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1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 

1.1. Quality in healthcare  
 

Quality and continuous improvement have become integral to health services 

activities (1). Governments are interested in quality as healthcare is predominantly financed 

internally, healthcare expenditures are rising, and the overall population is ageing (2). Quality 

varies as a construct; some definitions are presented below. 

The most cited definition of quality of healthcare comes from Donabedian (1980): 

"quality of care is the kind of care which is expected to maximise an inclusive measure of 

patient welfare after one has taken account of the balance of expected gains and losses that 

attend the process of care in all its parts" (3). According to this definition, quality of care has 

a final goal of maximising patient wellbeing and thus is related to all elements of the 

healthcare process. This concept is consistent with patient-centred approaches but also 

recognises that the care process contains gains and losses, which are to be expected (4). 

In 1997, the Council of Europe defined the quality of care as the "degree to which the 

treatment dispensed increases the patient's chances of achieving the desired results and 

diminishes the chances of undesirable results, having regard to the current state of 

knowledge" (5).  

In 2001, The Institute of Medicine (IOM) defined quality of care as "the degree to 

which health services for individuals and populations increase the likelihood of desired health 

outcomes and are consistent with current professional knowledge." This definition appears to 

emphasise the importance of health outcomes rather than patient wellbeing. Nonetheless, the 

"desired" health outcomes mean that patient satisfaction and wellbeing are also included in 

health status or quality-of-life measures. This definition combines the importance of health 

services and individuals/population, focusing on health prevention and promotion. (4). The 

IOM's definition focuses on "health outcomes", which is more restrictive than the notion of 

"patient welfare" used by Donabedian. However, in the elaboration of the definition, the IOM 

specified that these "desired" health outcomes were expected to reflect patient satisfaction 

and wellbeing next to broad health status or quality-of-life measures (4).  

The World Health Organization (2018) describes quality using three dimensions: 

effectiveness, safety, and patient-centeredness. The last two involve different attributes of 



    
 

2 
 

healthcare systems, such as access, timeliness, equity and efficiency, and are "necessary to 

realise the benefits of quality health care" (6). 

Along with differences in perceptions and definitions of quality, other quality-related 

notions emerge, such as quality control, quality assurance, quality improvement and quality 

management. Quality Control means evaluating that the desired operations are conducted 

within the defined standards, usually through inspection and data collection (7). Quality 

control is considered a fundamental quality management structure and has been used since 

the 1920s (8). Quality Assurance, a notion raised in the 1950s, aims at employing quality 

control tools, verifying that performance stays at the defined standard level and reacts to 

faults in the process (7). In healthcare, the difference between the two concepts can be 

explained in the case of surgery: quality control collects data on wrong-site surgery, while 

quality assurance ensures that there is time between the two surgeries to verify the patient, 

procedure, and site of surgery (9). Quality improvement is defined as a process that 

"required the health workforce to be clear about the outcomes they are working towards; to 

know which changes would lead to improvements, and to evaluate their efforts. In addition, it 

requires them to translate evidence from their improvement efforts, and those of others, into 

practice" (10). Quality Management incorporates quality control and quality assurance and 

includes quality improvement. It refers to procedures and operations minimising damage 

while optimising healthcare and patient outcomes (11). 

 

1.2. Theoretical framework in quality assessment and improvement 
 

There is no common framework for assessing the quality of care or the regulatory role 

in quality improvement. In the literature review, the most common frameworks are the 

Donabedian framework for assessing the quality of care and five networks for external 

quality improvement: Taxonomy of Quality-enhancing Regulatory Interventions Model, 

Responsive Regulation Framework, The Life Cycle Model, System Based Regulation 

Framework, and The Effect Chain Model. 

 

1.2.1. Donabedian framework for assessing the quality of care 
 

A well-known conceptual model that provides a framework for assessing healthcare 

quality comes from Donabedian (1988), who believed that three basic types of standards and 
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indicators are needed: structural, process, and outcome (12). Donabedian believed structure 

affects the process, which in sequence affects outcome measures (Figure 1).  

 

 

Figure 1. Donabedian's Structure-Process-Outcome framework for Quality Assessment 
Source: Donabedian, 1988 (12) 

 

Structural standards of healthcare can be described as the physical and human 

resources of healthcare organisations, including facilities, equipment and materials, the 

professionals and their knowledge. Process standards are defined as the actual process of 

providing healthcare, including prescription patterns, supply management, and other clinical 

and organisational processes. Finally, the outcome standards look into the final result of the 

healthcare process or the health state of people receiving healthcare, such as quality of life, 

mortality, and wellbeing (13).  

Before quality improvement actions, there must be a quality assessment. In assessing 

quality, most initiatives foresee setting standards and evaluating if standards were met. 

Standards are "explicit statements of expected quality in the performance of a healthcare 

activity.", and can be explicit (written) or implicit (implied) (14). Explicit standards can be 

empirical – deriving from actual practice and used to compare care between similar 

healthcare settings, and normative – issued by a credible, legitimate body (15). In assessing if 

standards were met, indicators are used, and they can be defined as "quantitative measures 

that provide information about the effectiveness, safety and/or people-centeredness of care" 

(4).  

The benefit of this framework is its flexibility and applicability in various situations in 

healthcare (16–19), such as: adjusting information exchanges, improving patient record 

keeping, and adjusting patient flow or clinical outcomes in a small practice or outpatient 
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centre. However, structure, process, and outcome are not always linear, resembling cause and 

effect; healthcare is much more complex and highly variable. Indeed, the framework is 

strongly focused on healthcare and does not consider the patient role in the system or any 

other external factors such as the economic, social and political environment (20).  

Mountford and Shojania (2012) analysed which indicators from the Donabedian 

framework can be measured. Their results indicate that outcome indicators are more 

meaningful to caretakers and patients and are helpful when no evidence-based data exist. 

Still, they require longitudinal measurements and sophisticated techniques and are costly. 

Additionally, process indicators detect problems in the care process without waiting for a 

completed outcome; thus, they directly suggest improvement measures. However, because 

detailed clinical data are required to identify patients under scrutiny, and such measures are 

not very meaningful to patients, these data are not easily obtained through cooperation. 

Finally, structural indicators are easy to measure and evade the necessity of scrutinising 

multiple processes or outcomes in complex healthcare settings. By being general, essential, 

and not easily measurable through existing databases, (21) they require other approaches, 

such as on-site inspection.  

 

1.2.2. Networks for external quality improvement 
 

Walshe (2003) has described internal and external approaches to quality improvement 

in healthcare. Internal approaches are micro-level interventions applied inside a healthcare 

organisation, which are straightforward, highly targeted and customised for the organisational 

needs. Such interventions include quality teams, benchmarking, clinical governance, and 

process remodelling. However, the above often do not consider external social or economic 

environments and overall organisational context. Further, Walshe reports that external 

approaches are macro-level (governmental) interventions applied through several 

organisations, which provide strong incentives and sanctions to drive the organisational 

change toward governmentally defined goals (2003). Interestingly, these interventions 

generally do not consider organisational specifics and are based on the assumptions that 

directing institutions will instil change. Examples of such interventions are legislation and 

civil liability, publication of performance records and regulation (22).   

The purpose of regulating healthcare quality, in general, is threefold: to improve 

performance and quality, to assure achievement of minimally acceptable standards and to 
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provide financial and public accountability. Regulation guides healthcare organisations in 

attaining determined standards and targets, with an expectation that their achievement will 

result in continuous quality improvement. The second purpose of regulating healthcare 

quality is the opposite of the first, as this one is not concerned with quality improvement but 

with quality assurance. Ensuring that acceptable standards are achieved improves poor-

performing health care services, yet it does not promote further quality improvement beyond 

the set standards and targets. The third purpose entails the responsible use of funds to 

guarantee the public quality of healthcare (22). 

It would be beneficial to clarify the terms regulation, supervision and inspection, as 

they are frequently used interchangeably to describe the quality evaluation of services. There 

are differences between the terms based on the magnitude of their activities (1). Regulation 

in healthcare regulation is described as "any set of influences or rules exterior to the practice 

or administration of medical care, that imposes rules of behaviour" (23). Regulation involves 

broad, top-level activities and mechanisms to oversee and guide healthcare, such as 

legislation, finances, and supervision (1). Supervision is a part of a regulation. Supervision in 

healthcare is defined as "several functions that range from developing the practitioner 

to protecting the public from poor practice" (24). Supervision can be normative, educational, 

and restorative. Normative supervision includes developing and preserving healthcare 

standards concerning security, ethics, quality, and public protection. Formative supervision 

involves the advancement of professional knowledge and skills. Restorative supervision 

means increasing the self-awareness and self-development of the supervised party (25). 

Inspection is a part of supervision. External healthcare inspection is "a system, process or 

arrangement in which some dimensions or characteristics of a healthcare organisation and its 

activities are assessed or analysed compared to a model of ideas, knowledge, or actions 

derived or developed outside that organisation" (26). External inspection is initiated and 

controlled by a body external to the one inspected (27). This research uses the terms 

regulation, supervision and inspection interchangeably. 

Five networks for external quality improvement are The Taxonomy of Quality-

Enhancing Regulatory Interventions Model, The Responsive Regulation Framework, The 

Life Cycle Model, The System-based Regulation Framework, and The Effect Chain model. 

All the presented frameworks can complement each other as they assess different regulatory-

related features; they vary in their approach, generalisation, specificity, and theoretical 

foundation. Therefore, combining these complementary frameworks allows a broader 
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assessment of factors and measures to facilitate successful quality improvement utilising 

regulation. 

• Taxonomy of quality-enhancing regulatory interventions model 

Sutherland and Leatherman (2006) have conducted systematic research of empirical evidence 

about the impact of regulation on quality improvement in healthcare. They have produced a 

model highlighting three main regulatory streams when regulating healthcare: Institutional 

regulation, Professional regulation, and Market regulation, as described below (Figure 2). 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Taxonomy of quality-enhancing regulatory interventions model 
Source: Sutherland & Leatherman, 2006 (28) 

 

Institutional regulation can have a directive approach or rely on external oversight. 

The directive approach instructs about expected levels of performance in healthcare. This 

approach involves setting targets and setting standards. Setting targets drives healthcare 

organisations in the direction of the defined level of performance within a specific timeframe. 

On the contrary, the setting of standards defines a minimal quality level that has to be 

attained by healthcare organisations or professionals. The other type of institutional 

regulation, external oversight, is a type of institutional regulation that enforces healthcare 

quality through external supervision, usually achieved by accreditation or inspection of 

healthcare organisations. Both are done by employing visits to the healthcare organisation 

under scrutiny to evaluate compliance with the given standards. They differ in personnel 

profile, as healthcare inspections often involve inspectors who are health professionals, and in 
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measures – since the accreditation ends with a certificate/licence for the organisation, if 

standards are fulfilled (28).   

Professional regulation involves guiding the professionals that provide healthcare by 

setting standards of knowledge and ability to perform their work. Quality assurance through 

professional regulation is achieved by licensure and registration, credentialing, and 

(re)certification. Credentialing and certification are less used by European regulating 

authorities and more in the United States. Certification provides the opportunity for a health 

professional to demonstrate skills beyond compulsory for regular licensing, while 

credentialing, usually organisation dependent, offers an opportunity for a health professional 

to be credited for their professional qualifications typically related to distinguished 

accomplishments. On the other side, licensure and registration are used in various healthcare 

systems and depend mainly on professional self-regulation. A professional organisation must 

license professionals to permit them to practice healthcare. In contrast, the breach of 

professional rules can result in different measures, including a temporary or permanent 

practice ban (28). 

Market regulation strives to increase healthcare quality by managing competition, 

ensuring public accountability, and supply management. Through effective leadership, 

regulators encourage competition and reduce alliances and monopolies in the healthcare 

system. By doing this, a regulator will create a situation where individual healthcare 

organisations have equal competitive positions. Emphasising public accountability, the 

regulator should ensure that relevant information, such as inspection reports, accreditation 

results, or national ranking of healthcare organisations, is presented to the public, enabling 

people to make a well-informed choice. Competition for profit can become healthcare 

organisations' primary goal, associated with unnecessarily high healthcare costs and 

unnecessary treatments. For this reason, regulators must also verify that the provided 

healthcare is appropriate and within a rational price range. Finally, effective supply 

management induces healthcare regulators to closely monitor their responsibility to ensure 

equal access to healthcare for the entire population (28). 

This model takes a macro-level perspective in organising regulatory efforts and helps 

draw insights into governmental approaches to regulating healthcare. Further, the model is 

easily transferable to various national regulatory settings, such as the research on the 

comparison of twelve European regulators (29). Critics might argue that the model does not 

consider healthcare organisation self-regulation, as supervision can be intra-institutional and 
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effectively completed with institutional controls, such as process management or internal 

quality bodies (30).  

• Responsive regulation framework 

This framework, developed by Ayres and Braithwaite (1992), designates that the style and 

harshness of regulatory response will rely on healthcare organisations' motivations, actions, 

and behaviour. It is "the most sustained and influential account of how and why to combine 

deterrent and cooperative regulatory enforcement strategies" (31). Responsive regulation 

aims to sustain healthcare organisations to improve their quality by balancing penalty and 

persuasion, depending on the organisational circumstances and motivations, rewarding 

compliance and sanctioning non-compliance (32–34). Responsive regulation is sustained by 

the notions of an "enforcement pyramid" (Figure 3). 

 

           
Figure 3. The enforcement pyramid 
Source: Ayres & Braithwaite, 1992 

 

The pyramid helps clarify the response level of the regulator based on the 

organisational behaviour towards regulation. The regulator uses persuasion at the bottom of 

the pyramid to encourage healthcare organisations to self-regulate. If the organisation self-

regulates, the regulator responds with further communication, guidance and support (35). If 

the healthcare organisation does not self-regulate voluntarily, the regulator responds with a 

warning letter to impose regulation. If the healthcare organisation still does not regulate, the 

measures become severer, from a civil penalty to licence suspension and withdrawal. 

However, for the pyramid to be functional, a regulator ought to have the capacity, willingness 

and justification for moving upward toward firmer sanctions. Healthcare organisations must 
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also be convinced of the inevitable nature of sanctions, as administrative warnings show 

results if everybody recognises that non-compliance will have consequences (35). Such belief 

will result in healthcare organisations being more accepting of regulation, experiencing 

regulation more positively, and being more compliant with the imposed standards (36). 

Further, responsive regulation does not foresee a relationship between the regulator 

and the regulated organisation but proposes "tripartism," the third party being other 

stakeholders. They can help ensure compliance and support quality improvement by acting as 

informants and pressuring healthcare organisations and the regulator. Stakeholders are critical 

in protecting against "regulatory capture," a situation where the regulator agrees too much 

with the viewpoint of the healthcare organisation instead of being concerned with protecting 

the public interest (33,36,37).  

Finally, the concept of responsive regulation faces the challenge of having a highly 

skilful regulatory staff. The challenge involves consistency among staff about regulatory style 

and measures applied in a particular situation. Also, good communication skills were 

essential to thoroughly inform the healthcare organisation of the regulator's requirement 

while reestablishing trust upon imposing an enforcement action (38,39).  

This framework recognises motivation as a factor for compliance with the regulation. 

It provides a theoretically sound and valuable means for choosing between regulation 

enforcement styles (40) while providing health organisations guidance in understanding 

progressive measures against non-compliance. The criticism of this framework is that the 

pyramidal approach is not always appropriate, as in high-risk cases, when immediate 

escalation to the higher level of the pyramid might be necessary (41). Another criticism is 

that the regulator should consider the organisation's characteristics when deciding on 

responsive measures instead of always starting from the bottom of the pyramid (42). Further, 

the pyramid may be impractical due to an often limited staff of regulatory entities, as they 

cannot afford to follow up with the healthcare organisation (43).   

 

• The Life Cycle Model 

The Life Cycle Model is another conceptual regulatory framework created by Devkaran & 

Farrell (2014). Four phases define the life cycle of quality in a healthcare organisation: a) 

initiation phase - a slight improvement of quality standards after acquaintance with the 

standards; b) pre-survey phase - a significant quality improvement reaching peak level due to 

increased efforts of the organisation for the reason of the proximity of the regulatory visit; c) 
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post-regulation slump phase - characterised with a drop in compliance level, and d) the 

stagnation phase – where compliance plateau is characterised by variability, but a total level 

of compliance to quality standards is significantly higher than before the first visit of the 

regulator (44,45).  

Devkaran & Farell state that the framework describes the dynamics and complexity of 

regulation as quality intervention and denotes that only with continuous visits by the 

regulator within a more extended period continuous quality improvement can be assured in 

healthcare organisations. Notably, the model has limited generalisability to 

primary/secondary care healthcare facilities; therefore, its applicability in other settings is 

limited. Consequentially, the model does not consider other improvement initiatives that 

might have been taken by the healthcare organisation, as repetitive follow-up visits are 

conducted within longer periods (45). 

 

• System-based regulation framework 

Systems-based regulation is an approach in which healthcare organisations build upon the 

existing internal management system, assuming the system is already designed, to ensure 

regulatory compliance and quality improvement (46). De Bree & Stoopendaal (2018) 

emphasise that this regulatory approach requires that healthcare organisations self-regulate 

through internal supervisory systems. The approach can be referred to as "process-oriented 

regulation," taking a further step from a rigid, stringent, or reactive approach to regulation. It 

promotes a more proactive and preventive method of the regulators, in which the regulators 

support the management of the healthcare organisation to self-improve and maintain quality 

standards (46).   

This approach is novel in its attempts to address the risk of "decoupling" and 

promotes "recoupling". Decoupling refers to the gap between the normative, formal 

requirements and the situation in practice in healthcare organisations where the formal 

requirements are introduced but not fully implemented (47,48). Decoupling is a gap between 

work imagined and work done (49). Decoupling can be intentional, which refers to deliberate 

avoidance of implementing the formal requirements while enjoying the benefits of symbolic 

policy adaption (50) with the knowledge that such action may backfire severely on the 

organisation (51). Decoupling may also result from a lack of consensus within an 

organisation (52). 
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According to this framework (Figure 4), decoupling is conceptualised in three ways: 

a) Goals-system decoupling, in which there is a gap between a healthcare organisation's goals 

and management systems (which also include structures, guidelines, and instructions); b) 

System-practice decoupling, in which there is a gap between management systems and daily 

practice healthcare organisations; and c) Practice-outcome decoupling, in which there is a gap 

between the daily practice in healthcare organisations and positive outcomes for patients or 

organisation (46).    

 

Figure 4. The path from goals to actual outcomes and the potential points of decoupling 
Source: de Bree & Stoopendaal, 2018 (46) 

 

Conversely, recoupling refers to the reverse process, finding synergy between the 

goals of the healthcare organisation and the expectations of the regulator (46). Recoupling 

depends on internal factors, such as an organisational statement or quality strategy, and 

external factors, such as market pressure and patient expectation (48). Regulators may initiate 

recoupling through observations and discussions, which may help identify possible 

management system gaps and foster quality improvement actions (53). 

This model focuses on the management system of a healthcare organisation, as the 

performance of management duties towards quality measurement is expected to contribute to 

quality improvement. Also, the model builds on Bromley and Powell (2012), attending to the 

practice-outcome gap (54). However, this model is outside the regular duties' direction and 

would require a legislative modification for the regulator and the healthcare organisations to 

agree to participate in this type of supervision (46). 
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• The Effect Chain Model  

The Effect Chain Model is also known as the impact of regulation on the healthcare 

organisation model. Healthcare regulators do not provide care themselves; therefore, they 

cannot directly control the outcome of their intervention. Instead, regulators try to alternate 

structures and processes in a healthcare organisation, intending to result in better patient 

outcomes. At the same time, impact studies are also focused on the internal operation of the 

regulator, striving to make a regulatory organisation more efficient and effective. The Dutch 

Health Inspectorate has come up with a chain effect model of the impact of regulation (55). 

According to the model, the output of the Inspectorate has an immediate and intermediate 

impact on the health organisation, which then, in chain effect, impacts patient outcome 

(Figure 5). 

 

 
Figure 5. The effect chain model 

Source: Werkgroep Effectmeting IG-Beraad, 2005 (55) 
 

While this model provides a visual understanding of the intended impact of the 

regulator, it does not describe the impact that patient outcomes and organisational processes 

and structures have on the inputs of the regulator. This model was improved by Sparreboom 

(2009). The journey of the output of the regulator, altering processes and structures in the 

healthcare system, and resulting in specific outcomes or impacts in society, are displayed in 

the effect chain figure with dashed arrows (Figure 6).  
 

Intermediate 
effects 

Final     
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The Effect 
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Regulator Society Supervised organization 
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Figure 6. The impact of regulators on the healthcare organisation model 

Source: Sparreboom, 2009 (29) 

 

The added red arrows to the model, from regulators output, healthcare organisation 

and patients' outcome in the opposite direction of regulators influence, and directed towards 

regulator input, depict how regulators can measure their impact (29). Regulatory 

effectiveness can be measured in terms of changes in processes and structures that are known 

to be favourable outcomes in general (13). Additionally, it must be noted that the further the 

effect measurement moves from the output of the regulator, the more complex the proof of 

causality between monitored results and the output is (55). 

 

1.3. Health care system in the Republic of Kosova 
 

To prevent confusion for international readers, the term "Kosova" instead of 

"Kosovo" is used throughout the text. Kosova is an Albanian language term for the country, 

and Kosova is populated mainly by Albanians. The internationally used term "Kosovo" is in 

Serbian (56). Contradictory, even in English, citizens of Kosova are called "Kosovars" 

(57,58). 

