S., 2016. Comparison of Convenience Sampling and Purposive 

Sampling. Am. J. Theor. Appl. Stat. 5, 1–4. https://doi.org/10.11648/j.ajtas.20160501.11 
Feild, L., Pruchno, R.A., Bewley, J., Lemay, E.P., Levinsky, N.G., 2006. Using Probability vs. 

Nonprobability Sampling to Identify Hard-to-Access Participants for Health-Related 
Research: Costs and Contrasts. J. Aging Health 18, 565–583. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0898264306291420 

Firth-Cozens, J., 2002. Barriers to incident reporting. BMJ Qual. Saf. 11, 7–7. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/qhc.11.1.7 

Fontan, J.-E., Maneglier, V., Nguyen, V.X., Loirat, C., Brion, F., 2003. Medication errors in hospitals: 
computerized unit dose drug dispensing system versus ward stock distribution system. 
Pharm. World Sci. PWS 25, 112–117. 

Ford, E., Boyd, A., Bowles, J.K.F., Havard, A., Aldridge, R.W., Curcin, V., Greiver, M., Harron, K., 
Katikireddi, V., Rodgers, S.E., Sperrin, M., 2019. Our data, our society, our health: A vision for 
inclusive and transparent health data science in the United Kingdom and beyond. Learn. 
Health Syst. 3, e10191. https://doi.org/10.1002/lrh2.10191 

Ford, S., 2015. Communication errors behind third of hospital complaints. Nurs. Times. 
Forster, A.J., 2006. Can you prevent adverse drug events after hospital discharge? CMAJ Can. Med. 

Assoc. J. J. Assoc. Medicale Can. 174, 921–922. https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.050983 
Frankel, A., Haraden, C., Federico, F., Lenoci-Edwards, J., 2017. A Framework for Safe, Reliable, and 

Effective Care. Institute for Healthcare Improvement and Safe & Reliable Healthcare, 
Cambridge, MA. 

Furber, C., 2010. Framework analysis: a method for analysing qualitative data. Afr. J. Midwifery 
Womens Health 4, 97–100. https://doi.org/10.12968/ajmw.2010.4.2.47612 

Gabrel, C., Jones, A., 2000. The National Nursing Home Survey: 1995 summary. Vital Health Stat. 13. 
1–83. 

Gale, N.K., Heath, G., Cameron, E., Rashid, S., Redwood, S., 2013. Using the framework method for 
the analysis of qualitative data in multi-disciplinary health research. BMC Med. Res. 
Methodol. 13, 117. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-13-117 

Gall, M.D., Borg, W.R., Gall, J.P., 1996. Educational research: An introduction, 6th ed, Educational 
research: An introduction, 6th ed. Longman Publishing, White Plains, NY, England. 

Gander, P., O’Keeffe, K., Santos-Fernandez, E., Huntington, A., Walker, L., Willis, J., 2019. Fatigue and 
nurses’ work patterns: An online questionnaire survey. Int. J. Nurs. Stud. 98, 67–74. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2019.06.011 

Gao, L., Maidment, I., Matthews, F.E., Robinson, L., Brayne, C., 2018. Medication usage change in 
older people (65+) in England over 20 years: findings from CFAS I and CFAS II. Age Ageing 47, 
220–225. https://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afx158 

George, J., Phun, Y.-T., Bailey, M.J., Kong, D.C., Stewart, K., 2004. Development and Validation of the 
Medication Regimen Complexity Index. Ann. Pharmacother. 38, 1369–1376. 
https://doi.org/10.1345/aph.1D479 

Gilgun, J.F., 2001. Grounded Theory and Other Inductive Research Methods, in: The Handbook of 
Social Work Research Methods. SAGE Publications, Inc., 2455 Teller Road, Thousand 
Oaks California 91320 United States of America, pp. 344–364. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412986182.n20 

Gilmartin-Thomas, J.F.-M., Smith, F., Wolfe, R., Jani, Y., 2017. A comparison of medication 
administration errors from original medication packaging and multi-compartment 
compliance aids in care homes: A prospective observational study. Int. J. Nurs. Stud. 72, 15–
23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2017.03.008 



 

 194 

Gioia, D.A., Thomas, J.B., 1996. Institutional identity, image, and issue interpretation: Sensemaking 
during strategic change in academia. Adm. Sci. Q. 41, 370–403. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393936 

Glaser, B.G., Strauss, A.L., 1967. The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative 
Research. Aldine. 

Godley, M., Jenkins, J.B., 2019. Decreasing Wait Times and Increasing Patient Satisfaction: A Lean Six 
Sigma Approach. J. Nurs. Care Qual. 34, 61. 
https://doi.org/10.1097/NCQ.0000000000000332 

Gold, R.L., 1958. Roles in Sociological Field Observations. Soc. Forces 36, 217–223. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2573808 

Green, I., Stow, D., Matthews, F.E., Hanratty, B., 2018. Changes over time in the health and 
functioning of older people moving into care homes: analysis of data from the English 
Longitudinal Study of Ageing. Age Ageing 47, 220–225. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afx158 

Green, J., Thorogood, N., 2004. Qualitative Methods for Health Research, First edition. ed. SAGE 
Publications Ltd, London. 

Greene, S., Williams, C., Hansen, R., Crook, K., Akers, R., Butler, M., Carey, T., 2004. Nursing home 
medication error quality initiative (MEQI). North Carolina General Assembly, North Carolina. 

Griffin, A., Hauser, J.R., 1993. The Voice of the Customer. Mark. Sci. 
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.12.1.1 

Gurwitz, J.H., Field, T.S., Avorn, J., McCormick, D., Jain, S., Eckler, M., Benser, M., Edmondson, A.C., 
Bates, D.W., 2000. Incidence and preventability of adverse drug events in nursing homes. 
Am. J. Med. 109, 87–94. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0002-9343(00)00451-4 

Gurwitz, J.H., Field, T.S., Judge, J., Rochon, P., Harrold, L.R., Cadoret, C., Lee, M., White, K., LaPrino, 
J., Erramuspe-Mainard, J., DeFlorio, M., Gavendo, L., Auger, J., Bates, D.W., 2005. The 
incidence of adverse drug events in two large academic long-term care facilities. Am. J. Med. 
118, 251–258. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjmed.2004.09.018 

Gurwitz, J.H., Sanchez‐Cross, M.T., Eckler, M.A., Matulis, J., 1994. The Epidemiology of Adverse and 
Unexpected Events in the Long-Term Care Setting. J. Am. Geriatr. Soc. 42, 33–38. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-5415.1994.tb06070.x 

Halvorsen, K.H., Kucukcelik, S., Garcia, B.H., Svendsen, K., 2019. Assessing Potentially Inappropriate 
Medications in Nursing Home Residents by NORGEP-NH Criteria. Pharmacy 7, 26. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/pharmacy7010026 

Hancock, D.R., Algozzine, B., 2006. Doing Case Study Research: A Practical Guide for Beginning 
Researchers. Teachers College Press, New York. 

Hanlon, J.T., Artz, M.B., Pieper, C.F., Lindblad, C.I., Sloane, R.J., Ruby, C.M., Schmader, K.E., 2004. 
Inappropriate medication use among frail elderly inpatients. Ann. Pharmacother. 38, 9–14. 
https://doi.org/10.1345/aph.1D313 

Hansen, R.A., Greene, S.B., Williams, C.E., Blalock, S.J., Crook, K.D., Akers, R., Carey, T.S., 2006. Types 
of medication errors in north carolina nursing homes: A target for quality improvement. Am. 
J. Geriatr. Pharmacother. 4, 52–61. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjopharm.2006.03.007 

Harada, C.N., Natelson Love, M.C., Triebel, K., 2013. Normal Cognitive Aging. Clin. Geriatr. Med. 29, 
737–752. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cger.2013.07.002 

Harich, J., Rosas, M.K., 2019. Process-driven Problem Solving. Earth Syst. Gov. 25. 
Harry, M., Schroeder, R., 2006. Summary: Six Sigma : Review and Analysis of Harry and Schroeder’s 

Book. Currency. 
Harry, M., Schroeder, R., 2000. Six Sigma: The Breakthrough Management Strategy revolutionizing 

the world’s top corporations, 1st ed. Currency, USA. 
Harry, M.J., 1998. Six sigma: A breakthrough strategy for profitability. Qual. Prog. Milwaukee 31, 60–

64. 



