
We plan our next inspections based on everything we know about services, including whether they appear to be getting
better or worse. Each report explains the reason for the inspection.

This report describes our judgement of the quality of care provided by this trust. We based it on a combination of what
we found when we inspected and other information available to us. It included information given to us from people who
use the service, the public and other organisations.

This report is a summary of our inspection findings. You can find more detailed information about the service and what
we found during our inspection in the related Evidence appendix.

Ratings

Overall rating for this trust Requires improvement –––

Are services safe? Inadequate –––

Are services effective? Requires improvement –––

Are services caring? Good –––

Are services responsive? Requires improvement –––

Are services well-led? Requires improvement –––

Are resources used productively? Requires improvement –––

Combined quality and resource rating Requires improvement –––
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We rated well-led (leadership) from our inspection of trust management, taking into account what we found about
leadership in individual services. We rated other key questions by combining the service ratings and using our
professional judgement.

Background to the trust

The Hillingdon Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust provides services from both Hillingdon Hospital and Mount Vernon
Hospital. The Trust has a turnover of around £222 million and we employ over 3,300 staff. They deliver healthcare to the
residents of the London Borough of Hillingdon, and increasingly to those living in the surrounding areas of Ealing,
Harrow, Buckinghamshire and Hertfordshire, giving them a total catchment population of over 350,000 people.

Hillingdon Hospital is an acute and specialist services provider in North West London, close to Heathrow Airport for
which we are the nearest hospital for those receiving emergency treatment. Providing the majority of services from the
Trust, Hillingdon Hospital is the only acute hospital in Hillingdon with a busy Accident and Emergency, inpatients, day
surgery, and outpatient clinics. The Trust also provides some services at Mount Vernon Hospital, in co-operation with the
East & North Hertfordshire NHS Trust.

The trust has 509 beds including:

• 295 medical care beds;

• 95 surgery beds;

• 60 maternity beds;

• 25 paediatric beds;

• 15 neonate beds;

• 10 gynaecology beds;

• and 9 ITU beds

Overall summary

Our rating of this trust stayed the same . We rated it as Requires improvement –––Same rating–––

What this trust does
The trust runs services at The Hillingdon Hospital and Mount Vernon Hospital.

It provides urgent and emergency care, medical care, surgery, critical care, maternity, children’s and young people
services, end of life care and outpatients services at The Hillingdon Hospital, and minor injury services, surgery, medical
care and outpatients services at Mount Vernon Hospital. The trust has 509 beds. We only inspected services at Hillingdon
Hospital.

Key questions and ratings
We inspect and regulate healthcare service providers in England.

To get to the heart of patients’ experiences of care and treatment, we ask the same five questions of all services: are they
safe, effective, caring, responsive to people's needs, and well-led?

Summary of findings
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Where we have a legal duty to do so, we rate the quality of services against each key question as outstanding, good,
requires improvement or inadequate.

Where necessary, we take action against service providers that break the regulations and help them to improve the
quality of their services.

What we inspected and why
We plan our inspections based on everything we know about services, including whether they appear to be getting
better or worse.

Between 6 and 8 March 2018 we inspected all eight core services provided by this trust at one of its sites – Hillingdon
Hospital. We carried out further unannounced visits for a 10-day period following the core service inspection.

• We inspected Urgent and Emergency Care because we rated the service as requires improvement during our last
inspection.

• We inspected Medical Care because it had previously been rated as requires improvement during our last inspection.

• We inspected Surgery because we rated it as requires improvement during our last inspection.

• We inspected End of Life Care because we rated the service as requires improvement during our last inspection.

• We inspected Children’s and Young People Services because we rated the service as requires improvement during our
last inspection.

• We inspected Outpatients because we rated the service as requires improvement during our last inspection.

• We inspected critical care because we rated the service as requires improvement during our last inspection.

• We inspected maternity because we rated the service as requires improvement during our last inspection.

From 24 to 26 April 2018 we conducted a trust wide well led inspection as part of our scheduled inspection programme.

Our comprehensive inspections of NHS trusts have shown a strong link between the quality of overall management of a
trust and the quality of its services. For that reason, all trust inspections now include inspection of the well-led key
question at the trust level. Our findings are in the section headed: Is this organisation well-led?

What we found
Overall trust
Our rating of the trust stayed the same. We rated it as requires improvement because:

• We rated safe and well-led at Hillingdon Hospital as inadequate; effective and responsive as requires improvement,
and caring as good. We rated three of the trust’s 12 core services as good, three as requires improvement and two
service as inadequate. In rating the trust, we took into account the current ratings of the four services at Mount
Vernon Hospital not inspected this time.

• We rated well-led for the trust overall as requires improvement.

