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(j Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-All Dimensions and Overall
STJOSEPHSs Ratings

HEALTH CARE St _.J‘oph s Heaiilr Care London Corporate
LONDON “ Ay 53,2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)
Quality of care/ge_._lu_cgg_ve‘_e ved (Reb) All Dimensions Combined (Reh Can)
% Posiive Score % Positive Score
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Previous  Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario Previous  Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario
Period Period Rehab  Specialty Period Period Rehab  Specialty
Average Rehab Avg Average Rehab Avg

W * Significantly Different from Your Current Score

Detail !
Ontario
Highest correlation with Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period "Quiality of care/services received (Reh)" Average Avg HP Ontario

% Positive Score

Evaluation of outcomes from the client's
74.9% perspective (Reh) _82.7% 78.8% 82.6% 89.9%%

82.2% Family involvement (Reh) _81.8% 78.8% 82.0% 88.5%%
B3GR O s | ’90.2% 84.2% 87.4% 97.6%%
87.4% Emotional support (Reh) | ’93.4% 86.3%% 89.0% 96.3%
76.7% Continuity and transition (Reh) | ’77'0% 72.1% 76.2% 81.8%
72.1% Coordination (Reh) | ’73.0% 73.3% 76.0% 81.9%%
95.8% Your nurses (Reh) | ’96.2% 90.5%% 93.2% 98.9%%
78.0% Client-centred education (Reh) | ’79'5% 75.0% 77.2% 87.9%%
91.5% Physical comfort (Reh) | '92.1% 90.6% 92.2% 95.3%
93.5% Your doctors (Reh) | ’89.9% 87.0% 89.3% 95.2%%

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
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Decision-Making & Goal Setting
(@42

GSTJOSEPH:';

HEALTH CARE

LONDON “Zny 53,2012 - Jun 30.

Page 2 of 26

Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Client Participation in

St Joseph's Heeaiiht Care London Corporate
2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

100.0*
95.9

Ontario HP Ontario
Specialty

Ontario
Rehab
Average Rehab Avg

Current
Period

Previous
Period

Ontario Ontario HP Ontario
Rehab  Specialty
Average Rehab Avg

Current
Period

Previous
Period

W * Significantly Different from Your Current Score
Detail !
Ontario

Highest correlation with Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab

Previous Period "Quiality of care/services received (Reh)" Average Avg HP Ontario
% Positive Score
91.1% Treatment needs/goals important (Reh) _95'5% 87.3% % 90.6% 97.7%
go.gwe O consideredneedsin care per _94.7% 88.1%% 90.9% 100.0%%
93305 Encouraged to participate in goal s(ngtler;]g; _91.8% 84.6%% 88.6% 100.0%8
66.7% % Decided w/staff what would help (Reh) | '80'4% 75.1% 78.2% 97.5%%
78.7% Treatment choices fully explained (Reh) | ’85'5% 81.6% 84.6% 92.5%%
Accommodated needs w/therapy

84.4% schedule (Reh) | ’92.8% 87.7% 90.9% 97.6% %

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
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'

(j ST ]OSEPH% Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Client-Centred Educatior
HEALTH cARE St J0seph's Heei v Care London Corporate
LONDON “ Ay 53,2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

-
Quality of care/g«:_._lu_cgg_ve‘_e ved (Reb) Client-centred education (Reh)
% Posiive Score % Positive Score
99.1 100.0*
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Previous  Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario Previous  Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario
Period Period Rehab  Specialty Period Period Rehab  Specialty
Average Rehab Avg Average Rehab Avg

W * Significantly Different from Your Current Score

Detail !
Ontario
Highest correlation with Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period "Quiality of care/services received (Reh)" Average Avg HP Ontario

% Positive Score

78.3% Received needed info when W?Fr{lte%c; _84.3% 78.2% 82.5% 97 4%8
77.9% Told what to expect when home (Reh) _77'5% 76.2% 77.4% 96.8%%
73.6% Difficulty getting needed info (Reh) _72'5% 70.0% 73.3% 90.0%#

86.5% Given adequate info re: support ser\a%%s) | ’89.3% 76.4%4 77 0% 92.3%

87.8% T P (aa | ’91.7% 89.0% 91.6% 100.0%%
80.7% Know who to contact after disc?sre%g | '81.4% 73.1% 77 6% 97 4%
86.4% Knew who to contact if problem (Reh) | ’88'0% 81.9% 85.6% 100.0%%

52.3% Received more info than ready for (Reh) 549'5% 53.5% 50.4% 73.2%%

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.

Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
N NRCPICKER
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Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Evaluation of Outcomes

(j T . from the Client's Perspective
S,SJQ'?LTEEI;IRE St Joseph's Hegiilt Care London Corporate
LONDON “ Ay 53,2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Previous Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario Previous Current  Ontario Ontario HP Ontario
Period Period Rehab  Specialty Period Period Rehab  Specialty
Average Rehab Avg Average Rehab Avg
W * Significantly Different from Your Current Score
Detail !
Ontario
Highest correlation with Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period "Quiality of care/services received (Reh)" Average Avg HP Ontario

% Positive Score

72.5% Accomplished what expected (Reh) _74'5% 77.6% 81.0% 87.6%%

80.0% Kept well-informed re: progress (Reh) | '87'2% 80.6% 84.3% 97.4%%
78.0% Learned to manage condition at ?chg;s | ’88.3% 82.6% 85.4% 94.9%8
69.2% Discussed progress/made chazg%% | '81.1% 74.2% 79 6% 88.0%8

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
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(Sj,SI JOSEPH;3 Sl

'

it Perspectives Jf Rehabilitation Services-Family Involvement
oseph's Heaiilt Care London Corporate
., 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Family involvement (Reh)

HEALTH CARE Dl
LONDON A ryi 3

% Positive Score
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Previous  Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario Previous  Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario
Period Period Rehab  Specialty Period Period Rehab  Specialty
Average Rehab Avg Average Rehab Avg

82.2

W * Significantly Different from Your Current Score

Detail !
Ontario
Highest correlation with Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period "Quiality of care/services received (Reh)" Average Avg HP Ontario

% Positive Score

75.0% 74.0% 76.8% 86.8%%

Family given needed support (Reh) _75'7% 71.3% 74.8% 81.8%
7950,  Family given info to assist w/home(gg:s _73.2% 20.1% 77 5% 93.5%8

'86.4% 80.9% 84.7% 95.7% %

74.4% Family given info they wanted (Reh)

76.5%

85.7% Family involved as wanted (Reh) |

94.3% '97.3% 92.6% 94.9% 100.0%¥

Family treated w/respect (Reh) |

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
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‘

es of Rehabilitation Services-Emotiona! Stpport
v Care London Corporate
30. 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.5%)

\'

GSI]OSEPHE Clieint Perspectiv

]
HEALTH cARE St J0seph's HP i
LONBON A ry 12012 - Juin

Quality of care/g@_lu_cgg received (Reh) Emotional seppori(Reh)
% Posiive Score % Posiive Score

93.4
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Previous Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario Previous Current - Ontario Ontario HP Ontario
Period Period Rehab  Specialty Period Period Rehab  Specialty
Average Rehab Avg Average Rehab Avg
W * Significantly Different from Your Current Score
Detail !
Ontario
Highest correlation with Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period "Quiality of care/services received (Reh)" Average Avg HP Ontario

% Positive Score

80.5% Emotional needs addressed (Reh) _88'7% 78.9%% 83.7% 93.1%

83.3% 4 Comfortable expressing feelings toRste?]f)f| ’92.7% 84,20 86.2068 97 5% 8
90.0% Treated as person not another(&a;shg | ’96.4% 89.9% 4 92.5% 97.6%

95.6% ’95.6% 91.7% 93.4% 97.7%

Treated w/respect/dignity (Reh) |

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.

Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
N NRCPICKER
S CAMNADA
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w

(j ST ]OSEPHQ Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Coordination

&
HEALTH care St J0seph's Heaiilr Care London Corporate
LONDON “ Ay 53,2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Quality of care/seivices received (Reh) Coordination (Reh)
% Positive Score % Positive Score
99.1 100.0*

95.6 - 95.9

100.0. 100.0
90.0. 90.0.
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20.0. 20.0.
10.0 10.0
0.0. 0.0.
Previous Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario Previous Current  Ontario Ontario HP Ontario
Period Period Rehab  Specialty Period Period Rehab  Specialty
Average Rehab Avg Average Rehab Avg

W * Significantly Different from Your Current Score

Detail !
Ontario
Highest correlation with Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period "Quiality of care/services received (Reh)" Average Avg HP Ontario

% Positive Score

91.1% Things done in reasonable amt OIthlg;S _94.6% 86.1%% 89.2% 94.6%
83.6% Transfers between units handle((JIsz?]I)l _83.5% 86.9% 88.9% 96.4%8
5760, Therapistinurse/Drs said different t(hFlaré%s) -62.4% 69.0% 71.6%8 85.4%8

28.9% Repeat info to different staff (Reh) 528'7% 37.8%% 38.9%% 52.6%%
88.0% TS s D e (o) | '94.6% 86.4%% 91.4% 96.4%

64.7% One person coordinated care (Reh) 557'0% 59.2% 62.5% 79.6%%
92.0%  Tests/treatment performed on time (Reh) | '88'2% 86.2% 88.8% 94.4%%

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.