Kosova was a part of former Yugoslavia after the Second World War. Dissolution of 

the former Yugoslavia and Serbian ethnic segregation over the Kosovar-Albanian population 

caused 100,000 Kosovar-Albanians to lose their employment by 1992 (59). Restricted access 

to public healthcare organisations and the non-existence of private healthcare organisations 

from 1990-1999 resulted in the informal organisation of the "parallel system" - voluntary 

health services of outpatient care all over the country through the humanitarian association 

"Mother Teresa" (60). After the war in 1999 that established Kosova, the public network of 

health services was destroyed and faced numerous problems. Kosovar-Albanian health 

personnel had not worked in a hospital setting for ten years. Young physicians were trained in 
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a parallel education system involving small clinics with no connection to hospital 

environments (61). There were shortages of electricity, water supply, medicines, and 

physicians. This situation produced unreliable health data which could not support evidence-

based policies (62).   

United Nations Interim Administration administered Kosova from after the war until 

its independence. International officials were in charge of The Department of Health 

(predecessor of the MoH) until the constitution of Provisional Self-Governing Institutions 

and the first local Minister of Health appointment in 2002 (60). Kosova proclaimed 

independence in 2008 but still is not a member of the European Union or the United Nations. 

The Republic of Kosova has a territory of 10,905 km2 and a population of 1,782,115. 

More than 50% of the population is less than 28.2 years old, while the average population age 

is 30.2 years. The average longevity is 74.1 years for males and 79.4 years for females. 91% 

of the population are Kosovar-Albanians, 3.5% are Kosovar-Serbs, and the rest are other 

minorities (Turks, Bosnian, Montenegrin, Roma, Ashkali and Egyptian). 61.7% of the 

population lives in rural areas. Kosova is among the poorest countries in Europe, considered 

an upper-middle-income country (63). Brutto Gross Product is 3,746 €/per citizen, while only 

40.5% of the population is economically active (64). In 2017, 18.0% of the adult population 

lived below the poverty line of 1.85 €/day, while 5.1% per cent lived below the extreme 

poverty line of 1.31€/day (65). 

Health services in Kosova are organised in three levels (primary, secondary and 

tertiary) in public and private healthcare organisations. Public primary healthcare services 

consist of 449 facilities governed at the local level, organised in 28 out of 38 administrative 

municipalities, and guided by the family medicine concept. Each administrative municipality 

has one Main Family Medicine Centre (MFMC) in the municipal city, several Family 

Medicine Centres (FMC, within a big city or in different smaller cities) and Family Medicine 

Ambulances (FMA, in rural areas), aiming to treat 80% of health conditions (Ministry of 

Health Kosova, 2016b). Public Secondary and Tertiary services form the Hospital University 

Clinical Services of Kosova (HUCSK). HUCSK consists of six general hospitals, six 

community mental health centres, National Centre of Telemedicine, National Centre of 

Sports Medicine, National Centre of Occupational Health, Integration and Rehabilitation 

Centre for Chronic Psychiatric Patients, Dentistry Hospital Clinical Centre, and Clinical 

University Centre with 37 clinics and administrative/technical services (66). The private 

sector had 1,685 licensed organisations in 2020, of which 28 were hospitals (67). Medical 
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facilities in the remaining ten municipalities with the Kosovar-Serbs minority do not 

generally participate in the Kosovar Health System (68) and have created a so-called parallel 

healthcare system governed and financed mainly by Serbia. 

Kosova averages 1.2 doctors per 1,000 patients, far below the EU level of 3.6 (69). In 

public institutions of primary healthcare, in 2020, there were 1,133 doctors, 313 dentists, 18 

pharmacists, 3,238 nurses, 40 health associates and 836 non-health associates (70). Health 

financing is mainly done by income tax, taxation, and co-financing, while out-of-pocket 

payments include 40% of expenditures for healthcare (67,69). Kosova has not been able to 

provide public health insurance for its citizens for some 21 years after the war, even though 

the Health Insurance Fund (HiF) was established in 2017 (71). The budget for healthcare in 

2020 allocated to municipal Directorates for health and social welfare was €74,709,806, 

while the budget allocated for the central level of healthcare (MoH, HiF and HUCSK) was 

€209,142,564. Despite low financing, the low number of doctors and lack of health insurance, 

research confirms patients' satisfaction with healthcare services to be between 65 and 81%, 

slightly higher for the private sector than the public sector but generally equal among levels 

of healthcare. Patients mostly complain about poor behaviour by health personnel, the 

necessity to pay for medical materials and medicines from the essential list, and inadequate 

infrastructure and hygiene of the facilities. While there is a broad perception of corruption in 

the health sector, only 3.9% of patients declared that health personnel placed financial 

conditions on them to provide health services (72). 

 

1.3.1. Quality of healthcare services in the Republic of Kosova 
 

The healthcare quality in Kosova had its roots in the 1970s when normative 

healthcare standards were established. However, the healthcare quality declined in the 1990s 

due to the political situation in the country, culminating with war, The North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization (NATO) strikes and the subsequent withdrawal of Serbian forces and governing 

from Kosova in 1999. Healthcare quality in Kosova faced various issues after the war. Such 

issues included damaged infrastructure, extremely scarce resources, unclear competencies in 

public healthcare, and an unregulated private healthcare market (73,74). As a result, 

healthcare quality in Kosova was lower than in European Union countries and the region. The 

government in Kosova has committed to improving the quality and safety of health services, 

balancing the scarce budget, limited opportunities and best practices (75).  
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Among the first documents issued with relation to quality in general as well as in 

primary healthcare was the Administrative Instruction 15-2000 on the establishment of 

family medicine centres - regulating functioning, staffing, commodities, equipment, 

managerial and administrative tasks (76); and Administrative Instruction 18-2000 on 

Registration and Licencing of Health professionals – which establishes a Body responsible 

for registration and licencing of health professionals, for the first time in Kosova (77).  

Despite difficulties in revitalising the healthcare system destroyed for more than a 

decade, further developments towards the quality of healthcare occurred between 2004-2007, 

such as the promulgation of The Administrative Instruction on standards for licensing and 

accreditation of health institutions of primary health care (78), The Administrative Instruction 

09/2005 on quality and licencing standards of health institutions and their implementation 

(79). The Instruction specified three types of quality standards – basic, core developmental, 

and non-core developmental standards. Basic quality standards are mandatory and subject to 

monitoring by the Health Inspectorate in the MoH and the Division of quality services in 

cooperation with other relevant departments. The developmental standards are not monitored 

by the MoH but are used by the institutions for their development. The Instruction further 

highlights internal quality mechanisms within healthcare organisations, the Quality 

Committee and Quality Coordinators. The Quality Committee is responsible for developing 

the quality mechanisms and implementing the quality standards. On the other side, the 

Quality Coordinators are responsible for coordinating and assisting the implementation of the 

standards within the health organisation. For these purposes, Quality Coordinators will be 

subjected to continuous training on techniques of quality management organised by MoH or 

at the municipal level. The duties and the selection of Quality Coordinators and members of 

Quality Committees were listed in the Information Circular 1/2005 (80). According to the 

Circular, the newly established regular posts of Quality Coordinators have functional 

authority over all aspects of the healthcare organisation related to quality improvement and 

quality control, advising and supporting all personnel on necessary actions to improve the 

overall quality of services provided by the organisation. Quality Coordinators are selected via 

internal advertisement. Those with the right to apply are public health specialists, other 

specialists (preferred), nurses, other healthcare professionals, economists or lawyers. The 

Quality Coordinator shall work four hours daily, or if the institution can afford it, eight hours. 

The Quality Coordinator is a mandatory member of a Quality Committee established within 

the institution, which needs to meet every two months and review important cases for quality. 
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Lastly, the Circular states that MoH will: create strategies, programs, and action plans to 

ensure and improve healthcare quality; they will coordinate activities with Quality 

Coordinators, prepare a training plan, and provide training for the Quality Coordinators, 

reviewing their work reports.  

The initiatives declined until 2010, when MoH's Division of Quality and Safety of 

Healthcare services and the Quality Coordinators network were revitalised (75). Among 

them, the Administrative Instruction on Clinical Protocols and Guidelines was promulgated 

(81) to standardise healthcare activities across the country and formalise the 14 clinical 

guidelines used till then in primary healthcare. The commitment to quality of healthcare was 

continuously reiterated in the Health Sector Strategy 2010-2014 (82),  The Strategy of 

improving quality and safety of health services 2012-2016 (75), The Health Law (83), The 

International Accreditation of Specialist Postgraduate Education in Family Medicine (84) and 

The Health Sector Strategy 2017-2021 which specifically highlight the role of Quality 

Coordinators in primary healthcare in implementation of healthcare standards (67).  

However, there was inconsistency in the efforts, and another decline in activities 

followed, mainly because of the shallow capacity of the Division of Quality in the MoH, 

having only one employee for years and minimal communication with healthcare 

organisations (85). 

 

1.3.2. The Health Inspectorate of the Republic of Kosova 
 

Healthcare supervision in Kosova is undertaken based on authority provided by the 

government, with a mission to safeguard and support the public interest. Healthcare 

supervision is conducted by the Health Inspectorate of Kosova, an administrative body of the 

Ministry of Health (MoH) with the duty to supervise, through external inspection, if health 

institutions and health personnel obey legal provisions, ethical norms and professional 

standards of health care. The Inspectorate was established in 2006 with the promulgation of 

Law No 02/L-038 on Health Inspectorate (86) to improve the quality of services provided in 

health institutions. The Inspectorate enforces and checks compliance with 19 laws, more than 

110 administrative instructions, regulations, strategies, and other directives in the health area 

related to the Inspectorate's scope of competencies. Initially, the Inspectorate consisted of 

Chief Inspector and five inspectors; in 2019, it had nine inspectors, one administrative staff 

and the Chief Inspector. The Chief Inspector responds directly to the Minister of Health and 
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advises them on the course of action related to the issues within the competencies of the 

Inspectorate. All Inspectors and Chief Inspectors must be licensed doctors, dentists or 

pharmacists. However, high power and responsibility, unclear legal environments, low salary, 

lack of professional training and risk of losing health professional licences are common 

reasons for personnel fluctuation over the years, causing work inconsistencies and partial loss 

of organisational memory. In addition, the small number of personnel (5 to 9 inspectors) in 

charge of inspecting more than 2000 health organisations geographically distributed 

throughout the country's territory, of different sizes and profiles, causes one healthcare 

organisation to be inspected once in 3,5 years (87). 

The Inspectorate functions only at the central level. The main task of the Inspectorate 

in its first years was to implement the legal requirement of licensing for private health 

practices (88). Subsequent attempts were made to analyse the Health Inspectorate's work 

efficacy and service quality. Efforts included acquiring the Technical Assistance and 

Information Exchange instrument, managed by the Directorate-General Enlargement of the 

European Commission and organising the 27th European Partnership of Supervisory 

Organisations in Healthcare and Social Care conference in Prishtina. Further outreach 

included conducting visits and initiating formal and informal collaboration with other 

European inspectorates and inspectorates of the region, attending relevant training, and 

conducting periodic analyses of work achievements and methods (89,90). 

The Health Inspectorate of Kosova supervises an extensive range of public and 

private healthcare services, including ambulatory care, hospital care, mental health care, and 

public health care. The Inspectorate commonly applies regular inspection, thematic 

inspection, response-to-complaints inspection and re-inspection. The regular inspection 

entails assessing the implementation of basic standards of healthcare. Thematic inspections 

are focused on a specific topic in healthcare, based on strategic documents, previous yearly 

reports or are put forward by a minister or parliament. The response-to-complaints inspection 

usually consists of conducting inspections based on a citizen complaint. Finally, re-inspection 

is a follow-up inspection; it is conducted much sooner for high-risk cases, in which 

healthcare quality and safety are compromised, than for lower-risk cases. Other than 

inspections, the Inspectorate employs document review as an additional method to the 

inspection. 

To standardise and ensure equal evaluation during the supervision, the Inspectorate 

has created a standard checklist for regular inspections based on basic quality of healthcare 
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standards introduced in Kosova in 2005. Also, for each group of thematic inspections, a 

specific inspection form is created based on relevant legislation before thematic inspections. 

Further, to obtain relevant information and enable comparison of complaints, the Inspectorate 

has developed specific complaints forms for the complainants in healthcare. Finally, re-

inspections are done based on the previous inspection report concentrating only on negative 

findings from the report, with a note that if a new problem is found, a new inspection case is 

initiated.  

During all on-site inspections, a verbal note is issued at the site containing significant 

findings, measures and the place for comments by the inspected organisation. After the on-

site inspection, the Inspectorate publishes a written report for the inspected organisation, 

taking full caution in maintaining the confidentiality of the data, such as patient information. 

The Health Inspectorate has a right to recommend, request corrective measures, initiate 

administrative measures (such as issuing an order, administrative fines, advice to the Minister 

or other relevant Bodies to take action), and file criminal charges.  

The inspected organisation has a right to complain to the Chief Health Inspector 

against the inspection report and measures cited. The Chief Health Inspector will: a) verify 

the objectivity of the Inspector towards the inspected party and b) notice eventual 

irregularities in procedure and measures applied. If the inspection report fails to satisfy the 

previous two requirements, the Chief Inspector has the right to withdraw the inspection 

report. 

The work of the Health Inspectorate highly involves reviewing media reports to find 

new cases and collaborating with other inspectorates or entities. The Inspectorate regularly 

works with the media in line with the right to public information and transparency. It informs 

the public of its activities, especially in cases that compromise the safety and quality of 

healthcare.   

 

1.4. Problem of the research 
 

This research is based on problems in quality assurance and improvement in primary 

health care in developing countries, particularly on quality improvement challenges in the 

Republic of Kosova.  

Although the issue of quality in healthcare is being recognised as very important, 

quality assessment efforts in developing countries have been relatively scarce. Such 
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assessments focus on measuring mortality and morbidity changes or coverage levels but lack 

emphasis on the healthcare delivery process or service quality. In addition, applying findings 

in healthcare delivery procedures to improve quality systems are also scarce (91). In 

developed countries, interest in quality assurance is focused on clinical medicine (92) and 

hospital care; based on healthcare standards developed by accreditation agencies, but little 

research permeates to the primary healthcare level, especially in developing countries (92). 

The interest in quality assurance in primary healthcare in developed countries started in the 

1980s and followed a few years later in developing countries (91). 

In attempts to improve healthcare quality, there is an international tendency to use 

more governmental regulation in healthcare (93). This tactic has raised discussions, and 

critiques, such as, a) inspections (as part of the regulation) cannot directly improve quality 

since inspections are external activities while quality improvement is an organisational issue; 

b) inspection highlights the problem in the organisation but does not tell how to solve it (94); 

c) the modern requirements for transparency of inspection, despite being helpful for the 

evaluated institutions' managers, actually weakens the control (95); or, d) setting targets 

while inspecting can result in poor performance in areas not covered by inspection (96). 

Overall, scientific research on the impacts of inspection is reasonably novel, mainly covering 

developed countries and focusing on supervisory style (40), patient perspective on the role of 

the regulation (37,97), and a broader subject of the regulation (98). These studies lack focus 

on the structure of the Inspectorate as a part of the regulation, on planning and targeting 

inspections or specific instruments used during inspections, e.g., checklists (98).   

 As the healthcare system is subject to several regulations, it is challenging to attribute 

improvement changes to a specific regulation practice. Subsequently, regulators face a 

challenge when evaluating the impact of regulation, as such studies may result in being rather 

associative instead of causal. As a result, attributing quality improvements to a specific 

inspectorate is challenging but not impossible. One possibility is to follow up on changes 

over time and compare sufficiently similar organisations. Therefore, evaluation of the 

effectiveness of the inspectorates can only be tracked over a reasonably long timeframe, 

ensuring the accurate measurement process and considering the possible impact of the 

external factors on the process. Measurement is even more difficult, keeping in mind that 

inspectorates do not have clear indicators and targets in many countries. Having clear 

procedures and instruments is necessary to limit inspectors' discretion or variability of 

opinions. Therefore, it is critical to shift from a position where inspectorates' activities are 
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accepted as successful to one in which they have to prove their positive impact on the 

specified aim (98). 

Little is also known about the experience with instruments and their effectiveness in 

quality improvement. Also, research on the success of inspection activities in improving 

healthcare quality is scarce. Furthermore, knowledge about the role of supervision in quality 

improvement in countries in general, including Kosova, is scarce. It is vital to learn more 

about the role of supervision in primary healthcare settings, which provides an opportunity 

for further development and professionalisation of supervision by gaining more insight into 

the supervision instruments.  

The Kosova model of quality assurance in primary health services is described in the 

introductory part of this thesis. The model is based on Quality Coordinators in each publicly 

funded healthcare organisation. They serve as an internal quality mechanism, coordinating 

and assisting the implementation of quality standards. Besides this internal quality 

mechanism, the Health Inspectorate of the Ministry of Health performs external monitoring 

using a method of inspection. The problem is that, until now, there is no evidence of the 

strengths and weaknesses of this quality assurance model applied in practice in the 

developing post-war country of Kosova. For example, there is no evidence on what are 

Quality Coordinators' demographic characteristics, how much they know about inspection 

standards on which the Health Inspectorate evaluates their organisations, and what their 

experience is in practice. Also, there is a lack of evidence-based evaluation of the described 

model, particularly the answer to the question of whether the Health Inspectorate could be an 

efficient tool in improving the quality of healthcare services in outpatient care. Answers to 

those questions should expand the relatively limited body of knowledge on supervisory 

activities, establish evidence for informed decision-making for health policy in Kosova, and 

serve as a benchmark for other countries in development. 

In summary, the problems that initiated this research are as follows: In many 

countries, there are various governmental actions for quality improvement, focused on the 

quality of a setting, standards of care, health personnel qualifications or patient safety and 

satisfaction. However, the studies and proof of the effectiveness of any supervision in 

improving the quality of healthcare are scarce (29),(28,99–101). It is crucial to find out if 

external supervision is the right and successful approach. Alternatively, on the opposite, there 

is a need to make necessary changes and improve internal work processes to justify the 

purpose of the existence of the Health Inspectorate of Kosova. The intent, therefore, is to 
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keep the process simple and avoid the suggestion that "one-size-fits-all" and that there are 

"magic bullets" for quality (92,102). It is of essential importance to build and sustain the 

ability of primary healthcare organizations to continuously and effectively engage in quality 

improvement (103–105).  
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2. HYPOTHESIS 

 

Health Inspectorate is an efficient regulatory tool for quality improvement in public 

institutions of primary health care in Kosovo. 
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3. AIM, PURPOSE AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES 

 
This research aimed to determine if health inspectorate is a practical tool to evaluate 

and improve adherence to the basic standards of healthcare quality at the meso-level of 

governance (institutional level) of the public organisations of primary health care.  

 

The purpose of this research is to support quality improvement efforts in public 

institutions of primary health care in Kosovo.  

 

1. To achieve the main aim of the doctoral thesis, three specific objectives were defined: 

To evaluate the compliance level of public institutions of primary health care to the 

legally set basic standards of healthcare quality on initial, follow-up and final 

inspections.  

2. To determine the level of improved compliance of public institutions of primary 

health care to the legally set basic standards of healthcare quality after final 

inspections. 

3. To identify factors influencing personnel in charge of quality in public institutions of 

primary healthcare to perform their duties. 
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4. MATERIALS AND METHODOLOGY 
 

4.1. Study design 
 

In combined quantitative-qualitative research, the case of the Republic of Kosova is 

used to describe the development of basic healthcare quality standards at the mid-level of 

government (institutional level) from the macro-level perspective (central level of 

government) in a developing country. Specifically, the focus lies on compliance with the 

basic standards of healthcare quality in public organisations of primary healthcare in Kosova 

and the role of the Health Inspectorate in improving compliance, trying to identify 

internal/external factors impacting the quality and where opportunities for improvement exist. 

This combined quantitative-qualitative research is the aptest design to answer these questions, 

as it combines raw field data with people's insights into the quality in the primary healthcare 

organisations in Kosova, as well as "to understand the world as others experience it" (106).  

The approach to this mid-level perspective entails field data collection during initial 

and follow-up inspections, document analysis, pre-and post-training tests for the experimental 

group, and notes from focus group discussions with the experimental group. The 

organisations and participants were selected based on purposeful sampling, adding 

"identification and selection of information-rich cases related to the phenomenon of interest" 

(107). Thus, the participants are Quality Coordinators from the 14 MFMC, enabling an 

insider perspective on difficulties in working with the quality and providing relevant 

information for decision-making in healthcare.  