Are services safe?
Our rating of safe went down. We rated safe as inadequate.

• There was deterioration in infection prevention and control since the time of the last inspection. We found
inconsistencies in hand hygiene practice amongst staff, during ward rounds.

Summary of findings
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• Medicines were not always appropriately stored or checked in the ED.

• There was poor recognition of sepsis.

• There had been some improvement to safe levels of staffing. However some services within the trust did not have
enough permanent nursing and medical staff to ensure the provision of safe care and treatment. However, they used
bank and agency staff to cover gaps in the staff provision.

• We found out of date copies of the major incident plan on some wards and this was against the trust’s own policy.

• The trust had not improved in relation to the testing of portable electrical equipment. We found that not all portable
appliances had been tested.

• We were not assured that high-risk patient groups were screened for MRSA at pre-admission.

• Staff did not always maintain appropriate records of patients’ care and treatment. Records were not always clear, up-
to-date and available to all staff providing care.

• We were not assured that the laser service met the Medicines and Healthcare Products Regulatory Agency safety
standards.

However:

• Staff were confident about how to record incidents. Staff recognised incidents and near misses and reported them
appropriately. Senior staff investigated incidents and shared lessons learnt with staff. There was an open and
constructive culture of sharing and learning from incidents.

• There had been an improvement in relation to safety monitoring and the collection and display of safety information
on the wards.

• There was consistent and effective use of National Early Warning Scores (NEWS) including appropriate escalation.

• Staff demonstrated an awareness of safeguarding procedures and how to recognise if someone was at risk, or had
been exposed to abuse. There was a clear and effective process to ensure that potential safeguarding concerns were
escalated.

Are services effective?
Our rating of effective stayed the same. We rated effective as requires improvement.

• There was low participation in clinical audits and the trust performed poorly in some.

• Appraisal rates were low in some areas.

• Staff did not always understand their roles and responsibilities in relation to the Mental Capacity Act 2005, in
particular in relation to Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS).

• The trust did not audit the World Health Organisation (WHO) five steps to safer surgery in 2017.

• There were no pre-operative fasting audits for patients fasting before surgery.

• The trust did not always actively monitor the effectiveness of care and treatment and use this information to improve
services.

However:

• There was a multidisciplinary approach to patient care and staff worked well together to deliver an effective service.

Summary of findings
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• The trust provided care and treatment based on national guidance and evidence of its effectiveness. Managers
checked to make sure staff followed guidance.

• All staff had access to an electronic records system that they could all update.

• The hospital had a dedicated pain team. There was good documentation for recording pain. Patients we spoke with
told us that there was good pain management.

Are services caring?
Our rating of caring stayed the same. We rated caring as good.

• Staff cared for patients with compassion. Staff treated patients and their families with dignity, kindness and respect.
We observed positive and compassionate interactions between staff and patients.

• Staff involved patients and those close to them in decisions about their care and treatment. Patients and their
relatives were kept informed of ongoing plans and treatment. They told us that they felt involved in the decision-
making process and were given clear information about their treatment.

• Relatives were happy with the communication and information given to them from staff.

• Staff provided emotional support to patients to minimise their distress.

Are services responsive?
Our rating of responsive stayed the same. We rated responsive as requires improvement.

• The trust did not meet the target to admit, discharge, or transfer and did not meet the standard that patients should
wait no more than one hour for initial treatment.

• The A&E waiting area for patients who attended by their own means was very crowded with insufficient seating.

• We found that staff had poor awareness of the needs of people with learning disabilities.

• Translation services were not always offered to patients.

• The trust provided a range of information leaflets including support groups. However, similarly to the last inspection
we did not see any information printed in any other language.

• Space within the surgery division was not suitable for inpatients due to the lack of essential equipment and washing
facilities.

• The trust’s investigation and closure of complaints was not in line with their complaints policy which states
complaints should be completed in 30 days.

• Since the last inspection, there had been limited improvement in the facilities on the ITU for relatives and visitors.

• There were limited examples of departments supporting patients to manage their own health.

• The bereavement service had limited opening hours and inappropriate waiting areas for bereaved family members

• There was a large backlog of estates maintenance.

However:

• The trust planned and provided services in a way that met the needs of local people The trust had a frailty pathway,
supported by specialists, to safely reduce admissions and length of stay for elderly patients and ambulatory care
pathways.

• The trust delivered a broad range of services including speciality and one-stop clinics.

Summary of findings
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• There was a mental health matron seconded from a local trust who supported staff to offer a better patient
experience to those with mental health issues.

• We observed patient’s dietary needs and fluid restrictions clearly displayed above patients beds.