I NRCPICKER
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GSI]OSEPH'; Clieiit Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Continuity and Transition
HEALTH care St J0seph's Heaiilr Care London Corporate
LONDON “ Ay 53,2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)
Quality of care/ge_._lu_cgg received (Reh) Continuity and transition (Reh)
% Positive Score % Positive Score
93.6*
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Previous  Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario Previous  Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario
Period Period Rehab  Specialty Period Period Rehab  Specialty
Average Rehab Avg Average Rehab Avg
W * Significantly Different from Your Current Score
Detail .
Ontario
Highest correlation with Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period "Quiality of care/services received (Reh)" Average Avg HP Ontario
% Positive Score
85.4% Explained home meds understan(dF?ng]); _82.7% 80.0% 84.9% 91.9%8
76.9%  provided follow-up care at hospital (Reh) _74'4% 70.3% 75.8% 87.7%%
64.2%  Gjven info to monitor for problems (Reh) -63'9% 61.1% 66.7% 81.2%%
78.1% Made referrals re: needed hom?Fgg[S | '83.8% 76.8% 78.4% 89 6%
77.6%  ToId of expected progress at home (Reh) | ’72'5% 72.1% 74.5% 82.1%%
50.0% Told of med side effects to watz:gefﬁ; 556.7% 48.7% 52 6% 75.0%8
87.7% Discussed changes to home (Reh) | ’81'8% 80.5% 84.2% 89.0%%
76.5% Told activities could/couldn't do at ?chg;s | ’74.7% 70.3% 74.5% 82.1%
74.7% Sent home before felt ready (Reh) | '83'8% 777% 77.7% 9L.7%%
92.1%  10|d in advance when going home (Reh) | ’92'5% 86.2% 90.2% 95.9%

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
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w

(j ST ]OSEPHQ Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Physical Comfort

&
HEALTH care St J0seph's Heaiilr Care London Corporate
LONDON “ Ay 53,2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Physical comfort (Reh)
% Positive Score

95.3
100.0. 91.5 92.1 90.6 92.2

90.0.
80.0.
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60.0.
50.0.
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20.0,
10.0.

0.0.

Previous Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario Previous Current  Ontario Ontario HP Ontario
Period Period Rehab  Specialty Period Period Rehab  Specialty
Average Rehab Avg Average Rehab Avg
W * Significantly Different from Your Current Score
Detail !
Ontario
Highest correlation with Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period "Quiality of care/services received (Reh)" Average Avg HP Ontario

% Positive Score

92.1% Staff tried to ensure comfort (Reh) _96'3% 91.0% 92.5% 96.7%

92.0% Had adequate time for rest/sleep (Reh) | ’91'7% 91.0% 91.7% 97.5%%
91.4% Pain acknowledged by staff (Reh) | ’91'9% 90.2% 92.4% 96.1%%
90.4% Pain controlled as much as po?Fs{ingS | '88.2% 90.0% 92.20 96.4%8

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
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5 of Rehabilitation Services-Your Nurses
v Care London Corporate
30. 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.5%)

'

Previous
Period

Your nur«:sJF« h)

0% Postive Score

95.8

100.0.
90.0,
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40.0,
30.0.
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0.0,

Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario Previous  Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario

Period Rehab  Specialty
Average Rehab Avg

Period Period Rehab  Specialty
Average Rehab Avg

W * Significantly Different from Your Current Score

Previous Period

Detail !
Ontario
Highest correlation with Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
"Quiality of care/services received (Reh)" Average Avg HP Ontario

89.9%

96.7%

98.9%

95.6%

97.7%

% Positive Score

Nurses response to calls (Reh) _93'6% 84.8%% 88.6% 100.0%%
Attention of nurses to condition (Reh) _96'4% 89.9%% 92.9% 97.3%
Concern/caring by nurses (Reh) _96'4% 93.3% 94.8% 100.0%%

Info given by nurses (Reh) |

95.6% 90.3% 93.6% 98.7% %

Skill/competence of nurses (Reh) |

’99.1% 94.3%1% 95.9% 100.0%¥

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.

N NRCPICKER
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(Sj,SI JOSEPH;3 Sl

'

it Perspectives Jf Rehabilitation Services-Your Therapists
oseph's Heaiilt Care London Corporate
., 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Your therapists (Reh)

HEALTH CARE Dl
LONDON A ryi 3

% Positive Score

Previous  Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario Previous  Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario
Period Period Rehab  Specialty Period Period Rehab  Specialty
Average Rehab Avg Average Rehab Avg

W * Significantly Different from Your Current Score

Detail !
Ontario
Highest correlation with Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period "Quiality of care/services received (Reh)" Average Avg HP Ontario

% Positive Score

98.9% Concern/caring by therapists (Reh) _97'4% 96.0% 97.3% 100.0%%
92.3% Availability of therapists (Reh) _93'6% 89.9% 93.2% 98.8%%

'97.3% 95.9% 97.3% 100.0%¥

95.6% Skill/competence of therapists (Reh) |

90.1% ’92.8% 89.6% 92.8% 97.6% %

Time spent in therapy (Reh) |

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.

