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Changes in Quality of Care for Cesarean Section after Implementation of Diagnosis-Related
Groups/Prospective Payment System
Jun Yim, Young-Hun Kwon, Du-Ho Hong, Chang-Yup Kim, Yong-Ik Kim, Young-Soo Shin
Department of Health Policy and Management, Seoul National University College of Medicine

Objectives : To determine the impacts of Diagnosis-Related  mean of PPl scores, a higher score was found in the DRG/PPS group
Groups/Prospective Payment System (DRG/PPS) on the quality of  than in the FFS group. However, the adjusted effect did not show
care in cases of Cesarean section and to describe the policy  significant differences between the FFS group and the DRG/PPS
implications for the early stabilization of DRG/PPS in Korea. group.

Methods : Data was collected from the medical records of 380 Conclusion : This study suggested that the problem of poor quality
patients who had undergone Cesarean sections in 40 hospitals ~ may not be related to the implementation of DRG/PPS in Cesarean
participating in the DRG/PPS Demonstration Program since 1998.  section. However, this study did not consider the validity and reliability
Cesarean sections were performed in 122 patients of the FFS(Fee-  of the process measurement, and it did not exclude the posgbmty of
For-Service) group and 258 patients of the DRG/PPS group.  data omission in medical records.

Measurements of quality used included essential tests of pre- and
post-operation, and the PPI{Physician Performance Index) score. The Korean J Prev Med 2001;34(4):347-353
PPl was developed by two obstetricians.

Results : Univariate analysis demonstrated significant differences in =~ Key Words: Diagnosis-Related Groups/Prospective Payment

PPI scores according to the payment systems. With respect to the System, Quality assessment, Cesarean section
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Table 1. Physician Perfomance Index and weighted score before caesarean section

Weighted Score

ltems

Reviewer1 Reviewer2 Mean
Pregnancy period 100 100 100
Pregnancy history 100 100 100
Maternal age 100 80 90
Fetal movement 100 100 100
Maternal past history 100 100 100
Height of fundus 100 30 65
Presenting part 100 100 100
Fetal heart tone 100 100 100
Labor pain 100 100 100
Show 50 50 50
Rupture of membrane 100 100 100
Cx. & Os finding 100 100 100
Electrolyte 100 100 100
CBC 100 50 75
BUN/Cr 100 100 100
LFT 100 100 100
ABO_RH 100 100 100
Serology 100 100 100
Coagulation 100 100 100
U/A 100 100 100
Ultrasound 100 100 100
EKG 100 100 100
Chest PA 100 100 100
Vital sign check 100 100 100
NPO 100 100 100
1/O check 0 50 25
Foley insertion 100 100 100
Antibiotics before operation 0 100 50

* Services for outpatients were included in this category.

Table 2. Physician Perfomance Index and weighted score before caesarean section

ltems Weighted Score
Reviewer1 Reviewer2 Mean
CBC 100 100 100
Vital sign check 100 100 100
NPO 100 100 100
Bed rest 100 50 75
1/O check 100 100 100
Active cough & deep breathing 100 100 100
Remove foley & check voiding 100 100 100
Abdominal binder 100 10 55
Antibiotics after operation 100 100 100
Thrombolytics 20 0 10
Expectorants 50 0 25
Oxytocin 30 90 60
Patient controlled analgesia 20 100 60
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Table 3. List of variables

Type ltems

Dependent Variables Pre- and post-operative essential tests

PPI* score
Independent Variables  Characteristics of provider Type of hospital
Ownership of hospital
Location of hospital
Timing of participation
Outpatient visit before admission FFS*, DRG/PPS*
Payment system Maternal age

Characteristics of consumer

* PPI : Physician Performnace Index, FFS : Fee-For-Service, DRG/PPS : Diagnosis-Related Groups/Prospective

Payment system

Table 4. General characteristics of the subjects

Payment system(No.%)

