














Figure 1. Mean monthly ED attendances and hospital admissions per HIU enrolled in SHarED across the six participating EDs
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Table 1. Mean monthly attendances per HIU enrolled in SHarED across the six participating EDs

Mean monthly number of ED visits
pre- and post-enrolment in SHarED Difference in the monthly number of ED visits
Months
of Number
of HIUs baseline baseline equal to . . .
follow- ) 12 months follow-up period Follow-up 12 months baseline Baseline equal to follow-up period
up
Change Change
Mean SD Mean SsD Mean sD Value 95%ClI p-value o Value 95%ClI p-value o
(%) (%)
-1.12 to -
3 148 1.6 1.0 2.4 2.1 1.6 1.9 0.0 -0.29 to0 0.30 0.991 0 -0.8 0.41 <0.001 -33
4 142 1.6 1.0 2.3 1.7 1.5 1.8
5 135 1.7 1.0 2.2 1.5 1.5 1.6
6 127 1.6 1.0 2.1 1.3 1.4 1.5 -0.3 -0.55 to -0.03 0.030 -13 -0.7 _0'(??1;0 ) <0.001 -33
7 116 1.7 1.0 2.0 1.2 13 1.4
8 110 1.7 1.0 1.9 1.1 13 1.4
9 96 1.8 1.0 1.9 1.0 1.3 1.4 -0.5 -0.72t0 -0.17 0.002 -28 -0.6 -0'3220 ) <0.001 -32
10 81 1.8 1.0 1.9 1.1 1.3 1.4
11 45 1.5 0.9 1.5 0.9 1.1 1.2
12 33 1.6 1.0 1.6 1.0 1.0 13 -0.5 -0.93t0-0.13 0.011 -38 -0.5 -0'831;0 i 0.011 -38
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Table 2. Mean monthly hospital admissions per HIU enrolled in SHarED across the six participating EDs

Mean monthly number of ED visits
pre- and post-enrolment in SHarED Difference in the monthly number of ED visits
Months Number
of follow- of HIUs 12 months baseline Baseline equwalfant Follow-up 12 months baseline Baseline equivalent to follow-up period
up (n) to follow-up period
Change Change
Mean SsD Mean sD Mean SD Value 95%ClI p-value o Value 95%Cl p-value o
(%) (%)
-0.25 to -0.44 to
3 148 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.8 0.3 0.5 -0.2 0.09 <0.001 -40 -0.3 0.19 <0.001 -50
4 142 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.3 0.4
5 135 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.3 0.4
-0.33 to -0.41to
6 127 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.3 -0.3 017 <0.001 -60 -0.3 0.4 <0.001 -67
7 116 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.3
8 110 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.3
-0.44 to -0.47 to
9 96 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.3 -0.4 -0.25 <0.001 -67 -0.4 0.7 <0.001 -67
10 81 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.2 0.3
11 45 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.3
-0.37 to -0.39to
12 33 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.2 -0.2 -0.09 0.002 -50 -0.2 -0.09 0.002 -50
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ED staff training

During SHarED, 55% (372/671) of staff across the six participating EDs received training on

the management of HIUs.
ED staff survey

The survey of ED staff had response rates of 24% (258/1042) in wave one, 36% (348/967) in
wave two and 12% (131/1092) in wave three. The survey included seven statements for which
staff were asked to give a rating on a scale of 0 ‘strongly disagree’ to 100 ‘strongly agree’ (see
Table S1 for statement text). Wave 1 represents baseline views and the subsequent waves

indicate how views changed over time.

On average, staff who responded to the survey reported being more confident when
assessing and treating HIUs over time: there was a clear evidence of the increase from 65 to
72 between waves one and three (p=0.002) (Table 3). Staff reported being similarly better
supported when managing HIUs (Table 3). The largest improvement in ratings related to the
statement ‘The department does a good job in training staff in how to manage High Impact
Users’, which increased from 40 in wave one to 62 in both waves two and three (Table 3). The
response to the statement ‘High Impact Users impact negatively on my mental wellbeing,
either in the present or past’ did not significantly change over time. Statements relating to
the care of HIUs, in terms of being treated with dignity and care, receiving appropriate
assessment and treatment, and timely care, all received higher mean ratings over time (Table

3).