A thorough explanation of the study design is described in the following text, while the 

readers can refer to Figure 7 to understand the process flow easier. In the figure, steps 1-6 

guide through the quantitative part of the research, steps 7-9 refer to the qualitative part of the 

study, while step 10 refers back to the quantitative part of the research. 
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The quantitative part of the research 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The qualitative part of the research 

 
The quantitative part of the research 

 
Figure 7. The sketch of the chronological steps of the study design 

Step 1

• Select healthcare organisations for the research                                    (in 2016)
• Obtain a list of Quality Coordinators for the research

Step 2
• Develop standard check-list and demographic and work related questionnaire
• Prepare the Health Inspectors

Step 3 

• Conduct initial inspections in 14 MFMC 
• Demographic/work-related questionnaire for Quality Coordinators in  14 MFMC
• Send the report to the organisations, with recommendations for improvement

Step 7

• Pre-training test on knowledge of 32 standards used by Health Inspectorate
• 1 day training with 7 Quality Coordinators from the MFMC

Step 8
• 1/2 day follow-up training with 7 Quality Coordinators from the MFMC
• Post training test                                                                                (in 2019)

Step 9 
• Semi-structured focus group discussion with the 7 Quality Coordinators

Step 10

• Conduct final inspections in the 14 MFMC
• Send the report to the respective institutions

Step 4 4
• Review the check list                                                                          (in 2018)
• Review the task with the Health Inspectors

Step 5

• Conduct follow-up inspections in the same 14 MFMC
• Demographic/work related questionnaire redestributed
• Send the reports to the organisations, with recommendations for improvement

Step 6 
• Select Quality Coordinators from the 7 out of 14 MFMC, for training
• Plan the training, participants, and send invitation for the training
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The selection of healthcare organisations went as follows: 1) Out of 38 administrative 

municipalities, ten were removed from the research to avoid political and professional 

complications of healthcare organisations placed in Kosovar-Serbian minority municipalities 

working in a parallel health system, possibly with a dual set of quality standards, 2) From the 

28 remaining municipalities, 14 were removed from the research as they have maternities, 

while the focus of this research is outpatient care. Accordingly, the author selected the 

remaining 14 municipalities for the study. 3) Since MFMC has the highest influx of patients  

and the highest number of personnel within those municipalities, selecting an MFMC from 

each of the 14 municipalities was a reasonable course of action.4) The list of Quality 

Coordinators of the 14 selected MFMC was obtained to include them in the research, as they 

are existing employees of the MFMC responsible for quality improvement in the given 

institution. More information about the Quality Coordinators can be found under 

Introduction, section 1.3.1. All the above described in this paragraph are referred to as "step 

1" in the research design. 

For Step 2 of the research, two health inspectors were selected to conduct all of the 

inspections jointly and be responsible for report writing for half of them. The inspectors were 

existing, experienced employees of the Health Inspectorate. They were selected to conduct 

these inspections based on their medical speciality (family medicine and dentistry), 

experience in working in primary healthcare, and experience in inspecting primary health 

care. In addition to these inspections, the two inspectors would perform other regular duties, 

such as inspections in secondary healthcare or private healthcare. On the other side, the 

researcher drafted an inspection checklist based on legislation and written standards of the 

Ministry of Health of Kosova – all used during inspections but not in a formal document. The 

list was tested in a small sample of four other public institutions of primary healthcare not 

included in the research. Finally, the researcher prepared a demographic and work-related 

questionnaire based on information tailored for the study: gender, year of birth, education, 

years of experience in MFMC, years of experience as Quality Coordinator, self-declared 

knowledge of their job description, regular performance of their duties and training 

opportunities in the past. The inspectors were introduced to the checklist and the 

questionnaire; they reviewed them, commented on them or asked for clarifications. The final 

checklist (Appendix 1) and questionnaire (Appendix 2) were prepared for inspections. 

For Step 3 of the research, the selected health inspectors conducted unannounced 

initial inspections of 14 MFMC based on a standard checklist within three months in 2016. 
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During the initial inspection, the questionnaire on selected demographic and work-related 

data for the Quality Coordinators was distributed. After an inspection, an official written 

report is sent back to each of the inspected institutions, stating the findings based on the 

checklist, the needs for corrections (if any) and suggested significant time for improvement, 

if feasible.  

In step 4 of the research, the existing checklist and demographic and work-related 

questionnaire were reviewed. Additional items were added to the checklist due to novel legal 

requirements, but they were not included in the research. Further, the knowledge test was 

created with open-ended questions. The test contained the same indicators that were in the 

standard checklist, and the purpose of the test was to find out the level of knowledge of the 

Quality Coordinators on the basic standards of healthcare and Health Inspectorate 

requirements from a health organisation during a regular planned inspection 

For step 5 of the research, due to the high number of healthcare organisations being 

supervised by the Health Inspectorate and a small number of healthcare inspectors (see 

chapter 1.3.4.), follow-up inspections were conducted in June-August 2018. Unannounced 

follow-up visits of the same organisations were performed to verify if previously found 

irregularities were corrected. The same standard checklist and demographic and work-related 

questionnaire were applied in both visits to establish staff changes. After the inspection, an 

official written report was sent back to each of the inspected institutions, stating the findings 

based on the checklist and the previous inspection report and further needs for corrections, if 

any.  

 Regarding Step 6 of the research, seven of fourteen MFMC were initially selected to 

partake in training by the Health Inspectorate. The MFMC were ranked by compliance with 

the basic standards of healthcare quality, and then the author chose the three lowest ranking 

MFMC for the experimental group. The final four MFMC for the experimental group were 

selected by comparing the organisations with population and health personnel sizes and 

choosing the lower performing institution among them. The Quality Coordinators from set 

seven MFMC were invited as an experimental group for the training. After this, technical 

preparations were conducted to organise and facilitate the training. Step 6 concludes the 

quantitative part of the research, although another portion of quantitative data appears in  

Step 10.  

Step 7 of the research was the training provided by the Health Inspectorate, a full-day 

training in December 2018 and a half-day follow-up in March 2019. Participants were 7 
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Quality Coordinators from the experimental group, the Chief of Primary Health Care 

Division and Chief of Quality Division in the MoH, the Chief Inspector Health and two 

Health Inspectors that conducted the follow-up inspections. The training consisted of an 

introduction to quality documents in Kosova, new plans in the MoH regarding Quality 

Coordinators, the reason why they were selected for training, and a detailed introduction of 

each of the 32 BHQS from the Inspectorates checklist, how they are evaluated, and how they 

can be improved. The participants also shared their practices in dealing which a specific 

indicator and what worked for them or not. At the end of the training, the Health Inspectorate 

provided their checklist to the participants to assist them in performing work in their 

institutions. 

In Step 8 of the research, another half day of follow-up training was conducted with 

the same participants on the same subjects in March 2019. The training merely focused on 

clarification of unclarities, suggestions for solutions, and experience sharing between all 

participants. The post-training knowledge test was administered to the Quality Coordinators 

during the training. 

Step 9 was conducted at the end of the follow-up training by holding a semi-

structured focus group discussion based on five more significant subjects: motivation to serve 

as Quality Coordinator, their previous experiences in this position, factors that impact 

healthcare quality in their opinion, suggestions for improvement, and their impression of the 

training. The list of questions can be found attached to this thesis as Annex 3. With step 9, the 

qualitative part of the research is concluded. 

Step 10 entailed repeated final inspections of the 14 MFMC in April 2019 to evaluate 

the changes in adherence to basic standards of healthcare quality, with the same methodology 

as in the previous two inspections, explained in steps 3 and 5 of the research.  

 

4.2.  Organizations, respondents and ethical approval 
 

The subjects for the quantitative part of the study are Main Family Medicine Centres 

(MFMC) - public organizations of primary healthcare at the municipal level, governed 

independently by the Ministry of Health. MFMC is managed by the Director and has one 

Quality Coordinator. MFMC provides family medicine concept of care and oversees the 

smaller organizations, Family Medicine Centres and Family Medicine Ambulantas, 

distributed throughout the administrative territory of a municipality, depending on geography 
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and population. MFMC have differences in the population they serve, staff size, services 

provided, and budget, which will be considered during the research. The 14 MFMC that were 

eligible for the analysis are MFMC Pejë, Prishtinë, Prizren, Gjakovë, Gjilan, Mitrovicë, 

Ferizaj, Han Elezi, Shtime, Fushë Kosovë, Junik, Vushtrri, Obiliq, Mamushë (Figure 8).  

  

 
Figure 8. Map of Kosova municipalities 

Note: Municipalities are listed on the left side of the figure. Kosovar-Serbian minority 
municipalities are in boxes, and Municipalities having MFMC with maternities are 

underlined in green. The remaining municipalities, presented in green dots on the map, are 
the MFMC under research. 

 

For the qualitative share of the research, the subjects are 14 MFMC Quality 

Coordinators, whose age, education and length of service in this position were collected 

during the first and second inspection. The Quality Coordinators are MFMC staff, appointed 

by and responsible to the Director, selected to perform an additional role of the Quality 

Coordinator in addition to their regular duties, for which they receive a small financial 

incentive – half a point in the salary scale. Initial Quality Coordinators had received some 
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training about their duties and responsibilities; however, due to personnel fluctuation, not all 

knowledge is updated. Although the duty aim is somewhat similar, Quality Coordinators 

(unlike Health Inspectors) cannot discipline and request improvements if the healthcare 

quality is not achieved; they can only inform the Director and propose positive correctional 

measures.  

Private healthcare organisations were excluded from the study as they could not access 

the public health information system (108). Furthermore, healthcare organisations 

functioning in areas populated by Kosovar-Serbs were excluded, as they are not integrated 

into the Kosovar Health system (68). Finally, secondary and tertiary healthcare (public) 

organisations were not included as they have inpatient services too, which was out of the 

scope of this research. 

Focus group participants were selected based on their position as Quality Coordinators 

of the MFMC. The interviews with Quality Coordinators aimed to get insight into their 

motivation to serve, development of healthcare quality initiatives, successes or improvement 

needs, and factors that impacted healthcare quality.   

Written Approval from the Ethical Board in the Ministry of Health of Kosova before 

initiating any activities related to this research was acquired. In addition, participants of the 

experimental groups signed informed consent to participate in the study. 

 

4.3.  Data collection methods 
 

Data for the quantitative part of the research were collected from unannounced 

inspections in the selected MFMC, evaluating compliance with the legally set basic standards 

of healthcare quality (BSHQ). For this purpose, a previously developed and already in-use 

standard checklist was applied. The checklist consists of 32 indicators based on mandatory 

legal provisions for the functioning of health organisations defined by the legislation in the 

Republic of Kosova - including but not limited to the Health Law, the Law on rights and 

duties of citizens in health care, Tobacco Law, the Law on medical equipment and products, 

Administrative Instruction for health information system database, Administrative Instruction 

on medical documentation, and Administrative Instruction on the pharmaceutical recipe.  

The checklist covers patient information (name of institution, working hours, service 

list and price, name of office, doctors name, smoking prohibition sign, complaints free-phone 

line), medical documents (patient registry, unique medical documentation, patient history), 
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medicines (supply, expiration, anti-shock therapy, guidance on anti-shock therapy), hygiene 

(general, soap, drying hands, water, toilets, bed cover), managing medical disposal (safety-

box, disposal manner), work resources (medical devices/equipment in place, 

devices/equipment working, sufficient staff providing service), professional identification 

(uniform, id card) and other legal requirements (general infrastructure condition, access for 

disabled, presence of staff, signature lists, prohibitions on promoting milk-formula and 

branded medicines). The checklist marks the results with "Yes", meaning that the legal 

requirement is fulfilled, or "No", meaning that the requirement is not fulfilled, which will 

then need an explanation for the adverse finding. The inspected organizations are officially 

informed of the results and are requested to initiate improvement measures within a given 

period. Follow-up unannounced inspections are conducted to verify if requested improvement 

measures are in place. The data from both inspections were analysed for compliance with the 

BHQS and rate of improvement by demographic and work-related characteristics 

(municipality; gender, age, education and length in the position of MFMC Quality 

Coordinators) and by clustered groups of repeated irregularities. 

For the qualitative part of the research, interviews were conducted with the Quality 

Coordinators in the respondent's native language to determine motivation factors for this role, 

previous on-job experiences, factors influencing quality of healthcare, proposals for 

improvement of the system and their experience with the training. Non-self-disclosure of 

identity and privacy stipulations were maintained by not recording interviews, although 

verbatim notes were taken. Each participant granted consent, confirming their willingness to 

participate in the study. Each interview involved previously prepared open-ended questions to 

allow discussion with the respondents and obtain their perception of the research questions.  

Research data were attained through document analysis of checklists, inspection 

reports, field notes, legislation, strategies, reports, information from the Agency of Statistics 

in Kosova, and other documents found online from open sources. 

 

4.4. Data analysis 
 

Inspection data from the checklists and reports for the quantitative part of the study 

were registered to the IBM SPSS 27. Fulfilled standards are marked with a score of "1", 

while unfulfilled (partially or entirely) was marked as "0". Results were represented 

graphically utilising summary, percentages, standard deviation, comparison of means and 
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coefficient of variation; the significance level in descriptive statistical tests was set at 0,05. In 

addition, relevant data were collected and processed from the Agency of Statistics of Kosova 

(ASK) web page to present demographic and health services indicators, compare MFMC and 

select which will be trained.  

For the qualitative portion of the study, the verbatim notes of the discussions were 

analysed to extract noteworthy statements/phrases and formulate meaning. A coding system 

was used to cluster similar meanings into larger theme categories, assisting in answering the 

discussion's semi-structured questions (109). When appropriate, a search for emergent codes 

was made to identify themes that derive from the experiences of the research participants. 

Finally, the results were translated into English.  

 

4.5. Validity and reliability 
 

Internal validity of this research was ensured by: a) consulting other experienced local 

and international researchers to address researchers' bias; b) steering precise and verifiable 

record keeping; and c) triangulating data from different available sources (e.g. documents, 

interviews, expert opinions). The external validity of this study was ensured by discussing the 

findings with sample participants to ensure that all understood and accepted the results. 

In scientific research, reliability refers to the precise replicability of the procedures 

and the outcomes (110). All the documents, forms, reports and field notes are preserved to 

ensure reliability. The preserved documents and the presentation of results are structured 

keeping in mind confidentiality requirements, so the link to the identity of the respondents 

cannot be established. Risk to the validity and reliability of the research involves accurate 

translation and interpretation from Albanian into English, preserving the meaning of 

information gained from the interviews. For this reason, during the interviews, the native 

language of the respondents was spoken. The interview notes were double-checked while 

translating, and a professional interpreter experience was sought, as van Nes et al. (2010) 

suggested. In addition, sample member checks were made to verify if the respondents could 

recognise themselves in the analysis. 
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5. RESULTS 
 

Results are presented according to the timeline of activities, in line with research 

objectives. First, the primary data of health organizations under research are presented, then 

the checklist, and then the research results in the order of phases of research: the results of the 

initial inspections, the profile of the Quality Coordinators, the results of the follow-up 

inspections, the results of interview with the Quality Coordinators, to conclude the chapter 

with the results of the final inspections. 

 

5.1. Health indicators of the municipalities under research 
 

Kosovo has 38 municipalities, each with one MFMC – a public primary healthcare 

organization having one Quality Coordinator (QC).  Each MFMC serves a different 

population and has different health indicators, staff, services and budget, which must be 

considered in research. Therefore, it is essential to present and analyse the primary data of 14 

MFMC included in this research. The chapter Materials and Methodology describes why the 

other 24 municipalities in Kosovo were excluded from this research. 

Natality in Kosova measured in 2016 was 13.1‰; mortality was 5.2‰, natural 

increase was 7.9‰, infant mortality was 8.5‰, and the vital index was 265. The 

municipalities under the research displayed similar total average values, except for a natural 

increase of 8.5‰, which is slightly higher than the national average of 7.9‰, and infant 

mortality of 11.0 ‰ being well above the national average of 8.5‰. Among the 

municipalities, the lowest natality was in Junik (5.6‰), while the highest was in Obiliq 

(17.5‰). Mortality was lowest in Junk (3.4‰) and highest in Gjilan (6.3‰). Infant mortality 

was the lowest in Vushtrri (3.0‰) and the highest in Junik (27.8‰) (Table 1). 

Mamusha has the highest number of youngest children, 0-15 years old (33.2% of their 

population) within the researched municipalities, a value higher than the national average of 

28.0%. Prishtina has the lowest number of children 0-15 years old (25.8% of the population), 

which is also below the national average. The highest number of elderly above 65 years of 

age within the researched municipalities is in Peja (7.8% of their population), higher than the 

national average of 6.7%; while the lowest number of elderly is in Mamushë (4.4% of their 

population) (Figure 9).  
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Table 1. Health Indicators of municipalities under research, 2016 

 
Source: Health Analysis 2017, NIPHK (111) 

 

Figure 9. Age distribution of population in municipalities under research, 2016 

Prepared from: ASK, 2016 (112) 

Municipality
Natality 

‰
Mortality 

‰
Natural 

increase ‰
Infant 

mortality ‰
Vital 
index

Ferizaj 15.0 5.6 9.4 7.8 268.5
Fushë Kosovë 17.3 5.3 12.0 6.1 325.5
Gjakovë 11.7 6.1 5.6 12.6 191.4
Gjilan 13.6 6.3 7.3 12.6 214.7
Hani i Elezit 12.3 4.3 8.0 8.2 283.7
Junik 5.6 3.4 2.2 27.8 163.6
Mamushë 13.1 4.6 8.5 26.0 285.2
Mitrovicë 15.8 5.7 10.1 7.3 276.5
Obiliq 17.5 4.9 12.6 8.8 357.9
Pejë 11.9 5.4 6.5 6.8 222.3
Prishtinë 15.7 4.6 11.1 12.6 339.6
Prizren 11.9 5.0 6.9 6.2 238.8
Shtime 13.9 4.6 9.4 7.8 305.6
Vushtrri 15.2 6.1 9.1 3.0 249.5
Avg 13.6 5.1 8.5 11.0 265.9
SD 3.0 0.8 2.7 7.3 56.4
Kosova 13.1 5.2 7.9 8.5 265.0
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The health workforce within the 14 MFMC together serve 915,196 inhabitants, which 

represent 52.6% of the population of Kosova based on the 2011 population census. The total 

health workforce serving in the 14 MFMC represents 64.8 % of the primary care doctors in 

Kosova, 80% of the dentists in primary care in Kosova and 61.1% of nurses in primary care 

in Kosova. Remarkably, there are but two pharmacists, one each in Gjilan and Vushtrri 

MFMC (Table 2). 

 

Table 2. Population and work resources in MFMC, 2016 

 
Source: https://askdata.rks-gov.net/ retrieved 12.02.2022, “-“ no data, PC- primary care (112) 

 

In the 14 MFMCs under study, one doctor, on average, serves 1000 inhabitants 

(SD=1.2), 0.3 nurses/1,000 inhabitants (SD=0.4) and 3.1 dentists per 1,000 inhabitants 

(SD=4.0). On average, there are three nurses per 1 doctor.  The majority of MFMC display 

similar characteristics, except for Ferizaj MFMC, whose values are much higher for doctors 

and dentists per 1000 population (5.3 respectively 17.0), slightly higher for nurses per 1,000 

population (1.7) and within the average nurse/doctor ratio (3.2) (Table 3). 

 

MFMC Population Doctors Dentists Nurses
Pharma-
cysts

Collabo-
rators Total

Ferizaj 10,861     57       18       185     - 50       310     
Fushë Kosovë 34,827     23       5         47       - 28       103     
Gjakovë 94,556     73       52       207     - 21       353     
Gjilan 90,178     55       16       162     1         49       283     
Hani i Elezit 9,403       7         1         21       - 3         32       
Junik 6,084       4         2         14       - 3         23       
Mamushë 5,507       4         1         10       - 2         17       
Mitrovicë 71,909     39       15       160     - 71       285     
Obiliq 21,549     21       4         54       - - 79       
Pejë 96,450     72       25       200     - 52       349     
Prishtinë 198,897   196     45       430     - 81       752     
Prizren 177,781   92       39       270     - 73       474     
Shtime 27,324     17       2         50       - 12       73       
Vushtrri 69,870     32       7         134     1         29       203     
Total, 14 MFMC 915,196   692     232     1,944  2         474     3,336  

% 52.6 64.8 80.0 61.1 100.0 51.1 61.0
Total in PC 1,739,825 1,068  290     3,180  2         927     5,467  

https://askdata.rks-gov.net/


    
 

37 
 

Table 3. Health force indicators, 2016 

 
Note: PC-primary care, Prepared from ASK, 2016 (112) 

 

The 14 MFMCs under study, during 2016, provided 1,861,201 family medicine 

services or 50.5% of all family medicine services in Kosova; they initiated 4,141,613 

interventions or 66.1% of the overall number of interventions in primary care in Kosova; and, 

undertook 290,967 dental services or 67.2% of overall dental services provided in primary 

care. Other specialist services (paediatrics, occupational medicine and gynaecology) provided 

only 3.5% of overall specialist services in primary healthcare in 2016 (Table 4). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MFMC
Doctor/
1,000

Nurse/ 
1,000

Dentist/
1,000

Nurse/
Doctor

Ferizaj 5.2 1.7 17.0 3.2
Fushë Kosovë 0.7 0.1 1.3 2.0
Gjakovë 0.8 0.5 2.2 2.8
Gjilan 0.6 0.2 1.8 2.9
Hani i Elezit 0.7 0.1 2.2 3.0
Junik 0.7 0.3 2.3 3.5
Mamushë 0.7 0.2 1.8 2.5
Mitrovicë 0.5 0.2 2.2 4.1
Obiliq 1.0 0.2 2.5 2.6
Pejë 0.7 0.3 2.1 2.8
Prishtinë 1.0 0.2 2.2 2.2
Prizren 0.5 0.2 1.5 2.9
Shtime 0.6 0.1 1.8 2.9
Vushtrri 0.5 0.1 1.9 4.2
Avg 1.0 0.3 3.1 3.0
SD 1.2 0.4 4.0 0.6
Total in PC 0.6 0.2 1.8 3.0
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Table 4. Visits in Family Medicine, 2016 

 

Source: https://askdata.rks-gov.net/ retrieved 12.02.2022, “-“ no data, PC- primary care (112) 
 

The workload of doctors in overall primary healthcare in Kosova is 9.5 patients per 

day. Within the 14 MFMCs under research, the workload was the highest for the doctors in 

MFMC Han i Elezit, Mitrovicë, and Vushtrri, with averages of 12.0, 11.7, and 11.6 patients 

per day, respectively, while the lowest average for doctors was found in Junik, Ferizaj, and 