 

 195 

Hemsley, S., 2018. Medicines optimisation in care homes: the role of the pharmacy professional. 
Pharm. J. 

Hesse-Biber, S.J. (Ed.), 2011. Handbook of Feminist Research: Theory and Praxis, Second edition. ed. 
SAGE Publications, Inc, Thousand Oaks. 

Hyett, N., Kenny, A., Dickson-Swift, V., 2014. Methodology or method? A critical review of qualitative 
case study reports. Int. J. Qual. Stud. Health Well-Being 9, 23606. 
https://doi.org/10.3402/qhw.v9.23606 

Ilie, G., Ciocoiu, C.N., 2010. Application of fishbone diagram to determine the risk of an event with 
multiple causes. Manag. Res. Pract. 1. 

Illingworth, J., 2015. Continuous improvement of patient safety: the case for change in the NHS. The 
Health Foundation. 

Inch, J., Notman, F., Bond, C.M., Alldred, D.P., Arthur, A., Blyth, A., Daffu-O’Reilly, A., Ford, J., 
Hughes, C.M., Maskrey, V., Millar, A., Myint, P.K., Poland, F.M., Shepstone, L., Zermansky, A., 
Holland, R., Wright, D., On behalf of the CHIPPS Team, 2019. The Care Home Independent 
Prescribing Pharmacist Study (CHIPPS)—a non-randomised feasibility study of independent 
pharmacist prescribing in care homes. Pilot Feasibility Stud. 5, 89. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40814-019-0465-y 

Ingersoll, K.S., Cohen, J., 2008. The impact of medication regimen factors on adherence to chronic 
treatment: a review of literature - ProQuest. J. Behavoral Med. 31, 213–24. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-007-9147-y 

Jesson, J.K., Pocock, R., Wilson, K.A., 2005. Reducing medicines waste in the community. Prim. 
Health Care Res. Dev. 6, 117–124. https://doi.org/10.1191/1463423605pc2320a 

Johnson, R.B., Onwuegbuzie, A.J., 2004. Mixed Methods Research: A Research Paradigm Whose 
Time Has Come. Educ. Res. 33, 14–26. 

Johnson, R.B., Onwuegbuzie, A.J., Turner, L.A., 2007. Toward a Definition of Mixed Methods 
Research. J. Mix. Methods Res. 1, 112–133. https://doi.org/10.1177/1558689806298224 

Johnston, W.J., Liu, A.H., Leach, M.P., 2001. Using case studies for theory testing in business-to-
business research: The development of a more rigorous case study methodology, in: Getting 
Better at Sensemaking, Advances in Business Marketing and Purchasing. Emerald Group 
Publishing Limited, pp. 215–241. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1069-0964(00)09008-6 

Jokanovic, N., Tan, E.C.K., Dooley, M.J., Kirkpatrick, C.M., Elliott, R.A., Bell, J.S., 2016. Why is 
polypharmacy increasing in aged care facilities? The views of Australian health care 
professionals. J. Eval. Clin. Pract. 677. https://doi.org/10.1111/jep.12514 

Jr, R.H.W., Peters, T., 2004. In Search Of Excellence: Lessons from America’s Best-Run Companies, 2 
edition. ed. Profile Books, London. 

Juran, J.M., Godfrey, A.B., 1999. Juran’s Quality Handbook. McGraw Hill. 
Kanji, G.K., Barker, R.L., 1990. Implementation of total quality management. Total Qual. Manag. 1, 

375. https://doi.org/10.1080/09544129000000046 
Kaplan, H.S., 2003. Benefiting from the “Gift of Failure.” J. Leg. Med. 24, 29–35. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/713832121 
Kapur, A., Potters, L., 2012. Six sigma tools for a patient safety-oriented, quality-checklist driven 

radiation medicine department. Pract. Radiat. Oncol. 2, 86–96. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prro.2011.06.010 

Kelle, U., Prein, G., Bird, K., 1995. Computer-Aided Qualitative Data Analysis: Theory, Methods and 
Practice, 1 edition. ed. Sage Publications UK, London ; Thousand Oaks, Calif. 

Kern, C., 2016. Healthcare Miscommunication Costs 2000 Lives And $17 Billion. Health IT Outcomes. 
Kimchi, J., Polivka, B., Stevenson, J.S., 1991. Triangulation: operational definitions. Nurs. Res. 40, 

364–366. 
Kirk, J., Miller, M., 1986. Reliability and Validity in Qualitative Research. SAGE Publications, Inc., 2455 

Teller Road, Newbury Park California 91320 United States of America. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412985659 



 

 196 

Klefsjö, B., Edgeman, R.L., Wiklund, H., 2001. Six sigma seen as a methodology for total quality 
management. Meas. Bus. Excell. 5, 31–35. https://doi.org/10.1108/13683040110385809 

Konttila, J., Siira, H., Kyngäs, H., Lahtinen, M., Elo, S., Kääriäinen, M., Kaakinen, P., Oikarinen, A., 
Yamakawa, M., Fukui, S., Utsumi, M., Higami, Y., Higuchi, A., Mikkonen, K., 2019. Healthcare 
professionals’ competence in digitalisation: A systematic review. J. Clin. Nurs. 28, 745–761. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.14710 

Krathwohl, D.R., 1998. Methods of educational & social science research: An integrated approach, 
2nd ed, Methods of educational & social science research: An integrated approach, 2nd ed. 
Longman/Addison Wesley Longman, New York, NY, US. 

Krause, M.R., Palmer, J.L., Bowers, B.J., Buckwalter, K.C., 2011. Responding to poor-quality care 
during research in nursing homes. Res. Gerontol. Nurs. 4, 47–52. 
https://doi.org/10.3928/19404921-20100504-04 

Kruger, D., Stones, C.R., 1981. An Introduction to Phenomenological Psychology. Duquesne 
University Press. 

Kumar, S., McKewan, G.W., 2011. Six Sigma DMAIC Quality Study: Expanded Nurse Practitioner’s 
Role in Health Care During and Posthospitalization Within the United States. Home Health 
Care Manag. Pract. 23, 271–282. https://doi.org/10.1177/1084822310388385 

Lacey, A., Luff, D., 2007. Qualitative Data Analysis, The NIHR RDS for the Easy Midlands. Yorkshire & 
the Humber. 

Laing and Buisson, 2017. Care of Older People UK Market Report (No. 27). London. 
Lam, H.R., Chow, S., Taylor, K., Chow, R., Lam, H., Bonin, K., Rowbottom, L., Herrmann, N., 2018. 

Challenges of conducting research in long-term care facilities: a systematic review. BMC 
Geriatr. 18. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-018-0934-9 

Lambert, C., Jomeen, J., McSherry, W., 2010. Reflexivity: a review of the literature in the context of 
midwifery research. Br. J. Midwifery 18, 321–326. 
https://doi.org/10.12968/bjom.2010.18.5.47872 

Lawrence, T.B., Hardy, C., 1999. Building Bridges for Refugees: Toward a Typology of Bridging 
Organizations. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 35, 48–70. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886399351006 

Lawton, R., Parker, D., 2002. Barriers to incident reporting in a healthcare system. BMJ Qual. Saf. 11, 
15–18. https://doi.org/10.1136/qhc.11.1.15 

Lazarus, I.R., Stamps, B., 2002. The promise of Six Sigma: getting better faster. Extra Ordinary Sense 
3, 3–29. 

Leape, L.L., Bates, D.W., Cullen, D.J., Cooper, J., Demonaco, H.J., Gallivan, T., Hallisey, R., Ives, J., 
Laird, N., Laffel, G., 1995. Systems analysis of adverse drug events. ADE Prevention Study 
Group. JAMA 274, 35–43. 