N NRCPICKER
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(Sj,SI JOSEPH;3 Sl

'

it Perspectives Jf Rehabilitation Services-Your Doctors
oseph's Heaiilt Care London Corporate
., 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

HEALTH CARE Dl
LONDON A ryi 3

Your doctors (Reh

% Positive Score

Previous  Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario Previous  Current Ontario Ontario HP Ontario
Period Period Rehab  Specialty Period Period Rehab  Specialty
Average Rehab Avg Average Rehab Avg

W * Significantly Different from Your Current Score

Detail !
Ontario
Highest correlation with Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period "Quiality of care/services received (Reh)" Average Avg HP Ontario

% Positive Score

87.3% Availability of Drs (Reh) _77.8% 78.3% 82.2% 92.8%%
90.9% Attention of Drs to your condition (Reh) _87'0% 85.1% 87.9% 94.7%%

'94.4% 88.7% 91.0% 97.6% %

94.3% Dr's respect for you (Reh) |

96.7% Concernicaring by Drs (Reh) | ’94.4% 91.5% 93.1% 97.7%%

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.

N NRCPICKER
#CAMNADA
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(j ST ]OSEPH% Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Seivices-Overall Impressions

nealtr care St Joseph's Health Caie ondon Corpoirate
LONBON - Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Quality of care/seivices received (Reb),

% Posiive Score

99.1 100.0*

i

= %

60.0
50.0
40.0,
30.0
20.0

10.0 /
0.0 7/

Previous  Current Ontaric Orniario  HP Ontario
Period Period Rehab ~ Specialty
Average - Rehah Avg

W * Significantly Different from Your Current Score

Detail !
Ontario
Highest correlation with Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period "Quiality of care/services received (Reh)" Average Avg HP Ontario

% Positive Score

76,99, Quality of food: taste/temperature/v?Fgeert]); _76.1% 67 4%% 1.8% 90.0%8

83.9% How much helped by care (Reh) | ’88.1% 85.4% 89.8% 97.5%%
92.4% Condition of room/hospital enwron(rFngrr]];| ’94.6% 88.3064 90.1% 98.2068
Ontario
Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period Average Avg HP Ontario
Would recommend hospital (Reh)
4.4% Don't know 64.5% 3.0% 3.4% 0.6% 1%
92.3% ves fos.6% 92.2% 93.9% 99.4%%
3.3% No ’0.9% 4.8% 2.7% 0.0% %

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.

I NRCPICKER
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U Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Highest Percent Positive
T , . (Strengths)
S ]géL]TZHF::I;EE St Joseph's Health Care London Corporate

LONBON - Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Detail .
Ontario
Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period Items ranked in descending order by current score Average Avg HP Ontario
% Positive Score

97.7% Skill/competence of nurses (Reh) | ’99'1% 94.3%% 95.9% 100.0%%
98.9% Concern/caring by therapists (Reh) | ’97'4% 96.0% 97.3% 100.0%%
94.3% Family treated w/respect (Reh) | '97.3% 92.6% 94.9% 100.0%%
95.6% Skill/competence of therapists (Reh) | '97'3% 95.9% 97.3% 100.0%%
96.7% Attention of nurses to condition (Reh) | ’96'4% 89.9%% 92.9% 97.3%
98.9% Concern/caring by nurses (Reh) | ’96'4% 93.3% 94.8% 100.0%%
90.0% Treated as person not another(geéig | ’96.4% 89.9% 4 92.5% 97.6%
92.1% Staff tried to ensure comfort (Reh) | '96'3% 91.0% 92.5% 96.7%
95.6% Info given by nurses (Reh) | ’95.6% 90.3% 93.6% 98.7%%
95.6% Treated w/respect/dignity (Reh) | ’95'6% 91.7% 93.4% 97.7%

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.

Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
I NRCPICKER
\ S CAMNADA
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U Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Lowest Percent Positive
T , . (Areas for Improvement)
S ]géL]TZHF::I;EE St Joseph's Health Care London Corporate

LONBON - Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Detail .
Ontario
Ontario Rehab Specialty Rehab
Previous Period Items ranked in ascending order by current score Average Avg HP Ontario
% Positive Score
28.9% Repeat info to different staff (Reh) 528'7% 37.8%% 38.9%% 52.6%%

52.3% Received more info than ready for (Reh) 549'5% 53.5% 50.4% 73.2%%
50.0% Told of med side effects to watz:Fl;efg; 556.7% 48.7% 52 6% 75.0%8
64.7% One person coordinated care (Reh) 557'0% 59.2% 62.5% 79.6%%

57.6% Therapist/nurse/Drs said different t(hRme%s) | '62.4% 69.0% 71.6%8 85.4%8
64.2%  Given info to monitor for problems (Reh) | ’63'9% 61.1% 66.7% 81.2%¥%
73.6% Difficulty getting needed info (Reh) | ’72'5% 70.0% 73.3% 90.0%%
77.6%  Told of expected progress at home (Reh) | ’72'5% 72.1% 74.5% 82.1%%
2950,  Family given info to assist w/home(Fgg[S | ’73.2% 24.1% 77 5% 93.5%8
76.9%  provided follow-up care at hospital (Reh) | ’74'4% 70.3% 75.8% 87.7%%

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.

Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
I NRCPICKER
\ S CAMNADA
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UST]

OSEPH: Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Priority Matrix
nealtr care St Joseph's Health Care London Corporate
LONBON - Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Page 16 of 26

Relationship of "Quality of care/services received (Reh)" and Overall Satisfaction

Top Priority High Priority
(Low Positive Score, High Correlation) (High Positive Score, High Correlation)
1.00 4
0.90
0.80
c
@ 0.70
o
& 0.60
5] 15
8 0.50 1 g
0.40 4 % @1 2@
S 6160 @ > 5233@ 474 2 ..i.. o
g 0.30 1 o5 683 °, LS 4.5945 .65 %22:%%4&3
= E [ ] > 54 FY) 0o0® |
o 020 % o 8 3 ® 0 e
5 0101 64 ¢ W T
[ ] [} Y
O 0.00] d
T T T T L L T T L L T T T
20.0% - 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0%
Medium Priority ] ] - Low Priority
(Low Positive Score, Low Correlation) % Positive Score (High Positive Score, Low Correlation)
1 Skill/lcompetence of nurses (Reh) 34 How much helped by care (Reh)
2 Concern/caring by therapists (Reh) 35Knew who to contact if problem (Reh)
3Family treated w/respect (Reh) 36 Kept well-informed re: progress (Reh)
4 Skill/competence of therapists (Reh) 37 Attention of Drs to your condition (Reh)
5 Attention of nurses to condition (Reh) 38 Family involved as wanted (Reh)
6 Concern/caring by nurses (Reh) 39 Treatment choices fully explained (Reh)
7 Treated as person not another case (Reh) 40 Received needed info when wanted (Reh)
8 Staff tried to ensure comfort (Reh) 41 Made referrals re: needed homecare (Reh)
9lInfo given by nurses (Reh) 42 Sent home before felt ready (Reh)
10 Treated w/respect/dignity (Reh) 43 Transfers between units handled well (Reh)
11 Treatment needs/goals important (Reh) 44 Explained home meds understandably (Reh)
12 Skill of Drs (Reh) 45 Discussed changes to home (Reh)
13 Staff considered needs in care plan (Reh) 46 Know who to contact after discharge (Reh)
14 Condition of room/hospital environment (Reh) 47 Discussed progress/made changes (Reh)
15Info given by therapists (Reh) 48 Decided wi/staff what would help (Reh)
16 Therapist/nurse/Drs worked well together (Reh) 49 Availability of Drs (Reh)
17 Things done in reasonable amt of time (Reh) 50Told what to expect when home (Reh)
18Dr's respect for you (Reh) 51 Quality of food: taste/temperature/variety (Reh)
19 Availability of therapists (Reh) 52 Family given needed support (Reh)
20 Nurses response to calls (Reh) 53 Family given info they wanted (Reh)
21 Accommodated needs w/therapy schedule (Reh) 54 Told activities could/couldn't do at home (Reh)
22 Time spent in therapy (Reh) 55 Accomplished what expected (Reh)
23 Comfortable expressing feelings to staff (Reh) 56 Provided follow-up care at hospital (Reh)
24Told in advance when going home (Reh) 57 Family given info to assist w/home care (Reh)
25Pain acknowledged by staff (Reh) 58 Difficulty getting needed info (Reh)
26 Encouraged to participate in goal setting (Reh) 59Told of expected progress at home (Reh)
27Had adequate time for rest/sleep (Reh) 60 Given info to monitor for problems (Reh)
28 Therapy program explained understandably (Reh) 61 Therapist/nurse/Drs said different things (Reh)
29 Given adequate info re: support services (Reh) 62 One person coordinated care (Reh)
30Emotional needs addressed (Reh) 63 Told of med side effects to watch for (Reh)
31Learned to manage condition at home (Reh) 64 Received more info than ready for (Reh)
32Pain controlled as much as possible (Reh) 65 Repeat info to different staff (Reh)
33 Tests/treatment performed on time (Reh)
Detail
Highest correlation with Correlation
Previous Period "Quality of care/services received (Reh)" Coefficient n size
% Positive Score

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
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U ST ]OSEPH% Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Priority Matrix (continued)