Obiliq with 1.0, 1.2 and 1.9 patients per day, respectively. The workload for dentists in 

primary healthcare in Kosova is 4.1 patients per day. Within the 14 MFMCs under research, 

the workload was the highest for the dentists in MFMC Ferizaj (6.1 patients per day) and 

Fushë Kosovë (5.2 patients per day), while the lowest for the dentists in MFMC Mamushë 

(0.8 patients per day) and Obiliq (0.9 patients per day) (Table 5). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MFMC 
Family 

medicine Pediatrics Occupational 
Medicine Gyneacology Interventions Laboratory Radiology

Dental 
services

Ferizaj 25,428      - - - 390,379    - 5,143        40,028      
Fushë Kosovë 68,609      14,307      - 3,751        137,218    10,787      - 9,472        
Gjakovë 128,563    8,398        - - 257,126    10,023      - 28,293      
Gjilan 181,537    6,926        - - 332,606    26,297      - 26,722      
Hani i Elezit 28,013      2,604        - - 56,026      2,495        609           -
Junik 1,413        - - - 1,494        1,208        - 2,137        
Mamushë 3,535        - - - 7,070        472           - 274           
Mitrovicë 166,875    - - - 801,513    27,526      - 27,659      
Obiliq 10,875      3,230        - 410           7,494        1,484        598           1,275        
Pejë 134,261    49,031      3,908        2,689        268,522    13,854      2,203        29,698      
Prishtinë 604,397    135,167    - 27,304      1,208,794  80,984      - 83,218      
Prizren 324,578    8,118        - 3,611        171,884    41,603      5,804        30,135      
Shtime 47,598      - - - 230,449    - 1,828        2,444        
Vushtrri 135,519    - - - 271,038    15,983      6,018        9,612        
Total, 14 MFMC 1,861,201  227,781    3,908        37,765      4,141,613  232,716    22,203      290,967    

% 50.5 66.1 35.9 40.5 67.2
Total in PC 3,688,571  7,673,601 6,265,155  647,811    54,888      433,211    

3.5

https://askdata.rks-gov.net/
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Table 5. The workload of doctors and dentists in primary health care, 2016 

 

Prepared from ASK, 2016 (112) 
PC– primary care, “-“ - no data 

 

The morbidity from cancer, communicable diseases, and tuberculosis have been 

calculated for the municipalities under research from the available data. The morbidity rate 

for cancer in Kosova in 2016 was 1.4/1,000 population. Within the 14 MFMC under the 

research, the highest cancer morbidity was in Ferizaj, 11.8/1,000, while the lowest was in 

Shtime, 0.5/1,000. The morbidity rate for communicable diseases in Kosova in 2016 was 

105.5/1,000 population. Within the 14 MFMC under research, the highest communicable 

disease morbidity was in Ferizaj, 893.2/1,000 population, while the lowest was in Han i 

Elezit, 0.2/1,000 population. The morbidity rate for tuberculosis in Kosova in 2016 was 

0.4/1,000 population. Within the 14 MFMC under the research, the highest tuberculosis 

morbidity was in Ferizaj, 6.9/1,000 population, while the lowest was in Gjakovë, 0.1/1,000 

population (Table 6).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

MFMC Doctors Dentists
Ferizaj 1.2            6.1        
Fushë Kosovë 10.3          5.2        
Gjakovë 5.1            1.5        
Gjilan 9.4            4.6        
Hani i Elezit 12.0          -
Junik 1.0            2.9        
Mamushë 2.4            0.8        
Mitrovicë 11.7          5.1        
Obiliq 1.9            0.9        
Pejë 7.2            3.3        
Prishtinë 10.7          5.1        
Prizren 10.0          2.1        
Shtime 7.7            3.3        
Vushtrri 11.6          3.8        
Total in PC 9.5            4.1        
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Table 6. Morbidity rates per 1,000 population, 2016 

 

Source: ASK, Health Statistics 2016-2017, *TBC is for 2017, “-“ no data (113,114) 

 

5.2. Development of standardized Health Inspectorate’s checklist 
 

Following the described research stages, one of the results of this research was the 

development of a checklist for standardized assessment of the BSHQ. The standard checklist 

for general health inspections consists of 32 indicators based on mandatory legal provisions 

for the functioning of health institutions defined by the legislation in force in the Republic of 

Kosova - including but not limited to the Health Law, the Law on Rights and Duties of 

Citizens in Health Care, Tobacco Law, the Law on Medical Equipment and Products, 

Administrative Instruction (AI) for Health Information System Database, AI on Medical 

Documentation, AI on the Pharmaceutical Recipe.  

The checklist covers eight areas dealing with structural indicators: (1) patient 

information (Name of institution – placed at the entrance, Working hours - displayed, Service 

list and prices - displayed, Name of office – for each office displayed, Doctors name – written 

outside office, Smoking prohibition sign - displayed, Patient complaints phone line - 

displayed), (2) medical documents (Patient registry – new format and correctly completed, 

Unique medical documentation – available, in use and correctly completed, Patient history – 

in use and correctly completed), (3) medicines (sufficient Supply from the essential list, valid 

Municipality Cancer
Communicable 

diseases *TBC
Ferizaj 11.8        893.2             6.9          
Fushë Kosovë 1.4          107.5             0.8          
Gjakovë 1.4          68.7               0.1          
Gjilan 1.1          80.2               0.2          
Hani i Elezit 1.1          0.2                 -
Junik 1.2          216.0             0.2          
Mamushë - 38.9               -
Mitrovicë 1.5          120.9             0.4          
Obiliq 0.9          153.5             0.4          
Pejë 1.5          86.8               0.5          
Prishtinë 1.8          220.9             0.5          
Prizren 0.8          80.1               0.2          
Shtime 0.5          56.9               0.7          
Vushtrri 1.2          45.2               0.6          
Kosova 1.4          105.5             0.4          
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Expiration date of medicines, Anti-shock therapy complete and in place, Guidance on anti-

shock therapy is displayed next to it), (4) hygiene (Overall hygiene of the institution, Soaps 

available in every sink, available means to Dry hands such as paper towels, air dryer etc., 

running Water and warm water, functional Toilets, clean Bed cover), (5) managing medical 

disposal (the existence and usage of Safety-boxes, regulated Disposal manner of medical 

waste outside the organization), (6) work resources (necessary Medical devices/equipment in 

place, Medical devices working, Sufficient staff to provide service), (7) professional 

identification (health professionals wear Uniform and Identity card) and (8) other legal 

requirements (General infrastructure condition, Access for disabled, Presence of staff, 

Signature lists of daily presence, Prohibitions on promoting milk-formula and branded 

medicines). The checklist displays results with “Yes”, meaning that the legal requirement is 

completely fulfilled, or “No”, meaning that the requirement is not fulfilled, whether partially 

or entirely, which will need an explanation for the adverse finding, usually highlighted in the 

inspection report. The checklist can be found in Appendix 1. 

 

5.3. Initial Inspections 

 

At initial inspections in the 14 selected MFMCs, the average adherence to the basic 

standards of healthcare quality (BSHQ) was 79.7% (SD=12.1), ranging from a minimum of 

53.1% for MFMC Mamushë to a maximum of 96.9% for MFMC Prishtinë (Figure 10). 

 
Figure 10. Fulfilment of BSHQ by MFMC in Kosova, 2016 (%) 
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By clustered groups of quality standards, presented in Table 7, the groups that had the 

highest mean of the fulfilment of the BSHQ were the Medical Waste (Mean=12.5, SD=0.7) 

followed by Medicines (Mean=12.3, SD=3.5), while the lowest mean was found for the 

clustered groups of Work Resources (Mean=8.3, SD=3.9) and Health Documents (Mean=9.0, 

SD=1.7). The differences between the means of the eight independent standards groups are 

not statistically significant (F-Stat=1.14, P-value =0.37). There is a more extensive 

distribution in Medicine, Work resources and Hygiene clustered groups compared to others 

(Figure 11).   

 

Table 7. Fulfilment of clustered groups of BSHQ by 14 MFMC, 2016 

Standard category Standard N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error 
Patient information 7 12.0 1.4 0.5 
Health documents 3 9.0 1.7 1.0 
Medicines 4 12.3 3.5 1.8 
Hygiene 6 11.0 3.2 1.3 
Medical waste 2 12.5 0.7 0.5 
Work resources 3 8.3 3.8 2.2 
Professional ID 2 11.5 2.1 1.5 
Other 5 11.6 2.1 0.9 

 

 

 
 

Figure 11. One-way ANOVA, Mean value ± Standard Deviation, standards groups 

 

Patient                Health         Medicines      Hygiene     Medical           Work Professional      Other 
Information   documents                                                     waste           resources    identification 
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The mean value for the Patient information cluster among the 14 MFMC is 12, 

SD=1.4 (Table 8). The most achieved standard is placing the name of service/office, 

performed by all the MFMC, while the least achieved standard is placing the telephone line 

for patient complaints, 71.4% (Table 8). 

 

Table 8. Fulfilment of patient information standards by the 14 MFMC, 2016 
Patient Information n % 
The name of the institution is displayed 13 92.9 
Working ours are written 11 78.6 
List of services with prices 13 92.9 
Name of service/office 14 100.0 
Name of doctor in office 11 78.6 
Sign forbidden smoking 12 85.7 
Telephone line for patient complaints 10 71.4 

 

The mean value for the Health documents cluster is 9, SD=1.7 (Table 7). Within the 

group, the Patient registry was fulfilled by 11 MFMC or 78.6%, while Unique health 

documentation and Patient history were achieved in 8 MFMC or 57.1% of cases (Table 9).  

The mean value for the Medicines cluster is 12.3, SD=3.5 (Table 7). Within the 

Medicines cluster, all standards were fulfilled except for Sufficient supply from the essential 

list, which was fulfilled in half of seven MFMC or 50% (Table 9). 

 

Table 9. Fulfilment of Health documents and Medicines standards by 14 MFMC, 2016 
Health documents n % 
Patient registry 11 78.6 
Unique health documentation 8 57.1 
Patient history 8 57.1 
Medicines n % 
Supply from the essential list 7 50.0 
Expiry date 14 100.0 
Anti-shock therapy complete 14 100.0 
Instructions for antishock therapy 14 100.0 

 

The mean value for the Hygiene clustered group of standards is 11, SD=3.2 (Table 7). 

Within the Hygiene group of standards, soaps were in every sink (14 MFMC or 100%) while 

Things to dry hands were found only in 5 MFMC or 35.7% (Table 10).  
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The mean value for the Medical waste cluster is 12.5, SD=0.7 (Table 7). Within the 

Medical waste cluster, Safety boxes were present in 13 MFMC or 92.9%, while Regulated 

waste disposal occurred in 12 MFMC or 85.7% of cases. (Table 10). 

 

Table 10. Fulfilment of Hygiene and Medical Waste standards by 14 MFMC, 2016 
Hygiene n % 
Of the overall institution 13 92.9 
Soaps in every sink 14 100.0 
To dry hands 5 35.7 
Water (warm) 10 71.4 
The functional toilet is clean; all supplies 12 85.7 
Clean bedsheets 12 85.7 
Medical waste n % 
Safety boxes 13 92.9 
Disposal manner 12 85.7 

 

The mean value for the Work resources cluster is 8.3, SD=3.8 (Table 7). Within the 

Work resources cluster, Medical equipment functioned properly in 11 MFMCs or 78.6% of 

cases. The Necessary medical equipment standard was achieved in 10 MFMC, or 71.4% of 

cases, but Sufficient staff was found in only 4 MFMC or 28.6% of cases (Table 11).  

The mean value for the Professional identification cluster is 11.5, SD=2.1 (Table 7). 

Within the Professional identification group, proper wearing of Uniform was found in 13 

MFMC or 92.9% of cases, while Identity badges were found in 10 MFMC or 71.4% of cases 

(Table 11). 

 

Table 11. Fulfilment of Work resources and Professional ID standards by 14 MFMC, 2016 
Work resources n % 
Necessary medical equipment 10 71.4 
Medical equipment working 11 78.6 
Sufficient staff 4 28.6 
Professional Identification n % 
Uniform 13 92.9 
Identity badges 10 71.4 

 

The mean value for the Other legal requirements cluster is 11.6, SD=2.1 (Table 7). 

Within the Other legal requirements group, Staff was present in their workplaces in all 14 
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MFMC or 100% of cases, while Access for the disabled was found the least, in 9 MFMC or 

64.3% of cases (Table 12). 
 

Table 12. Fulfilment of Other group of standards by 14 MFMC, 2016 
Other n % 
The overall infrastructure is good 10 71.4 
Access for disabled - stairs, elevator, light 9 64.3 
Staff in their working places 14 100.0 
Signature list of staff present 12 85.7 
No advertisement for milk formula and medicines 13 92.9 

 

5.4. Profile of the Quality Coordinators 
 

Of the 14 MFMCs inspected in 2016, one (MFMC Han i Elezit) did not have a 

Quality Coordinator or person in charge of quality. Of 13 Quality Coordinators, ten were 

appointed while three were acting as Quality Coordinators - in MFMC Fushë Kosovë, 

Mamushë, and Ferizaj, with a note that in Mamushë, there was no official letter of 

appointment for acting duty of Quality Coordinator.  The Quality Coordinator of MFMC 

Junik declared not to perform the duty since, although appointed, the financial reward was 

not granted accordingly. 

The majority of Quality Coordinators were males (11 or 84.6%). Most of the Quality 

Coordinators were in the age group 51-55 years. Only one Quality Coordinator (7.7%) did 

not have a university education (in Mamushë). In contrast, five, or 38.5% of them, had 

postgraduate education – in MFMC Fushë Kosovë, Mitrovicë, Pejë, Junik, and Gjilan, all of 

them were specialists in Family Medicine (Table 13). 
 

Table 13. Demographic characteristics of the Quality Coordinators, 2016 

  n % 
Gender Female          2    15.4  

 Male        11    84.6  
    

Age group 41-45         1    7.7 
 46-50          3   23.1  
 51-55          6      46.2  
 56-60          2    15.4  
           61-65 1 7.7 
    

Education High school          1      7.7  
 University          7    53.9  
 Postgraduate          5    38.5  
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Most of the Quality Coordinators (6 or 46.2%) have served more than 16 years in 

their MFMC, while the lowest number of years the Quality Coordinator has served is 

between 6-10, in 3 cases or 23.1%. Despite the work experience in the MFMC, the 

experience in the Quality Coordinator job is, in most cases (8 or 61.5%), five years or less 

(Table 14). 

 

Table 14. Work-related characteristics of the Quality Coordinators, 2016 

       years  n      %  
Previous employment in MFMC 6-10          3    23.1  

 11-15          4    30.8  
 16+          6    46.2  
    

Work experience as a Quality Coordinator ≤5          8    61.5  
 6-10          4    30.8  
 10+          1      7.7  

 

 

The Quality Coordinators were asked to identify the characteristics of a high-quality 

healthcare system, according to the IOM (2008). On average, 10.6 Quality Coordinators or 

82.1% of them, could identify all six characteristics of a high-quality healthcare system. Two 

Quality Coordinators could identify only two characteristics each; both identified patient 

orientation; one identified timely service while the other identified efficiency. One Quality 

Coordinator could not identify any of the characteristics (Table 15). 

 

Table 15. Identification of 6 characteristics of the high-quality healthcare system (IOM, 
2008) by the Quality Coordinators, 2016 
Characteristics n % 
Safe 10 76.9 
Effective 10 76.9 
Patient Orientated 12 92.3 
Timely 11 84.6 
Efficient 11 84.6 
Equal 10 76.9 
Average 10.6 82.1 
SD 0.89  

 

Twelve (92.3%) of the Quality Coordinators declared to know the duties prescribed in 

the official job description of the quality Coordinator and to report regularly to the MFMC 
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Director. Some 84.6% of the Coordinators declared to perform their duties regularly, while 

all declared that the MFMC Director consults them about quality issues. Only four 

Coordinators (30.8%) have had previous training sessions in quality; three, or 23.1%, 

participated in a quality session organised by the Health Inspectorate. Most (92.3%) are 

willing to participate in another training by the Health Inspectorate (Table 16).  

Table 16. Self-declared job knowledge of Quality Coordinators, 2016 

Job process n % 
Knowledge of job description 12 92.3 
Regular performance of duties 11 84.6 
Regular reporting to the MFMC Director 12 92.3 
Director consults on quality issues 13 100.0 
Participation in a quality session by the Health Inspectorate in 2012 3 23.1 
Willingness to participate in training led by the Health Inspectorate 12 92.3 
Other previous quality training 4 30.8 

 

5.5. Follow-up Inspections 

 

Before conducting the follow-up inspections, the standard checklist was revised, and 

items were added due to additional legal requirements. Those items were not included in the 

research. Also, due to workload, one Inspector (Dentist) could not participate in the follow-up 

inspections and was substituted with another (Pharmacist), who had undergone necessary 

preparations for conducting the inspections.  

After follow-up inspections, the overall average number of the basic standards of 

healthcare quality (BSHQ) adhered to was 26.9 standards or 84.2% (SD=3.1), ranging from a 

minimum of 20 standards or 62.5% for MFMC Mamushë to a maximum of 30 standards or 

93.8% for MFMC Prizren and Fushë Kosovë (Figure 12). The overall average value was 

slightly higher than initial inspections, 25.5 standards or 79.7% (SD=3.9), with between-

group differences not reaching statistical significance (two-tailed t-test, P-value=0.1716, 95% 

CI= -3.56 to 0.70). The minimum percentage recorded was also slightly higher in follow-up 

inspections (62.5% in 2018, in comparison to 52.1% in 2016 for MFMC Mamushë), but the 

maximum percentage in follow-up inspections was slightly lower (96.9% for MFMC 

Prishtinë in 2016 in comparison to 93.8% for MFMC Prizren and Fushë Kosovë in 2018).  
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Figure 12. Fulfilment of BSHQ in follow-up inspections, 2018 (%) 

 

 

Figure 13. Comparison of the fulfilment of BSHQ by MFMC, 2016-2018 (%) 

 

As noted in Figure 13, in comparison to the initial inspections, in follow-up 

inspections, 10 MFMC were found to have an improved percentage - Ferizaj, Fushë Kosovë, 

Gjilan, Junik, Mamushë, Mitrovicë, Obiliq, Prizren, Shtime and Vushtrri. Among them, the 

highest improved percentage of 25% was recorded for MFMC Obiliq (from 62.5% to 87.5%), 
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highest decline was recorded for MFMC Gjakovë (from 81.3% to 65.6%), while the lowest 

was recorded for both MFMC Han i Elezit (from 87.5% to 84.4%) and MFMC Prishtina 

(from 96.9 to 90.6%).  

By clustered groups of quality standards, presented in Table 17, the groups that had 

the highest mean of the number of MFMC fulfilling that particular clustered group of the 

BSHQ were the Medical Waste (Mean=14.0, SD=0.0) followed by Patient information 

(Mean=12.7, SD=1.0), while the lowest average was found for the clustered groups of 

Hygiene (Mean=10.0, SD=3.6) and Work Resources (Mean=11.0, SD=4.4). The differences 

between the means of the eight independent standards groups are not statistically significant 

(F-Stat=0.6451, P-value =0.7146). 

 

Table 17. Fulfilment of clustered groups of BSHQ by 14 MFMC, 2018 

Standard category N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error 
Patient information 7 12.7 1.0 0.4 
Health documents 3 12.3 2.1 0.9 
Medicines 4 11.3 4.9 2.4 
Hygiene 6 10.0 3.6 1.5 
Medical waste 2 14.0 0.0 0.0 
Work resources 3 11.0 4.4 2.5 
Professional ID 2 12.0 2.8 2.0 
Other 5 12.2 2.0 0.9 

 
 

As can be seen in Figure 14, in follow-up inspections compared to initial inspections, 

six clustered groups of standards have an increased mean score (Patient Information, Health 

documents Medical Waste, Work resources, Professional identification and Other legal 

requirements); among them, the highest increase (23.8%) was found for Health Documents, 

from 64.3% to 88.1%. The remaining two clustered groups of standards have shown a decline 

in their mean scores, for Hygiene -7.2% (from 78.6% to 71.4% of the MFMC) while for 

Medicines -7.1% (from 87.5 to 80.4%). 
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Figure 14. Comparison of mean values of the fulfilment of BSHQ by groups of standards (%) 
 

Within the Patient Information standards group, the mean value for the Patient 
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100% to 92.9% (Figure 15). 
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Figure 15. Comparison of the fulfilment of Patient Information standards (%) 
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Table 19. Fulfilment of Health documents and Medicines standards by 14 MFMC, 2018 

Health documents n % 
Patient registry 13 92.9 
Unique health documentation 14 100.0 
Patient history 10 71.4 
Medicines n % 
Supply from the essential list 4 28.6 
Expiry date 13 92.9 
Anti-shock therapy complete 14 100.0 
Instructions for antishock therapy 14 100.0 

 

 

Figure 16. Comparison of the fulfilment of Health documents standards (%) 

 

 

Figure 17. Comparison of the fulfilment of Medicines standards (%) 
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standard, Means to dry hands, with only 3 MFMC or 21.4% (Table 20) meeting this 

requirement.  Compared to the initial inspections, three standards had a decline in their 

scores, Soap availability, Toilets and Means to dry hands; the most profound decline of -

21.4% being for Soaps in every sink (from 100% to 78.6% of the MFMC). Clean bedsheets 

and Overall hygiene of the institution did not change their scores. The only standard that 

displayed a slight improvement was the standard of having (warm) Water, from 71.4% to 

78.6% (Figure 18). 