• The trust treated concerns and complaints seriously, investigated them and learned lessons from the results, which
were shared with all staff.

Are services well-led?
Our rating of well led went down. We rated well led as inadequate.

• Local risk registers did not always reflect risks described by staff in some areas.

• Matrons and managers within the trust did not have the capacity to effectively lead their teams due to pressures faced
operationally.

• The senior management team had not taken note of all of the concerns raised at the previous inspection.

• We found that divisional and executive team were not visible in some areas and rarely visited some departments.

• Staff struggled to locate clinical guidelines quickly as the trust intranet search engine was not user friendly.

• The department had managers with the right skills to run the service; however senior nurses felt that their managerial
duties were at times excessive of their role.

• We were not assured that there were adequate governance procedures for the laser service as set by the Medicines
and Healthcare Products Regulatory Agency safety standards.

However:

• Staff told us they enjoyed good local teamwork.

• The values of the trust were embedded and staff at all levels were able to tell us what the trust values were and how
they applied to their roles.

• There was a culture of honesty, openness and transparency.

• Managers across the service promoted a positive culture that supported and valued staff, creating a sense of common
purpose based on shared values.

• Quality and safety received sufficient coverage in board meetings, and in other relevant meetings below board level.

Ratings tables
The ratings tables in our full report show the ratings overall and for each key question, for each service, hospital and
service type, and for the whole trust. They also show the current ratings for services or parts of them not inspected this
time. We took all ratings into account in deciding overall ratings. Our decisions on overall ratings also took into account
factors including the relative size of services and we used our professional judgement to reach fair and balanced ratings.

Outstanding practice
We found examples of outstanding practice in Maternity, Children and young people’s services and End of life care, all of
which had improved in their ratings at this inspection.

Areas for improvement
We found areas for improvement in 74 things where the trust should make improvements.

Summary of findings
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For more information, see the Areas of improvement section of this report.

What happens next
We will make sure that the trust takes the necessary action to improve its services. We will continue to monitor the
safety and quality of services through our continuing relationship with the trust and our regular inspections and
engagement meetings with the trust.

Outstanding practice

We found examples of outstanding practice in Maternity, Children and young people’s services and End of life care, all of
which had improved in their ratings at this inspection.

• The new midwife team to support women with complex care needs including mental health needs was innovative.
There was 24 hour telephone support for vulnerable women, and support for mother and baby could potentially
extend for up to a year,

• The senior maternity team was outward looking and proactive within the North West London maternity network.
They had worked very effectively to manage risks and plan for contingencies to accommodate the agreed increase in
the number of births following the closure of another hospital’s maternity service, an event that had taken place
earlier than anticipated.

• The service was an early leader in establishing an effective system of midwife supervision, independent of line
management, following the change in the way the Nursing and Midwifery Council (NMC) regulated midwives. Nine
Professional Midwifery Advocates provided 24 hour on call cover supporting and developing effective midwifery
practice which staff said had proved invaluable to new staff as the service expanded.

• The maternity team collected high quality audit data to enable them to monitor and improve the service, and used
the data promptly to achieve change where necessary.

• The postnatal team had identified a simple but effective solution to the problem of urinary retention when women
had a catheter removed, Posters in toilets and postnatal wards gave women a 5 point plan to prompt them drink
enough to ensure their bladder was working properly. This was a good example of translating staff ideas into practical
action

• Midwives and support workers used a secure digital app group that enabled them to see and opt into vacant shifts.
This had significantly improved the fill rate of shifts. They also had a closed staff Facebook page for information on
study days which supplemented formal channels of communication through newsletters and team meetings.

• In Children and young people’s services, the department ran outreach diabetes clinics in local schools which had
improved engagement with patients and attendance rates.

• In End of life care, the audits that the mortuary staff completed were very thorough and the team worked hard to
improve each month.

Areas for improvement

Action the trust MUST take is necessary to comply with its legal obligations. Action a trust SHOULD take is to comply with
a minor breach that did not justify regulatory action, to prevent it failing to comply with legal requirements in future, or
to improve the quality of services.

Summary of findings
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In Urgent and emergency services:

The trust must:

• Monitor the safety of the waiting room including clinical oversight of deteriorating patients.

• Improve infection prevention and control practices.

• Improve storage and checks of medicines.

• Ensure the mental health interview room is fit for purpose.

• Ensure that all electronically recorded incidents are reviewed in a timely manner so that risks are identified and
lessons can be learnt.

The trust should:

• Review the use of the fifth bay in the resuscitation area.

• Ensure paediatric patients are separated from adult patients in the waiting area and consider how paediatric patients
are safely monitored during their wait to be seen by a streaming nurse.

• Improve the quality of record keeping.