HEALTH CARE

St Joseph's Health Care London Corporate

LONDON - Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Detail Correlation
Previous Period Coefficient n size
% Positive Score
98.9% Concern/caring by therapists (Reh) _97'4% 0.433 114
91.1% Treatment needs/goals important (Reh) _ 0.433 111
86.8% % Staff considered needs in care plan (Reh) | '94-7% 0.412 113
72.5% Accomplished what expected (Reh) | '74'5% 0.386 110
92.3% Availability of therapists (Reh) | ’93-6% 0.370 110
74.4% Family given info they wanted (Reh) | ’75'0% 0.369 104
95.6% Skill/lcompetence of therapists (Reh) | '97'3% 0.367 113
91.1% Things done in reasonable amt of time (Reh) | ’94'6% 0.361 111
90.1% Time spent in therapy (Reh) | ’92-8% 0.354 111
80.0% Kept well-informed re: progress (Reh) | ’87'2% 0.346 109
78.0% | earnedto manage condition at home (Reh) | ’88'3% 0.345 103
93.3% Encouraged to participate in goal s?ét(iar;]g) | ’91.8% 0.341 110
76.5% Family given needed support (Reh) | '75'7% 0.338 103
78.3% Received needed info when wanted (Reh) | '84-3% 0.334 108
83.6%  Transfers between units handled well (Reh) | ’83-5% 0.334 91
79.5% Family given info to assist W/home(chFS | ’73.2% 0.317 97
85.4% Explained home meds understandably (Reh) | ’82'7% 0.309 104
76.9% Provided follow-up care at hospital (Reh) | ’74'4% 0.308 82
57.6% Therapist/nurse/Drs said different t(h&ré%? | '62.4% 0.302 101
69.2% Discussed progress/made changes (Reh) | ’81'1% 0.297 106
76.9% Quality of food: taste/temperature/v?éigﬁl))/ | '76.1% 0.297 109
64.2% Given info to monitor for problems (Reh) | ’63-9% 0.285 97
78.1% ’83.8% 0.280 80

Made referrals re: needed homecare (Reh) |

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.

Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
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UST]OSEPH% Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Priority Matrix (continued)
HealtH care St Joseph's Health Care London Corporate
LONBON - Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Detail Correlation
Previous Period Coefficient n size
% Positive Score
77.6% Told of expected progress at home (Reh) | '72'5% 0.280 102
83.9% How much helped by care (Reh) | ’88'1% 0.278 101
77.9% Told what to expect when home (Reh) | ’77-5% 0.275 102
87.3% Availability of Drs (Reh) | '77-8% 0.269 99
73.6% Difficulty getting needed info (Reh) | '72'5% 0.261 102
92.4% Condition of room/hospital environ(rlggﬁ)t| ’94.6% 0.255 111
83.3%4 Comfortable expressing feelings tczsteam | '92'7% 0.250 110
80.5% Emotional needs addressed (Reh) | '88'7% 0.250 106
86.5% Given adequate info re: support Ser(\ll'\i’ceﬁ | '89.3% 0.249 103
50.0% Told of med side effects to watch for (Reh) 556'7% 0.230 90
66.7%% Decided wistaff what would help (Reh) | '80-4% 0.226 107
89.9% Nurses response to calls (Reh) | ’93'6% 0.223 110
28.9% Repeat info to different staff (Reh) 528'7% 0.220 108
85.7% Family involved as wanted (Reh) | '86'4% 0.215 103
94.3% Family treated w/respect (Reh) | ’97'3% 0.214 110
92.1% Staff tried to ensure comfort (Reh) | ’96-3% 0.212 107
87.8% Therapy program explained understan((jlr?grll3)/| '91'7% 0.209 109
96.7% Attention of nurses to condition (Reh) | '96'4% 0.206 110
92.0% Had adequate time for rest/sleep (Reh) | '91-7% 0.206 109
98.9% Concern/caring by nurses (Reh) | ’96-4% 0.205 112
90.0% Treated as person not another case (Reh) | '96'4% 0.205 111
78.7% Treatment choices fully explained (Reh) | '85-5% 0.205 110
95.6% Treated w/respect/dignity (Reh) | '95-6% 0.203 113

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.

Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
I NRCPICKER
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UST]OSEPHQ Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Priority Matrix (continued)