 

Table 20. Fulfilment of Hygiene and Medical Waste standards by 14 MFMC, 2018 
Hygiene n % 
Of the overall institution 13 92.9 
Soaps in every sink 11 78.6 
To dry hands 3 21.4 
Water (warm) 11 78.6 
The functional toilet is clean, and all supplies 10 71.4 
Clean bedsheets 12 85.7 
Medical waste n % 
Safety boxes 14 100.0 
Disposal manner 14 100.0 

 

 

Figure 18. Comparison of the fulfilment of the Hygiene standards (%) 
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highest increase of 14.3% noted for the Regulated disposal of waste, from 85.7 to 100% 

(Figure19). 

 

 

Figure 19. Comparison of the fulfilment of Medical Waste standards (%) 
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Uniform was found in 14 MFMC or 100.0% of cases, while Identity badges were found in 10 
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to 100% or +7.1% (Figure 21).  
 

Table 21. Fulfilment of Work resources and Professional ID standards by 14 MFMC, 2018 
Work resources n % 
Necessary medical equipment 14 100.0 
Medical equipment working 13 92.9 
Sufficient staff 6 42.9 
Professional Identification n % 
Uniform 14 100.0 
Identity badges 10 71.4 
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Figure 20. Comparison of the fulfilment of the Work resources standards (%) 
 

 

Figure 21. Comparison of the fulfilment of the Professional identification standards (%) 
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Table 22. Fulfilment of Other legal requirements standards, 2018 
Other legal requirements n % 
The overall infrastructure is good 14 100.0 
Access for disabled - stairs, elevator, light 9 64.3 
Staff in their working places 12 85.7 
Signature list of staff present 12 85.7 
No advertisement for milk formula and medicines 14 100.0 

 

 

Figure 22. Comparison of the fulfilment of Other requirements standards, (%) 
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highest value was 18 or 56.3%. The presentation of the results will protect the identity of the 

Quality Coordinators by removing name identifiers from their respective MFMC (Figure 23).  

 

 

Figure 23. Knowledge of 32 BSHQ by the Quality Coordinators, 2018 (%) 

 

From the figure, we can notice that eleven Quality Coordinators recognised less than 

half the standards while only three knew more than 50% but less than 60% of them. 

Interestingly, the Coordinators acknowledged other issues that were not a part of BSHQ 

inspections but were essential to them, such as reporting to the Health Information System, 

prescription of antibiotics, wheelchairs for impaired patients, licenses for health personnel, 

data safety, patient privacy, personnel records, personnel performance and archive for a 

(primarily paper-based) medical history of the patients.  

 

By clustered categories of standards, the highest number of Quality Coordinators 

identified Health Documents standards (Mean=10.7, SD=2.1), while the least identified Other 

legal requirements (Mean=1.8, SD=3,5). The differences in means between the standard 

category groups have statistical significance for p=0.0342 and F=2.668 (Table 23). 
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Table 23. Most identified clustered groups of BSHQ by the Quality Coordinators, 2018 
Standard category     (N) Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error 
Patient information      7 3.4 2.6 0.95 
Health documents        3 10.7 2.1 1.2 
Medicines                    4 4.8 5.2 2.6 
Hygiene                       6 5.7 4.5 1.8 
Medical waste              2 10 1.4 1.0 
Work resources            3 2.7 2.5 1.5 
Professional ID            2 4.5 2.1 1.5 
Other                            5 1.8 3.5 1.6 

 
 

5.7. Impact of training on Quality Coordinators’ knowledge of the BSHQ 
 

Seven selected Quality Coordinators were subjected to training sessions by the Health 

Inspectorate to define the impact of this organised activity of the Health Inspectorate on 

quality awareness of the Quality Coordinators (see Chapter 5).  

The mean knowledge of 32 BSHQ by these seven Quality Coordinators before 

educational sessions was 11.4 standards (SD=2.9) or 35.7% attainment, and these values rose 

to 23.4 standards (SD=8.3) after the sessions or 73.2%. A paired two-sample t-test discovered 

statistically significant differences in mean values of the standards knowledge before 

(x̅=11.4, SD=2.9) and post-training (x̅=23.4, SD=8.3), [t(6)=3.658, p=0.011], 95% 

CI[3.9728, 20.0272], with a large effect size d=1.4 (Figure 24). (115) 

 

Figure 24. Quality Coordinators’ knowledge of 32 BSHQ before and after the training (N=7) 
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Individually, 6 of the 7 Quality Coordinators have shown drastic improvement in 

knowledge afterwards, and these values are higher than the individual values of the untrained 

7 Quality Coordinators. However, one has shown a decline in knowledge score from 37.5% 

to 21.9%, representing the lowest value among all Quality Coordinators (Figure 25).  
 

 

Figure 25. Comparison of knowledge of BSHQ before and after training (%) 
 

Before the training, standards from the clustered group of Health Documents were the 

most known by the Quality Coordinators (x̅=2.6, SD=0.5), while standards from the group of 

Work Resources were known the least (x̅=0.3, SD=0.5). After the training, standards from 

the Medicine group were known the most (x̅=3.3, SD=1.1) while standards from the Other 

group were known the least (x̅=3.0, SD=2.0). Paired t-test revealed a significant difference in 

knowledge before and after the training for all standards groups, except for Health documents 

and Medical Waste (Table 24).  

 

Table 24. Quality Coordinators' knowledge of standard groups, before and after the training 
 

Clustered groups                     QC knowledge (N=7)    
Of  Before the training After the training Sig        95% Conf.Int.             

Quality standards (N)  Mean        Std. Dev. Mean        Std. Dev. df t 2-tailed Lower Upper 
Patient information 7 1.7  1.4 5.6  2.1 6 4.117 .006 .397 2.666 
Health documents 3 2.6  .5 2.4  .8 2 -.420 .689 -.898 .594 
Medicines 4 1.6  .5 3.3 1.1 3 3.032 .023 .146 2.095 
Hygiene 6 2.3 1.1 4.0  .8 5 3.286 .017 .207 2.226 
Medical waste 2 1.4  .5 1.4  .8 1 .000 1.000 -.741 .741 
Work resources 3  .3  .5 2.0 1.2 2 4.076 .007 .388 2.644 
Professional ID 2  .4  .8 1.4  .8 1 2.646 .038 .050 1.899 
Other 5  .6  .5 3.0 2.0 4 3.232 .012 .194 2.198 
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Before the training, the only individual standard that all Quality Coordinators knew 

was Patient History (Health documents cluster). At the same time, none of the Quality 

Coordinators recognised the following 9 (of the 32) individual standards: the display of the 

name of the institution (Patient Information cluster), Complete anti-shock therapy with 

displayed instructions (Medicines), Clean bedsheets (Hygiene), Possession of necessary 

medical equipment and Functionality of the equipment (Work Resources), Infrastructure, 

Staff presence list, and Prohibition of advertising medicines and milk formulas in a healthcare 

organisation (Other). After the training, three standards were known by all Quality 

Coordinators: Display of organisational working hours (Patient information), Patient history 

(Health documents) and Availability of soaps (Hygiene), while there was no standard not 

known by at least three Quality Coordinators.  

 

5.8 .  Focus group discussion with Quality Coordinators after the training 
 

When discussing motivation to serve as Quality Coordinators, intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivations were noted. Some showed autonomy “It was my own decision, and I am not even 

being paid that half of the coefficient” (participant 2); others showed competence “I saw the 

opportunity to improve quality in my organization” (participant 3). Other participants 

revealed extrinsic motivation such as external rewards “…It was a salary increase” 

(participant 5) or ego-involvement “I wanted to be successful in other people’s eyes” 

(participant 7) (116). 

When asked about on-the-job experiences, respondents had a high assessment of 

their job performance. For example, six of seven say they perform their regular duties, 

although one objected to performing Quality Coordinator duties, not being interested in 

serving in this position anymore. On inspection reports, three read the report, and only one 

acted on published recommendations. Although motivated, performance does not keep up 

with motivation; there is a lack of congruence between perceived job performance and actual 

job performance. Further, results reveal that clinical audits, peer reviews, and managers’ 

support positively affected job performance. Others who reported a lack of cooperation from 

their manager or other staff described their work as challenging: "When Director does not 

respect us, nor does the staff, so nobody listens to us” (participant 2). Working part-time as 

Quality Coordinator and with the remaining time in other capacities as health personnel are 

considered impediments to performing Quality Coordinator duties, “I am in the middle of 
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some quality related project, and I have to leave everything, even tell people to leave, 

because I have to get back to patients” (participant 4) (116). 

Positive and negative factors influence the quality of service in healthcare 

organisations. Most of the participants appreciated the professional training provided by the 

Health Inspectorate, one stating, "These meetings have sent a message back to the 

organisation that there is a need for cooperation…."(participant 4). Support provided by 

international non-governmental organisations, usually through equipment and training, was 

also valued. Negative influences included the lack of resources, lack of managerial support, 

and insufficient on-job training. Lack of resources included outdated facilities, limited 

working spaces, and insufficient storage for mostly paper-based medical records: “Our 

storage is full, documents are stacked in corridors, everybody can reach them, what kind of 

data privacy is there?” (participant 6). Also noted were deficiencies in sanitary maintenance 

and lack of transportation, "…there is a lack of vehicles, so as Quality Coordinator, I rarely 

visit other facilities under our authority, and I have a minimal idea what is going on in 

them…" (participant 1).  Respondents identify as quality problems the lack of medical 

equipment, lack of staff – especially nurses, and dysfunctional health information system, 

“…It would be different if I could retrieve from the system how many antibiotics did a certain 

doctor prescribe, but I cannot, the system does not function” (participant 5). Manager support 

was another factor, “Director invites me to the managerial meeting, and says, ‘Just tell me 

what you need!’, then the others know that I got director’s support, they listen, and things get 

better” (participant 7). On the contrary, “Our director is new, does not understand anything 

about quality, I tried, I saw no interest, and now things are idle” (participant 1). Lastly, the 

lack of adequate on-job training for Quality Coordinators was a predominant comment as a 

motivator to support quality since the financial reward was not appreciated, “As far as that 

half extra point in salary, it is meaningless” (participant 2) (116). 

Suggestions for quality improvement were related to Quality Coordinator job 

standards, the Health Inspectorate itself, and general healthcare categories. Those mentioning 

job standards believe that they should be selected by the Ministry of Health (MoH) and not 

the home organisation; that they should have a strong working relationship with the MoH, 

such as regular reporting and meetings, “I do not even remember when we had a meeting 

with Quality Division in the MoH” (participant 3). One reported a need for further quality-

related training to build skills for their work. "This training was enjoyable; it was so good to 

exchange experiences," mentioned participant 4. The other stated, "It is so empowering to be 
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capable of overtaking our role and responsibilities" (participant 7). Also, they felt that the 

job description should be updated so they could work only one shift instead of the current 

shift work. Quality Coordinators focusing on the Inspectorate believed in having more visits 

from Health Inspectorate, most of them stating that "…their comments are always welcome". 

Some believed that harsher measures by the Health Inspectorate are effective in quality 

improvement "Health Inspectorate should use the stick!" (participant 1). Finally, in general 

terms, decentralisation of municipal healthcare governance was not considered the best 

option, or as declared, "There should be a direct link Ministry of Health – Municipal 

healthcare" (participant 6) (116). 

When asked to evaluate this educational experience, all participants shared positive 

thoughts about personal feelings, experience, development, and support: "It is good that other 

people know that we have support from the Health Inspectorate”. However, one participant 

worried about financial reimbursement for the official travel “It would be nice to have 

covered expenses for travel.”. 

 

5.9. Final Inspections 
 

After the training of the Health Inspectorate with the Quality Coordinators, final 

inspections were conducted. Overall, the percentage of fulfilment of BSHQ of the 14 selected 

MFMCs between 2016-2019 has shifted toward higher percentages (Table 25, Figure 26). In 

2016, most of the MFMC (8 or 57.1%) were in the range of 81-90%, while in 2019, most of 

the MFMC (10 or 71.4%) were in the range of 91-100%.  
 

Table 25. MFMC fulfilling BSHQ, 2016-2019 
Fulfilment  2016 2018 2019 
of BSHQ  n % n % n % 
51-60 % 1 7.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
61-70 % 3 21.4 2 14.3 1 7.1 
71-80 % 0 0.0 1 7.1 1 7.1 
81-90 % 8 57.1 5 35.7 2 14.3 
91-100 % 2 14.3 6 42.9 10 71.4 
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Figure 26. MFMC fulfilling BSHQ, 2016-2019 (%) 

 

After final inspections, the average number of BSHQ that the MFMC were adhering 

to was 28.4 standards or 88.8% (SD=3.1), ranging from a minimum of 20 or 62.5% for 

MFMC Mamushë to a maximum of 31 or 96.9% for each MFMC Fushë Kosovë, Gjilan and 

Junik (Figure 27). This overall average value is higher than in 2018, when it was 26.9 or 

84.2% (SD=3.1). The differences between the groups are statistically significant (two-tailed 

paired t-test, P-value=0.0076, 95% CI= -1.07 to 0.18).  

The minimum percentage recorded during final inspections was the same for follow-

up inspections (62.5% in 2019 and 2018, while 52.1% in 2016 – all three for MFMC 

Mamushë). However, the maximum percentage rose, after a slight decline in follow-up 

inspections, to its initial inspections value but for different MFMCs (96.9% for MFMC 

Prishtinë in 2016, 93.8% for MFMC Prizren and Fushë Kosovë in 2018, and 96.9% for 

MFMC Fushë Kosovë, Gjilan and Junik).  

 

 

Figure 27. Fulfilment of BSHQ in final inspections, 2019 (%) 
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Over the years 2016-2019, as shown in Figure 28, 11 MFMC have improved their 

adherence to BSHQ in the final year compared to the initial year. Over the years, six MFMCs 

have continuously improved their adherence to the BSHQ - Fushë Kosovë, Gjilan, Junik, 

Mitrovicë, Obiliq and Shtime. The highest improvement, of 28.1%, was noted for both 

MFMC Obiliq (from 62.5% to 90.6%) and MFMC Junik (from 68.8% to 96.9%). Further, 

four MFMC improved in follow-up inspections compared to initial inspections but have 

stagnated in final inspections and remained at the same improved value – Ferizaj, Mamushë, 

Prizren and Vushtrri. Finally, four MFMC that have shown a decline in adherence to BSHQ 

between initial and follow-up inspections, in final inspections have shown variable behaviour 

– they maintained the same lower value (Prishtina), increased its value in comparison to 

follow-up inspection to a value lower than the initial inspection (Gjakovë, Pejë) or higher 

than the initial inspection (Han i Elezit).  

 

 

Figure 28. Comparison of the fulfilment of BSHQ 2016-2019, (%) 
 

By clustered groups of quality standards, presented in Table 26, the groups that had 

the highest mean number of MFMC fulfilling that particular clustered group in 2019 were the 

Medical Waste (Mean=14.0, SD=0.0), while the lowest average was again found for the 

clustered groups of Hygiene (Mean=10.7, SD=2.7) and Work Resources (Mean=11.3, 

SD=4.6). The differences between the means of the eight independent standards groups are 

not statistically significant (F-Stat=0.994, P-value =0.4592).   
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Table 26. Fulfilment of clustered groups of BSHQ by 14 MFMC, 2019 

Standard category N Mean 
Std. 

Dev. 
Std. 
Error 

Patient information 7 13.0 0.8 0.3 
Health documents 3 12.7 1.5 0.9 
Medicines 4 12.8 1.9 0.9 
Hygiene 6 10.7 2.7 1.1 
Medical waste 2 14.0 0.0 0.0 
Work resources 3 11.3 4.6 2.7 
Professional ID 2 13.0 1.4 1.0 
Other 5 13.0 1.7 0.8 

 

As shown in Figure 29, over the years, six of the eight clustered groups of standards 

has shown continuous increased mean score (Patient Information, Health documents Medical 

Waste, Work resources, Professional identification and Other legal requirements); from them, 

the highest increase of the mean score was found for Health Documents, by 26.2% (or from 

64.3% MFMC in 2016 to 90.5% of the MFMC in 2019). The remaining two clustered groups 

of standards that have shown a decline in their mean percentages during follow-up 

inspections have improved their percentages to a level lower than initial inspections 

(Hygiene, from 78.6% in 2016 to 76.2% in 2019) or a level higher than the initial inspections 

(Medicines, from 87.5 in 2016 to 91,1% in 2019). 

 

 

Figure 29. Comparison of the fulfilment of BSHQ by groups of standards, 2016-2019 (%) 
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Within the Patient Information group, the mean value for the Patient information 

standards cluster in the final inspections is 13.0, SD=0.8 (Table 26). The most fulfilled 

standard was To place the name of the organization, achieved by 14 MFMC, while the least 

achieved standard was Working hours are written and the Name of doctors in offices, for 

each 12 or 78.6% of the MFMC (Table 27). Over the years, five standards have displayed 

higher values than initial inspections - Name of institution, Working hours, Name of doctors 

in offices, Smoking prohibition sign and display of Telephone line for patient complaints. 

From them, the highest increase, of 28.6%, was noted for placing the Telephone line for 

patient complaints, from 71.4% to 100.0%. The standard of the List of services with prices 

has remained at the same level in all three measurements (92.9%) while one standard has 

suffered a decline by 7.1% - Name of service/office, from 100% to 92.9% (Figure 30). 

 

Table 27. Fulfilment of Patient Information standards, 2019 

Patient Information n % 
The name of the institution is displayed 14 100.0 
Working hours are written 12 85.7 
List of services with prices 13 92.9 
Name of service/office 13 92.9 
Name of doctor in office 12 85.7 
Sign of forbidden smoking 13 92.9 
Telephone line for patient complaints 14 100.0 

 

 
Figure 30. Comparison of the fulfilment of the Patient Information standards, 2016-2019 (%) 
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The mean value for the Health documents cluster in the final inspection is 12.7, 

SD=1.5 (Table 26). The Patient history was the least fulfilled standard within the group, 11 

MFMCs or 78.6% of them, while complete Unique Patient Documentation was found in all 

14 inspected MFMCs (Table 28). Over the years, the values for all three standards increased; 

the highest, 42.9%, is for Unique Health documentation (from 57.1% to 100%) (Figure 31). 

The mean value for the Medicines cluster in final inspections is 12.8, SD=1.9 (Table 

26). Within the Medicines clustered group of standards, Anti-shock therapy and Instructions 

for its use were the standards fulfilled by all 14 MFMCs, while the Supply of medicines from 

the essential list was fulfilled in 10 MFMCs or 71.4% of them (Table 28). Over the years, two 

standards within this group have remained at the same maximal score, Anti-shock therapy 

and Instructions for its use. Expired medicines standards remained the same after follow-up 

inspections, presenting a decline of -7.1% from the initial inspection (from 100% in 2016 to 

92.9% of the MFMC in 2018 and 2019). The standard of Supply of medicines from the 

essential list was mainly improved (28.6% in 2018 to 71.4% of the MFMC in 2019) (Figure 

32). 

 

Table 28. Fulfilment of Health documents and Medicines standards, 2019 

Health documents n % 
Patient registry 13 92.9 
Unique health documentation 14 100.0 
Patient history 11 78.6 
Medicines n % 
Supply from the essential list 10 71.4 
Expiry date 13 92.9 
Anti-shock therapy complete 14 100.0 
Instructions for antishock therapy 14 100.0 
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Figure 31. Comparison of the fulfilment of the Health documents standards, 2016-2019 (%) 
 

 

Figure 32. Comparison of the fulfilment of the Medicines standards, 2016-2019 (%) 
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Table 29. Fulfilment of Hygiene and Medical waste standards by 14 MFMC, 2019 

Hygiene n % 
Of the overall institution 14 100.0 
Soaps in every sink 11 78.6 
To dry hands 6 42.9 
Water (warm) 11 78.6 
The functional toilet is clean, all supplies 10 71.4 
Clean bedsheets 12 85.7 
Medical waste n % 
Safety boxes 14 100.0 
Disposal manner 14 100.0 

 

 

Figure 33. Comparison of the fulfilment of the Hygiene standards, 2016-2019 (%) 
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Figure 34. Comparison of the fulfilment of the Medical waste standards, 2016-2019 (%) 
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from 71.4% to 85.7%. Both standards have shown improvement in comparison to 2016  

(Figure 36).  