• Improve the safety in the department by reducing public access.

• Enable access to training for junior doctors.

• Ensure early warning scores are regularly recorded.

• Improve on pain assessments and timely administration of pain relieving medicines.

• Initiate regular comfort rounds.

• Improve appraisal rates.

• Provide adequate translation service for patients.

• Ensure the needs of patients with a learning difficulty are better understood.

In Medical care:

The trust should:

• Ensure safe levels of staff to ensure the provision of safe care and treatment.

• Ensure staff keep appropriate records of patients’ care and treatment, in particular, dementia assessments, bed rail
assessments and capacity assessments.

• Ensure there are up to date copies of the major incident plan on the wards in accordance with the trust policy.

• Ensure portable electrical equipment is tested.

• Have a named individual as the authorised person or competent person for endoscopes in line with the Heath Test
Memorandum 01-01: Decontamination of reusable medical devices.

• Ensure staff understand their roles and responsibilities in relation to the Mental Capacity Act 2005.

• Ensure senior staff check agency staff competencies.

• Ensure staff follow trust policy on the management of patients with a learning disability.

Summary of findings
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• Ensure there is consistency in relation to document completion across the wards and ensure sepsis protocol forms/
paperwork is standardised.

In Surgery:

The trust must:

• Risk assess all areas where spaces not designed for inpatients are being used to house patients overnight.

• Ensure that all staff are aware of sepsis and undertake training in identifying patients with sepsis.

• Comply with the World Health Organisation and undertake WHO five steps to safer surgery auditing.

• Ensure that all areas within the hospital have access to a resuscitation trolley.

• Ensure that senior staff are available to assist staff in planning and patient care.

The trust should:

• Assess and improve the quality of infection prevent control in surgical areas, given the wear and tear of the premises.

• Ensure that maintenance in theatres is booked in on appropriate days and not occur during theatre lists.

• Put in place standard operating procedures for overcrowding at the hospital.

• Ensure that staff are aware of protocols that are in place to ensure that relevant patients have the appropriate
screening at preadmission.

• Undertake preoperative fasting audits to ensure compliance with policies.

• Ensure that DoLS are understood and the correct paperwork is completed before a DoLS is put in place for a patient.

• Ensure staff are aware that all patients over 75 should be routinely screened for dementia.

• Comply with the national guidance issued by the associations of anaesthetists of Great Britain and Ireland, in relation
to the recovery room facility. This guidance recommends that the ratio of beds to operating theatres should not be
less than two.

In Critical care:

The trust must:

• Ensure effective systems and policies are in place for sepsis management, including sepsis training for staff.

The trust should:

• Ensure that there is improved feedback to staff from incidents and wider learning from incidents across all staff
groups.

• Ensure there are formal mobility and mortality meetings and learning is shared with the wider directorate.

• Ensure that the ITU is compliant with HBN04-02 building standards and heating and ventilation for health sector
building (HTM 03-01) standards.

• Ensure that staff follow the ‘Five Moments for Hand Hygiene’ guidance at all time.

• Ensure that there is no dust on equipment and on any high surfaces within the department.

• Ensure that there are reliable systems in place to check the difficult airway/ intubation trolley.

• Ensure that all nursing staff have up-to-date equipment competencies.

Summary of findings
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• Ensure that there are sufficient nursing staff at each shift.

• Have a practice nurse educator in place with two third of their time dedicated to this role.

• Ensure that oxygen is prescribed on the patient prescription chart as per the trust policy.

• The unit should ensure that there is 24-hour cover provided by the critical care outreach team.

• Consider improving the facilities for patients and relatives, including shower facilities for patients.

• Have systems in place to improve the capacity and flow of the patients and reduce delayed discharges.

• Consider providing ITU follow-up clinics once patients are discharged from the hospital.

• Ensure that there is consistent information available about the visiting hours for relatives.

• Provide training for staff on identifying the needs of patients or relatives with learning disability.

• Ensure that call bells are within easy reach of patients.

• Ensure that there is more cohesive working with ITU and staff do not feel isolated or disjointed from the division.

• Ensure that there is an effective governance structure and system in place for the unit that feeds into the divisional
governance structure.

• Ensure that the risk register reflects all their risks.

• Ensure that the intranet search facility is improved and staff can access clinical guidelines quickly.

• Ensure that there is an agreed strategy in place.

In Maternity:

The trust should:

• Ensure good hand hygiene is fully embedded so all staff clean their hands before and after patient contact.

• Seek to minimise delays in transferring women to the delivery suite to avoid compromising women’s privacy and
dignity through labouring in the antenatal ward or triage.

In End of life care:

The trust should:

• Ensure the service begins a programme of auditing of key safety measures for end of life patients.

