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Abstract Background The implementation of an electronic health record (EHR) with struc-
tured and standardized recording of patient data can improve data quality and
reusability. Whether and how users perceive these advantages may depend on the
preimplementation situation.
Objective To determine whether the influence of implementing a structured and
standardized EHR on perceived EHR use, data quality, and data reuse differed for users
working with paper-based records versus a legacy EHR before implementation.
Methods We used an electronic questionnaire to measure users’ perception before
implementation (2014), expected change, and perceived change after implementation
(2016) on three themes. We included all health care professionals in two university
hospitals in the Netherlands. Before jointly implementing the same structured and
standardized EHR, one hospital used paper-based records and the other a legacy EHR.
We compared perceptions before and after implementation for both centers. Addi-
tionally, we compared expected benefit with perceived benefit.
Results We received 7,611 responses (4,537 before and 3,074 after implementation) of
which 5,707 (75%) were from professionals reading and recording patient data. A total of
975 (13%)professionals respondedtobothbeforeandafter implementationquestionnaires.
In the formerly paper-based center staff perceived improvement in all themes after
implementation. The legacy EHR center experienced deterioration of perceived EHR use
anddata reuse, andonlyone improvement in EHRuse. Inbothcenters, for half of theaspects
at least 45% of responders experienced results worse than expected preimplementation.
Conclusion Our results indicate that the preimplementation recording practice
impacts the perceived effect of the implementation of a structured and standardized
EHR. For almost half of the respondents the new EHR did not meet their expectations.
Especially legacy EHR centers need to investigate the expectations as these might be
different and less clear cut than those in paper-based centers. These expectations need
to be addressed appropriately to achieve a successful implementation.
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Background and Significance

Data recorded inelectronichealth records (EHRs)areprimarily
used to provide care to patients. However, more and more
other uses of these data emerge such as quality audit, finance,
and scientific research. To enable reuse of data, themeaning of
datashouldbeclear.Acommonapproach tomakethemeaning
of data explicit is structured and standardized data recording
through EHRs. Studies have shown that structured and stan-
dardized EHRs may increase data quality and reuse possibi-
lities but also may increase recording time, which negatively
influences adoption and ease of data recording.1

Previous research showed that health care professionals
had high expectations regarding the capabilities of a new
EHR but many expectations were not met.2 Studies have
shown that after the implementation of an EHR, physicians
were less positive regarding their ability to create high-
quality documentation,3 their overall satisfaction,4 and their
satisfaction with ease of use.4 Additionally, the interaction
between physicians and patients might change when paper
records are replaced with an EHR.5 An inherent yet compli-
cating factor is that the implementation of an EHR is a
sociotechnical process.6 Not only does the implemented
system influence the health care professionals in their way
of working,7 the changing workflows and human–computer
interaction also influence the experienced usefulness of the
system and thereby the success of the implementation and
adoption of the system.8

In a previous study our research group validated a con-
ceptual model, based on the technology acceptance model,
which showed that attitude of EHR users toward structured
and standardized recording influences their intention to
adopt structured and standardized recording.9 This means
that to improve the adoption of structured and standardized
recording practices, it is important to measure the attitudes
and underlying perceptions of the EHR users regarding this
recording practice. Three important aspects influencing this
attitude are EHR use, data quality, and data reuse.9 Changes
in perceptions before and after an EHR implementation can
indicate whether staff is satisfied with the new system and
workflow, or whether adjustment of the EHR or workflow is
required.

The extent of these effects might depend on the preim-
plementation situation of a hospital. Whether the organiza-
tion comes from paper-based recording or a previous, less
advanced, EHR might influence the implementation of an
EHR and its effects on the staff. For example, research shows
that practice managers migrating from paper-based records
have different priorities in EHR implementations than those
who previously used legacy EHRs.10

Previous studies have investigated transitions frompaper-
based records to locally developed applications11 and
transitioning from a legacy EHR to a more advanced sys-
tem.12 However, little is known about the effect of the
preimplementation situation on the postimplementation
perceptions. In this study we have the unique opportunity
to investigate this in a situation where two university
hospitals, one using paper-based records and one using a

legacy EHR, jointly implement a new structured and stan-
dardized EHR.

