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Integration and Efficiency Strategies of Evaluations for Medical
Institutions

Kyung-Sook Kim

Department of Nursing, Korean Bible University

Objectives: In Korea, there are many kinds of evaluations for medical institutions. However, evaluations
are increasingly burdensome for medical institutions because evaluation agencies, evaluation timing, and
evaluation methods are different. The purpose of this study is to improve the efficiency of evaluation for
medical institutions and ultimately to provide quality medical services to patients.

Methods: In this study, 2,310 indicators of 19 kinds of evaluation for medical institutions were analyzed.
Results: 1,424 indicators were available for on-site surveys and 886 indicators were not available for on-
site surveys. There were 4 kinds of evaluation that can be integrated in total, 12 kinds of evaluation that
can be integrated partially, and 3 kinds of evaluation that need to maintain the current evaluation system.
Conclusion: In order to provide patient-centered quality medical services through reduction of burden due
to the evaluation for medical institutions, it is necessary to deeply discuss the efficiency of evaluation
integration and result utilization.
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Table 1. Evaluation status for medical institutions
No. of
Classification (SE;—iler) Methods Agency indicators insljiill tci’éns
v (N=2,310)
Desi.gnation apd Evaluation of 3 yrs (2011) Document review, On-site HIRAD 19 44
Tertiary Hospitals survey
]SJpeesngi;llatl;i?{r;jgicga]%;zaluation of 3 yrs (2011) Document review, etc. HIRA 95 92
Designation of Research-driven Document review, Verbal »
Hospitals 3 yrs (2012) evaluation, etc. KHIDI 37 0
ﬁeeidiigcrilitei?o;iistgles cialty Oriental 3 yrs (2011) Document review, etc. HIRA 28 7
. Claimed data, Medical
Quality Assessment every yr (2001) records, ete. HIRA 187 83,783
{Eval.uat.ion of Health Screening 3 yrs (2010) Document review, Satisfaction NHIS? 791 3.994
nstitutions survey, etc.
Evaluation of Hospitals Credibility every yr (1981) Document review, On-site Korean .Ho.spital 471 267
survey Association
{Eval.uat.ion of Emergency Medical every yr (2003) Document review, On-site NMC? 78 469
nstitutions survey
Evaluation of Public District Document review, On-site
Hospitals every yr (2000) survey, etc. NMC 120 39
Evaluation of Palliative Care Document review, On-site
Medical Institutions every yr (2005) survey NMC 53 44
Evaluation of Diagnostic Radiation Document review, On-site Korea Institute of
Devices 3 yrs (1995) survey Medical Technology, etc. 27 30,308
Quality Assessment of Specific Document review, Close 5 devices :
Medical Imaging Equipments every yr (2003) examination KIAMI >0 5,777
Designation of Medical Device s Ministry of Food and
Clinical Trial Institutions by case (2000) On-site survey Drug Safety 48 114
f};éi::;r;gtf I]i rse;;?u]tjigizh Vietims every yr (2003) On-site survey KCDC? 55 36
Evaluation of Blood Management 2 yrs (2007) On-site survey KCDC 157 119
Permission of Human Biological Document review, On-site
Materials Banks by case (2005) survey KCDC 13 42
i‘zﬁi&;n of Genetic Testing every yr (2006) On-site survey KIGTE? 72 61
Registration of Foreign Patients b (2009) D . KHIDI 1814
Attraction Institutions y case 2 ocument review 5 :
Report on the Operation of
Accounting Standards for every yr (2004) Accounting report review KHIDI 4 275

Institutions

DHIRA : Health Insurance Review & Assessment Service
2KHIDI : Korean Health Industry Development Institute

9 NHIS : National Health Insurance Service

&

)NMC : National Medical Center

9 KIAMI : Korean Institute for Accreditation of Medical Imaging
9KCDC : Korea Centers for Disease Control & Prevention
)

PKIGTE : Korean Institute of Genetic Testing Evaluation
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Table 2. Duplicate indicators status

Classification Indicator g:lﬁzsigﬁg Numl?ﬁéig?;g licate Type of evaluations?
Human Resource Number of nurses 4 3 AHJ 0
Number of doctors 3 2 AHJ
Driver 2 1 H 0
Clinical pathologist 2 1 E, O
Social worker 2 1 E ]
Placement of full-time specialists for each
essential medical subjects 2 ! 8D
Placement of full-time specialists in special
medical subjects 2 ! 5D
Facility or Device Waiting room 4 3 F,H N, O
Private office for interview 3 2 H,J,N
Centrifugal separator 2 1 F, 0
Meeting room 2 1 FH
Operating room 2 1 AH
Bed with toilet 2 1 EJ
Bath room 2 1 EJ
Walking space 2 1 EJ
Treatment room 2 1 H, ]
Nursing unit 2 1 H,]
Etc. Hospital accreditation 3 2 ACI
Total - 25

Y A. Designation and Evaluation of Tertiary Hospitals

B. Designation and Evaluation of Specialty Hospitals

C. Designation of Research-driven Hospitals

D. Designation of Specialty Oriental Medicine Hospitals
E. Quality Assessment

F. Evaluation of Health Screening Institutions

G. Evaluation of Hospitals Credibility

H. Evaluation of Emergency Medical Institutions
1. Evaluation of Public District Hospitals
J. Evaluation of Palliative Care Medical Institutions