Variables Grouping of variable P-value
FFS* DRG/PPS*

Location of hospital Seoul/Metropolitan 65(29.7)  154(70.3) 0238 %
Local 57(354)  104(64.6)

Ownership of hospital ~ Public 10(22.2) 35(77.8) 0.130 ¥
Private 112(334)  223(66.6)

Type of hospital Clinic/Hospital 40(35.7) 72(64.3) 0330 %
General/Teaching hospital 82(30.6)  186(69.4)

Maternal age <35 98(30.8)  220(69.2) 0223 %
>35 24(38.7) 38(61.3)

Sdlgg;li?)?lt visit before 2.90% 2,66+ 0.147 5

* FFS : Fee-For-Service, DRG/PPs : Diagnosis-Related Groups/Prospective Payment System,

t Mean(Score),

# P-value for chi-square

# P-value for t-test
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Table 5. Univariate analysis of deprndent variables by payment system

Variables Payment system No(%}) P-value

CBC before operation FES* 101(82.8) 0745 %
DRG/PPS* 217(84.1)

U/A before operation FFS 100(82.0) 0.626 ¥
’ DRG/PPS 206(79.8)

LFT before operation FFS 56(45.9) 0051 %
DRG/PPS 146(56.6)

Chest PA before operation FFS 86(70.5) 0.574 %
DRG/PPS 189(73.3)

EKG before operation FFS 92(75.4) 0.964
DRG/PPS 194(75.2)

CBC after operation FFS 84(68.9) 0.166 #
DRG/PPS 195(75.6)

Complication FFS 2(1.6) 0316 ¢
DRG/PPS 9(3.5)

PPI score* FFS 59.3% 0.043 ||
DRG/PPS 62.9%

* PP1 score : Physician Performance Index score, FFS : Fee-For-Service, DRG/PPS : Diagnosis-Related
Groups/Prospective Payment System T Mean(Score) # P-value for chi-square § P-value for Fisher s exact

test || P-value for t-test
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Table 6. Parameter estimate and p-value of PPi" score about independent variables

by multiple regression analysis

Variables Grouping of variable Parameter Estimate P-value
(Standard Error)
Maternal age <35 0 -
235 0.753(1.904) 0.6927
Location of hospital Seoul/Metropolitan 0 -
Local -3.696(1.480) 0.013
Ownership of hospital Public 0 -
Private -0.752(2.309) 0.745
Type of hospital Clinic/Hospital 0 -
General/Teaching hospital ~ 18.462(1.640) 0.0001
Timing of participation 97-°98 0 -
99 -1.398(1.804) 0.4389
Payment system FF{ 0 -
DRG/PPSt 2.008(1.711) 02412
Outpatient visit before admission 0.726(0.503) 0.1492

* Adj R-square = 0.3027 T PPI score : Physician Performance Index score, FFS : Fee-For-Service, DRG/PPS :

Diagnosis-Related Groups/Prospective Payment System

Table 7. Odds ratio and 95% ClI of pre and post-operative essential tests about

independent variables by logistic regression

Variables Grouping of variable Odds Ratio 95% Cr*

Maternal age <35 1.000 -

235 1.507 0.794 - 2.863
Location of hospital Seoul/Metropolitan 1.000 -

Local 3.105 1.834 - 5.256
Ownership of hospital Public 1.000 -

Private 2.956 1.422-6.144
Type of hospital Clinic/Hospital 1.000 -

General/Teaching hospital 14.149 6.579 - 30.429
Timing of participation *97-98 1.000 -

99 1.285 0.703 - 2.349
Payment system FF} 1.000 -

DRG/PPST 1312 0.725-2.374
Outpatient visit before admission 0.792 0.663 - 0.946

* Adj R-square = 0.3027 1 PPI score : Physician Performance Index score, FFS : Fee-For-Service, DRG/PPS :

Diagnosis-Relaied Groups/Prospective Payment System
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