Objective

The aim of this study is to determine whether EHR use, data
quality, and data reuse, as perceived by health care profes-
sionals, are affected differently by the implementation of a
structured and standardized EHR between hospitals coming
frompaper-based records or from a legacy EHR. Additionally,
we analyze to what extent postimplementation perceptions
match preimplementation expectations.

Methods

This study was performed in two university hospitals located
in Amsterdam, the Netherlands. Center A has 1,003 beds and
center B has 733 beds. Each hospital has approximately 7,000
staffmembers.Asuniversityhospitals, bothcentersprovideup
to the highest level of complex specialized care, educate
medical students, and perform research. A single team imple-
mented the EHR in both centers, as these centers are in the
process of merging to become one organization. Because the
centers are in the same city the organizational and environ-
mental conditions are comparable. The main difference
between these two centers relevant for this study is the
documentation practice before the implementation. Center
A already used a legacy EHR that somedepartments combined
it with a paper-based record,whereas center B predominantly
usedpaper-based records supplementedwith electronic infor-
mation on laboratory and radiology results.

In the (predominantly) paper-based center, a digital sys-
tem existed for the storage and consultation of radiology and
laboratory results. Most patient datawere recorded in paper-
based records, unstructured, and in free text. This resulted in
much freedom of expression for the health care profes-
sionals, but limited opportunities for reuse of data. When
data of a patient had to be shared, the paper file had to be
shared physically. This means that it took time to access
patient data from colleagues, and that the files were not
always available immediately. Moreover, reuse of data often
led tomanual copying of information. The legacy EHR center,
on the other hand, used a best-of-breed solution inwhich the
hospital information system consisted of a central patient
record (for physicians, not nurses) with numerous linked
ancillary systems, e.g., for radiological images and laboratory
results. The data in these systemswere partly structured and
contained large amounts of free text. To a limited degree, this
“forced” the personnel to record data in a structuredmanner,
e.g., recording allergies in a structured list. This decreased
the freedom of expression of the personnel, but increased
possibilities for data reuse. Another advantage was that data
were available more quickly and across the entire center.

The new integrated EHR was implemented to facilitate
processes of collaboration and data exchange within and
between the two centers. It was a best-of-suite solution
providing a fully integrated EHR to both centers. In this
new EHR, data were structured and standardized using
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problem-oriented recording with SOAP (subjective, objec-
tive, assessment, plan) documentation structure and
national and international terminology systems. Although
one center already used an EHR, neither had an integrated
EHR yet. A major goal of implementing the new EHR in both
centers was to record data once, in an integrated patient
record, and enable their reuse for research, education, and
improvement of quality of care. One of the focal points of the
implementation team was therefore data quality.13 This led
to the configuration choice to record data as structured and
standardized as possible, i.e., with minimal use of free text.

The implementation was performed and supported by a
team of several types of specialists from different organiza-
tions. The team included personnel from the (global) vendor,
experts on the technical aspects of EHR implementations,
health informaticians, and experts on health care (including
health care providers). Additionally, this team included
health care providers that had practical experience with
the system from other organizations where the same com-
mercial EHR was already implemented. The vendor was not
involved in our study.

To answer our research question, we measured user
baseline perception before implementation, expected
change and perceived change on the three themes of EHR
use, data quality, and data reuse. We studied whether
perceived change was affected by the baseline situation,
i.e., coming from a paper-based center or a legacy EHR center.
Comparing the expected change with the perceived change
in our three themes shed light on the extent to which users’
expectations were met.

Based on the literature14–16 and discussions with experts
in the fields of health care and questionnaire development,
we developed two organization-wide questionnaires that
contained, among other questions, 13 statements that
focused on EHR use, data quality, and data reuse. For each
statement the perception of the respondents was measured
by the level of agreement on a 3-point rating scale (do not
agree, neutral, and agree). In the questionnaire sent out
before the EHR implementation, respondents also scored
their level of expectation for the new system on the same
statements (per statement the respondent could indicate
whether it would become worse, stay the same, and become
better). After the implementation the respondents indicated
their current perceptions on the same 13 statements.