HEALTH CARE

St Joseph's Health Care London Corporate
LONDON ~Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Detail Correlation
Previous Period Coefficient n size
% Positive Score
95.6% Info given by nurses (Reh) | '95'6% 0.201 113
88.0% Therapist/nurse/Drs worked well tog(ggﬁ; | ’94.6% 0.199 112
84.4% Accommodated needs wi/therapy schgggrls | ’92.8% 0.188 111
87.7% Discussed changes to home (Reh) | '81'8% 0.177 99
76.5% Told activities could/couldn't do at ?lgg;s | '74'7% 0173 99
91.4% Pain acknowledged by staff (Reh) | '91'9% 0.169 99
97.7% Skilllcompetence of nurses (Reh) | ’99'1% 0.165 108
64.7% One person coordinated care (Reh) 557'0% 0.159 100
74.7% Sent home before felt ready (Reh) | '83'8% 0.149 105
92.0% Tests/treatment performed on time (Reh) | ’88-2% 0.114 110
80.7% Know who to contact after discharge (Reh) | '81'4% 0.111 102
97.7% Skill of Drs (Reh) | ’95.2% 0.087 104
86.4% Knew who to contact if problem (Reh) | ’88'0% 0.080 108
92.1% Told in advance when going home (Reh) | '92'5% 0.071 107
90.9% Attention of Drs to your condition (Reh) | '87-0% 0.050 108
52.3% Received more info than ready for (Reh) 549-5% 0.047 103
94.3% Dr's respect for you (Reh) | ’94'4% 0.042 108
90.4% Pain controlled as much as possible (Reh) | '88'2% 0.014 102
96.7% ’94.4% -0.007 107

Concern/caring by Drs (Reh) |

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.

Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
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Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Overall Impressions
Breakout

St Joseph's Health Care London Corporate
Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Detail
Previous Period n size
Would recommend hospital (Reh)
4.4% Don't know 64-5% 5
92.3% Yes | fo4.6% 106
3.3% No f10-9% 1
Quality of care/services received (Reh)
31.9% Very Good (T 40.5% 45
16.5% Good [TP12.6% 14
4.4%% Fair 0.0% 0
0.0% poor (§10-9% 1

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
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6 Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Priority Matrix - Would
g :  Recommend Question
SJEJE'ASL]TEEI;IRE St Joseph's Health Care London Corporate

LONBON - Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Relationship of "Would recommend hospital (Reh)" and Overall Satisfaction

Top Priority High Priority
(Low Positive Score, High Correlation) (High Positive Score, High Correlation)
1.00
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Medium Priority Low Priority

(Low Positive Score, Low Correlation) (High Positive Score, Low Correlation)

% Positive Score

1 Skill/lcompetence of nurses (Reh) 7 Had adequate time for rest/sleep (Reh)
2 Concern/caring by nurses (Reh) 8 Knew who to contact if problem (Reh)
3 Staff tried to ensure comfort (Reh) 9Kept well-informed re: progress (Reh)
4 Concern/caring by Drs (Reh) 10Discussed changes to home (Reh)
5Dr's respect for you (Reh) 11 Told what to expect when home (Reh)
6 Pain acknowledged by staff (Reh)

Detail
Highest correlation with Correlation
Previous Period "Would recommend hospital (Reh)" Coefficient n size

% Positive Score

86.4% Knew who to contact if problem (Reh) _88'0% 0.081 108

91.4% Pain acknowledged by staff (Reh) 0.074 99
92.0% Had adequate time for rest/sleep (Reh) 0.071 109
96.7% Concern/caring by Drs (Reh) | ’94-4% 0.053 107
94.3% Dr's respect for you (Reh) | ’94'4% 0.052 108
92.1% Staff tried to ensure comfort (Reh) | ’96-3% 0.047 107
98.9% Concern/caring by nurses (Reh) | ’96-4% 0.046 112
87.7% Discussed changes to home (Reh) | '81'8% 0.043 99
77.9% Told what to expect when home (Reh) | ’77-5% 0.041 102

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
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G Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Priority Matrix - Would
T , :  Recommend Question (continued)
S ]E_E‘ASL]TZHF::IA_EE St Joseph's Health Care London Corporate

LONDON ~Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Detail Correlation
Previous Period Coefficient n size
% Positive Score
97.7% Skill/lcompetence of nurses (Reh) | ’99'1% 0.023 108
80.0% Kept well-informed re: progress (Reh) | ’87'2% 0.007 109

52.3% Received more info than ready for (Reh) 549-5% -0.002 103

93.3% Encouraged to participate in goal szeét(iar;]g) | ’91.8% 0.022 110
87.8% Therapy program explained understan((jlr?grll3)/| '91'7% 0.022 109
89.9% Nurses response to calls (Reh) | ’93'6% -0.025 110
80.7% Know who to contact after discharge (Reh) | '81'4% -0.032 102
73.6% Difficulty getting needed info (Reh) | '72'5% -0.033 102
57.6% Therapist/nurse/Drs said different t(h&ré%? | '62.4% -0.038 101
76.5% Told activities could/couldn't do at ?lgg;s | '74'7% -0.039 99
90.4% Pain controlled as much as possible (Reh) | '88'2% -0.047 102
78.7% Treatment choices fully explained (Reh) | '85-5% -0.052 110
64.7% One person coordinated care (Reh) 557'0% -0.053 100
86.8% % Staff considered needs in care plan (Reh) | '94-7% -0.053 113
50.0% Told of med side effects to watch for (Reh) 556'7% -0.056 90
90.9% Attention of Drs to your condition (Reh) | '87-0% -0.058 108
28.9% Repeat info to different staff (Reh) 528'7% -0.060 108
91.1% Treatment needs/goals important (Reh) | '95'5% -0.066 111
79.5% Family given info to assist W/home(chFS | ’73.2% 0.071 97
66.7% % Decided wistaff what would help (Reh) | '80-4% -0.072 107
74.7% Sent home before felt ready (Reh) | '83'8% -0.079 105
64.2% Given info to monitor for problems (Reh) | ’63-9% -0.090 97
98.9% Concern/caring by therapists (Reh) | '97'4% -0.092 114

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.

Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
I NRCPICKER
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Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Priority Matrix - Would

GST]OSEPH:'; Recommend Question (continued)

St Joseph's Health Care London Corporate
LONDON ~Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Detail Correlation
Previous Period Coefficient n size
% Positive Score
86.5% Given adequate info re: support Ser(\ll'\i’ceﬁ | '89.3% -0.092 103
95.6% Skill/lcompetence of therapists (Reh) | '97'3% -0.092 113
83.3%4 Comfortable expressing feelings tczséa;]f)f | '92'7% -0.098 110
78.3% Received needed info when wanted (Reh) | '84-3% -0.102 108
72.5% Accomplished what expected (Reh) | '74'5% -0.106 110
76.9% Quality of food: taste/temperature/v(aéi:%/ | '76.1% 0.118 109
87.3% Availability of Drs (Reh) | '77-8% -0.119 99
85.7% Family involved as wanted (Reh) | '86'4% -0.125 103
88.0% Therapist/nurse/Drs worked well tog(er\fg(he; | ’94.6% 0131 112
77.6% Told of expected progress at home (Reh) | '72'5% -0.137 102
74.4% Family given info they wanted (Reh) | ’75'0% -0.152 104
95.6% Info given by nurses (Reh) | '95'6% -0.154 113
76.5% Family given needed support (Reh) | '75'7% -0.158 103
69.2% Discussed progress/made changes (Reh) | ’81'1% -0.160 106
92.0% Tests/treatment performed on time (Reh) | ’88-2% -0.177 110
97.7% Skill of Drs (Reh) | ’95.2% -0.178 104
96.7% Attention of nurses to condition (Reh) | '96'4% -0.182 110
95.6% Treated w/respect/dignity (Reh) | '95-6% -0.182 113
90.0% Treated as person not another case (Reh) | '96'4% -0.210 111
85.4% Explained home meds understandably (Reh) | ’82'7% -0.219 104
94.3% Family treated w/respect (Reh) | ’97'3% -0.222 110
91.1% Things done in reasonable amt of time (Reh) | ’94'6% -0.225 111
92.4% Condition of room/hospital environment ’94.6% 0.225 111

(Reh) |

Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.

Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
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Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Priority Matrix - Would

GST]OSEPHQ Recommend Question (continued)

St Joseph's Health Care London Corporate

LONDON - Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Detail Correlation
Previous Period Coefficient n size
% Positive Score
92.3% Availability of therapists (Reh) | ’93-6% -0.233 110
94.3% Info given by therapists (Reh) | ’94'6% -0.260 111
92.1% Told in advance when going home (Reh) | '92'5% -0.260 107
84.4% Accommodated needs wi/therapy schgggrls | ’92.8% 0.273 111
76.9% Provided follow-up care at hospital (Reh) | ’74'4% -0.293 82
78.0% | earnedto manage condition at home (Reh) | ’88'3% -0.299 103
80.5% Emotional needs addressed (Reh) | '88'7% -0.300 106
78.1% Made referrals re: needed homecare (Reh) | ’83'8% -0.329 80
83.6%  Transfers between units handled well (Reh) | ’83-5% -0.335 91
83.9% How much helped by care (Reh) | ’88'1% -0.392 101
90.1% Time spent in therapy (Reh) | ’92-8% -0.463 111
Arrow represents statistically significant differences, at the 95 % confidence level, from your current score.
Your current score is: higher 4 or lower-¥.
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(j ST ]OSEPH% Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Performance Across Time
nealtr care St Joseph's Health Care London Corporate
LONBON - Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (n=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Client participation in decision-making and goal setting (Reh) Client-centred education (Reh)
% Positive Score % Positive Score
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Current Period -@- Current Period
Evaluation of outcomes from the client's perspective (Reh) Family involvement (Reh)
% Positive Score % Positive Score
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OSEPH: Client Perspectives of Rehabilitation Services-Performance Across Time
e St Joseph's Health Care London Corporate

LONDON - Apr 1, 2012 - Jun 30, 2012 (=117, Response Rate= 47.8%)

Continuity and transition (Reh)
% Positive Score
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Your nurses (Reh)

% Positive Score
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Your doctors (Reh)

% Positive Score
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Physical comfort (Reh)
% Positive Score
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