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ELECTRONIC PATIENT REGISTRATION PROCESS  
 
Only five clinics of the 38 analysis sites, in three provinces (Free State, Western Cape and 
Gauteng) had an Electronic Patient Registration system.  The remaining clinics had manual 
systems.   
 
PROCESS DESCRIPTION 
 
Eighty one (81) patient registration scenarios were observed. The processes consisted of 16 
individual steps grouped into three activity groups, namely: 
 
1. Visit Clinic (seven steps); 
2. Register Patient (six steps); and, 
3. Hand Folder (three steps). 
 
The process had nine requirements. 
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FINDINGS 
 
Process compliance 
 
At activity step level (Fig. 1) only one of the 16 steps had process compliance below 80%, 
viz. Prepare Temporary Folder (72.73%). At activity group level, compliance ranged 
between 78% for Proceed to Consultation, and 48% for Presentation of ID (Fig 2). Process 
compliance was only below 50% for Presentation ID in Western Cape (Table 1). Compliance 
was markedly higher for moderate workload clinics (301-600 patients per health care worker 
per month) than low workload clinics (1-300) for the first two activity groups, viz. 66% vs. 4% 
for Presentation ID, and 88% vs. 13% for Register Patient (Fig. 3). 
 
Overall Process compliance was 34.57% nationally (Fig. 4). Of the three provinces that 
have Electronic Patient Registration, Western Cape had the poorest compliance at 15% and 
Gauteng the highest at 54% (Fig. 5). Urban sites performed the poorest at 12% compliance 
(Fig. 6), and, counter-intuitively, anecdotally ôpoorô functioning sites performed better than 
ôgoodô functioning sites with compliance at 56% vs. 0% respectively (Fig.7). Moderate 
workload clinics (301-600 patients per HCW per month) performed better (48%) than low 
workload clinics (0%) (Fig. 8). 
 
Reasons for non-compliance related only to requirements not being available. 
 
Figure 1: Process compliance at activity step level by national perspective 
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Figure 2: Process compliance at activity group level by national perspective 
 

 
 
 
Table 1: Process compliance at activity group level by province 
 

Province Scenarios Presentation ID Register Patient 
Proceed to 

Consultation 

FS 20 50% 90% 90% 

GP 28 71% 93% 54% 

WC 33 27% 30% 91% 

Note: Not applicable in other provinces 
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Figure 3: Process compliance at activity group level by health care worker workload 
 

 
 
 
Figure 4: Process compliance at process level by national perspective 
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Figure 5: Process compliance at process level by province 
 

 
 

Figure 6: Process compliance at process level by geographic location 
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Figure 7: Process compliance at process level by anecdotally ôgoodô vs. ôpoorô 
functioning sites 

 
 
Figure 8: Process compliance at process level by health care worker workload 
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Figure 9: Process non-compliance reason codes by national perspective 

 
 

Requirement availability compliance 
 
At item level requirement availability compliance was above 70% for six of the nine items. 
The remaining three items had poor compliance ranging from 23% for Temporary folder, to 
53% for New folder (Fig 10).  
 
At overall process level, the requirement availability compliance is 40.74% nationally 
(Fig 11), and provincial availability was 100% for Western Cape vs. 0% for Free State and 
Gauteng (Fig 12). Urban clinics showed markedly higher compliance at 80% than small town 
and rural clinics both showing 0% compliance (Fig 13). Anecdotally ôgoodô performing clinics 
showed 74% compliance vs. ôpoorô performing clinics showed 20% compliance (Fig 14). Low 
workload clinics (1-300 patients/HCW/month) had higher compliance at 100% than moderate 
workload (301-600 patients/HCW/month) clinics with 17% compliance (Fig 15). 
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Figure 10: Requirement availability compliance at item level by national perspective 
 

 
 
 
Figure 11: Requirement availability compliance at process level by national 
perspective 
 

 
 