In April and May of 2014, the invitation for the first
questionnaire was sent via email to all staff of the two
centers, i.e., those using the EHR as well as those not using
the EHR such as supporting staff. This was 1.5 years before
the EHR implementation in center A and 2 years before the
implementation in center B. A reminder was sent 20 days
after the initial invitation. Additionally, the questionnaire
was announced on the organizations’ intranet. In total, the
questionnaires were open for approximately 4 weeks each.

The second questionnaire was sent to the two centers
separately to account for the different implementation dates
of both centers. In center A the invitation was sent in
May 2016 and in center B in November 2016, both approxi-
mately 7 months after the implementation. In both centers a

response was possible for approximately 3 weeks with a
reminder half-way through this period. Again, all staff
members were invited to participate.

Upon completion of the questionnaire, linked email
addresses were replaced with a hashed variable (using
SHA-256 with a salt) rendering the answers of the respon-
dents anonymous. The email addresses and the key for the
hashingwere removed before data analysis. The study design
for both participating centers was submitted to the ethics
committee of one of the centers and was exempt from
review.

Statistics
Only responses from staff working with patient data that
filled in the questionnaire before and after the implementa-
tion (double responders) were used in the further analysis.
For these health care professionals we had three data points
for each statement: perception and expectation before the
implementation of the EHR, and the perception after the
implementation. We distinguished three professions: phy-
sicians, nurses (both groups read and write in the patient
record), and administrative staff (who predominantly only
read from the patient record). All other personnel that use
patient data (e.g., researchers, managers, and support staff)
are combined in the “other” group.

To test for response bias, we compared the characteristics
and answers of the respondents that responded to both lists
(double responders)with those that only responded to either
one of the questionnaires (single responders) using chi-
square tests. We compared distributions of age (categories),
profession, gender, and organizations. For the answers to the
13 statements we compared the perceptions before and after
implementation, and the expectations.

To investigate whether the effect of the implementation
on our 13 statements is different between our two centers,
we created 13 ordinal logistic regression models. For each
statement a model was defined where the outcome variable
was the perception of the respondent on that specific
aspect. Fixed effects included in the model were the
before/after variable (a value of 0 indicating before imple-
mentation, and a value of 1 thereafter), the center (formerly
paper-based or formerly legacy EHR), the interaction term
of before/after and center, and profession. The latter was
defined as three binary variables (nurses, administrative
staff, and other) where the physicians were chosen as the
reference group. Respondents could indicate more than one
profession which is especially relevant for physicians with a
large research (other) task. We developed two separate sets
of models with each set having one of the centers as the
reference center. This enabled us to investigate the signifi-
cance of the implementation for each of the two centers
separately since the significance of this variable is only valid
for the reference center in the model. Inclusion of the
interaction term in the model was tested with analysis of
variance (ANOVA). In each model, the anonymous identifier
(linking the two observations of each respondent) was
added as a random effect. For each variable we report the
coefficient and p-value.
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To analyze whether the experienced effect was in line
with the expectations of the staff, we first calculated the
experienced effect by comparing the perceptions before and
after the implementation (perception became worse, better,
or remained the same). Next, we compared this with the
expectations and calculated the percentage of respondents
where the effect of the EHR was worse than expected, as
expected, or better than expected. A respondent could be
in the “as expected” group when the expectation was that
the aspect would improve, and it did improve, but also
when an aspect was expected to remain the same or to
deteriorate and it did remain the same or deteriorate respec-
tively. We calculated these percentages for six groups: the
total respondents’ group, the respondents from center A,
those from center B, the physicians, the nurses, and the
administrative staff.

All analyses were performed using the statistical envir-
onment R (version 3.4.1).17 p-Values of <0.05 were regarded
as significant (corrected for the number of tests with Bon-
ferroni correction).

Results

In total, we received 7,611 responses to our questionnaire,
4,537 (response rate: 32%) before and 3,074 (response rate:
22%) after the implementation. Of the respondents, 5,707
(75%) indicated using patient data and 1,904 (25%) stated

never using patient data, hence these latter respondents
were excluded for further analyses. After matching respon-
dents on the hashed anonymous identifier, wehad a group of
975 care professionals that responded to both the pre- and
post-EHR-implementation questionnaires.

The respondents’ demographics are summarized
in ►Table 1. The double responders were significantly older
and nurses were overrepresented in comparison to single
responders. The perceptions and expectations before EHR
implementation and perceptions after the implementation
were not significantly different between the single and
double responders.