Leedy, P.D., Ormrod, J.E., 2004. Practical Research: Planning and Design, 8 edition. ed. Prentice Hall, 
Upper Saddle River, N.J. 

Leininger, M.M., 1991. Culture Care Diversity and Universality a Theory of Nursing. 
Liew, N.Y., Chong, Y.Y., Yeow, S.H., Kua, K.P., Saw, P.S., Lee, S.W.H., 2019. Prevalence of potentially 

inappropriate medications among geriatric residents in nursing care homes in Malaysia: a 
cross-sectional study. Int. J. Clin. Pharm. 41, 895–902. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11096-019-
00843-1 

Liker, J.K., 1997. Becoming Lean: Inside Stories of U.S. Manufacturers. CRC Press. 
Lin, S.Y., Gavney, D., Ishman, S.L., Cady-Reh, J., 2013. Use of lean sigma principles in a tertiary care 

otolaryngology clinic to improve efficiency. Laryngoscope 123, 2643–2648. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/lary.24110 

Lincoln, Y.S., Guba, E.G., 1985. Naturalistic Inquiry. SAGE. 
Liu, H.-C., 2019. Healthcare Risk Management from a Proactive Perspective, in: Liu, H.-C. (Ed.), 

Improved FMEA Methods for Proactive Healthcare Risk Analysis. Springer Singapore, 
Singapore, pp. 3–13. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-6366-5_1 



 

 197 

Loganathan, M., Singh, S., Franklin, B.D., Bottle, A., Majeed, A., 2011. Interventions to optimise 
prescribing in care homes: systematic review. Age Ageing 40, 150–162. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ageing/afq161 

Lucas, J.M., 2002. The essential Six Sigma. Qual. Prog. Milwaukee 35, 27–31. 
Lynch, D.P., 2003. How to scope DMAIC projects - ProQuest. Qual. Prog. 36, 37–41. 
Mackenzie, N., Knipe, S., 2006. Research dilemmas: Paradigms, methods and methodology. Issues 

Educ. Res. 16, 192–205. 
Mackey, A., Gass, S.M., 2005. Second Language Research: Methodology and Design, 1 edition. ed. 

Routledge, New York. 
Mafauzy, M., 2000. The Problems and Challenges of the Aging Population of Malaysia. Malays. J. 

Med. Sci. MJMS 7, 1–3. 
Maidment, I.D., Aston, L., Hilton, A., Iqbal, N., Child, A., Shaw, R., 2016. Role of community 

pharmacists in the use of antipsychotics for behavioural and psychological symptoms of 
dementia (BPSD): a qualitative study. BMJ Open 6, e010278. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2015-010278 

Maidment, I.D., Damery, S., Campbell, N., Seare, N., Fox, C., Iliffe, S., Hilton, A., Brown, G., Barnes, 
N., Wilcock, J., Randle, E., Gillespie, S., Barton, G., Shaw, R., 2018. Medication review plus 
person-centred care: a feasibility study of a pharmacy-health psychology dual intervention 
to improve care for people living with dementia. BMC Psychiatry 18, 340. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-018-1907-4 

Maidment, I.D., Haw, C., Stubbs, J., Fox, C., Katona, C., Franklin, B.D., 2008. Medication errors in 
older people with mental health problems: a review. Int. J. Geriatr. Psychiatry 23, 564–573. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/gps.1943 

Mannesse, C.K., Derkx, F.H., de Ridder, M.A., Man in ’t Veld, A.J., van der Cammen, T.J., 1997. 
Adverse drug reactions in elderly patients as contributing factor for hospital admission: cross 
sectional study. BMJ 315, 1057–1058. 

Mansur, N., Weiss, A., Beloosesky, Y., 2012. Looking beyond polypharmacy: quantification of 
medication regimen complexity in the elderly. Am. J. Geriatr. Pharmacother. 10, 223–229. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjopharm.2012.06.002 

Marengoni, A., Angleman, S., Melis, R., Mangialasche, F., Karp, A., Garmen, A., Meinow, B., 
Fratiglioni, L., 2011. Aging with multimorbidity: A systematic review of the literature. Ageing 
Res. Rev. 10, 430–439. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.arr.2011.03.003 

Masnoon, N., Shakib, S., Kalisch-Ellett, L., Caughey, G.E., 2017. What is polypharmacy? A systematic 
review of definitions. BMC Geriatr. 17. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-017-0621-2 

Matthias, O., Brown, S., 2016. Improving health care: the benefits and pitfalls of lean processes in 
the NHS. Strateg. Dir. https://doi.org/10.1108/SD-12-2016-0171 

Maxwell, J.A., 1996. Qualitative research design : an interactive approach. Thousand Oaks, Calif. : 
Sage Publications. 

Mayring, P., Huber, G.L., Grtler, L. (Eds.), 2007. Mixed Methodology in Psychological Research. Sense 
Publishers, Rotterdam. 

MED e-care, 2018. MED e-care UK Home [WWW Document]. MED E-Care UK. URL 
https://www.mede-care.co.uk/ (accessed 8.3.19). 

Melchiors, A.C., Correr, C.J., Fernández-Llimos, F., 2007. Translation and validation into Portuguese 
language of the medication regimen complexity index. Arq. Bras. Cardiol. 89, 210–218. 
https://doi.org/10.1590/s0066-782x2007001600001 

Merriam, S.B., Tisdell, E.J., 2015. Qualitative Research: A Guide to Design and Implementation. John 
Wiley & Sons. 

Mertens, D.M., 1998. Research methods in education and psychology : integrating diversity with 
quantitative & qualitative approaches /. Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, Calif. : 

Midgley, N., Parkinson, S., Holmes, J., Stapley, E., Eatough, V., Target, M., 2017. “Did I bring it on 
myself?” An exploratory study of the beliefs that adolescents referred to mental health 



 

 198 

services have about the causes of their depression. Eur. Child Adolesc. Psychiatry 26, 25–34. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-016-0868-8 

Miles, M.B., Huberman, A.M., Huberman, M.A., Huberman, P.M., 1994. Qualitative Data Analysis: An 
Expanded Sourcebook. SAGE. 

Miller, B.M., Fritz, Z., 2019. In this uncertain world, patient-centred care must not mean patient-led 
care. Br. J. Gen. Pract. 69, 259–260. https://doi.org/10.3399/bjgp19X702641 

Mira, J.J., 2019. Medication errors in the older people population. Expert Rev. Clin. Pharmacol. 12, 
491–494. https://doi.org/10.1080/17512433.2019.1615442 

Mold, J., 2017. Goal-Directed Health Care: Redefining Health and Health Care in the Era of Value-
Based Care. Cureus 9. https://doi.org/10.7759/cureus.1043 

Morgan, D.L., 1998. Practical Strategies for Combining Qualitative and Quantitative Methods: 
Applications to Health Research. Qual. Health Res. 8, 362–376. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/104973239800800307 

Morgan, S., Pullon, S., McKinlay, E., 2015. Observation of interprofessional collaborative practice in 
primary care teams: An integrative literature review. Int. J. Nurs. Stud. 52, 1217–1230. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2015.03.008 

Müller, C.A., Fleischmann, N., Cavazzini, C., Heim, S., Seide, S., Geister, C., Tetzlaff, B., Hoell, A., 
Werle, J., Weyerer, S., Scherer, M., Hummers, E., 2018. Interprofessional collaboration in 
nursing homes (interprof): development and piloting of measures to improve 
interprofessional collaboration and communication: a qualitative multicentre study. BMC 
Fam. Pract. 19, 14. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12875-017-0678-1 

Murphy, J.G., Dunn, W.F., 2010. Medical Errors and Poor Communication. CHEST 138, 1292–1293. 
https://doi.org/10.1378/chest.10-2263 

Murray, M.D., 2003. Improving Medication Use for Older Adults: An Integrated Research Agenda. 
Ann. Intern. Med. 139, 425. https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-139-5_Part_2-200309021-
00009 

Neergaard, H., Ulhøi, J.P., 2007. Handbook of Qualitative Research Methods in Entrepreneurship. 
Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Neuman, W.L., 2008. Understanding Research, 1 edition. ed. Pearson, Boston, MA. 
NHS England, 2019a. Medicines optimisation in care homes. 
NHS England, 2019b. Army of NHS experts brought in to care homes to tackle over-medication. 
NHS England, 2016. The enhanced health in care homes framework (No. 1), New care models. 
NHS England, 2008. Prescriptions Dispensed in the Community - Statistics for England, 1997-2007. 
NHS England, CQC, Health Education England, The National Institute for Health and Care Excellence, 

NHS Improvement, Public Health England, 2016. The framework for enhanced health in care 
homes. NHS New Care Models, UK. 