We assigned responses to the survey’s open-text questions to themes, which are summarised
in Figure 2. ED staff were more aware of how to refer patients to their HIU service over time
and that the PSPs were increasingly available via electronic patient records. Staff reported
being more sure about the care provided to HIUs, but were also more aware of the risk of
violence from these patients. Staff also reported that the major risks to HIUs were the

provision of inappropriate assessment or management, and missed diagnoses (Figure 2).
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Table 3. Staff survey statement responses on a scale of 0 ‘strongly disagree’ to 100 ‘strongly agree’

Wave 1 Wave 2 change in mean score Wave 3 change in mean score
Variable (Sept 2020) (March 2021) (Wave 2 - Wave 1) (July 2021) (Wave 3 - Wave 1)
n Mean SD n Mean SD Value 95%Cl p-value n Mean SD Value 95%Cl p-value
Managing HIUs
Staff confidence 257 65 22 346 68 22 3 -0.34t06.75 0.076 130 72 21 77 2.67 to 11.96 0.002
Doctors 87 65 18 99 70 17 5 -0.39t0 9.60 0.071 47 69 18 3 -3.08t09.83 0.303
Nurses 130 66 22 181 70 20 4 -1.11to0 8.41 0.133 68 76 21 9™ 2.77 to 15.55 0.005
Others 40 57 30 66 58 28 1 -10.04to12.85 0.808 15 65 29 8 -9.77t025.97 0.367
Well supported 258 64 25 345 76 21 12* 8.34 to 15.65 <0.001 128 73 22 9™ 3.76 to 13.88 0.001
Doctors 87 66 20 99 73 17 8™ 2.28 to0 13.03 0.006 46 73 17 T8 0.94 to 14.82 0.026
Nurses 130 64 25 181 77 21 13 7.95 to 18.46 <0.001 68 73 24 ™9 1.70 to 16.39 0.016
Others 41 60 30 65 76 25 16™ 5.60 to 27.01 0.003 14 69 28 9 -9.73t027.16 0.348
HIU staff training 253 40 25 347 62 26 22" 17.74 to0 26.20 <0.001 129 62 28 22" 16.18 to 27.36 <0.001
Doctors 86 44 22 99 60 24 16™ 9.02 to 22.42 <0.001 47 61 24 17 8.311t024.78 <0.001
Nurses 128 38 25 181 62 27 24 18.12to0 30.16 <0.001 67 62 28 25" 16.67 to 32.40 <0.001
Others 39 37 31 67 64 29 27" 15.55to 39.08 <0.001 15 61 37 24 4.24t0 44.11 0.018
Negative impact 258 49 32 331 48 30 -1 -6.04to0 4.04 0.697 124 54 30 5 -1.56 to 11.84 0.132
Doctors 87 52 29 94 53 29 1 -7.16 t0 9.66 0.770 45 60 29 8 -2.49t018.47 0.134
Nurses 130 49 33 175 46 31 -2 -9.52t0 4.97 0.537 65 54 30 5 -4.24t014.99 0.272
Others 41 45 34 62 46 31 1 -12.15t013.37 0.925 14 38 28 -7  -27.30to0 13.04 0.481
HIUs care
Dignity & respect 258 61 28 346 70 25 9™ 5.10 to 13.59 <0.001 130 66 29 5 -1.14t010.83 0.112
Doctors 87 51 23 98 59 23 8" 1.70 to 15.05 0.014 47 59 29 8" -0.98to017.11 0.080
Nurses 130 64 29 181 73 24 10 3.65to 15.41 0.002 68 70 28 6  -2.55t014.36 0.170
Others 41 72 29 67 77 26 5 -5.50to015.97 0.336 15 68 29 -4 -22.03t013.42 0.629
Appropriate care 254 65 27 344 74 23 10" 5.88 to 13.94 <0.001 130 72 26 7 1.86 to 13.13 0.009
Doctors 87 57 23 98 65 24 8™ 1.22 to 14.96 0.021 47 67 25 10" 1.68 to 18.92 0.020
Nurses 127 67 28 179 77 21 10” 4.40 to 15.46 0.001 68 75 26 8" -0.35t015.79 0.061
Others 40 74 27 67 82 23 8" -1.49t017.87 0.096 15 76 29 2 -14.71to018.41 0.824
Timely care 255 65 27 348 72 25 7" 3.21to0 11.53 0.001 128 70 27 5"  -0.65t010.91 0.082
Doctors 87 59 25 99 65 25 6 -1.22t013.19 0.103 47 63 25 4 -5.00to 13.00 0.381
Nurses 127 67 27 182 76 23 9™ 3.27 to 14.58 0.002 66 75 27 8" 0.05 to 16.21 0.049
Others 41 70 30 67 72 27 2  -8.52t013.34 0.664 15 68 31 -2 -20.03 to 16.55 0.849