►Tables A–E (►Supplementary Material, available in the
online version) detail the perception (A) and expectation (B)
scores of the health care professionals on the 13 statements
before the implementation of the EHR, the perceptions after
the implementation (C), the change in perception on the 13
statements after the EHR implementation (D), and the change
compared with the expectations of the professionals (E). Inter-
pretation of these tables is included in the ►Supplementary

Material (available in the online version).
The main results of our analysis are stated in ►Tables 2

and 3, and ►Fig. 1. ►Tables 2 and 3 show whether our
respondents had a significantly higher (positive coefficient)
or lower (negative coefficient) perception on our 13 state-
ments after the implementation of the EHR (“implementa-
tion” column). It shows whether respondents in our two

Table 1 Demographics of respondents and result of chi-square test to check for differences between single and double responders

Double responders Single responders Result of chi-square

n (%) n (%)

Total 975 (100) 3,757 (100) 0.018

Center A (legacy EHR) 523 (54) 1,951 (52)

Center B (paper-based) 452 (46) 1,796 (48)

Function 0.000a

Physicians 183 (19) 771 (21)

Nurses 349 (36) 1,016 (27)

Administrating staff 166 (17) 487 (13)

Other 277 (28) 1,488 (40)

Age 0.000a

< 30 139 (14) 906 (25)

30–39 236 (24) 997 (28)

40–49 232 (24) 669 (19)

50–59 318 (33) 775 (21)

� 60 47 (5) 268 (7)

Gender 0.021

Male 219 (23) 898 (25)

Female 753 (77) 2,738 (75)

Abbreviation: EHR, electronic health record.
Note: p-Value after Bonferroni correction: 0.0125.
aSignificant values.
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centers had a different baseline perception (“center” column)
and whether the effect of the implementation was different
between the two centers (“interaction term” column). They
also indicate whether nurses, administrative personnel, or
other staff had significantly different perceptions compared
with physicians. ►Table 2 has center A (legacy EHR) as the
reference center to analyze the significance of the imple-
mentation on the perceptions of the staff in that
center.►Table 3 shows the samewith center B (paper-based)
as the reference center. The addition of the interaction term
significantly improved two models (statements 4 and 11).
Therefore, to create comparable models, we included the
interaction term to all models.

Taking statement 11 (peer communication) as an
example, ►Table 2 shows a statistically significant negative
coefficient in the implementation column. This means that
after the implementation of the EHR, the perception on this
statement of the staff of the legacy EHR center (the reference
center of►Table 2) was worse than at baseline. No significant
coefficients in ►Table 2 on the different functions (columns
nurse, administrating staff, and other) means that these
groups did not have different perceptions as compared with
the physicians. The significantly negative center B coefficient
shows that, at baseline, the perception in the paper-based
center was lower than in the legacy EHR center. Finally, the
significantly positive interaction term indicates that the effect
of the implementationwasdifferent betweenboth centers, i.e.,
there is a larger effect in the paper-based center.

Perceived Change
For only two statements (statements 4 security and 11 peer
communication) the effect of the implementation was sig-
nificantly different between the two centers, i.e., the effect in
center B was more positive. These were the only statements
with significantly different baseline perceptions between the
two centers, where respondents in center B (paper-based)
were more negative.

On the theme “EHR use,” center A (legacy EHR) became
significantly more negative on statements 2 (method sup-
ports care provision) and 3 (efficiency). Center B (paper-
based) became significantly more positive on statements 4
(security) and 6 (documentation method). Both centers
experienced an improvement on statement 5 (integration).
This is the only statement for which respondents from both
centers experienced a positive effect of the new EHR. We did
not observe an effect of the EHR implementation on state-
ment 1 (overview of data).

The only statement within the theme “data quality”with a
significant changewas statement 8 (data are up-to-date), i.e.,
the staff of center B (paper-based) was significantly more
positive on this statement after the implementation than
before. On the other statements, staff of neither center had
different perceptions after the implementation of the EHR.