NHS Improvement, 2019. NRLS national patient safety incident reports: commentary. NHS NPSA, 
London. 

NHS Northamptonshire Trust, 2010. Guidance on the use of Monitored Dosage Systems (MDS). 
Northamptonshire. 

NICE, 2019. Multimorbidity and polypharmacy [WWW Document]. URL 
https://www.nice.org.uk/advice/ktt18/chapter/Key-points (accessed 7.19.19). 

NICE, 2015. Medicines optimisation: the safe and effective use of medicines to enable the best 
possible outcomes. 

NICE, 2014. Managing medicines in care homes: Guidance and guidelines. 
NIHR, D.C., 2018. Multi-morbidity predicted to increase in the UK over the next 20 years [WWW 

Document]. URL https:/discover.dc.nihr.ac.uk:443/content/signal-00572/multi-morbidity-
predicted-to-increase-in-the-uk-over-the-next-20-years (accessed 7.19.19). 

Nizaruddin, M.A., Omar, M.-S., Mhd-Ali, A., Makmor-Bakry, M., 2017a. A qualitative study exploring 
issues related to medication management in residential aged care facilities [WWW 
Document]. Patient Prefer. Adherence. https://doi.org/10.2147/PPA.S144513 



 

 199 

Nizaruddin, M.A., Omar, M.-S., Mhd-Ali, A., Makmor-Bakry, M., 2017b. A qualitative study exploring 
issues related to medication management in residential aged care facilities. Patient Prefer. 
Adherence 11, 1869–1877. https://doi.org/10.2147/PPA.S144513 

NPSA, 2007. Safety in doses: medication safety incidents in the NHS. London, UK. 
O’Brien, B.C., Harris, I.B., Beckman, T.J., Reed, D.A., Cook, D.A., 2014. Standards for Reporting 

Qualitative Research: A Synthesis of Recommendations. Acad. Med. 89, 1245–1251. 
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000000388 

Odberg, K.R., Hansen, B.S., Wangensteen, S., 2019. Medication administration in nursing homes: A 
qualitative study of the nurse role. Nurs. Open 6, 384–392. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/nop2.216 

Odom-Forren, J., 2019. A Culture of Safety—Whose Responsibility? J. Perianesth. Nurs. 34, 223–225. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jopan.2019.02.003 

Office for National Statistics, 2015. National Population Projections - Office for National Statistics 
[WWW Document]. URL 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populat
ionprojections/bulletins/nationalpopulationprojections/2015-10-29 (accessed 10.4.18). 

Office of National Statistics, 2017. Overview of the UK population - Office for National Statistics 
[WWW Document]. URL 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populat
ionestimates/articles/overviewoftheukpopulation/july2017 (accessed 10.4.18). 

O’Hagan, M., 1996. The Coming Industry of Teletranslation: Overcoming Communication Barriers 
Through Telecommunication. Multilingual Matters. 

O’Hara, J.K., Reynolds, C., Moore, S., Armitage, G., Sheard, L., Marsh, C., Watt, I., Wright, J., Lawton, 
R., 2018. What can patients tell us about the quality and safety of hospital care? Findings 
from a UK multicentre survey study. BMJ Qual. Saf. 27, 673–682. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2017-006974 

Ouchi, W.G., 1993. Theory Z: How American Business Can Meet the Japanese Challenge, Reprint 
edition. ed. Avon Books, New York, N.Y. 

Oxfordshire CCG, 2015. Good Practice Guidance H: Handling of medication errors, incidents and near 
misses in Care Homes. Oxfordshire. 

Pande, P., Neuman, R., Cavanagh, R., 2000. The Six Sigma Way: How GE, Motorola, and Other Top 
Companies are Honing Their Performance: Amazon.co.uk: Peter Pande, Robert Neuman, 
Roland Cavanagh: 0639785317005: Books. McGraw-Hill Education. 

Park, S., 2003. Six Sigma for Quality and Productivity Promotion, Productivity Series. Asian 
Productivity Organisation, Tokyo. 

Patton, M., 1999. Enhancing the quality and credibility of qualitative analysis. - PubMed - NCBI. 
Health Serv. Res. 34, 1189–1208. 

Perri, M., Menon, A.M., Deshpande, A.D., Shinde, S.B., Jiang, R., Cooper, J.W., Cook, C.L., Griffin, S.C., 
Lorys, R.A., 2005. Adverse Outcomes Associated with Inappropriate Drug Use in Nursing 
Homes. Ann. Pharmacother. 39, 405–411. https://doi.org/10.1345/aph.1E230 

Pettigrew, A.M., 1979. On Studying Organizational Cultures. Adm. Sci. Q. 24, 570–581. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392363 

Plakiotis, C., Bell, J.S., Jeon, Y.-H., Pond, D., O’Connor, D.W., 2015. Deprescribing Psychotropic 
Medications in Aged Care Facilities: The Potential Role of Family Members, in: Vlamos, P., 
Alexiou, A. (Eds.), GeNeDis 2014, Advances in Experimental Medicine and Biology. Springer 
International Publishing, pp. 29–43. 

Pope, C., Ziebland, S., Mays, N., 2000. Qualitative research in health care. Analysing qualitative data. 
BMJ 320, 114–116. 

Price, J., Man, S.L., Bartlett, S., Taylor, K., Dinwoodie, M., Bowie, P., 2017. Repeat prescribing of 
medications: A system‐centred risk management model for primary care organisations. J. 
Eval. Clin. Pract. 23, 779–796. https://doi.org/10.1111/jep.12718 



 

 200 

Pyzdek, T., 2000. The Six Sigma Revolution. 
QSR International, 2019. NVivo qualitative data analysis software | QSR International [WWW 

Document]. URL https://www.qsrinternational.com/nvivo/home (accessed 1.24.19). 
Qu, S.Q., Dumay, J., 2011. The qualitative research interview. Qual. Res. Account. Manag. Bradf. 8, 

238–264. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/11766091111162070 
Ragin, C., 2010. What Is a Case?: Exploring the Foundations of Social Inquiry, 11th ed. edition. ed. 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge England ; New York, NY, USA. 
Rai, V., 2018. The impact of pharmacists working in care homes. Central London Community 

Healthcare (CLCH) NHS Trust, London, UK. 
Reason, J., 2000. Human error. West. J. Med. 172, 393–396. 
Reeve, E., To, J., Hendrix, I., Shakib, S., Roberts, M.S., Wiese, M.D., 2013. Patient Barriers to and 

Enablers of Deprescribing: a Systematic Review. Drugs Aging 30, 793–807. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40266-013-0106-8 

Reichers, A.E., Schneider, B., 1990. Climate and culture: An evolution of constructs., in: 
Organisational Climate and Culture. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, pp. 5–40. 

Reinertsen, J.L., 2000. Let’s talk about error: Leaders should take responsibility for mistakes. BMJ 
320, 730. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.320.7237.730 

Ritchie, J., Spencer, L., 1994. Qualitative data analysis for applied policy research, in: Bryman, A., 
Burgess, R.G. (Eds.), Analyzing Qualitative Data. Taylor & Francis, Abingdon, UK, pp. 173–
194. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203413081_chapter_9 

Rolland, Y., Abellan van Kan, G., Hermabessiere, S., Gerard, S., Guyonnet Gillette, S., Vellas, B., 2009. 
Descriptive study of nursing home residents from the REHPA network. J. Nutr. Health Aging 
13, 679–683. 