• Ensure that patients are receiving mental capacity assessments where necessary and that these are documented in
patient records.

• Ensure that all staff are trained in the use of syringe pumps where necessary.

• Ensure that the bereavement service is available to patients and there is adequate space to have private
conversations.

In Outpatients:

The trust must:

• Ensure the laser service meets all the requirements set forth in the Medicines and Healthcare Products Regulatory
Agency safety standards.

Summary of findings
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• Ensure that clinical records are maintained in an orderly, clear and legible manner and that this is checked on a
regular basis.

The trust should:

• Address the large backlog of estates maintenance in a prompt manner and that any repair issues does not hinder the
daily service operations.

• Address concerns regarding managerial duties for senior nurses in times of staff shortages.

• Take stronger action to ensure that all shifts are filled and that extra bank staff be recruited to fill vacancies if
required.

• Deal with divisional and departmental risks in a timely manner.

• Actively engage with staff and patients in order to drive service improvement.

Is this organisation well-led?

Our comprehensive inspections of NHS trusts have shown a strong link between the quality of overall management of a
trust and the quality of its services. For that reason, we look at the quality of leadership at every level. We also look at
how well a trust manages the governance of its services – in other words, how well leaders continually improve the
quality of services and safeguard high standards of care by creating an environment for excellence in clinical care to
flourish.

We rated well-led at the trust as requires improvement because:

• Since our previous reports published in January and August 2015, when we highlighted the poor condition of the
trust’s buildings and estate, there had been little or slow progress in addressing this issue. The trust had been seeking
external support for a new external build on an adjacent site. The trust’s plans in this respect were not at an advanced
stage.

• We found staff members operating within sub-optimal conditions, coping on a day to day basis in those conditions in
the short term. Although they were doing the best they could in the circumstances, we saw examples of this
environment impacting on patient experience and quality standards. We were not assured that the trust leadership
fully appreciated the impact we saw due to the poor estate and environment. We found beyond this, staff had little
opportunity themselves to develop the culture into one of continuous learning and improvement.

• The trust had the second highest backlog of estates maintenance issues in the country. The newly appointed director
of estates was accomplishing a skilful role in overcoming serious faults which could potentially halt the trust’s
operation in several areas and at any time. While some members of the trust’s board were aware of the risks of the
poor estate and infrastructure we were not assured that all were fully sighted of the magnitude. We saw areas with
patients having access to corridors which were sharing both clinical and service areas at the Hillingdon site, with
patient clinic rooms adjacent to maintenance rooms. We also saw public access corridors with exposed cabling in the
ceilings; ward and corridor windows which were regularly sealed with gaffer tape; window frames in otherwise
adequate wards rotting, and ward flooring areas renovated piecemeal where previously leaking sinks had
deteriorated the floor covering.

• The trust’s vision and strategy document relied mainly on the option of providing a new acute health care facility off
site without formally mentioning other options such as refurbishing the current estate even though we were told by
senior leaders that this was an option if the preferred option did not materialise.

Summary of findings
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• We found that the trust’s Board Assurance Framework (BAF) needed further development. Its content was lacking in
detail; the structure was confusing, with in some cases no link between the trust’s risks and strategy. There were no
identified timescales, stated outcomes or allocation of responsibilities to individuals. We noted that although it was
reviewed quarterly by the audit and risk committee the board only formally reviewed it twice per year.

• The trust governors had belatedly begun to appreciate their role in presenting an effective challenge to the non-
executive directors.

• Following on from the core service inspection, we found that four out of eight core services had improved from
requires improvement to good but that four had not improved. We found that, despite being told of regular board to
ward visits, board members did not appear to be sighted on serious issues we found in urgent and emergency care,
surgery and outpatients which led us to take enforcement action.

• We could see that Fit and Proper Person (FPPR) and associated checks had taken place, but it was difficult for a third-
party scrutineer to easily verify their completeness. The state of the records was generally untidy and needed further
work in order for the trust to clearly demonstrate that they were complete.

• We noted that while the trust had taken the decision to reduce the frequency of board meetings to bi-monthly and
that given the trust’s quality and performance indicators, this did not assure us that the board were suitably sighted
on the operational and quality issues.

• We were concerned that the medical leadership of the trust had not effectively addressed issues that we found in the
core service inspection such as the management of sepsis, and inconsistent medical appraisal rates; and also with the
nursing leadership over the management of deprivation of liberty (DoLS), duty of candour, the management of
deteriorating patients, and lack of understanding of mental capacity act as examples.

• We found little acknowledgement of problems and ownership of concerns raised at interview with the nursing
leadership, for example over issues we had found in infection, prevention and control.