When considering data reuse, center A (legacy EHR)
experienced a significantly more negative perception than
before the implementation of the EHR on statements 11
(peer communication) and 12 (insight in care quality). In
center B (paper-based) the staff was significantly more

positive than before the implementation about statement
13 (research support). There were no differences in percep-
tion between before and after the implementation on state-
ment 10 (creating an overview).

Overall nurses and administrative staff were significantly
more positive on statement 5, and other staff on statement 6,
when compared with physicians. Statements 5, 10, and 11
are more positively perceived in all of these groups as
compared with physicians.

Expected Change versus Perceived Change
►Fig. 1 shows for each statement whether the effect of the
implementation was worse than expected, as expected, or
better than expected for six subgroups. Both centers show
similar patterns with the exception of statements 4 (secur-
ity), 10 (creating an overview), and 11 (peer communica-
tion), whereas in center A (legacy EHR) 8 to 10% more
respondents indicate results worse than expected. Thefigure
shows that, in general, a large percentage of respondents (at
least 45%) experienced results from the implementation that
were less than expected for the statements 2 (method
supports care provision), 3 (efficiency), 9 (data are com-
plete), 10 (creating an overview), 11 (peer communication),
and 12 (insight in care quality). Statement 7, on the correct-
ness of the patient record, has the most responders perceiv-
ing a result that was better than expected. However, these
percentages are still relatively low (12%).

Discussion

After the implementation of a structured and standardized
EHR, the overall perception of users in the formerly paper-
based center improved or remained stable for our three
themes: EHR use, data quality, and data reuse. In the legacy
EHR center, perceptions on EHR use and data reuse
decreased or remained stable after the implementation,
and perceptions on data quality remained stable. For only
one aspect of EHRuse did users in both centers experience an
improvement: the EHR enabled all types of health care
professionals to record data. Regardless of the prior record-
ing practice, results show that nurses and administrative
staff had a more positive perception than physicians on all
three themes.

At baseline therewere only two aspects (security and peer
communication) where the respondents of the paper-based
center were more negative than those of the legacy EHR
center. These were the only aspects where the effect of the
implementation was stronger (a larger positive change) in
the paper-based center than in the legacy EHR center. This
indicates that there was more room for improvement in the
paper-based center on these two aspects. As mentioned
before, in the previously paper-based center, working with
paper-based files made it more difficult to share data with
colleagues as the paper file had to be physically shared
between physicians. Furthermore, the physical form of the
patient file meant that the data were vulnerable to loss or
unauthorized access. Implementing a new EHR provided
solutions to these problems in the paper-based center
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more than in the legacy EHR center where the legacy EHR
already provided partial solutions to these problems.

Our results show that, in general, respondents expected
that the new EHR would perform at least as well as the old
system. There was one exception: the statement “the doc-
umentation method is time efficient” for which 16 to 32%
expected the new EHR to perform worse. Almost half (45% or
more) of our respondents experienced results worse than

expected from the implementation in all three of our themes.
Especially the effects of the EHR implementation ondata reuse
were below expectation. Only a very small percentage (12% or
less) of respondents indicated a better than expected percep-
tion on any of the themes after implementation. The degree to
which the new system’s functioning adheres to the expecta-
tions of the health care professionals can influence their
attitude toward the system. A negative attitude might lead

Fig. 1 Per statement whether the effect of the implementation was worse than expected (red, lower part of bar), as expected (gray, middle part
of bar), or better than expected (green, top part of bar). For each statement six groups are depicted: total group double responders (T), center A
(CA), center B (CB), physicians (P), nurses (N), and administrative staff (A).
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to a negative intention to act.18 The latter, in turn,might pose a
threat to the success of the implementationwhenusers decide
to not use or not correctly use the new EHR.

The statistically significant effects of the implementation
in the paper-based center were all improvements. In con-
trast, the changes in the legacy EHR center were, apart from
one, all deteriorations. Our results indicate that when imple-
menting an EHR, the center’s pre-implementation recording
practice influences the effects of the implementation on the
staff’s perceptions. Apparently, users experience the largest
improvement in the move from paper to electronic, and less
in themove from a legacy EHR to an advanced structured and
standardized EHR.