”Others” included health care assistants, paramedics, admin and undefined staff categories
* p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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Figure 2. Staff survey themes assigned to open text question responses
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Estimated impact on resources

SHarED costs totalled £139,944 including project management (£46,453), BRI time (£23,679)
and funding to EDs for staff time (£69,812). Using the six-month follow-up experience, there
was a reduction of 528 ED visits and 306 hospital admissions. The estimated mean costs of ED
attendance and hospital admissions avoided were £297 and £577, respectively. Therefore,
the estimated impact on costs associated with the reduction in ED attendance and hospital
admissions was £333,529. Deducting the SHarED costs suggested a potential net cost saving
of up to £193,585. If this change in activity is assumed to have also have been experienced by
the 21 HIUs for whom six month follow-up data were not available, the total cost saving was

£388,680 with a net cost saving of £248,736.
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DISCUSSION

SHarED responded to a nationally recognised need to improve the management of HIUs by
delivering a quality improvement programme to promote one ED’s established model across
the other six EDs in the region. SHarED was the first ED-based HIU quality improvement
programme in the NHS, and it was successful in enabling clinicians to establish more person-
centred services for HIUs, despite the concurrent challenges associated with Covid-19.
SHarED aimed to reduce ED attendance by 20% over 12 months for selected HIUs and the
available data indicate that this level of impact was achieved by all sites with an estimated

consequent positive impact on resource use.

The ED clinicians with HIU roles were unanimously positive about the benefits of SHarED for
both staff and patients, and the staff survey demonstrated a wider impact on issues including
awareness and training. A key component of the HIU model was the use of personal support
plans to strengthen both care planning and case management. SHarED proactive
management of HIUs enabled better care planning by supporting frontline ED staff with
patient-centred recommendations for HIUs and provided the basis for more integrated case
management by specialist teams across the health and care system [4,8,12,20-22]. One of
the participating Trusts contributed a key role in promoting this more holistic approach, which
was enabled by leadership from the local ICB, and could be viewed as an exemplar for future
development of a future quality improvement programme. Moreover, frequent ED
attendance can be viewed as characteristic of a complex system [22], which requires solutions
at a system level as well as at the individual level [22,23], thus, a system-wide approach has

been recommended [13,24].

SHarED participants’ locally determined criteria for identifying HIUs mirrored the lack of a
single definition of HIUs in the literature [25-27], as local differences in population
characteristics and services influence the heterogeneity of this diverse group of individuals

with complex health needs [2,3,12,24-26,28,29].

The SHarED programme, through the establishment of HIUs teams and, more specifically
through the use of PSPs, improved the working conditions and workload of frontline ED staff
who were more able to provide appropriate and compassionate care and better manage of

HIUs’ expectations. Indeed, SHarED contributed to a cultural shift in ED staff toward this
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vulnerable group of patients that reported to have experienced stigma and discriminatory

behaviour from healthcare staff before [13,30,31].

Our evaluation of the impact of SHarED on resource use is limited because data on ED
attendance and hospital admissions were collected for only a small number of HIUs as staff
implemented new ways of working. Some reduction in resource use by HIUs would be
expected due to mortality, moving away, incarceration, or other unrelated resolution of
needs. More robust evidence of the impact of this type of quality improvement programme
on HIU resource use could be generated by analysing a range of routine data using more
sophisticated designs. While one current study will contribute to this [32], the evidence
presented here warrants consideration. If we assume SHarED may have been responsible for
half the reduction in ED attendance and hospital admissions, it would have generated a net

cost saving of approximately £54,396 for the 148 HIUs.

Suggested next steps

Our evaluation provides a basis for developing the SHarED programme for more widespread
use. SHarED focused on improving the delivery of person-centred care for HIUs and also
improved the working conditions and workload of frontline ED staff, which is particularly
important during this sustained period of national crisis in the delivery of emergency

medicine.

Facilitation of ongoing support for the cross-organisational networking and peer-support
opportunities for staff would enable further valuable learning to promote HIU service
sustainability and innovation, for ICB commissioners, ED staff, Trust leaders and wider

stakeholders.

Giving SHarED a more holistic orientation to reflect the wider impact of HIUs on the health
and care system would be advantageous. One option for achieving would be to seek explicit
engagement from ICB commissioners, in addition to ED staff and acute Trust leaders, when

recruiting new localities.