• We were not assured that the trust’s governance framework was sufficiently detailed to address the need to meet
people’s mental health needs and those with learning difficulties. We did not see a cohesive document in either the
trust’s annual report or strategy document that identified the overall accountability and accountable individual for
cohesive provision for people with mental health needs and those with learning difficulties. We saw piecemeal
reference to this provision in different documents.

• With reference to safeguarding we found that there was no effective governance in place to ensure patients subject to
deprivation of liberty were reviewed, with the result that we found evidence of patients where a DoLS order had
expired. There was no allegations policy in place. The trust did not always receive Section 42 reports from the local
authority which meant that learning was not always shared. We found also that the trust safeguarding team was
reliant on temporary staff to supplement the substantive lead nurses.

• There was no duty of candour policy to be easily found or easily visible on the intranet. The trust later told us that it
was contained in other policies. The online electronic reporting system did not promote a duty of candour and did
not have a trigger or an area to document that this duty had been applied from the outset. The trust later told us that
duty of candour was considered at managerial level. We scrutinised six investigation reports into serious incidents
that had occurred between 2016 and 2017, and we found some gaps in reference to it. Of the six, one made reference
to duty of candour having been applied, which would be expected as part of the investigation process, and the
remaining five made no reference.

• Leaders submitted notifications to external bodies as required. This included incident and serious incident reporting
under the National Reporting and Learning System (NRLS) and the Strategic Executive Information System (STEIS). In
its latest annual report the trust reported one information governance category 2 breach following the theft of a trust
encrypted laptop containing patient data. This was investigated by the Information Commissioner who found non-
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adherence to trust policies and procedures to safeguard information. We also noted that the trust failed to notify CQC
of a recent Never Event. In preparation for our inspections, CQC analysts experienced difficulty in obtaining precise
information requested and had to spend some time in explaining what was required whereas in other trusts this
standard information was readily to hand.

• In the trust latest published report and accounts (2016/2017) the board stated that it had mitigated concerns
previously identified by CQC in its previous inspections. However in our latest core service inspection in March 2018
we found that this was not always the case.

However we also found areas of good practice:

• The trust board had the appropriate range of skills, knowledge and experience to perform its role. We found the non-
executive directors to be high calibre and offering constructive and critical challenge to the executive board. Likewise
the trust governors had recently found their requirement and ability to challenge the non-executive directors.

• The trust’s vision and strategy presented a realistic vision reflecting the financial and estates pressures experienced
by the trust. The strategy was aligned with local health and social care plans.

• Leaders within the service promoted a positive culture that supported and valued staff. Staff told us they were valued,
supported and respected. There had been an improvement from the previous inspection where staff had reported
low morale.

• We found a generally open and honest culture with better internal and external communication, and noted that there
appeared to be a greater level of individual accountability at all levels from the more complacent attitude we found at
the previous inspection. Staff felt able to raise concerns without fear of retribution. We found that the chief executive
in particular was highly visible in the trust.

• We found staff to be dedicated and hard working. Staff were generally proud and happy to work in the trust and we
saw examples of where staff members had previously left only to return to the trust. Staff were able to raise concerns
without fear of retribution.

• We found that the trust leadership had embraced the concept of Freedom to Speak up Guardian and had offered
support to the Guardian that they were satisfied with and would continue to provide further support when requested.

• The trust had in place a logical governance framework with clear management accountability at all levels. The
triumvirate of clinical director, divisional director and head of nursing in each division was reflected at all levels and
helped to facilitate effective collaborative working.

• Leaders regularly reviewed and improved the processes to manage current and future performance. The trust board
attempted to provide assurance that the trust’s statutory obligations as well as its overall performance was of the
standard expected or that action was being taken to try to achieve compliance to those standards. It did this either
directly or through its committee structure. Although we saw no evidence that financial pressures were impacting on
care, finance was a major focus in trust committee discussions.

• We found that the trust leadership was willing to participate in new initiatives such as the Hillingdon Accountable
Care Partnership bringing together other providers in the health, mental health, social care and voluntary sectors
with the aim of providing more integrated care.

• We were impressed by the trust’s People Strategy setting out key milestones for example recruitment and retention
and succession planning. We saw that staff were encouraged to develop their skills and met several members of staff
who had completed a Leadership in Action programme while at the trust. Performance management measures were
in place where necessary.

Summary of findings
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• Although there were problems with local risk registers not always reflecting the concerns of staff, we found the trust
corporate risk register to be a well-designed document clearly identifying risks, timescales and accountable
individuals. Similar work was required to improve divisional and local risk registers.