 

Table 30. Fulfilment of Work resources and Professional identification standards, 2019 

Work resources n % 
Necessary medical equipment 14 100.0 
Medical equipment working 14 100.0 
Sufficient staff 6 42.9 
Professional Identification n % 
Uniform 14 100.0 
Identity badges 12 85.7 
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Figure 35. Comparison of the fulfilment of the Work resources standards, 2016-2019 (%) 

 

 

Figure 36. Comparison of the fulfilment of the Professional identification standards, 2016-
2019 (%) 
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Table 31. Fulfilment of Other legal requirements standards, 2019 

Other legal requirements n % 
The overall infrastructure is good 14 100.0 
Access for disabled - stairs, elevator, light 10 71.4 
Staff in their working places 13 92.9 
Attendance sheet 14 100 
No advertisement for milk formula and medicines 14 100.0 

 

 

Figure 37. Comparison of the fulfilment of the Other standards, 2016-2019 (%) 
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6. DISCUSSION 

 
The introduction presented the definitions of quality in healthcare, the Donabedian 

framework for assessing the quality of care, and five frameworks for external quality 

improvement. All the presented frameworks can complement each other as they assess 

different regulatory-related features and vary their approach in generalisation, specificity, and 

theoretical foundation. Therefore, we could combine these complementary frameworks to 

allow a broader assessment of factors and measures to facilitate successful regulation-based 

quality improvement. From all of the presented material, it is vital to notice that there is no 

common framework for regulation or regulatory role in quality improvement, which 

corresponds to the idea that regulatory structures and functions are tailored to the countries 

imposing them, but no particular model can fit all. Taking the liberty provided by this 

approach, the Taxonomy of quality-enhancing regulatory interventions model may help 

describe the quality-enhancing structure in the Republic of Kosova, which will answer the 

first research question of this study. The model was selected because a) it has been tested for 

different European healthcare regulatory systems in different countries; b) it helps define 

elements of the healthcare quality improvement structure in the country, their scope of 

responsibility and regulatory power; c) it enables analysis of possible interventions to 

strengthen regulation in healthcare; and e) it allows studying of the regulatory structure itself, 

as it excludes environmental factors which it does not affect. This study analyses the 

institutional and professional approach to regulatory interventions in Kosova. With this 

approach comes a re-conceptualization of the development of regulatory interventions in 

Kosova at the macro-level to guide future recommendations for strengthening it. Further, the 

Donabedian framework is employed to analyse adherence to structural standards at the micro-

level using empirical, normative and structural indicators. This model will provide further 

insight into the number and types of structural indicators used to assess health care 

organisations' quality and improvement. Finally, the other frameworks explained in the 

chapter suggested that the regulator's output impact healthcare organizations  (31); that 

responsive regulation means starting with the lightest reactive measure by the regulator, such 

as information and education (38); that concentrating on the management system promotes 

improving the gap between the regulation and outcome (46); and, that the regulatory visits 

over an extended period impact the continuous improvement of the level of attainment to the 

quality standards, despite the level decline in between the visits (44). Such a researcher’s 
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approach allows the evaluation of healthcare organisations' capability to improve under the 

direction of the main regulatory body in Kosova. The study evaluated compliance with the 

BSHQ, the improved capacity, and the management system's role in quality improvement in 

the healthcare organization in Kosova. 

 

6.1.  Discussion on factors influencing the quality of the MFMC 
 

If we look at the final results, each institution has greatly improved adherence to 

standards across MFMC over the years. Considering the varying conditions making 

comparisons of the MFMC is challenging; year by year growth in regulatory compliance and 

awareness is encouraging.  Some of those conditions include vastly different numbers of 

patients served, facilities of varying size and age, external and internal institutional pressures 

for each MFMC, the institutional pressures internal to each MFMC, and general trends 

toward self-awareness for improvement (117). 

One recent study outlines a similar array of contributory factors to the overall efforts 

to improve quality in the Iranian system, notable for its sizable public health sector.  

Mosadegrad (2014) notes the effect of proper planning, education and training, availability of 

resources, and effective management of those resources as critical factors exerting pressure 

on quality improvement (117). A vital component of a healthcare system is the experience of 

the patient and the aesthetic and physical aspects of the health facility delivering care (118). 

With ageing and understaffed institutional boundaries, it is harder for institutions to deliver 

adequate healthcare, making standard attainment difficult. It is also important to note that 

stakeholder expectations may affect healthcare outcomes if they are not met by a proper 

healthcare delivery system (118).  

The largest MFMC has a 20 times greater population served than the smallest, at 

nearly 200,000 persons, meaning standards’ enforcement and awareness of what is happening 

on the ground take on greater urgency with higher facility depreciation. Quality improvement 

for a facility serving 200,000 is more demanding than one serving 5,000. The demands of 

professional service make the role of Quality Coordinator quite challenging without 

institutional support and adequate monitoring for the job.  Cycles of measurements must be 

taken to determine compliance; therefore, allowances must be made for the time needed and 

the general value placed on the role itself.  The mere selection of metrics for quality 

improvement has its intricacies and variables, which must be managed successfully for the 
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institution to grow and continuously improve (119). Staffing adequacy, constantly an issue in 

a fluctuating job market, may profoundly impact institutional quality (120). Sometimes it 

takes a crisis in quality management to move funds and interest to the sites themselves.   

External pressures, numerous to be listed herein, are led by the continuous political 

atmosphere of Kosovo, a country still lacking official UN recognition and EU status. Since 

these are municipal care facilities, there is a risk that each election will result in a party 

change which could destabilise the system as personnel rotate in and out.  Since no national 

primary healthcare quality strategy exists, these municipal elections may spur a different 

direction for primary healthcare expenditures and initiatives. Khan (2018) notes the power of 

politics to interfere with quality management when he points out two critical influences as 

institutions attempt to reform.  One relevant point in this study is the need for accurate and 

up-to-date patient data, particularly on health outcomes (121). It cannot be said that Kosovo 

has any centralized patient medical data, a notable area of growth for policymakers. Informed 

decision-making, including funding, is inhibited without such data points, which can be 

disaggregated to determine MFMC quality. The second is the failure to acknowledge that the 

“substantial political challenges noted in acting against low-quality health care providers are 

rarely acknowledged” (121). Further, political obstacles as external factors affecting quality 

management may take the unusual form. For example, Khan (2018) describes direct political 

threats made against those who suggested reforms (121); even America’s vaunted Dr. 

Anthony Fauci and his immediate family have been subject to harassment and vilified for his 

recommendations involving low-quality providers (122). Another example is when Dutch 

Prime Minister Mark Rutte noted that his country found itself in a “diabolical dilemma,” 

describing the ethical and political choices his cabinet faced in response to the Coronavirus 

pandemic that made health care policymakers targets for societal frustration (123). 

Adding to the observations made about the importance of internal factors such as staff 

competence and training by Mosadegrag (2014), cross-national comparisons provide vivid 

examples of widespread variation in clinical practice in developing countries (124). Peabody 

directs our attention to one study in which researchers observing clinical practice observed 

that three out of four cases were “not adequately diagnosed, treated, or monitored and that 

inappropriate treatment with antibiotics, fluids, feeding, or oxygen occurred in 61% of cases.” 

(125). An institution might note this statistic, remove barriers to training, and align staff to 

better clinical practices.   
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Surprisingly, institutional improvement is further confounded by the challenging 

notion that in looking at two sets of doctors, the top 5% of doctors from Macedonia, a 

neighbouring country to Kosovo, performed as well or better than the average Californian 

doctor on observed care delivery, making a case that adherence to best practices was not 

restricted to wealthier countries (126) 

Internal and external forces impose intense pressures and render the simplest tasks 

considerably more difficult. Not to forget that in an immense sense, public healthcare is 

regionalized as one part of the country does not participate in centralized efforts based on 

ethnic and political differences. Even the most straightforward approaches to assessing and 

implementing health care quality management must consider highly detailed literature 

reviews which point out the “range of intersecting influences that often lead to departures 

from narrow notions of rational decision-making” (127). Williams (2018) notes the difficulty 

institutions have to reach “decisions of value,” as they represent the most prominent possible 

commitments translating to “substantial and direct implications” for cost and delivery of 

quality care (127). 

A further possible explanation for differences in adhering to quality standards can be 

explained by looking at two theoretical models that underscore the foundation of this study. 

Decoupling is a possible explanation for the lack of adherence to quality standards. As 

mentioned in the System-based regulation framework, three types of decoupling can occur: a) 

Goals-system decoupling, in which there is a gap between a quality standard and 

organizational management that does not believe in nor reinforce specific standards; b) 

System-practice decoupling, in which there is a gap between organizational management and 

daily practices in the organisation, such as employees who do not follow prescribed quality 

directives; and c) Practice-outcome decoupling, in which there is a gap between the daily 

practices in healthcare organisations and positive outcomes for patients or organisation, 

which in our case means that despite all concerned have done what was necessary, the actions 

did not result in the intended goals (46) 

The Life Cycle Model is another conceptual regulatory framework created by 

Devkaran & Farrell (2014), which can help explain the variations in adherence to quality 

standards within the same institutions. As defined by the framework, there are four phases of 

the life cycle of quality in a healthcare organisation: a) initiation phase - a slight improvement 

of quality standards after acquaintance with the standards; b) pre-survey phase - a significant 

quality improvement reaching peak level due to increased efforts of the organisation for the 
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reason of the proximity of the regulatory visit; c) post-regulation slump phase - characterised 

with a drop in compliance level, and d) the stagnation phase - where compliance plateau is 

characterised by variability, but a total level of compliance to quality standards is 

significantly higher than before the first visit of the regulator (44,45).  

Institutional quality improvement requires conditions whereby institutional needs can 

be measured and, if needed, addressed. Because staff form the points of engagement that 

precede sought-after institutional reform, their support is crucial. Staff may be more 

motivated to address concerns if the change they report as necessary is resolved or 

institutionally addressed (128). They might find more significant reinforcement in a 

responsive system and feel more valued in such a system, leading to more thorough reporting. 

The institution is strengthened if everybody is motivated at the Quality Coordinator and 

managerial levels. The study by Chmielewska (2020) reported that the highest effect on 

organizational performance was related to “quality and style of supervision,” pointing to the 

intersection between human resources and employee motivation as the centrepiece of 

effective institutional responsiveness (128); thus, organizations need to pay close attention to 

management strategies that address different motivational factors (129). 

The groups of quality standards themselves are good to explore for the implications 

for adherence or lack thereof. For example, the lack of medicines can be attributed to poor 

organisational planning or stock management but could also result from delayed central 

procurement procedures for which the organization cannot be held accountable. Furthermore, 

hygiene maintenance is sometimes outsourced, and companies are unfamiliar with specific 

hygiene needs in delivering healthcare. Alternately, if maintenance is internal, it still depends 

on funds, procurement, and running or hot water availability. Finally, Health documentation 

is still very much paper-based, and Health Information System in Kosova is fragmented and 

only partially functional. The implications involve proper medicine selection, awareness of 

procedures and diagnoses, and allocation of resources based on the data reported in the 

system. For example, when comparing the MFMC by morbidity, one MFMC has high 

numbers of tuberculosis, cancer, and infectious diseases compared to others (see chapter 5.1). 

One may think that something is very unusual going on in that municipality, or it could be 

that they are registering and reporting their cases in the health information system while the 

others are not.  
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6.2. Discussion about Quality Coordinators  
 

It was vital to maintain confidentiality both in the interview process and to ensure that 

no respondent would be tied to the data report personally; because there is only one Quality 

Coordinator per MFMC, it could have been possible to trace the data to the individual. By 

randomising the assignment of letters to cases, confidentiality was maintained.  

Principal findings suggest that after relatively brief training, Quality Coordinators' 

knowledge of BQSH increased by identifying standards they previously ignored. Intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivation were identified as factors contributing to the Quality Coordinators' 

experience. Clinical audits, collegial reviews, and managers’ presence and support were 

reported as positive on-job factors. In contrast, a lack of cooperation by supervisors and staff, 

a lack of official authority to initiate measures, and part-time work shifts were considered 

negative on-job factors. Support by Health Inspectorate and international non-governmental 

organisations were considered to positively influence the quality of service in their 

organisations. Simultaneously, negative influences included lack of resources, managerial 

support, and insufficient on-job training. Suggestions to improve the system covered the 

Quality Coordinators role, the Health Inspectorate role, and healthcare broadly (116). 

The research data revealed in the study show that the designed infrastructure of 

Quality Coordinators of one per MFMC, along with the practice of them working half time as 

a health professional and the other time as Quality Coordinator, has impeded commitment 

and continuity of quality-related activities. Further, inconsistency of training activities, not 

only of Quality Coordinators but managers and other personnel too, has contributed to 

difficulties in implementing quality standards in healthcare. Also, the role of supervision was 

pointed out more than once during the research, as the managers’ understanding of the 

importance of quality has had a direct impact on the work and success of the Quality 

Coordinators. Evidently, the Quality Coordinator’s job needs personnel diversity, more 

significant professional preparation, and monitoring. Like any organisation, positive feedback 

is crucial, and when gaps and needs for changes are pointed out, they must be addressed, or 

the system breaks down. Understaffing and poor facilities cannot be ignored when this 

Quality Coordinators evaluation is taken as a whole.  
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6.3. Strength and limitations 
 

This study provides a method for measuring the adherence to quality standards from 

which strategic planning and financial and resource allocations can be reviewed. The 

framework also provides a model from which other countries, especially developing ones, 

may apply as quality improvement is continuously on the agenda of healthcare leaders (117). 

The study was done to emphasize generalizability; the same method may be used but not 

necessarily the same standards because they are country-specific. Also, this study provides 

practical tools to monitor, assess, and improve healthcare quality standards continuously. 

Institutional staff were willing to work harder with greater reinforcement, which is an 

observation any organization would want to know. Further, the study represents a novel 

exploration into the inner workings of Quality Coordinators. The family medicine concept 

applied in the public primary healthcare system aims to cover 80% of health condition 

treatments (130) therefore, a clear picture of Quality Coordinators’ skills and needs is vital 

for quality improvement efforts. In addition, this research examines the perspective of 

significant organisational actors in maintaining quality healthcare. Being an under-researched 

and underserviced population, Quality Coordinators work amidst ageing facilities, limited 

resources, and uneven support. Furthermore, the study illustrates obstacles in assessing and 

implementing BQSH. It was revealed that Quality Coordinators benefited from greater 

comprehension of expected professional standards, which may be achieved through specific 

training aligned to the standards that regulate primary healthcare. Finally, this study provides 

decision makers with a vital new data set to inform policy decisions. With limited 

quantitative or qualitative data on the role of Quality Coordinator in Kosovo, this novel 

research becomes even more significant as there are no other comparable studies to serve as a 

baseline, to the author’s knowledge (116). 

Regarding limitations, the study did not account for size differences among MFMC, 

which were sometimes vast. In addition, while replicability of the study concerning MFMC is 

desirable within the country, it is not feasible for other countries as they may require different 

standards or external monitoring mechanisms. Further, due to practical issues, there was a 

change in the Health Inspector conducting evaluations of the MFMC, which may have caused 

different evaluation thresholds, and could have impacted the results. A possible limitation 

also involves the potential of the Hawthorne Effect (131) during the discussion with the 

Quality Coordinators. However, the presence of the Health Inspectors would tend to diffuse 
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such a researcher effect. Finally, although only a small number of Quality Coordinators were 

asked for data, these represent the entire universe of those working in the positions that 

qualify for the study, making the study robust despite the relatively small number of cases 

involved (116). 

 

6.4. Implications for research and practice  
 

The healthcare system blends the institution, resources, and patient needs in a real-time 

environment. Areas, where healthcare quality may be improved are: “…supportive visionary 

leadership, proper planning, education and training, availability of resources, effective 

management of resources, employees, and processes, and collaboration and cooperation 

among providers.” (117). All of these areas are an excellent foundation for further research 

into factors that affect the adherence to quality standards, affect quality improvement, and 

possibly explain the differences between MFMC in quality performance. 

Perhaps one of the most important results to emerge from this study, which may have 

implications worthy of further research, is why only 57% of Quality Coordinators read the 

inspection report that forms the basis of their responsibilities. Such a number reveals a 

significant gap between regulatory needs and outcomes. That only half of that subgroup 

undertook to enact intervention based on the report speaks to another potential step to 

reconcile this gap (116).  

Training is a very efficient organizational strategy when it can be shown to be 

effective in achieving quality improvement. The research illustrates the importance of aligned 

training in increasing Quality Coordinator absorption of previously ignored healthcare 

standards. After a brief training by the Health Inspectorate, Quality Coordinators reported far 

greater knowledge than in a pre-test measure. The implications are that modest training, if 

aligned, produces educationally significant effects. Alignment is vitally important because 

trained staff are instrumental to quality improvement in a primary healthcare organisation; 

their training should be tailored to organisational and professional needs (132). Therefore, 

regular and relevant training should be provided for Quality Coordinators, especially during 

staff rotations (116). 

It is interesting to notice that while Quality Coordinators failed to recognise primarily 

structural standards used by the Health Inspectorate in evaluating the quality of their 

institutions, they considered important quality issues falling under process standards, such as 
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antibiotic prescription, patient privacy, and data archiving. This disparity raises a question of 

possible decoupling between what is relevant for quality assurers, who aim to standardise 

healthcare through planning, setting and communicating quality standards and monitoring 

their compliance (133) and what is relevant for Quality Coordinators - frontline healthcare 

workers. There is a need for reopening discussions and education about healthcare quality 

standards. The experiences expressed by Quality Coordinators in this research could be 

beneficial in tailoring the process to what is relevant for health personnel (116,134). 

More insight is needed to link the increased Quality Coordinators’ knowledge and 

healthcare quality. Quality Coordinators could play an essential role in communicating their 

knowledge to other professionals within the organisation, acting as practice facilitators or like 

coaches for quality improvement (135). Improved communication has been shown to 

improve the implementation of clinical guidelines (136,137), prevention in primary care 

(138,139), staff involvement in quality improvement activities, and acceptance of the change 

(140,141). 

The role of supervision came across several times in the research, as Quality 

Coordinators that enjoyed this support reported higher satisfaction with their job and quality 

improvement measures. In the face of inevitable staffing changes, congruence within 

governance must include equipping primary healthcare managers with mandatory on-the-job 

training about quality requirements in primary healthcare (142,143). Such training would 

help the managers support Quality Coordinators and the rest of the personnel to continuously 

undertake quality improvement initiatives by ensuring the required tools and available 

resources while requesting accountability and evidence-based results (116).   

Once the Quality Coordinators are listened to, and suggestions culled, a mechanism is 

necessary to take these comments and review them for possible implementation, ensuring a 

continuous feedback loop between expectations and performance. Conveniently, the Division 

of Quality in the Ministry of Health provides a natural repository for the conversations 

produced by such inquiries (116). 

Future studies may wish to explore gender, age, and role redefinition as variables to 

determine whether differential behavioural effects may be observed.  Because there are more 

females in primary healthcare (144) more female Quality Coordinators may be necessary to 

serve their peers. Female professionals have a more person-centred, counselling and 

compassionate communication style (145) active participation and joint decision making 

(146) possibly improving staff commitment to quality improvement actions. With the average 



    
 

82 
 

age of doctors approaching 57 years (147), a new generation of younger Quality Coordinators 

is needed to supplement these veterans, who may be in a position to teach younger candidates 

the intricacies and institutional histories vital for organizational success. Roles may need 

redefinition in a reformed system.  More nurses may be tapped to perform Quality 

Coordinators duties, beginning with drafting and implementing policies to modify the 

structure of healthcare professional roles and relationships, shifting from instructional doctor-

nurse relationships to complementary and supportive relationships, empowering nurses to 

perform higher-level duties, and improving professional collaboration with doctors (134,148).  
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7. CONCLUSIONS 

 

• The research hypothesis is confirmed, meaning that Health Inspections are an 

effective tool to monitor basic quality standards of healthcare. However, the final role 

of the Health Inspectorate is not quality control but fostering improvement. Health 

Inspectorate can use its formal power to ensure and enhance the culture of healthcare 

quality in everyday practices and request personnel and resources to be provided by 

the Ministry of Health and municipalities, as a prerequisite of the foundation of 

quality enhancement.  

• Compliance of the primary healthcare institutions with basic standards of quality of 

healthcare at initial inspections was low: 79.7% (SD=12.1), ranging from 53.1% to 

96.9%, and no statistically significant difference between the clustered group of 

standards (F-Stat=1.14, P-value =0.37). While statistically, the numbers look decent, 

these basic standards for healthcare quality should be (almost) ultimately met.  

• Final inspections revealed that compliance of the primary healthcare institutions with 

basic standards of healthcare quality increased over time, and in 2019 the average 

number of BSHQ that the MFMC were adhering to was 28.4 standards or 88.8% 

(SD=3.1), ranging from 62.5% to 96.9%, with statistically significant differences 

between the group of standards (two-tailed paired t-test, P-value=0.0076, 95% CI= -

1.07 to 0.18).  

• Quality Coordinators’ knowledge of the 32 basic standards of healthcare quality was 

low, with a mean of 12.7, SD=3.4 or 39.7%, and ranging from 8 to18 standards (or 

25% to 56.3%); with statistically significant differences in means between the 

clustered groups of standards (p=0.0342 and F=2.668). 

• The training was a successful mean of increasing the knowledge of seven Quality 

Coordinators of the basic standards of healthcare quality, with statistically significant 

differences in mean values of the standards knowledge before (x̅=11.4, SD=2.9) and 

post-training (x̅=23.4, SD=8.3), [t(6)=3.658, p=0.011], 95% CI[0.293, 2.421]. 

• Qualitative data showed that training motivated and empowered Quality Coordinators 

to take a proactive approach toward quality improvement, the difficulties they face in 

their work path, and horizontal communication. 

• There is a need for investing and expanding the Quality Coordinators workforce; 

providing continuous relevant training for Quality Coordinators, managers, and other 
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staff; ensuring the availability of appropriate tools and resources to assess, improve 

and maintain quality; providing management support and promoting horizontal 

communication with other Quality Coordinators, along with the review and update of 

quality standards and other relevant policies, to ease and encourage Quality 

Coordinators functioning.  

• Further research is needed into factors that affect the adherence to quality standards 

and factors that affect quality improvement within a healthcare organization, which 

could also explain the differences between healthcare organizations in quality 

performance. The possible factors of interest for further research include and are not 

limited to municipal health indicators, financial means, management, health 

professionals, services, and patients.  

• Further research is needed to evaluate the impact of gender and age on the role and 

performance of the Quality Coordinators, as well as the possibility of their role 

redefinition and consequent modification of relevant policies.  
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8. ABSTRACT IN ENGLISH 
 

Health inspectorate as a tool for quality improvement in public health 
institutions of primary health care in Kosovo 

 
Ardita Baraku                 Zagreb, 2025 

 

Kosovo applies a healthcare organization quality model based on an internal 

mechanism - Quality Coordinators (QC), and the external mechanism - Health Inspectorate of 

the Ministry of Health. The hypothesis of this research was that the Health Inspectorate is an 

efficient regulatory tool for quality improvement in public institutions of primary healthcare 

(PHC) in Kosovo. 