Rostami, P., Heal, C., Harrison, A., Parry, G., Ashcroft, D.M., Tully, M.P., 2019. Prevalence, nature and 
risk factors for medication administration omissions in English NHS hospital inpatients: a 
retrospective multicentre study using Medication Safety Thermometer data. BMJ Open 9. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-028170 

Roux, B., Sirois, C., Simard, M., Gagnon, M.-E., Laroche, M.-L., 2019. Potentially inappropriate 
medications in older adults: a population-based cohort study. Fam. Pract. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/fampra/cmz060 

RPSGB, 2019a. Working in Care Homes - a guide [WWW Document]. URL 
https://www.rpharms.com/resources/pharmacy-guides/working-in-care-homes-a-guide 
(accessed 8.5.19). 

RPSGB, 2019b. A Practical Guide for Pharmacists in GP Practices [WWW Document]. URL 
https://www.rpharms.com/resources/ultimate-guide-and-hubs/ultimate-guide-to-working-
in-a-gp-practice (accessed 8.5.19). 

RPSGB, 2009. Principles of Safe and Appropriate Production of Medicine Administration Charts. 
Royal Pharmaceutical Society of Great Britain. 

RPSGB, R.P.S. of G.B., 2019. Who we are [WWW Document]. R. Pharm. Soc. URL 
https://www.rpharms.com/about-us/who-we-are (accessed 5.17.19). 

RPSGB, R.P.S. of G.B., 2016. The Right Medicine: Improving care in care homes. RPSGB, London. 
Rudisill, F., Druley, S., 2004. Which Six Sigma Metric Should I Use? Qual. Prog. Milwaukee 37, 104. 
Salive, M.E., 2013. Multimorbidity in older adults. Epidemiol. Rev. 35, 75–83. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/epirev/mxs009 
Salkind, N.J., 2009. Exploring research, 7th ed. Pearson Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River, N.J. 
Sambamurthy, V., Zmud, R.W., 1999. Arrangements for Information Technology Governance: A 

Theory of Multiple Contingencies. MIS Q 23, 261–290. https://doi.org/10.2307/249754 
Sanders, R., 1988. The Pareto Principle Its Use And Abuse. J. Bus. Ind. Mark. St. Barbara 3, 37. 
Saumure, K., Given, L.M., 2008. Convenience Sample, in: The SAGE Encyclopedia of Qualitative 

Research Methods. SAGE Publications, Inc., Thousand Oaks, pp. 125–125. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412963909 



 

 201 

Schein, E.H., 2004. Organizational culture and leadership. Jossey-Bass, San Francisco. 
Schot, E., Tummers, L., Noordegraaf, M., 2019. Working on working together. A systematic review on 

how healthcare professionals contribute to interprofessional collaboration. J. Interprof. Care 
0, 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2019.1636007 

Schroeder, R.G., Linderman, K., Liedtke, C., Choo, A.S., 2008. Six Sigma: Definition and underlying 
theory. J. Oper. Manag., Special Issue: Research in Supply Chain Quality 26, 536–554. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2007.06.007 

Seale, C., 1999. Quality in Qualitative Research. Qual. Inq. 5, 465–478. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/107780049900500402 

Sedgwick, P., Greenwood, N., 2015. Understanding the Hawthorne effect. BMJ 351, h4672. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.h4672 

Selltiz, C., Wrightsman, L.S., Cook, S.W., Issues, S. for the P.S. of S., 1976. Research methods in social 
relations. Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 

Selvi, K., Majumdar, R., 2014. Six Sigma - Overview of DMAIC and DMADV. Int. J. Innov. Sci. Mod. 
Eng. 2. 

Shahin, A., 2008. Design for Six Sigma (DFSS): lessons learned from world-class companies. Int. J. Six 
Sigma Compet. Advant. 4, 48–59. 

Shankar, R., 2009. Process Improvement Using Six Sigma: A DMAIC Guide. ASQ Quality Press, 
Milwaukee, UNITED STATES. 

Sheikhtaheri, A., 2014. Near Misses and Their Importance for Improving Patient Safety. Iran. J. Public 
Health 43, 853–854. 

Shojania, K.G., 2008. The frustrating case of incident-reporting systems. BMJ Qual. Saf. 17, 400–402. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/qshc.2008.029496 

Simon, M.K., Goes, J., 2012. Dissertation and Scholarly Research: Recipes for Success, 2013 edition. 
ed. CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform. 

Simpson, E., 2002. The development of critical thinking in Saudi nurses : an ethnographical approach 
(phd). Queensland University of Technology. 

Slotwiner, D.J., Tarakji, K.G., Al-Khatib, S.M., Passman, R.S., Saxon, L.A., Peters, N.S., McCall, D., 
Turakhia, M.P., Schaeffer, J., Mendenhall, G.S., Hindricks, G., Narayan, S.M., Davenport, E.E., 
Marrouche, N.F., 2019. Transparent sharing of digital health data: A call to action. Heart 
Rhythm 0. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrthm.2019.04.042 

Smith, J., Firth, J., 2011. Qualitative data analysis: the framework approach. Nurse Res. 18, 52–62. 
https://doi.org/10.7748/nr2011.01.18.2.52.c8284 

Sokovic, M., Pavletic, D., Pipan, K., 2010. Quality Improvement Methodologies - PDCA Cycle, RADAR 
Matrix, DMAIC and DFSS. J. Achiev. Mater. Manuf. Eng. 43. 

Srivastava, A., Thomson, S.B., 2009. Framework analysis: A qualitative methodology for applied 
policy research. J. Adm. Gov. 4, 72–79. 

Stake, R.E., 1995. The art of case study research. Thousand Oaks, CA ; London : Sage, ©1995. 
Stenbacka, C., 2001. Qualitative research requires quality concepts of its own. Manag. Decis. 39, 

551–556. https://doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000005801 
Stevenson, R.D., Moore, D.E., 2019. A Culture of Learning for the NHS. J. Eur. CME 8, 1613862. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/21614083.2019.1613862 
Stojanović, M., Vuković, M., Jovanović, M., Srđan Dimitrijević, Radenković, M., 2020. Potentially 

Inappropriate Medications in Nursing Home Residents: A Comparison of Two Approaches. 
Eval. Health Prof. 

Stowasser, D.A., Allinson, Y.M., O’Leary, M., 2004. Understanding the Medicines Management 
Pathway. J. Pharm. Pract. Res. 34, 293–296. https://doi.org/10.1002/jppr2004344293 

Strauss, A., Corbin, J., 1990. Basics of Qualitative Research: Grounded Theory Procedures and 
Techniques, Second edition. ed. SAGE Publications, Inc, Newbury Park, Calif. 



 

 202 

Suárez-Barraza, M.F., Ramis-Pujol, J., 2012. An exploratory study of 5S: a multiple case study of 
multinational organizations in Mexico. Asian J. Qual. Bingley 13, 77–99. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/15982681211237842 

Swallow, V., Newton, J., Van Lottum, C., 2003. How to manage and display qualitative data using 
“Framework” and Microsoft Excel. J. Clin. Nurs. 12, 610–612. 

Swift, A., Trumper, Z., 2017. Improving Medicines Optimisation for Care Home Residents and 
Providing Medicines Management Support to Care Homes - The Wigan Borough CCG 
Approach (SharedLearningArticle). Wigan Borough Clinical Commissioning Group. 

Swinglehurst, D., Greenhalgh, T., Russell, J., Myall, M., 2011. Receptionist input to quality and safety 
in repeat prescribing in UK general practice: ethnographic case study. BMJ 343, d6788. 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.d6788 

Szczepura, A., 2008. Improving care in residential care homes: a literature review. Joseph Rowntree 
Foundation, University of Warwick. 

Tashakkori, A.M., Teddlie, C.B. (Eds.), 2002. Handbook of Mixed Methods in Social & Behavioral 
Research, 1 edition. ed. SAGE Publications, Inc, Thousand Oaks, Calif. 

