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Aims of this presentation

• Describe the IPQ and its validity and reliability.

• To explore the predictors of IPQ scores.

• To highlight areas of perceived excellence in British 
general practice from the patient’s perspective.

• To highlight areas in need of improvement from the 
patient’s perspective.

• To show how perceptions of these areas have 
changed over three years



The Improving Practice 

Questionnaire (IPQ)

• An instrument providing doctors, nurses and 
practices with clear feedback from their own
patients.

• Feedback from the IPQ combines:

– general issues around primary care 

• (such as access, availability of information, preventive care 
and health promotion)

– the patient’s experience of the doctor’s 
interpersonal skills in the medical consultation.



Origins of the IPQ

• Based on the Practice Accreditation and 

Improvement Survey (PAIS) 

– used as part of the formal accreditation of quality 

in Australian general practice since 1996*

• User involvement

– Items on the questionnaire were derived from 
interviews with patients.

• Validated in Australia
*Greco et al., 2001.



Items of IPQ 

(GP version). 
All are scored on a 
five point scale from 
‘poor’ to ‘excellent’





How the IPQ is administered

• The IPQ is routinely used in exit surveys of 25 per 
1000 patients on the list of participating practices.

• Practices are provided with results by an independent 
company, CFEP (Client Focused Evaluations 
Program).

– their own IPQ results 

– benchmark data

• GPs are provided with their own IPQ scores and 
patients’ comments from 50 of their own patients, if 
requested.



Q: Where did the QOF ‘Patient 
experience section’ come from?

Visiting Prof Arthur Brownlea, March 2000



Validation and non-response 
error studies 1999 to 2001

Study 1: 318 nurses in 160 practices, 11,642 patients

Study 2: 1428 doctors in 361 practices, 55,687 patients

Good construct validity

• Total item score correlated with ‘overall satisfaction with this visit 
with this General practice”, r =0.78

Reliability: excellent internal consistency

• 2 major components: ‘capacity’ & ‘capability’

• Cronbach’s alpha ‘capacity’ = 0.95 and ‘capability’ 0.97

12.5% sample had excellent response rate = 90.3%

Greco & Powell (2003) Primary Health Care 12 (10), 38-41

Greco, M. Powell, R. & Sweeney, K (2003) Education for Primary Care. 14, 440-448.



Predictors of doctors’
capability score

<0.0013.9570.0270.0140.056Sex of 

patient

<0.001-5.064-0.0350.009-0.044Length of 
registration
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Predictors of practice 
capacity score
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What items do patients 
score the highest?



Top 5 items in the validation 
study (1999-2001)

Item n Mean 

(%)*

Q16  The respect shown to me by this doctor 53,566 88.40

Q14  My confidence in the doctor’s ability 53,431 87.59

Q11  Doctor’s ability to really listen to me 53,332 86.85

Q20  Recommendation of this doctor to my 

friends

52,176 86.65

Q10  The warmth of the doctor’s greeting to me 53,621 86.45



Top 5 items in the 1st QOF 
cycle (2004-2006). n = 409,486

0.0084.274.254.25
q20 'The recommendation I would 

give to my friends about this 

doctor'.

<0.0014.304.274.26
q10 'Warmth of the doctor/nurse's 

greeting to me'.

0.0074.314.294.28
q11 'Doctor/nurse's ability to really 

listen to me on this visit'.

0.0544.334.314.31
q14 'My confidence in this 

doctor/nurse's ability'.

0.034.394.374.37
q16 'The respect shown to me by 

this doctor/nurse'.

P value2006-072005-062004-05

Year



Areas most in need of 

improvement?



Lowest 6 items in the 
validation study 1999-2001

Item n Mean 

(%)*

Q1    Making an appointment 53,625 73.77

Q5    Seeing doctor of choice 49,946 70.98

Q2    Speaking to a doctor on the telephone 43,322 67.98

Q3    Obtaining home or other visit 38,876 67.55

Q4    After-hours service 38,811 67.36

Q8    Time waiting at surgery 52,557 63.37



Lowest scoring items in the 1st

QOF cycle. n = 409,486 patients

0.13.233.203.20
q8 'Length of time waiting in the 
practice'.

<0.0013.343.303.24
q6 'Opportunity of speaking to a 
doctor/nurse on the phone'.

0.1133.303.283.27
q5 'Chances of seeing a doctor/nurse of 
your choice'.

0.6243.443.393.42
q2 'Ease of contacting the practice on 
the telephone'.

<0.0013.533.493.46
q4 'Chances of seeing a doctor/nurse 
within 48/24 hours'.

<0.0013.633.603.56
q24 'The opportunity of making 
compliments or complaints to this 
practice'.

P value2006-072005-062004-05

Year



What next?

• Does practice size make a difference?

• Are there regional differences in quality?

• What practical solutions do practices make?

• Scores of ethnic groups

– IPQ translated into 12 languages. 

• IPQ scores in other professions

• Do RCGP members get better scores than non-members?

• Textual analysis of comments

• Modelling of scores



Capacity score by practice size
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Capacity score by practice size

Capacity questions
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Capability score by practice size

Capability questions
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ONS deprivation score and 
overall IPQ score

rho = 0.395

p = 0.005

n = 50

http://neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk
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Proportion of ‘General health: Not 
Good’ and overall IPQ score

R = -0.358

p = 0.011

n = 50

http://neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk
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Conclusions

• Valid, reliable with high response rate

• 2 components: capacity & capability

• Sensitive to change (see OOH & home 
visits)

• Various factors influence IPQ scores

• Tomato sauce analogy



Conclusions
• Agrees with other studies: that the doctor’s interpersonal skills 

are the most significant and consistent determinant in patient 
satisfaction*

• The variation in interpersonal skill scores for individual doctors, 
suggests there should be on-going training available in the 
communication skills of doctors.  

• Efforts to improve the quality of British general practice should 
focus more on:

– Reducing waiting times to see the doctor,

– Being able to speak to a doctor on the telephone when necessary.

– Seeing the doctor of their choice

– Ease of contacting the surgery

– Seeing a doctor within 48h; nurse within 24h
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Sex of patients

18232 / 33%

36071 / 65%

Male

Female

Missing



Patients by age and sex
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Age & sex distributions, QOF 
cycles starting in 2004 & 2005 
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Years attending the practice



Usual GP?