Purposefully selected 14 PHC organisations were subjected to initial, follow-up, and 

final inspections to monitor adherence to 32 basic standards of healthcare quality (BSHQ). 

QC from the same institutions were tested for healthcare quality knowledge. The lowest 

scores of both provided selection for seven QC who were subjected to training, and focus 

group discussion on motivation to serve, experiences, factors that impact quality and 

suggestions for improvement. 

Results showed that over the years, adherence to 32 BSHQ and QC knowledge 

improved. QC believed that the Health Inspectorate positively influences healthcare quality. 

Suggestions for improvement included QC role, Health Inspectorate and healthcare in 

general. 

In conclusion, the research hypothesis was confirmed. The Health Inspectorate can 

use its formal power to foster a culture of healthcare quality in everyday practices by 

requesting authorities to provide resources as a prerequisite for quality enhancement.  
 

Keywords: Kosovo, developing country, quality of health care, primary healthcare, health 
inspectorate 
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9. ABSTRACT IN CROATIAN 
 
Zdravstveni inspektorat kao alat za poboljšanje kvalitete zdravstvene zaštite u javnim 

ustanovama primarne zdravstvene zaštite na Kosovu 

 
Ardita Baraku                  Zagreb, 2025 

 

Kosovo primjenjuje model kvalitete zdravstvene organizacije koji se temelji na 

internom mehanizmu - Koordinatorima kvalitete (QC) i vanjskom mehanizmu - Zdravstvenoj 

inspekciji Ministarstva zdravlja. Hipoteza ovog istraživanja bila je da je zdravstvena 

inspekcija učinkovit regulatorni alat za poboljšanje kvalitete javnih ustanova primarne 

zdravstvene zaštite (PZZ) na Kosovu. 

Svrhovito odabranih 14 organizacija PZZ-a podvrgnuto je početnim, naknadnim i 

završnim inspekcijama kako bi se pratilo pridržavanje 32 temeljna standarda zdravstvene 

kvalitete (BSHQ). QC iz istih ustanova testirani su na poznavanju kvalitete zdravstvene 

zaštite. Najniže ocjene obje dale su odabir za sedam QC-a koji su bili podvrgnuti obuci i 

diskusiji u fokusnoj grupi o motivaciji za služenje, iskustvima, čimbenicima koji utječu na 

kvalitetu i prijedlozima za poboljšanje. 

Rezultati su pokazali da se tijekom godina poštivanje 32 BSHQ i QC znanja 

poboljšalo. QC smatra da zdravstvena inspekcija pozitivno utječe na kvalitetu zdravstvene 

zaštite. Prijedlozi za poboljšanje uključivali su ulogu QC-a, zdravstvene inspekcije i 

zdravstva općenito. 

Zaključno, hipoteza istraživanja je potvrđena. Zdravstvena inspekcija može koristiti 

svoje formalne ovlasti za njegovanje kulture kvalitete zdravstvene skrbi u svakodnevnoj 

praksi tražeći od vlasti da osiguraju resurse kao preduvjet za poboljšanje kvalitete. 

 

Ključne riječi: Kosovo, zemlja u razvoju, kvaliteta zdravstvene zaštite, primarna 

zdravstvena zaštita, zdravstveni inspektorat 

 

 

 

 

 



    
 

87 
 

10.  LIST OF REFERENCES 
 

1. Healy J. Improving health care safety and quality: Reluctant regulators. 1st edition. 
Routledge (UK): 2017.  

2. Ngo D, den Breejen E, Putters K, Bal R. Supervising the quality of care in changing 
healthcare systems An international comparison. Institute of Health Policy and 
Management; Rotterdam (NL) 2008. 

3. Donabedian A. Explorations in quality assessment and monitoring. The definition of 
quality and approaches to its assessment. Ann Arbor, Michigan: Health Administration 
Press; 1980.  

4. Busse R, Klazinga N, Panteli D, Quentin W., editors. Improving healthcare quality in 
Europe: Characteristics, effectiveness and implementation of different strategies. 
Copenhagen (Denmark): European Observatory on Health Systems and Policies; 2019. 
(Health Policy Series, No. 53.) Available from: 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK549276/ 

5. Council of Europe. Recommendation No. R (97) 17 on the Development and 
Implementation of Quality Improvement Systems in Health Care. Council of Europe; 
Sep 30, 1997 p. 1–3. Available from: https://www.coe.int 

6. World Health Organization. Handbook for national quality policy and strategy: a 
practical approach for developing policy and strategy to improve quality of care. 
Geneva: World Health Organization, 2018. 

7. Branca M, Longatto-Filho A. Recommendations on Quality Control and Quality 
Assurance in Cervical Cytology. Acta Cytol. 2015;59(5):361-9. doi: 
10.1159/000441515. 

8. Delis H, Christaki K, Healy B, Loreti G, Poli GL, Toroi P, Meghzifene A. Moving 
beyond quality control in diagnostic radiology and the role of the clinically qualified 
medical physicist. Phys Med. 2017 Sep;41:104-108. doi: 10.1016/j.ejmp.2017.04.007. 

9. Klein T, Seelbach C, Brannan GD. Quality Assurance. 2023. In: StatPearls. Treasure 
Island (FL): StatPearls Publishing [cited 2022 Sep 20]. p. 402–10. Available from: 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK557503/ 

10. World Health Organization. Preparing a health care workforce for the 21st century. The 
challenge of chronic conditions. 2005 [cited 2022 Sep 20]. Available from: 
https://iris.who.int/bitstream/handle/10665/43044/9241562803.pdf;sequence= 

11. Dodwad SS. Quality management in healthcare. Indian J Public Health. 2013 Jul-
Sep;57(3):138-43. doi: 10.4103/0019-557X.119814. 

12. Donabedian A. The quality of care. How can it be assessed? JAMA. 1988 Sep 23-
30;260(12):1743-8. doi: 10.1001/jama.260.12.1743. 

13. Chassin MR. Is health care ready for Six Sigma quality? Milbank Q. 1998;76(4):565-
91, 510. doi: 10.1111/1468-0009.00106. 

14. Defining Quality. Quality Assurance Project [Internet]. USAID; n.d. [cited 2023 Oct 
20]. Available from: http://www.qaproject.org/ 



    
 

88 
 

15. Donabedian A. Evaluating the quality of medical care. 1966. Milbank Q. 
2005;83(4):691-729. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-0009.2005.00397.x.  

16. Naranjo LLS, Kaimal PV. Applying Donabedian’s Theory as a Framework for Bariatric 
Surgery Accreditation. Bariatr. Surg. Pract. Patient. Care. 2011 Mar 6;6(1):33–7. doi: 
10.1089/bar.2011.9979 

17. Botma Y, Labuschagne M. Application of the Donabedian quality assurance approach 
in developing an educational programme. Innov. Educ. Teach. Int. 2019 May 
4;56(3):363–72. https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2017.1378587 

18. Jahani Shourab N, Ghaffari Sardasht F, Jafarnejad F, Esmaily H. Application of 
Donabedian Quality-of-Care Framework to Assess the Outcomes of Preconception Care 
in Urban Health Centers, Mashhad, Iran in 2012. J Midwifery Reprod. Health. 
2012;2(1):50–9. doi: 10.22038/jmrh.2013.1924 

19. Donabedian A. Criteria and standards for quality assessment and monitoring. QRB Qual 
Rev Bull. 1986 Mar;12(3):99-108. doi: 10.1016/s0097-5990(16)30021-5. 

20. McDonald KM, Sundaram V, Bravata DM, et al. Closing the Quality Gap: A Critical 
Analysis of Quality Improvement Strategies (Vol. 7: Care Coordination). Rockville 
(MD): Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (US); 2007 Jun. (Technical 
Reviews, No. 9.7.) 5, Conceptual Frameworks and Their Application to Evaluating 
Care Coordination Interventions. Available from: 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK44008/ 

21. Mountford J, Shojania KG. Refocusing quality measurement to best support quality 
improvement: local ownership of quality measurement by clinicians. BMJ Qual Saf. 
2012 Jun;21(6):519-23. doi: 10.1136/bmjqs-2012-000859. 

22. Walshe K. Regulating healthcare: A prescription for improvement? 2003. State of 
Health Series, Open University Press, Maidenhead. 

23. Brennan TA, Berwick DM. New rules: regulation, markets, and the quality of American 
health care. 1st edition. Jossey-Bass Publishers; 1995.  

24. Bernard J, Goodyear R. Fundamentals of clinical supervision. 5th ed. Upper Saddle 
River, NJ: Pearson; 2014.  

25. Davenport D. The basics of clinical supervision. 2013 [cited 2022 Jan 12]. The basics of 
clinical supervision - Nursing in Practice. Available from: 
https://www.nursinginpractice.com/professional/the-basics-of-clinical-supervision/ 

26. Walshe K, Freeman T, Latham L, Wallace L, Spurgeon P. Clinical Governance: from 
policy to practice. Health Services Management Centre. Birmingham, UK: University 
of Birmingham, Health Services Management Centre; 2000. 343–354 p.  

27. Flodgren G, Pomey MP, Taber SA, Eccles MP. Effectiveness of external inspection of 
compliance with standards in improving healthcare organisation behaviour, healthcare 
professional behaviour or patient outcomes. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2011 Nov 
9;(11):CD008992. doi: 10.1002/14651858.CD008992.pub2. 

28. Sutherland K, Leatherman S. Regulation and quality improvement A review of the 
evidence. London; 2006 Oct [cited 2022 Sep 20]. Available from: 
www.health.org.uk/QQUIP 



    
 

89 
 

29. Sparreboom W. How Effective are You? Research on how health care regulators across 
Europe study the effectiveness of regulation. Public Health Supervisory Service; 2009 
[cited 2022 Jan 10]. Available from: 
http://www.epsonet.eu/mediapool/72/723588/data/brussel/How_Effective_are_you._A_
research_on_how_health_care_regulators_across_Europe_stu.pdf 

30. Øyri SF, Braut GS, Macrae C, Wiig S. Investigating Hospital Supervision: A Case 
Study of Regulatory Inspectors' Roles as Potential Co-creators of Resilience. J Patient 
Saf. 2021 Mar 1;17(2):122-130. doi: 10.1097/PTS.0000000000000814. 

31. Lehmann Nielsen V, Parker C. Testing responsive regulation in regulatory enforcement. 
Regul Gov 2009;(3):376–399. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-5991.2009.01064.x 

32. Spronk S, Stoopendaal A, Robben PBM. An empirical study of how the Dutch 
healthcare regulator first formulates the concept of trust and then puts it into practice. 
BMC Health Serv Res. 2019 Dec 10;19(1):951. doi: 10.1186/s12913-019-4797-3  

33. Wiig S. Contributions to Risk Management in the Public Sector (dissertation). 
University of Stavanger (N); 2008. [cited 2022 Jan 10]. Available from: 
https://uis.brage.unit.no/uis-
xmlui/bitstream/handle/11250/184263/Wiig%2C%20Siri.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=
y 

34. Mascini P. Why was the enforcement pyramid so influential? And what price was paid? 
Regul Gov. 2013 Mar;7(1):48–60. https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12003 

35. Healy J. Introduction: Why Regulate. In: Improving health care safety and quality: 
Reluctant regulators. Wiley; 2011.  

36. Ayres I, Braithwaite J. Responsive Regulation: Transcending the Deregulation Debate. 
Harris DR, Hawkins K, Lloyd-Bostock S, McBarnet D, editors. New York: Oxford 
University Press; 1992. 216 p.  

37. Bouwman R. The patient’s voice as a game changer in regulation (dissertation). Tilburg 
University (NL); 2016.  

38. Beaussier AL, Demeritt D, Griffiths A, Rothstein H. Accounting for failure: risk-based 
regulation and the problems of ensuring healthcare quality in the NHS. Health Risk Soc. 
2016 May 18;18(3-4):205-224. doi: 10.1080/13698575.2016.1192585. 

39. Rutz S. Practicing Reflexive Regulation. Erasmus University Rotterdam; 2017. [cited 
2022 Jan 10] Available from: http://hdl.handle.net/1765/100317 

40. Braithwaite J, Makkai T, Braithwaite V. Regulating Aged Care. Ritualism and the New 
Pyramid. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing, Inc.; 2007.  

41. Murphy K. Moving forward towards a more effective model of regulatory enforcement 
in the Australian Taxation Office. Canberra; 2011.  

42. Braithwaite J. Restorative Justice & Responsive Regulation. New York: Oxford 
University Press; 2002.  

43. Macrory RB. Regulatory Justice – Making Sanctions Effective (2006). In: Regulation, 
Enforcement and Governance in Environmental Law : Second Edition. 2014.  



    
 

90 
 

44. Devkaran S, O'Farrell PN. The impact of hospital accreditation on clinical 
documentation compliance: a life cycle explanation using interrupted time series 
analysis. BMJ Open. 2014 Aug 5;4(8):e005240. doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2014-005240. 

45. Devkaran S, O'Farrell PN, Ellahham S, Arcangel R. Impact of repeated hospital 
accreditation surveys on quality and reliability, an 8-year interrupted time series 
analysis. BMJ Open. 2019 Feb 15;9(2):e024514. doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2018-024514. 

46. de Bree M, Stoopendaal A. De- and Recoupling and Public Regulation. Organ Stud. 
2020 Nov 7;41(5):599–620. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840618800115 

47. Meyer JW, Rowan B. Institutionalized Organizations: Formal Structure as Myth and 
Ceremony on JSTOR. Am. J. Sociol. 1977;83(2):340–63. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/226550 

48. Jackson VP, Stoel L. A qualitative examination of decoupling, recoupling and 
organizational survival of rural retailers. Qual. Mark. Res. 2011 Sep;14(4):410–28. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/13522751111163236 

49. Clay-Williams R, Hounsgaard J, Hollnagel E. Where the rubber meets the road: using 
FRAM to align work-as-imagined with work-as-done when implementing clinical 
guidelines. Implement Sci. 2015 Aug 29;10:125. doi: 10.1186/s13012-015-0317-y. 

50. George E, Chattopadhyay P, Sitkin SB, Barden J. Cognitive underpinnings of 
institutional persistence and change: A framing perspective. Acad Manage Rev. 2006 
Apr 1;31(2):347–65.  

51. Harrison JA, Lopez SH, Martin AW. Rethinking organizational decoupling: Fields, 
power struggles, and work routines. Soc Curr. 2015 Sep 9;2(4):341–60. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/2329496515603725 

52. Crilly D, Zollo M, Hansen MT. Faking it or muddling through? Understanding 
decoupling in response to stakeholder pressures. Acad. Manage. J. 2012 May 
7;55(6):1429–48. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0697. 

53. Marsden J, Bazzard D, Breeze K, De’ath A, Thwaites A. Rapid literature review on 
effective regulation: Implications for the Care Quality Commission. Care Quality 
Commission, 2020. Available from:  
https://www.cqc.org.uk/sites/default/files/20200128%20Effective%20Regulation%20Li
terature%20Review%20Final%20report.pdf 

54. Bromley P, Powell WW. From Smoke and Mirrors to Walking the Talk: Decoupling in 
the Contemporary World. New pub: Acad. Manage. 2012 Jun;6(1):483–530. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2012.684462. 

55. Werkgroep Effectmeting IG-Beraad. Leidraad effectmeting bij Inspecties. 2005 Jun 
[cited 2022 Jan 10]. Available from: https://www.videnet.nl/download/?id=4122138 

56. Baci E. Sapient. 2020 [cited 2021 Jun 11]. Kosova or Kosovo - Spelling a Nation’s 
Name. Available from: https://www.sapiens.org/archaeology/kosova-or-kosovo/ 

57. Refworld. Population groups / Kosovar. [cited 2021 Jun 11]. Available from: 
https://www.refworld.org/topic,50ffbce5307,50ffbce5562,,60,,,.html 



    
 

91 
 

58. Allcock JB, Lampe JR, Zoung A. Britannica Article. 2021 [cited 2021 Jun 11]. Kosovo 
| History, Map, Flag, Population, Languages, & Capital. Available from: 
https://www.britannica.com/place/Kosovo 

59. Hall D. Albania and the Albanians. London: Pinter Reference; 1994.  

60. Mustafa M, Berisha M, Lenjani B. Reforms and Challenges of Post-conflict Kosovo 
Health System. Mater Sociomed. 2014 Apr;26(2):125-8. doi: 
10.5455/msm.2014.26.125-128. 

61. Avdyli H. E-health in EU and Kosovo. [cited 2020 Sep 7]. Available from: 
https://www.academia.edu/193339/e_health_in_Eu_and_Kosovo 

62. Percival V, Sondorp E. A case study of health sector reform in Kosovo. Confl Health. 
2010;4(1):7. https://doi.org/10.1186/1752-1505-4-7. 

63. The World Bank in Kosovo. Data [cited 2021 Jun 10]. Available from: 
https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/kosovo 

64. Agjencia e Statistikave të Kosovës. Vjetari Statistikor i Republikës së Kosovës. 2020 
[cited 2021 Jun 11]. Available from: https://askapi.rks-gov.net/Custom/395ec65e-1958-
435d-9a40-cf5a66dc4bb8.pdf 

65. The World Bank. Consumption Poverty in the Republic of Kosovo. 2019 [cited 2021 
Jun 12]. The World Bank and the Statistics Office of Kosovo. Available from 
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/ru/210201560762490515/pdf/Consumption-
Poverty-in-the-Republic-of-Kosovo.pdf  

66. Hospital and University Clinical Service of Kosova. Raporti i punës Janar-Dhjetor 2019 
[cited 2021 Jun 20]. Available from: https://shskuk.rks-
gov.net/DocumentsAndPublications/SingleProject/5691  

67. Ministry of Health Kosovo. Health Sector Strategy 2017-2021. Prishtinë; 2016 Nov 
[cited 2023 Apr 10]. Available from: https://kryeministri.rks-gov.net/wp-
content/uploads/2022/07/Strategjia_sektoriale_e_shendetesise_final-
nentor_2016_ENG.pdf 

68. Gashi F. Parallel health care system continues to operate in northern Kosovo. Prishtina 
Insight. 2019 [cited 2020 Sep 7]. Available from: https://prishtinainsight.com/parallel-
health-care-system-continues-to-operate-in-northern-kosovo-mag/ 

69. OECD. Health at a Glance: Europe 2018 State of Health in the EU Cycle. 2019 [cited 
2022 Apr 10]. Available from:  https://www.oecd.org 

70. Instituti Kombëtar i Shëndetësisë Publike të Kosovës. Analiza e gjendjes shëndetësore 
të popullatës dhe sistemit shëndetësor, 2020. Prishtinë; 2022 [in Albanian].  

71. Fatmir Plakiqi emërohet drejtor i Fondit për sigurime shëndetësore. 2017 [cited 2021 
Jun 5]. Available from: https://telegrafi.com/fatmir-plakiqi-emerohet-drejtor-fondit-per-
sigurime-shendetesore/ 

72. UNDP. Action Paper. Healthcare in Kosovo: Satisfaction with healthcare services and 
perceptions on presence of corruption within the healthcare system. Population bulletin 
of the United Nations. 2013.  



    
 

92 
 

73. Ministry of Health Kosovo. Administrative Instruction (Health) 02/2006 on 
Establishment and functioning of Boards evaluating fulfillment of technical and 
professional requirements for licensing of private healthcare institutions. Prishtinë, 
2006.  

74. Ministry of Health Kosovo. Administrative Instructions Health 03/2006 on Minimal 
technical-medical conditions, commodities and staffing based on the type of health 
institution. Prishtinë. 2006.  

75. Ministry of Health Kosovo. Strategy of health services safety and quality improvement 
2012-2016 [in Albanian]. Prishtinë; 2012 [cited 2023 Apr 15]. Available from: 
https://msh.rks-
gov.net/Documents/DownloadDocument?fileName=Strategjia%20e%20p%C3%ABrmi
r%C3%ABsimit%20te%20cil%C3%ABsis%C3%AB%20dhe%20siguris%C3%AB%20
s%C3%AB%20Sh%C3%ABrbimeve%20Sh%C3%ABndet%C3%ABsore%202012-
201657285148.6525.pdf 

76. UN Interim Administration. Administrative Instruction (Health) 15-2000, The 
Establishment of Family Medicine Centres. Prishtinë; 2000.  

77. UN Interim Administration. Administrative Instruction (Health) 18-2000 on Licencing 
and Registration of Health professionals. Prishtinë, 2000.  

78. Ministry of Health Kosovo. The Administrative instruction on standards for licensing 
and accreditation of health institutions of primary health care, AI 04/2004. Prishtinë, 
2004.  