• The board received holistic information on quality and sustainability. Leaders used meeting agendas to address
quality and sustainability sufficiently at all levels across the trust. Team managers had access to a range of
information to support them with their management role. This included information on the performance of the
service, staffing and patient care.

• IT systems and telephones were working well and they helped to improve the quality of care. Staff had access to the
IT equipment and systems needed to do their work. During the previous financial year, the trust invested in a capital
programme of £10.9 million on the facilities, equipment and technology used by staff for information and to deliver
healthcare.

• The trust information team had undertaken a triangulation exercise in 2017, examining data sources that they
regularly analysed for potential underlying issues of quality related to performance or quality. This was to assist the
trust and trust board to be clear on its priorities and quality targets. The board and senior staff expressed confidence
in the quality of the data and welcomed challenge.

• The trust actively sought to participate in national improvement and innovation projects. The trust stated the
intention of strengthening the relationship with local academic partners, such as the local university, as well as with
an academic health service network hosted by another London NHS trust, with the aim of creating an environment of
innovation at the trust.

• Effective systems were in place to identify and learn from unanticipated deaths. The trust tracked HSMR monthly and
had a mortality surveillance group reviewing deaths occurring in its hospitals. The trust had aligned its mortality
review processes in line with the NHS England Framework on Learning from deaths published in March 2017.

Summary of findings
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Ratings tables

Key to tables

Ratings Not rated Inadequate Requires
improvement Good Outstanding

Rating change since
last inspection Same Up one rating Up two ratings Down one rating Down two ratings

Symbol *

Month Year = Date last rating published

* Where there is no symbol showing how a rating has changed, it means either that:

• we have not inspected this aspect of the service before or

• we have not inspected it this time or

• changes to how we inspect make comparisons with a previous inspection unreliable.

Ratings for the whole trust

Safe Effective Caring Responsive Well-led Overall

Inadequate

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

The rating for well-led is based on our inspection at trust level, taking into account what we found in individual services.
Ratings for other key questions are from combining ratings for services and using our professional judgement.

same-rating––– same-rating same-rating––– same-rating same-rating–––

downone-rating same-rating––– same-rating––– same-rating––– same-rating––– same-rating–––
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Rating for acute services/acute trust

Safe Effective Caring Responsive Well-led Overall

The Hillingdon Hospital
Inadequate

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Inadequate

Jul 2018

Inadequate

Jul 2018

Mount Vernon Hospital
Requires

improvement
none-rating

Oct 2014

Good
none-rating

Oct 2014

Good
none-rating

Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Overall trust
Inadequate

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Ratings for the trust are from combining ratings for hospitals. Our decisions on overall ratings take into account the
relative size of services. We use our professional judgement to reach fair and balanced ratings.

downone-rating same-rating––– same-rating––– same-rating––– downone-ratingdownone-rating

downone-rating same-rating––– same-rating––– same-rating––– same-rating––– same-rating–––
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Ratings for The Hillingdon Hospital

Safe Effective Caring Responsive Well-led Overall

Urgent and emergency
services

Inadequate

Jul 2018

Inadequate
none-rating

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Inadequate

Jul 2018

Inadequate

Jul 2018

Medical care (including older
people’s care)

Good

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Surgery
Inadequate

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Inadequate

Jul 2018

Inadequate

Jul 2018

Critical care
Requires

improvement

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Maternity
Good

none-rating
Jul 2018

Good
none-rating

Jul 2018

Good
none-rating

Jul 2018

Good
none-rating

Jul 2018

Outstanding
none-rating

Jul 2018

Good
none-rating

Jul 2018

Services for children and
young people

Good

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

End of life care
Good

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Outpatients
Requires

improvement
none-rating

Jul 2018

N/A
Good

none-rating
Jul 2018

Good
none-rating

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Jul 2018

Overall*
Inadequate

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Good

Jul 2018

Requires
improvement

Jul 2018

Inadequate

Jul 2018

Inadequate

Jul 2018

*Overall ratings for this hospital are from combining ratings for services. Our decisions on overall ratings take into
account the relative size of services. We use our professional judgement to reach fair and balanced ratings.

downone-rating downone-rating same-rating––– downone-ratingdownone-rating

upone-rating upone-rating same-rating––– same-rating––– same-rating––– same-rating–––

downone-rating same-rating––– same-rating––– same-rating––– downone-ratingdownone-rating

same-rating––– upone-rating same-rating––– same-rating––– same-rating––– same-rating–––

upone-rating same-rating––– same-rating––– upone-rating upone-rating upone-rating

upone-rating upone-rating same-rating––– upone-rating upone-rating upone-rating

downone-rating same-rating––– same-rating––– same-rating––– downone-ratingdownone-rating
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Ratings for Mount Vernon Hospital