To improve health care providers’ perceptions of the EHR,
it is therefore important that a hospital implementing an
EHR considers its preimplementation recording practice.
When this is a legacy system, the implementation team
needs to investigate what the expectations of the staff
concerning the new EHR are. These might be different
and less clear cut than those during an implementation
coming from paper-based records. This is especially the case
since these EHR users will compare the new system to their
old system and might find many things that were more
easily done in the old system. This is because they were
used to their working processes or because the old system
provided more freedom to work according to personal
preferences. Additionally, paper-based users might be will-
ing to expend more effort after the implementation as they
experience larger improvements than legacy EHR users.
Providing a test environment where users can work with
the new system before implementation and experience the
planned changes hands-on can help to collect the users’
expectations.

When investigating expectations, it is essential to see
whether these expectations are realistic, i.e., whether they
concern functionalities or changes inwork processes that are
actually planned to be implemented. Realistic expectations
need to be addressed by the EHR implementation to make
sure that the staff stays motivated to use the EHR according
to the new work processes. Unrealistic expectations need to
be tempered. The high expectations we found indicate that
staff expected the new EHR to outperform the old documen-
tation system. However, for half of our statements at least
45% of our respondents indicated that the results were less
than expected. For these aspects, it should be investigated
whether this is based on real decline in functionality, which
requires changes to the system, or a lack of training or
understanding, which requires additional training of the
staff. Additionally, it is important that staff understands
what is actually influenced by the implementation of an
EHR. For example, aspects on data exchange cannot improve
just by implementing an EHR in one center. To improve on
data exchange, the implementing centers will need to work
together with other organizations with whom the data need
to be exchanged.

Risko et al found that physicians can experience an initial
decrease in efficiency.19 The current study shows that the
physicians of the legacy EHR center experienced a decrease

in documentation efficiency after the implementation.
Research shows that after an initial decline at short-term
follow-up (6–12 months) an upward trend can be observed
at long-term follow-up (12–24 months).4 An additional
questionnaire 2 years after the implementation could be
used to check whether we can detect a similar effect extend-
ing our findings to a longer follow-up period. Furthermore,
additional data on actual changes in completeness and
correctness of the patient record could triangulate our
current results.

Our results are in linewith our previous time-and-motion
study20 that showed that physicians needed more time for
data recording and had less time for direct patient contact.
The present study indicates that the measured differences
are also experienced by the physicians, and is therefore
complementary to the time-and-motion study.

The main strength of this study is that, to our knowl-
edge, this is the first study investigating the perceptions of
user experiences before and after the introduction of a
joint EHR combining two academic hospitals coming from
two different baseline situations. Including two centers
that implement the same system enables us to compare
these two baseline situations (paper-based vs. legacy
EHR). Our study design allows us to not only get the users’
opinions on the new EHR, but also to see the perceived
difference compared with the old situation and the
expected change. Our results indicate that the preimple-
mentation recording practice is an important factor to
consider during the planning and execution of an EHR
implementation.

Another strength of this study is the inclusion of all
health care professionals working in two university hospi-
tals. We included physicians, nurses, and other profes-
sionals from all available specialties and all organizational
levels of the organizations. Research from Ratwani et al21

identified gaps between literature and key stakeholders’
perceptions on themes encountered during the implemen-
tation of EHRs. We attempted to narrow this gap by
including the end-users of the EHR as the main judges of
our aspects. Additionally, through our questionnaire we
were able to match the answers of respondents who
responded to both our questionnaires. Comparing the dou-
ble and single responders we found no indications for
selection bias. Therefore, and to ease interpretability of
the results we performed our main analysis on the answers
of double responders. Another strength is that we sent out
the second questionnaire 7 months after the implementa-
tion of the EHR. This means that the respondents had time
to familiarize themselves with the new system and allowed
for resolution of initial configuration issues. By sending out
our questionnaire relatively early (compared with follow-up
periods of 2 years or more) the results of this study could be
used to steer the first set of changes in the system to
accommodate for the wishes and expectations of the end-
users.

The main limitation of our study is that we only have data
on perceptions and expectations and cannot match these to
the actual changes in EHR functionality and data quality that
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were caused by the implementation of the newEHR. Another
limitation is the inclusion of onlyone type of EHR. Thismeans
that our results might be confounded by the implemented
EHR itself, something we cannot correct for in the current
study. This also limits generalizability of our study, although
we believe that our conclusions are generalizable to most
modern EHRs with a focus on standardized and structured
data recording. Finally, the response rate of the questionnaire
may seem low. However, the questionnaire was sent to all
employees, many of whom may not have responded as they
have no involvement with the EHR. As there are no baseline
figures on the number of EHRusers, we cannot determine the
response rate among the targeted employees. Based on
estimates of the number of clinicians and nurses, we esti-
mate the response among our target population is around
60%, which we consider good.