K. Evaluation of Diagnostic Radiation Devices

L. Quality Assessment of Specific Medical Imaging Equipments

M. Designation of Medical Device Clinical Trial Institutions

N. Evaluation of Brain Death Victims Management Institutions

O. Evaluation of Blood Management
P. Permission of Human Biological Materials Banks

Q. Evaluation of Genetic Testing Accuracy

R. Registration of Foreign Patients Attraction Institutions

S. Report on the Operation of Accounting Standards for Institutions
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Table 3. Category analysis by structure, process, and outcome indicators
Classification Ifggrilcbaig;f Total
Structure Facility Facility status 137 988
Human resource Workers status 142
Equipment Equipment status 229
Management Management status 86
Meet basic requirements 22
Document Management document/ Manual existence 186
Procedure/System 24
existence
Medical status Amount of treatment 105
Medical subject 21
Patients status Patient composition 24
Number of managed patients 12
Process Human resource Workers management 43 1,101
Equipment Equipment management 94
Inspection 500
Management Organization management 117
Business management 13
Task Document management 74
Task management 106
Patient Patient management 154
Outcome Outcome Business performance 25 196
Performance 161
Adequacy Appropriate health care 10
Total 2,285 2,285Y
D Exclusion of duplicate indicators
2. F7PE RAL s R B9 AT o A #ol= 22 FERA RV ZAE UL, IFAR F
o] 7oA ZEH 1959 B7h 5 2,310719] B7HAE M= FFHL e WEeld BEdFE B4 S22 &
7F ASHL7IHY FHARAE 53 g0l 7t AE AT 4 e A7 ZFEJUL, AHRA R FoA= A
A AR5 243 A3KTable 4), 1,428719] A E= @F=2  Argolu 243 5 AA @AM &2l 7t AESC] &£
AE B9 7bssithn BRkE g, UelA 8s27le] e @Einh Ea ASWEYI R @A o] ojFe
2bssitn Bt QA R YRS B ARE B2} 9718 AL 5 BT 21T
o Bkelo] 75t 1,428709) AT 7 Hi 9897, Y & Ak ARAH FABolt AnA%, AR, 7B
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A
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Table 4. Number of indicators available for on-site survey by evaluation

Structure Process

Outcome

Classification indicators indicators indicators Sum Total
yes no yes no yes no yes no

Designation and Ealuation of Tertiary Hospitals 19 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 19
Designation and Evaluation of Specialty Hospitals 95 0 0 0 0 0 95 0 95
Designation of Research-driven Hospitals 11 0 8 8 1 9 20 17 37
Designation of Specialty Oriental Medicine Hospitals 28 0 0 0 0 0 28 0 28
Quality Assessment 45 4 6 86 0 46 51 136 187
Evaluation of Health Screening Institutions 233 1 127 429 0 1 360 431 791
Evaluation of Hospitals Credibility 298 10 63 29 14 57 375 96 471
Evaluation of Emergency Medical Institutions 60 5 6 6 0 1 66 12 78
Evaluation of Public District Hospitals 14 0 31 25 5 45 50 70 120
Evaluation of Palliative Care Medical Institutions 36 0 5 6 5 1 46 7 53
Evaluation of Diagnostic Radiation Devices 0 0 0 27 0 0 0 27 27
Quality Assessment of Specific Medical Imaging Equipments 8 0 1 41 0 0 9 41 50
Designation of Medical Device Clinical Trial Institutions 10 0 27 11 0 0 37 11 48
Evaluation of Brain Death Victims Management Institutions 13 0 31 3 2 6 46 9 55
Evaluation of Blood Management 74 0 74 9 0 0 148 9 157
Permission of Human Biological Materials Banks 13 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 13
Evaluation of Genetic Testing Accuracy 27 0 27 15 2 1 56 16 72
Registration of Foreign Patients Attraction Institutions 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5
Report on the Operation of Accounting Standards for Institutions 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 4
Total 989 20 406 695 33 167 1,428 882 2,310

Asiol Aol ABAIBE FHOE & AIET 4
E53 ATHTable 5), AFETHY, A2, Y
B A4S A Boheh AARAELY S 9ot
L A AY Y 2AUAS B 24} 7HsT A
RS2 T4E0] glonz AA WY Age] it
T westch B3 9Re BHEY Agel shssthn
WeE Bhe A7EANY Bk 8%l A4 Bt
ERRILIE PN LR E R PO
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Table 5. Possibility of evaluation integration for medical institutions

Classification Evaluation

Designation and Evaluation of Tertiary Hospitals

Designation and Evaluation of Specialty Hospitals

Can be fully integrated
Designation of Specialty Oriental Medicine Hospitals

Permission of Human Biological Materials Banks

Designation of Research-driven hospitals
Quality Assessment
Evaluation of Health Screening Institutions
Evaluation of Hospitals Credibility
Evaluation of Emergency Medical Institutions
Evaluation of Public District Hospitals
Can be partially integrated
Evaluation of Palliative Care Medical Institutions
Quality Assessment of Specific Medical Imaging Equipments
Designation of Medical Device Clinical Trial Institutions
Evaluation of Brain Death Victims Management Institutions
Evaluation of Blood Management
Evaluation of Genetic Testing Accuracy

Evaluation of Diagnostic Radiation Devices
Maintenance of the present situation Registration of Foreign Patients Attraction Institutions

Report on the Operation of Accounting Standards for Institutions
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Figure 1. Integration and efficiency strategies of evaluations
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