Additional support for HIU staff to make the case for further funding from Trusts and/or ICBs
would be warranted to sustain the new working practices. Despite the confidence of

participating staff that their HIU services had led to better care provision associated with a
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reduction in the use of hospital resources, there was no consensus about what evidence
would be viewed as sufficient to secure ongoing funding for the type of HIU service enabled

by the SHarED programme.

CONCLUSIONS

Overall, SHarED illustrates the considerable potential for a quality improvement programme
to promote more integrated case management by specialist teams across the health and care
system for high-impact users as particularly vulnerable individuals, and improve working
arrangements for hard-pressed ED staff. Health and care system bodies should consider
positively the funding and sustaining of high-impact user teams in emergency departments

and the widespread of SHarED quality improvement.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Table S1. Staff survey questions
Table S2. Bristol Royal Infirmary activity for Health Research Groups codes applicable to High-Impact
Users, and National Cost Collection for the NHS 2021/2022
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Domain Statement/Question Q

Staff | feel confident when assessing and treating High Impact Users in Q1

confidence the department *

Well | feel well supported by other staff when managing High Impact Q2

supported Users *

Negative High Impact Users impact negatively on my mental wellbeing, Q7

impact either in the present or past *

HIU staff The department does a good job in training staff in how to manage Q6

training High Impact Users *

Dignity & High Impact Users are treated with the same level of dignity and Q3

respect respect as other patients in the Emergency Department *

Appropriate High Impact Users always receive appropriate assessment and Q4

care treatment when they attend *

Timely care High Impact Users always receive timely care when they attend in Q5
comparison to other patients *

Referral Can you describe the different mechanisms of referring patients to Q8

mechanisms | the High Impact User Service? **

Access PSP Can you describe how/where the Personal Support Plans can be Q9
accessed in your department? **

Risk to the What do you feel are the greatest risks when managing High Q10

Staff Impact Users to yourself? **

Risk to the What do you feel are the greatest risks when managing High Q11

patient Impact Users to the patient? **

Additional Do you have any additional comments, questions, suggestions or Q12

Comments concerns about any aspect of caring for High Impact Users? **

* response on scale 0-100: 0 = strongly disagree, 100 = strongly agree. ** response open

text
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Table S2. Bristol Royal Infirmary activity for Health Research Groups codes applicable to High-Impact Users, and National Cost Collection for
the NHS 2021/2022

HRG code Number Cost” | Total cost
Abdominal Pain without Interventions 454 £562 | £255,036
Acute Alcohol Intoxication with CC Score 0-2 194 £532 | £103,161
Acute Alcohol Intoxication with CC Score 3+ 28 £656 £18,366
Acute Combined Drug Intoxication 34 £533 £18,136
Acute Drug Intoxication 14 £521 £7,292
Tendency to Fall, Senility or Other Conditions Affecting Cognitive Functions, without Interventions,

with CC Score 0-1 212 £656 | £139,000
Environmental Effects 5 £601 £3,003
Hypothermia, Frostbite or Other Effects of Reduced Temperature, with CC Score 0-1 7 £564 £3,949
Hypothermia, Frostbite or Other Effects of Reduced Temperature, with CC Score 2+ 6 £712 £4,275
Headache, Migraine or Cerebrospinal Fluid Leak, with CC Score 0-6 230 £527 | £121,233
Behavioural Syndromes, treated by a Non-Specialist Mental Health Service Provider 16 £654 £10,463
Mental and Behavioural Disorders Due to Drug or Alcohol Use, treated by a Non-Specialist Mental

Health Service Provider 240 £657 | £157,652
Mood Affective Disorders, treated by a Non-Specialist Mental Health Service Provider 65 £506 £32,867
Neurotic, Stress-Related or Somatoform Disorders, treated by a Non-Specialist Mental Health Service

Provider 92 £504 £46,411
Observation or Counselling, with CC Score 0 12 £438 £5,251
Observation or Counselling, with CC Score 1+ 7 £558 £3,909
Other Mental Health Disorders, treated by a Non-Specialist Mental Health Service Provider 10 £698 £6,982
Admission Related to Social Factors with Interventions 1| £2,093 £2,093
Admission Related to Social Factors without Interventions, with CC Score 0 26 £669 £17,399
Admission Related to Social Factors without Interventions, with CC Score 1+ 35 £676 £23,666
Signs or Symptoms, Involving Appearance or Behaviour, with CC Score 0-1 122 £488 £59,496
Signs or Symptoms, Involving Appearance or Behaviour, with CC Score 2+ 59 £651 £38,431

*Cost for short stay length
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