Tenera, A., Pinto, L.C., 2014. A Lean Six Sigma (LSS) Project Management Improvement Model. 
Procedia - Soc. Behav. Sci. 119, 912–920. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.102 

Thomas, E., Magilvy, J.K., 2011. Qualitative Rigor or Research Validity in Qualitative Research. J. 
Spec. Pediatr. Nurs. 16, 151–155. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6155.2011.00283.x 

Thomas, G., 2011. A Typology for the Case Study in Social Science Following a Review of Definition, 
Discourse, and Structure. Qual. Inq. 17, 511–521. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800411409884 

Thomerson, L.D., 2001. Journey for excellence: Kentucky’s commonwealth health corporation 
adopts six sigma approach, in: ASQ World Conference on Quality and Improvement 
Proceedings. American Society for Quality, p. 152. 

Thomson, M.S., Gruneir, A., Lee, M., Baril, J., Field, T.S., Gurwitz, J.H., Rochon, P.A., 2009. Nursing 
time devoted to medication administration in long-term care: clinical, safety, and resource 
implications. J. Am. Geriatr. Soc. 57, 266–272. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-
5415.2008.02101.x 

Torous, J., Wisniewski, H., Bird, B., Carpenter, E., David, G., Elejalde, E., Fulford, D., Guimond, S., 
Hays, R., Henson, P., Hoffman, L., Lim, C., Menon, M., Noel, V., Pearson, J., Peterson, R., 
Susheela, A., Troy, H., Vaidyam, A., Weizenbaum, E., Naslund, J.A., Keshavan, M., 2019. 
Creating a Digital Health Smartphone App and Digital Phenotyping Platform for Mental 
Health and Diverse Healthcare Needs: an Interdisciplinary and Collaborative Approach. J. 
Technol. Behav. Sci. 4, 73–85. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41347-019-00095-w 

Tracy, S.J., 2012. Qualitative Research Methods: Collecting Evidence, Crafting Analysis, 
Communicating Impact, Pap/Psc edition. ed. Wiley-Blackwell, Chichester, West Sussex, UK. 

Trakulsunti, Y., Antony, J., 2018. Can Lean Six Sigma be used to reduce medication errors in the 
health-care sector? Leadersh. Health Serv. https://doi.org/10.1108/LHS-09-2017-0055 

United Nations, 2001. World Population Ageing. 
Van Den Heuvel, J., Does, R.J.M.M., Verver, J.P.S., 2005. Six Sigma in healthcare: lessons learned 

from a hospital. Int. J. Six Sigma Compet. Advant. 1, 380–388. 
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSSCA.2005.008504 

Varkey, P., Reller, M.K., Resar, R.K., 2007. Basics of Quality Improvement in Health Care. Mayo Clin. 
Proc. 82, 735–739. https://doi.org/10.4065/82.6.735 

Vermeir, P., Vandijck, D., Degroote, S., Peleman, R., Verhaeghe, R., Mortier, E., Hallaert, G., Van 
Daele, S., Buylaert, W., Vogelaers, D., 2015. Communication in healthcare: a narrative review 
of the literature and practical recommendations. Int. J. Clin. Pract. 69, 1257–1267. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcp.12686 

Verrue, C., Petrovic, M., Mehuys, E., Boussery, K., Somers, A., Spinewine, A., Bauwens, M., Gobert, 
M., Elseviers, M.M., Vander Stichele, R., 2011. Organization of the medication management 



 

 203 

process in Belgian nursing homes. J. Am. Med. Dir. Assoc. 12, 308–311. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamda.2010.06.010 

Vincent, C., Taylor-Adams, S., Chapman, E.J., Hewett, D., Prior, S., Strange, P., Tizzard, A., 2000. How 
to investigate and analyse clinical incidents: clinical risk unit and association of litigation and 
risk management protocol. BMJ 320, 777–781. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.320.7237.777 

Wagner, L.M., Capezuti, E., Ouslander, J.G., 2006. Reporting near-miss events in nursing homes. 
Nurs. Outlook 54, 85–93. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.outlook.2006.01.003 

Waring, J.J., 2005. Beyond blame: cultural barriers to medical incident reporting. Soc. Sci. Med. 60, 
1927–1935. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2004.08.055 

Watson, G., 2004. The Legacy Of Ishikawa. Qual. Prog. Milwaukee 37, 54–57. 
Whittemore, R., Chase, S.K., Mandle, C.L., 2001. Validity in Qualitative Research. Qual. Health Res. 

11, 522–537. https://doi.org/10.1177/104973201129119299 
WHO, 2016. Multimorbidity: Technical Series on Safer Primary Care. World Health Organisation. 
Wilkinson, L., 2006. Revising the Pareto Chart. Am. Stat. 60, 332–334. 

https://doi.org/10.1198/000313006X152243 
Wittrock, M.C., 1986. Handbook of research on teaching. Macmillan ; Collier Macmillan, New York; 

London. 
Wright, D., Holland, R., Alldred, D., Arthur, A., Barton, G., Blacklock, J., 2016. CHIPPS [WWW 

Document]. UEA - Univ. East Angl. URL https://www.uea.ac.uk/chipps/home (accessed 
5.26.19). 

Wu, C.-W., Liao, M.-Y., Lin, C.-Y., 2014. On ranking multiple touch-screen panel suppliers through the 
CTQ: applied fuzzy techniques for inspection with unavoidable measurement errors. Neural 
Comput. Appl. 25, 481–490. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00521-013-1500-1 

Yauch, C.A., Steudel, H.J., 2003. Complementary Use of Qualitative and Quantitative Cultural 
Assessment Methods. Organ. Res. Methods 6, 465–481. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428103257362 

Yin, R.K., 2014. Case study research : design and methods. Los Angeles : SAGE, [2014]. 
Yin, R.K., 2009. Case Study Research: Design and Methods. SAGE. 
Yin, R.K., 2003. Case Study Research: Design and Methods: (Applied Social Research Methods, 

Volume 5): 005, Third edition. ed. SAGE Publications, Inc, Thousand Oaks, Calif. 
Zeng, K., 2016. Exploring cybersecurity requirements in the defense acquisition process (D.Sc.). 

Capitol Technology University, United States -- Maryland. 
Zermansky, A.G., 1996. Who controls repeats? Br J Gen Pr. 46, 643–647. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 204 

APPENDIX A 

 

Interview Schedule                          Date: ______ 

Name 

Profession 

Organisation 

Which care home do you work with regularly? 

Is it a residential home, nursing home or both? 

Location of Organisation 

 

1. Please describe the process of medicines management in your organisation. 

a. Can you talk me through the process of ordering medications for residents to receiving 

those medications? 

b. What is the timeframe of the process? 

2. What is your role in medicines management (i.e. for care homes: medicines ordering, 

prescribing, preparing, administering; for GP surgeries: preparing prescriptions, authorising 

prescriptions; for pharmacies: preparing medications, checking medications, preparing 

MAR charts, etc.) in your organisation? 

a. What types of tasks do you complete throughout the processes we just spoke about? 

3. Do you find there are any issues within the process that could be made better or does the 

process generally run smoothly? 

a. If there are any issues, what types of issues are you likely to come across during the 

cycle? 

4. Any additional thoughts/comments/questions or concerns 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Participant Observations Protocol 
 
The researcher employed direct participant observations of the 28-day supply of medicines cycle. To 
arrange observation times, the researcher conversed with each case study’s medicines management 
lead to determine what days and times each medicines management task is undertaken for the 
duration of one cycle.  
 
The researcher then arranged to come into the care home on those days to observe each task within 
the 28-day cycle. Tasks observed included: medicines re-ordering, prescription check against re-order, 
medicines checking-in and medicines changeover. During observations of each task, the researcher 
took notes of the role of each member of staff involved and the medicines management lead 
explained each task throughout the process. The researcher observed silently, however asked 
questions regarding each task whenever necessary. 
 