79. Ministry of Health Kosovo. Administrative Instruction No.09/2005 (in Health) Quality 
standards for licensing and accreditation of health institutions and their Implementation. 
Prishtinë: Government of Kosovo; Dec 9, 2005. Available from: https://gzk.rks-
gov.net/ActDocumentDetail.aspx?ActID=7341 

80. Ministry of Health Kosovo. Information circular 1/2005. Prishtinë; 2005.  

81. Ministry of Health Kosovo. Administrative Instruction 12/2010 For Clinical Guidelines 
and Protocols in the Republic of Kosova. 2010. Available from: https://msh.rks-
gov.net/wp-content/uploads/2013/11/Udhezimi-Administrativ-12-2010.pdf 

82. Ministry of Health Kosovo. Health Sector Strategy 2010-2014. Ministry of Health. 
Prishtinë; 2009.  

83. Ministry of Health Kosovo. Law No. 04/L-125 on Health [Internet]. Prishtina: 
Assembly of Republic of Kosovo; May 7, 2013 p. 04–125. Available from: 
https://gzk.rks-gov.net/ActDocumentDetail.aspx?ActID=8666 

84. Ministry of Health Kosovo. Akreditimi ndërkombëtar i Programit të Shkollimit 
Specialistik të Mjekësisë Familjare –sukses i veçantë për shëndetësinë kosovare – 
Ministria e Shëndetësisë. 2015 [cited 2022 Jan 7]. Available from: https://msh.rks-
gov.net/sq/akreditimi-nderkombetar-i-programit-te-shkollimit-specialistik-te-mjekesise-
familjare-sukses-i-vecante-per-shendetesine-kosovare/ 

85. Fridom. Functional vertical review of the Ministry of Health Kosovo [In Albanian]. 
Prishtinë; 2013 Jul [cited 2023 Apr 17]. Available from: 
https://www.yumpu.com/xx/document/view/18219282/rishikimi-vertikal-funksional-i-
ministrise-se-shendetesise-te-kosoves 



    
 

93 
 

86. Ministry of Health Kosovo. Law No. 02/L-38 on Health Inspectorate. Prishtinë: 
Assembly of Kosovo; Jul 1, 2006. Available from: https://gzk.rks-
gov.net/ActDetail.aspx?ActID=2404 

87. Boletini B, Molliqaj L, Kalaja B. Lomsh pa fije - Hulumtime. Preportr [In Albanian]. 
2017 May 25. Available from 
https://preportr.cohu.org/repository/docs/Preportr_No21_ALB-V6_155363.pdf 

88. Baraku A. Collecting and Reporting Health Data into HIS database. Prishtina; 2012.  

89. Baraku A. Annual Report of Kosova Health Inspectorate 2013.  

90. Baraku A. Annual Report of Kosova Health Inspectorate. Prishtina; 2017.  

91. Brown LD, Franco LM, Rafeh N, Hatzell T. Quality Assurance of Health Care In 
Developing Countries. Quality Assurance Methodology. Bethesda, USA; 1998. 
Available from: https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/pnabq044.pdf 

92. Roemer MI, Montoya-Aguilar C. Quality assessment and assurance in primary health 
care. WHO Offset Publ. 1988;(105):1-78. Available from: 
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/40663 

93. Klazinga N. Re-engineering trust: the adoption and adaption of four models for external 
quality assurance of health care services in western European health care systems. Int J 
Qual Health Care. 2000 Jun;12(3):183-9. doi: 10.1093/intqhc/12.3.183. 

94. Walshe K. Improvement through inspection? The development of the new Commission 
for Health Improvement in England and Wales. Qual Health Care. 1999 Sep;8(3):191-
201. doi: 10.1136/qshc.8.3.191. 

95. Bevan G, Hood C. Targets, inspections, and transparency. BMJ. 2004 Mar 
13;328(7440):598. doi: 10.1136/bmj.328.7440.598. 

96. Bevan G, Hood C. Have targets improved performance in the English NHS? BMJ. 2006 
Feb 18;332(7538):419-22. doi: 10.1136/bmj.332.7538.419. 

97. Bouwman R, Bomhoff M, De Jong JD, Robben P, Friele R. The public’s voice about 
healthcare quality regulation policies. A population-based survey. BMC Health Serv 
Res. 2015 Aug 14;15(1):1–9. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-015-0992-z. 

98. Blanc F. Inspection Reforms: Why, how, and with what results. OECD. 

99. Flodgren G, Gonçalves-Bradley DC, Pomey MP. External inspection of compliance 
with standards for improved healthcare outcomes. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2016 
Dec 2;12(12):CD008992. doi: 10.1002/14651858.CD008992.pub3. 

100. Bosch-Capblanch X, Liaqat S, Garner P. Managerial supervision to improve primary 
health care in low- and middle-income countries. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2011 
Sep 7;2011(9):CD006413. doi: 10.1002/14651858.CD006413.pub2. 

101. Loevinsohn BP, Guerrero ET, Gregorio SP. Improving primary health care through 
systematic supervision: a controlled field trial. Health Policy Plan. 1995 Jun;10(2):144-
53. doi: 10.1093/heapol/10.2.144. 

102. Vuori H. Quality assurance of health services : Concepts and Cethodology. Vol. VII. 
Copenhagen: Regional Office for Europe: World Health Organization; 1982.  



    
 

94 
 

103. Solberg LI, Brekke ML, Kottke TE, Steel RP. Continuous quality improvement in 
primary care: what's happening? Med Care. 1998 May;36(5):625-35. doi: 
10.1097/00005650-199805000-00003. 

104. World Health Organization. Quality of care: a process for making strategic choices in 
health systems. 2006. World Health Organization. Available from: 
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/43470 

105. Marquez L KL. Making Supervision Supportive and Sustainable: New Approaches to 
Old Problems. MAQ papers. 2002;4 Supplement to Population Reports. Available from 
https://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNACS924.pdf 

106. Austin Z, Sutton J. Qualitative research: getting started. Can J Hosp Pharm. 2014 
Nov;67(6):436-40. doi: 10.4212/cjhp.v67i6.1406. 

107. Palinkas LA, Horwitz SM, Green CA, Wisdom JP, Duan N, Hoagwood K. Purposeful 
Sampling for Qualitative Data Collection and Analysis in Mixed Method 
Implementation Research. Adm Policy Ment Health. 2015 Sep;42(5):533-44. doi: 
10.1007/s10488-013-0528-y. 

108. Pllana BX, Ferati VM. Information technology in health care in Kosovo: The use of 
technology in private clinics. IFAC Proceedings Volumes (IFAC-PapersOnline). 2013 
Jan 1;15(PART 1):27–32. doi:10.3182/20130606-3-XK-4037.00043 

109. Bennett D, Barrett A, Helmich E. How to…analyse qualitative data in different ways. 
Clin Teach. 2019 Feb;16(1):7-12. doi: 10.1111/tct.12973. 

110. Leung L. Validity, reliability, and generalizability in qualitative research. J Family Med 
Prim Care. 2015 Jul-Sep;4(3):324-7. doi: 10.4103/2249-4863.161306.  

111. Instituti Kombëtar i Shëndetësisë Publike të Kosovës. Analiza e gjendjes shëndetësore 
të popullatës, 2016. Prishtinë; 2017 [in Albanian].  

112. Agency of Statistics of Kosova - ASK data [Internet]. [cited 2022 Sep 29]. Available 
from: https://askdata.rks-gov.net/pxweb/sq/ASKdata/ 

113. Agjencia e Statistikave të Kosovës. Seria 5: Statistikat Sociale. Statistikat e 
Shëndetësisë 2017 [Internet]. Prishtinë; 2018 Nov [cited 2022 Sep 29]. Available from: 
https://ask.rks-gov.net/media/4428/statistikat-e-
sh%C3%ABndet%C3%ABsis%C3%AB-2017.pdf 

114. Agjencia e Statistikave të Kosovës. Seria 5: Statistikat Sociale. Statistikat e 
Shëndetësisë 2016 [Internet]. Prishtina; 2017 Nov [cited 2022 Sep 29]. Available from: 
https://ask.rks-gov.net/media/4412/statistikat-e-
sh%C3%ABndet%C3%ABsis%C3%AB-2016.pdf 

115. Baraku A, Pavleković G. Improving the quality of primary healthcare in Kosovo: 
Impact of targeted training of Quality Coordinators. Medicina Clínica Práctica. 2025 
Jan 1;8(1):100479. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mcpsp.2024.100479. 

116. Baraku A, Pavleković G. Quality Coordinators' Perspectives on Quality Improvement in 
Primary Healthcare in Kosovo: A Qualitative Study. J Healthc Qual. 2024 Jul-Aug 
01;46(4):e49-e55. doi: 10.1097/JHQ.0000000000000431. 

117. Mosadeghrad AM. Factors influencing healthcare service quality. Int J Health Policy 
Manag. 2014 Jul 26;3(2):77-89. doi: 10.15171/ijhpm.2014.65. 



    
 

95 
 

118. Bellio E, Buccoliero L. Main factors affecting perceived quality in healthcare: a patient 
perspective approach. Total Qual. Manag J. 2021;33(7):176-192. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/TQM-11-2020-0274 

119. Varley AL, Kripalani S, Spain T, Mixon AS, Acord E, Rothman R, Limper HM. 
Understanding Factors Influencing Quality Improvement Capacity Among Ambulatory 
Care Practices Across the MidSouth Region: An Exploratory Qualitative Study. Qual 
Manag Health Care. 2020 Jul/Sep;29(3):136-141. doi: 
10.1097/QMH.0000000000000255. 

120. Spetz J. How will health reform affect demand for RNs? Nurs Econ. 2014 Jan-
Feb;32(1):42-4.  

121. Khan MS, Hashmani FN. Political and technical barriers to improving quality of health 
care. Lancet. 2018 Nov 17;392(10160):2146-2147. doi: 10.1016/S0140-
6736(18)32075-0. 

122. Horton R. Offline: COVID-19 as culture war. Lancet. 2022 Jan 22;399(10322):346. doi: 
10.1016/S0140-6736(22)00093-9. 

123. Chorus C, Sandorf ED, Mouter N. Diabolical dilemmas of COVID-19: An empirical 
study into Dutch society's trade-offs between health impacts and other effects of the 
lockdown. PLoS One. 2020 Sep 16;15(9):e0238683. doi: 
10.1371/journal.pone.0238683. 

124. Peabody JW, Taguiwalo MM, Robalino DA, et al. Improving the Quality of Care in 
Developing Countries. In: Jamison DT, Breman JG, Measham AR, et al., editors. 
Disease Control Priorities in Developing Countries. 2nd edition. Washington (DC): The 
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The World Bank; 2006. 
Chapter 70. Available from: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK11790/ 

125. Nolan T, Angos P, Cunha AJ, Muhe L, Qazi S, Simoes EA, Tamburlini G, Weber M, 
Pierce NF. Quality of hospital care for seriously ill children in less-developed countries. 
Lancet. 2001 Jan 13;357(9250):106-10. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(00)03542-X. 

126. Peabody JW, Luck J, Glassman P, Jain S, Hansen J, Spell M, Lee M. Measuring the 
quality of physician practice by using clinical vignettes: a prospective validation study. 
Ann Intern Med. 2004 Nov 16;141(10):771-80. doi: 10.7326/0003-4819-141-10-
200411160-00008. 

127. Williams I, Brown H, Healy P. Contextual Factors Influencing Cost and Quality 
Decisions in Health and Care: A Structured Evidence Review and Narrative Synthesis. 
Int J Health Policy Manag. 2018 Aug 1;7(8):683-695. doi: 10.15171/ijhpm.2018.09. 

128. Chmielewska M, Stokwiszewski J, Filip J, Hermanowski T. Motivation factors 
affecting the job attitude of medical doctors and the organizational performance of 
public hospitals in Warsaw, Poland. BMC Health Serv Res. 2020 Jul 29;20(1):701. doi: 
10.1186/s12913-020-05573-z. 

129. Purohit B, Bandyopadhyay T. Beyond job security and money: driving factors of 
motivation for government doctors in India. Hum Resour Health. 2014 Feb 21;12:12. 
doi: 10.1186/1478-4491-12-12.   

130. Hedley R, Maxhuni B. Development of family medicine in Kosovo. BMJ. 2005 Jul 
23;331(7510):201-3. doi: 10.1136/bmj.331.7510.201. 



    
 

96 
 

131. Jones SRG. Was There a Hawthorne Effect? Am. J. Sociol. 1992 Nov;98(3):451–68. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/230046. 

132. Khoja T, Basulaiman M. Chapter 5 Implementing quality improvement activities in 
primary health care. In Quality improvement in primary health care [Internet]. Al-Assaf 
AF, Sheikh M, editors. Cairo: World Health Organization; 2004 [cited 2022 Mar 6]. 
125–177 p. Available from: 
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/119694/dsa231.pdf?sequence=1&isAll
owed=y 

133. Al-Assaf AF. Introduction and background. In: Al-Assaf AF, Sheikh M, editors. 
Quality improvement in primary health care: a practical guide [Internet]. Cairo: World 
Health Organization; 2004 [cited 2022 Mar 30]. p. 11–28. Available from: 
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/119694/dsa231.pdf?sequence=1&isAll
owed=y 

134. Mahboube L, Talebi E, Porouhan P, Orak RJ, Farahani MA. Comparing the attitude of 
doctors and nurses toward factor of collaborative relationships. J Family Med Prim 
Care. 2019 Oct 31;8(10):3263-3267. doi: 10.4103/jfmpc.jfmpc_596_19. 

135. Liddy C, Laferriere D, Baskerville B, Dahrouge S, Knox L, Hogg W. An overview of 
practice facilitation programs in Canada: current perspectives and future directions. 
Healthc Policy. 2013 Feb;8(3):58-67. 

136. Kotecha J, Han H, Green M, Russell G, Martin MI, Birtwhistle R. The role of the 
practice facilitators in Ontario primary healthcare quality improvement. BMC Fam 
Pract. 2015 Jul 30;16:93. doi: 10.1186/s12875-015-0298-6.   

137. Taylor EF, Machta RM, Meyers DS, Genevro J, Peikes DN. Enhancing the primary 
care team to provide redesigned care: the roles of practice facilitators and care 
managers. Ann Fam Med. 2013 Jan-Feb;11(1):80-3. doi: 10.1370/afm.1462. 

138. Nagykaldi Z, Mold JW, Aspy CB. Practice facilitators: a review of the literature. Fam 
Med. 2005 Sep;37(8):581-8.  

139. Lemelin J, Hogg W, Baskerville N. Evidence to action: a tailored multifaceted approach 
to changing family physician practice patterns and improving preventive care. CMAJ. 
2001 Mar 20;164(6):757-63. 

140. Hall TL, Knierim KE, Nease DE Jr, Staton EW, Nkouaga C, Dickinson LM, et al. 
Primary Care Practices' Implementation of Patient-Team Partnership: Findings from 
EvidenceNOW Southwest. J Am Board Fam Med. 2019 Jul-Aug;32(4):490-504. doi: 
10.3122/jabfm.2019.04.180361.  

141. Hogg W, Baskerville N, Nykiforuk C, Mallen D. Improved preventive care in family 
practices with outreach facilitation: understanding success and failure. J Health Serv 
Res Policy. 2002 Oct;7(4):195-201. doi: 10.1258/135581902320432714. 

142. Lee S, Denniston C, Edouard V, Palermo C, Pope K, Sutton K, Waller S, Ward B, Rees 
C. Supervision training interventions in the health and human services: realist synthesis 
protocol. BMJ Open. 2019 Jun 1;9(5):e025777. doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2018-025777. 

143. Goralski MA, Page RA. Aligning health care: quality as a learning system. 
Estableciendo puentes en una economia global. 2008;1:36–40.  



    
 

97 
 

144. Agency of Statistics of Kosova. Health Statistics 2020. Prishtina; 2021 Oct [cited 2022 
Mar 6]. Available from: https://ask.rks-gov.net/media/6450/shendetesia-2020.pdf 

145. Bertakis KD. The influence of gender on the doctor-patient interaction. Patient Educ 
Couns. 2009 Sep;76(3):356-60. doi: 10.1016/j.pec.2009.07.022. 

146. Johnsson A, Wagman P, Boman Å, Pennbrant S. What are they talking about? Content 
of the communication exchanges between nurses, patients and relatives in a department 
of medicine for older people-An ethnographic study. J Clin Nurs. 2018 Apr;27(7-
8):e1651-e1659. doi: 10.1111/jocn.14315. 

147. Ahmeti N. Me 630 euro në muaj në Kosovë, mjekët ia mësyjnë BE-së. 2021 [cited 2022 
Mar 6]. Available from: https://www.evropaelire.org/a/largimi-i-mjekeve-nga-kosova-
/31551296.html 

148. Norful AA, de Jacq K, Carlino R, Poghosyan L. Nurse Practitioner-Physician 
Comanagement: A Theoretical Model to Alleviate Primary Care Strain. Ann Fam Med. 
2018 May;16(3):250-256. doi: 10.1370/afm.2230. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



    
 

98 
 

11. CURRICULUM VITAE 
 

Dr. Ardita Baraku, born in 1975, graduated from the University of Prishtina, Kosova 

as a Medical Doctor in 2004; completed Master studies in Health Policy, Management and 

Financing at the University of Maastricht, the Netherlands, in 2008; became a Specialist in 

Public Health in 2015; and completed Master's in Healthcare Management from Erasmus 

University Rotterdam, the Netherlands in 2021.  

 Dr. Baraku has extensive management experience in healthcare, serving in various 

roles including Director of Health Services for the Kosova Police, Senior Community Officer 

for Mercy Corps, Chief Executive of the Health Inspectorate of Kosova, and currently 

Executive Director of the National Institute of Public Health of Kosova. Parallelly, she has 

developed an academic career by lecturing on public health-related subjects at local and 

international universities, publishing scientific articles, participating in international 

conferences, and collaborating on international public health projects. 

 Dr. Baraku is appreciated for her work by Police Commissioner Curtis in 2007, KPS 

Colonel Guda in 2006, National Centre of Blood Transfusion in 2006, Lt. Colonel Atifete 

Jahjaga in 2004 and Deputy Police Commissioner, UNMIK Civilian Police in 2002. Dr. 

Baraku is a beneficiary of the MATRA Scholarship 2017 and ISQua Fellowship Award 2021. 

 Dr. Baraku lives in Prishtina, Kosova. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

APPENDICES  
 
Appendix: Health Inspectorate’s Checklist 
            

1. Patient information – signage    Circle one 
1. Name of institution      Yes  No 
2. Working hours      Yes  No 
3. List of services with price list    Yes  No   
4. Name of office/service     Yes  No 
5. Name of doctor on the door     Yes  No 
6. New smoking prohibition sign    Yes  No 
7. Sign for a telephone line for complaints   Yes  No   

2. Health Documentation 
8. Possess and appropriately fill patient registry Yes No 
9. Possess and use new health forms    Yes No 
10. Patient history is kept and appropriately filled Yes  No 

 

3. Medicines 
11. They have medicines from the essential list  Yes No 
12. Medicines are within the expiry date   Yes No 
13. Complete anti-shock therapy   Yes No 
14. Written instructions for anti-shop therapy  Yes No 

 

4. Hygiene 
15. The overall hygiene of the institution is good Yes No 
16. Soaps       Yes  No 
17. Means to dry hands      Yes  No 
18. Water (warm)      Yes  No 
19. Functional toilet      Yes  No 
20. Clean bed sheets      Yes  No 

 

5. Medical waste management 
21. Safety boxes     Yes No 
22. Controlled removal of medical waste  Yes  No 

 

6. Work resources 
23. Necessary equipment available   Yes  No 
24. Necessary equipment working   Yes  No 
25. Necessary staff working    Yes  No 

 

7. Identification of health professionals 
26. Uniform, well-kept     Yes  No 
27. ID cards      Yes  No 

 

8. Other legal requirements 
28. Overall condition is good    Yes  No 
29. Access for disabled (stairs, elevator, light)  Yes No 
30. Staff at work     Yes No 
31. Signature list, existing and in use   Yes No 
32. Prohibition of advertisements of milk formula or medicines is respected   Yes    No 

 

 



 

 

Appendix: Demographic and work-related questions for Quality Coordinators 
 

1. MFMC _______ 
2. Gender   M     F 
3. Year of Birth ______ 
4. Education (circle)   Primary school 

Secondary school 
University graduate 
Postgraduate studies 

5. Work experience in MFMC _______ years 
6. Work experience as QC      _______ years 
7. A high-quality health system (based on IOM, 2001) is characterised with (circle as 

much as you think is necessary) 
a. Safety 
b. Effectiveness 
c. Patient orientation 
d. Timely services 
e. Efficiency 
f. Equity 

8. Do you know the official job description of the QC?        Yes No 
9. Do you regularly perform your duties as the QC?    Yes No 
10. Do you regularly report to the MFMC Director on your activities as QC? Yes No 
11. Does the Director of MFMC consult you on quality issues?   Yes No 
12. Have you participated in the meeting organised by the Health Inspectorate on basic 

standards of healthcare quality in the year 2012?    Yes No 
13. Would you like to participate in a training organised by the Health Inspectorate on 

basic standards of healthcare quality?     Yes No 
14. Have you had in the past any training related to the duties of the QC? Yes No 

If Yes, please write what and when?  
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Appendix: Topic list for focus group discussion with respondents 
 
 
Introduction of the researcher  
Background and objectives of the research 
Information about the interview (structure, informed consent) 
Participant information: institution and working experience at the current position. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Theme: Quality Coordinator job satisfaction 

1. What was your motivation to serve as Quality Coordinator?  
 Is there any particular quality issue you were passionate about? 

2. What is your previous experience in this job?  
Please explain? 

 
Theme: Factors influencing adherence to quality standards 

3. Which factors have had a positive influence on adherence to quality standards?  
Can you give examples? 
How do you feel about that? 

4. Which factors have had a negative influence on adherence to quality standards?  
Can you give examples? 
How do you handle that currently? 

5. What are your suggestions to improve the current system for better adherence to 
quality standards?   

Can you give examples? 
 

Theme: Experience with the Health Inspectorate training  
7. What was your experience during this training?  

What did you like? 
What would you do differently? 
Can you give examples? 

8. was the training useful?  
Can you give examples? 
How do you handle that currently? 

9. What do you think should be improved? 
Why?  
How? 
Who could do it? 
When? 

 
Final remarks by the participant, if any 
Thank the participants 
Closure words 
End of interview 
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