A possible confounding factor is the level of autonomy in
Dutchhealth care. Thehealth care providers inDutchhospitals
(especially in academic centers) enjoy relatively high levels of
autonomy. This means that a successful EHR implementation
requires the support of the employees. Simply forcing changes
in a top-down manner might result in opposition and sub-
optimal use of the new system. In situations with less auton-
omy, enforcingpoliciesmighthavemore impact andpersonnel
might have less personal expectations.

Conclusion

Our study shows the impact of prior recording practice on
the perceived benefits of the implementation of a stan-
dardized and structured EHR on EHR use, data quality, and
data reuse. The implementation had positive effects on
these themes in a formerly paper-based center, and
mostly negative or neutral effects on a center coming
from a legacy EHR. For almost half of the respondents the
new EHR did not meet their expectations. These results
indicate that the preimplementation recording practice is
an important factor to consider during the planning and
execution of an EHR implementation. Especially legacy
EHR centers need to investigate the expectations of the
staff as these might be different and less clear cut than
those in paper-based centers. Problems with expectations
that were too high could be mitigated or possibly pre-
vented by ensuring that expectations before the imple-
mentation are realistic and by providing more training for
staff after the implementation.

Clinical Relevance Statement

Paper-based or legacy EHR centers experience different effects
of the implementation of a structured and standardized EHR
regarding EHR use, data quality, and data reuse. The effects
were more positive and clearer when transitioning from
paper-based files to an EHR. This indicates that the preimple-
mentation recording practice is an important factor to con-
sider during the planning and execution of an EHR
implementation.

Multiple Choice Questions

1. What is the impact of the introduction of a newstructured
and standardized EHR on the perceptions of health care
providers concerning EHR use, data quality, and data
reuse?
a. Perceived benefits of the new EHR do not differ

between hospitals that transition from paper to an
advanced EHR and hospitals that transition from a
legacy EHR to an advanced EHR.

b. Perceived benefits of the new EHR are smaller when
hospitals transition from paper to an advanced EHR
compared hospitals that transition from a legacy EHR
to an advanced EHR.

c. Perceived benefits of the new EHR are greater when
hospitals transition from paper to an advanced EHR
compared with hospitals that transition from a legacy
EHR to an advanced EHR.

d. Perceived benefits of the new EHR are mixed when
hospitals transition from paper to an advanced EHR
compared with hospitals that transition from a legacy
EHR to an advanced EHR.

CorrectAnswer:The correct answer is optionc.Health care
professionals experienceddifferent effects on EHRuse, data
quality, and data reuse based on their preimplementation
recording practice. The implementationhadpositive effects
on these themes in a formerly paper-based center, and
mostlynegativeor neutral effects ona centercoming froma
legacy EHR. This indicates that the preimplementation
recording practice is an important factor to consider during
the planning and execution of an EHR implementation.

2. What do health care providers expect from the introduc-
tion of a newstructured and standardized EHR concerning
EHR use, data quality, and data reuse and are those
expectations met after the introduction?
a. The new system is expected to be worse than the old

one, and expectations were met
b. The new system is expected to be worse than the old

one, but expectations were not met
c. The new system is expected to be at least as good as the

old one, and expectations were met
d. The new system is expected to be at least as good as the

old one, but expectations were not met

Correct Answer: The correct answer is option d. Health
care providers expected that the new system would per-
form equally well as the old system on almost all aspects.
Time efficiency was the only aspect where the end-users
had doubts about the new situation. After the implemen-
tation it was shown that on at least half of the aspects the
expectations were not met, and the new system was
performing less than expected.

Protection of Human and Animal Subjects
The study design for both participating centers was sub-
mitted to the ethics committee of the Academic Medical
Center, Amsterdam, and was exempt from review
(W14_088 # 14.17.0114 and W15_339 # 15.0394).
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