 
 

Step 1 
Arrange approximate dates and times with medicines management lead to observe all processes 

during the 28-day supply of medicines cycle 
 

Step 2 
Observe the medicines re-ordering process 

Finalise date and time for prescription check against re-order process observations 
 

Step 3 
Observe prescription check against re-order process 

Finalise date and time for medicines checking-in process observations 
 

Step 4 
Observe medicines checking-in process 

Finalise date and time for medicines changeover process observations 
 

Step 5 
Observe medicines changeover process 

Finalise date and time for medicines administration process observations 
 

Step 6 
Observe medicines administration process 
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APPENDIX C 

 

Stakeholder Feedback Session Schedule 

 

1. Do you think the recommendations are possible to carry out? 

2. Have some of your issues been addressed? 

3. Do you have any other suggestions towards the process? 

4. What do you think about Six Sigma/DMAIC as an improvement tool in medicines 

management within care homes? 

5. Comments, feedback, questions 
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APPENDIX D: Participant Information Sheet - Care Homes 

 
Project Title: Creating a dementia medicines management supply chain model to improve patient 
satisfaction and cost efficiency in UK care homes 
 
Chief Investigator: Medha Kothari (PhD Researcher, Aston University) 
 
Invitation 
 
Your care home is being invited to take part in a research study conducted by a self-funded PhD 
researcher at Aston University. The importance of the research and your organisation’s role is outlined 
below. Please take the time to read the following information carefully before deciding whether to 
take part.  
 
What is the purpose of this study? 
 
The purpose of this research is to use supply chain management strategies (an operations and 
management business theory) to improve overall cost-effectiveness between stakeholders involved 
in medicines management to people with dementia within care homes. The aim is to determine 
current practice and give recommendations on possible ways to increase cost-effectiveness of 
medicines management within care homes. The research will focus on the medicines management of 
people with dementia residing in care homes and on the coordination between doctors, pharmacists 
and care home staff in providing optimal medicines management to residents.  
 
Why has your care home been invited? 
 
Your care home has been invited to participate because it is an ENRICH labelled ‘research ready’ care 
home and your organisation has residents with dementia. Additionally, your care home has valued 
healthcare professionals with experience of caring for people with dementia and managing their 
medicines.  
 
What will happen to the care home if it takes part? 
 
If you agree for your care home to participate, a minimum of the following professionals will be invited 
to an interview: the care home manager, one nurse or carer, one doctor and one pharmacist that 
regularly serves the residents of your care home. Interview questions will address the current 
medicines management process for dementia residents within care homes. The care home manager 
will be asked to sign a Consent Form to approve the care home’s participation in the study. 
Additionally, each interview participant will be asked to sign a Consent Form before the interview.  
 
After completion of interviews and sufficient time for data analysis by the researcher, a meeting will 
be organised to disseminate the research and gain feedback on the supply chain model constructed 
by the researcher. The researcher aims to give the care home recommendations on making their 
medicines management process more effective. All participants from your care home will be invited 
to this meeting and feedback for the researcher will be encouraged. 
 
Interview 
 
The interview will last up to an hour, depending on how much the participant has to say. It will take 
place at a location and time convenient for the participant and the care home. The interview will be 
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face-to-face or via Skype, although it can be by phone if that is what is preferred. The interview will 
be audio recorded.  
 
The interviewer will ask for some basic background information including: the participant’s profession 
and place of work. The interview will then continue to ask a series of questions where the participant 
will be asked to determine if each factor is determined more by resident quality of life/patient 
satisfaction or cost-efficiency.  
 
All interviews will be audio-recorded with a Dictaphone and all data will be kept strictly confidential 
in line with the Data Protection Act 1998. Interview questions will not ask for any specific patient 
details or interactions, but rather be a conversation about medicines management in general. 
 
Will the care home benefit from taking part? 
The study may not directly benefit the care home however, participating will help discover the 
strengths and weaknesses of current medicines management processes. In doing so, you will help in 
achieving our research goal, creating a supply chain model to determine potential ways in which 
medicines management within care homes can be improved in a cost-effective manner. 
 
Additionally, the study aims to be able to provide the care home with recommendations to improve 
the effectiveness of their medicines management process. Although this outcome cannot be 
guaranteed, the researcher will put every effort forward to achieve this goal. 
 
Are there any potential risks taking part? 
 
We believe the risks from taking part are minor. There is the possibility of any part of the interview or 
specific questions raised being sensitive or distressing to you. In this situation, you will not have to 
answer any questions you are uncomfortable with. You may also take a break from the interview at 
any time and return to it at a later date and time convenient for yourself and the care home. 
Additionally, you will always have the option to halt the interview and withdraw from the study 
without giving a reason. At this point, you will also be able to decide what will happen to the data 
collected up to that time (see ‘Withdraw from the study’ below). 
 
Does the care home have to take part?  
 
No. Taking part in the study is completely voluntary, meaning it is ultimately the care home manager’s 
choice. 
 
Will the data be kept confidential? 
 
Yes. Following all interviews, identifying information will be removed from the audio recording by the 
researcher and replaced with a number and it will be saved to a password protected computer. This 
anonymised recording will be typed up by the researcher and any extracts from what participants 
have told us that are included in the reporting of the project will be anonymous. Anonymised data will 
be kept until one year after the completion of the lead researchers PhD (anticipated to keep data until 
September 2020). It will then be destroyed by the lead researcher. 
 
What do I do if I want to withdraw the care home from the study? 
 
If you decide you would like to withdraw the care home from the study at any point, you should get 
in contact with the lead researcher (see ‘Contact Information’ below). You should also contact the 
lead researcher if a participant wants to withdraw any information they provided within 2 months of 
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the date of their interview. They do not have to give a reason for this although it may be useful for us 
to understand their decision when developing future projects. Once the 2-month period has elapsed, 
all data will be retained for use within the study.  
 
What happens if a participant tells you something that concerns you about their health or welfare, or 
about the health or welfare of my care home’s patients or residents?  
 
In the unlikely event of this happening, we will discuss how this should be addressed with the 
concerned participant. If necessary, to protect the participant, we will report their concern to the 
appropriate person or bodies. Additionally, if the concern is regarding patients or residents of your 
care home, we will report the concern to the appropriate person or bodies to protect them.  
 
Who do I contact if I have any concerns about the way in which the research is being conducted, or 
want to make a complaint? 
 
Ethical approval has been obtained from the Aston Business School Research Ethics Committee. For 
any queries or concerns regarding the ethical approval of this study, please contact the Aston Business 
School Research Ethics Committee at e.bridges@aston.ac.uk.  
 
Who do I contact if I have any questions about the study?  
 
Medha Kothari, Chief Investigator (see contact information below). 
 

Thank you for taking the time to consider taking part in this study. 
 
If you are happy to participate in the study, please register your interest by emailing the lead 
researcher, Medha Kothari at kotharim@aston.ac.uk. Additionally, for more information about the 
study, please contact the lead researcher by the email above or calling 07397391867. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Medha Kothari 
kotharim@aston.ac.uk 
07397391867 
06/03/18 

mailto:e.bridges@aston.ac.uk
mailto:kotharim@aston.ac.uk
mailto:kotharim@aston.ac.uk
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APPENDIX E: CONSENT FORM - Care Home 

 
PROJECT TITLE: Creating a dementia medicines management supply chain model to improve 
patient satisfaction and cost efficiency in UK care homes 
 
Name of Chief Investigator: Medha Kothari (PhD Researcher, Aston University) 
 
Please initial the boxes (NOT tick) if you agree. One signed copy of the form is for you to keep 
and the other will be kept by the researcher. 
 
 Please initial box 

 
1. I confirm that I have read and understand the Care Home Participant 

Information Sheet for this study. I have had the opportunity to ask questions 
and have had these answered to my satisfaction. 

 

  
 

2. I understand that the care homes participation is voluntary and that we are free 
to withdraw at any time. We can also withdraw any information we have 
provided within two months of the date of interview. We do not need to give a 
reason in either situation. 

 

 

3. We understand that all information collected from us for this study will be held 
confidentially until one year after the completion of the lead researchers PhD 
(anticipated to keep data until September 2020). The lead researcher will hold 
the information and destroy it. 

 
4. We agree to interviews being audio recorded. 
 
5. We agree to have the Chief Investigator observe, audio 

record and take notes on the medicines management 
process within the organisation. 

 
6. We understand that the recording of interviews and 

research observations will be transcribed. 
 
7. Personal details and any information that may identify participants will not 

appear in any publication and we agree that anonymised extracts from the 
recordings can be used in any reports, publications or events where results 
from the study will be disseminated.  

 
8. We understand that if we tell the researcher something that raises concerns 

about the participant’s health or welfare that the researcher may have a duty to 
report this in accordance with safeguarding policy. This will be discussed with 
the participant.  

 
9. We understand that if we tell the researcher something that raises serious 

concerns about the safety of residents or patients within the organisation that 
the researcher may have a duty to report this in accordance with safeguarding 
policy. This will be discussed with the participant. 

 
10. The care home agrees to take part in the above study. 

  
 

 

Name of Care Home: 

Name of Care Home Manager (Print): 

Care Home Manager Signature:                                                                            Date: 
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APPENDIX F: Participant Information Sheet - Healthcare Professionals 
 
Project Title: Creating a dementia medicines management supply chain model to improve patient 
satisfaction and cost efficiency in UK care homes 
 
Chief Investigator: Medha Kothari (PhD Researcher, Aston University) 
 
Invitation 
 
You are being invited to take part in a research study conducted by a self-funded PhD researcher at 
Aston University. The importance of the research and your role is outlined below. Please take the time 
to read the following information carefully before deciding whether to take part.  
 
What is the purpose of this study? 
 
The purpose of this research is to use supply chain management strategies (an operations and 
management business theory) to improve overall cost-effectiveness between stakeholders involved 
in medicines management to people with dementia within care homes. The aim is to determine 
current practice and give recommendations on possible ways to increase cost-effectiveness of 
medicines management within care homes. The research will focus on the medicines management of 
people with dementia residing in care homes and on the coordination between doctors, pharmacists 
and care home staff in providing optimal medicines management to residents.  
 
Why have I been invited? 
 
You have been invited to participate because you are a valued healthcare professional within the field.  
 
What will happen to me if I take part? 
 
If you agree to participate, you will be invited to one interview to answer some questions about the 
current medicines management process for dementia residents within care homes. You will also be 
asked to sign a Consent Form before taking part.  
 
Interview 
 
The interview will last up to an hour, depending on how much you have to say. It will take place at a 
location and time convenient for you. The interview will be face-to-face or via Skype, although it can 
be by phone if that is what you would prefer. The interview will be audio recorded.  
 
The interview will ask for some basic background information including: your profession, place of 
work, and if you work closely with any care homes. The interview will then continue to ask a series of 
questions where you will be asked to determine if each factor is determined more by resident quality 
of life/patient satisfaction or cost-efficiency.  
 
All interviews will be audio-recorded with a Dictaphone and all data will be kept strictly confidential 
in line with the Data Protection Act 1998. Interview questions will not ask for any specific patient 
details or interactions, but rather be a conversation about medicines management in general. 
 
Will I benefit from taking part? 
The study may not directly benefit you. However, you will be helping to discover the strengths and 
weaknesses of current medicines management processes. In doing so, you will help in achieving our 
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research goal, creating a supply chain model to determine potential ways in which medicines 
management within care homes can be improved in a cost-effective manner. 
 
Are there any potential risks taking part? 
 
We believe the risks from taking part are minor. There is the possibility of any part of the interview or 
specific questions raised being sensitive or distressing to you. In this situation, you will not have to 
answer any questions you are uncomfortable with. You may also take a break from the interview at 
any time and return to it at a later date and time convenient for you. Additionally, you will always 
have the option to halt the interview and withdraw from the study without giving a reason. At this 
point, you will also be able to decide what will happen to the data collected up to that time (see 
‘Withdraw from the study’ below). 
 
Do I have to take part?  
 
No. Taking part in the study is completely voluntary, meaning it is your choice. 
 
Will my data be kept confidential? 
 
Yes. Following your interview, identifying information will be removed from the audio recording by 
the researcher and replaced with a number and it will be saved to a password protected computer. 
This anonymised recording will be typed up by the researcher and any extracts from what you have 
told us that are included in the reporting of the project will be anonymous. Anonymised data will be 
kept until one year after the completion of the lead researchers PhD (anticipated to keep data until 
September 2020). It will then be destroyed by the lead researcher. 
 
What do I do if I want to withdraw from the study? 
 
If you decide you would like to withdraw from the study at any point, you should get in contact with 
a member of the research team (see ‘Contact Information’ below). You should also contact them if 
you want to withdraw any information you have provided within 2 months of the date of your 
interview. You do not have to give a reason for this although it may be useful for us to understand 
your decision when developing future projects. Once the 2-month period has elapsed, your data will 
be retained for use within the study.  
 
What happens if I tell you something that concerns you about my health or welfare, or about the 
health or welfare of my patients or residents?  
 
In the unlikely event of this happening, we will discuss how this should be addressed with you. If 
necessary, to protect you, we will report your concern to the appropriate person or bodies. 
Additionally, if the concern is regarding your patients or residents, we will report the concern to the 
appropriate person or bodies to protect them.  
 
Who do I contact if I have any concerns about the way in which the research is being conducted, or 
want to make a complaint? 
 
Ethical approval has been obtained from the Aston Business School Research Ethics Committee. For 
any queries or concerns regarding the ethical approval of this study, please contact the Aston Business 
School Research Ethics Committee at e.bridges@aston.ac.uk.  
 
 

mailto:e.bridges@aston.ac.uk
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Who do I contact if I have any questions about the study?  
 
Medha Kothari, Chief Investigator (see contact information below). 
 

Thank you for taking the time to consider taking part in this study. 
 
If you are happy to participate in the study, please register your interest by emailing the lead 
researcher, Medha Kothari at kotharim@aston.ac.uk. Additionally, for more information about the 
study, please contact the lead researcher by the email above or calling 07397391867. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Medha Kothari 
kotharim@aston.ac.uk 
07397391867 
06/03/18 
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PPENDIX G: CONSENT FORM - Healthcare Professionals 

 
PROJECT TITLE: Creating a dementia medicines management supply chain model to improve 
patient satisfaction and cost efficiency in UK care homes 
 
Name of Chief Investigator: Medha Kothari (PhD Researcher, Aston University) 
 
Please initial the boxes (NOT tick) if you agree. One signed copy of the form is for you to keep 
and the other will be kept by the researcher. 
 
 Please initial box 

 
11. I confirm that I have read and understand the Participant Information Sheet for 

this study. I have had the opportunity to ask questions and have had these 
answered to my satisfaction. 

 

  
 

12. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at 
any time. I can also withdraw any information I have provided within two months 
of the date of my interview. I do not need to give a reason in either situation. 

 

 

13. I understand that all information collected from me for this study will be held 
confidentially until one year after the completion of the lead researchers PhD 
(anticipated to keep data until September 2020). The lead researcher will hold 
the information and destroy it. 

 
14. I agree to the interview being audio recorded. 
 
15. I agree to have the Chief Investigator observe, audio 

record and take notes on the medicines management 
process within my organisation. 

 
16. I understand that the recording of interviews and research observations will be 

transcribed. 
 
17. Personal details and any information that may identify me will not appear in any 

publication and I agree that anonymised extracts from the recording can be 
used in any reports, publications or events where results from the study will be 
disseminated.  

 
18. I understand that if I tell the researcher something that raises concerns about 

my health or welfare that the researcher may have a duty to report this in 
accordance with safeguarding policy. This will be discussed with me.  

 
19. I understand that if I tell the researcher something that raises serious concerns 

about the safety of residents or patients within my organisation that the 
researcher may have a duty to report this in accordance with safeguarding 
policy. This will be discussed with me. 

 
20. I agree to take part in the above study. 

  
 

 

Name of Participant (Print): 

Profession (Circle):     Doctor     Pharmacist     Care Home Nurse     Care Home Manager 
 
Other (please specify): _____________________________________________________ 

Signature:                                                                                    Date: 
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