Safe Effective Caring Responsive Well-led Overall

Urgent and emergency
services

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

N/A
Good

none-rating
Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Medical care (including older
people’s care)

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Good
none-rating

Oct 2014

Good
none-rating

Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Good
none-rating

Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Surgery
Requires

improvement
none-rating

Oct 2014

Good
none-rating

Oct 2014

Good
none-rating

Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Outpatients and diagnostic
imaging

Good
none-rating

Oct 2014
N/A

Good
none-rating

Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Overall*
Requires

improvement
none-rating

Oct 2014

Good
none-rating

Oct 2014

Good
none-rating

Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

Requires
improvement

none-rating
Oct 2014

*Overall ratings for this hospital are from combining ratings for services. Our decisions on overall ratings take into
account the relative size of services. We use our professional judgement to reach fair and balanced ratings.
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Key facts and figures

The Hillingdon Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust provides services from both Hillingdon Hospital and Mount Vernon
Hospital. The Trust has a turnover of around £222 million and we employ over 3,300 staff. They deliver healthcare to the
residents of the London Borough of Hillingdon, and increasingly to those living in the surrounding areas of Ealing,
Harrow, Buckinghamshire and Hertfordshire, giving them a total catchment population of over 350,000 people.

Hillingdon Hospital is an acute and specialist services provider in North West London, close to Heathrow Airport for
which we are the nearest hospital for those receiving emergency treatment. Providing the majority of services from the
Trust, Hillingdon Hospital is the only acute hospital in Hillingdon with a busy, , , and clinics.

The Hillingdon Hospital provide the following services:

• Urgent and emergency care

• Medical care (including older people’s care

• Surgery

• Critical care

• Maternity and gynaecology

• Services for children and young people

• End of life care

• Outpatients and diagnostic imaging

Summary of services at The Hillingdon Hospital

Inadequate –––Down one rating

Our rating of services went down. We rated them as inadequate because:

• There was a deterioration in infection prevention and control since the time of the last inspection. We found
inconsistencies in hand hygiene practice amongst staff, during ward rounds.

• Medicines were not always appropriately stored or checked in emergency department (ED).

TheThe HillingHillingdondon HospitHospitalal
Pield Heath Road
Uxbridge
Middlesex
UB8 3NN
Tel: 01895279217
www.thh.nhs.uk
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• There was poor recognition of sepsis.

• There had been an improvement in safe levels of staffing although the trust needed to continue to work to increase
substantive staff in post and reduce reliance on temporary staffing. Some services within the trust did not have
enough permanent nursing and medical staff to ensure the provision of safe care and treatment. However, they used
bank and agency staff to cover gaps in the staff provision.

• We found out of date copies of the major incident plan on some wards and this was against the trust’s own policy.

• The trust had not improved in relation to the testing of portable electrical equipment. We found that not all portable
appliances had been tested.

• We were not assured that high-risk patient groups were screened for MRSA at pre-admission.

• Staff did not always maintain appropriate records of patients’ care and treatment. Records were not always clear, up-
to-date and available to all staff providing care.

• We were not assured that the laser service met the Medicines and Healthcare Products Regulatory Agency safety
standards.

• There was low participation in clinical audits and the trust performed poorly in some.

• Appraisal rates were low in some areas.

• Staff did not always understand their roles and responsibilities in relation to the Mental Capacity Act 2005, in
particular in relation to Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS).

• The trust did not audit the World Health Organisation (WHO) five steps to safer surgery in 2017.

• There were no pre-operative fasting audits for patients fasting before surgery.

• The trust did not always actively monitor the effectiveness of care and treatment and use this information to improve
services.

• The trust did not meet the target to admit, discharge, or transfer and did not meet the standard that patients should
wait no more than one hour for initial treatment.

• The A&E waiting area for patients who attended by their own means was very crowded with insufficient seating.

• We found that staff had poor awareness of the needs of people with learning disabilities.

• Translation services were not always offered to patients.

• The trust provided a range of information leaflets including support groups. However, similarly to the last inspection
we did not see any information printed in any other language.

• Spaces within the were surgery division was not suitable for inpatients due to the lack of essential equipment and
washing facilities.

• The trust’s investigation and closure of complaints was not in line with their complaints policy which states
complaints should be completed in 30 days.

• Since the last inspection, there had been limited improvement in the facilities on the ITU for relatives and visitors.

• There were limited examples of departments supporting patients to manage their own health.

• The bereavement service had limited opening hours and inappropriate waiting areas for bereaved family members

• There was a large backlog of estates maintenance.

Summary of findings
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• Local risk registers did not always reflect risks described by staff in some areas.

• Matrons and managers within the trust did not have the capacity to effectively lead their teams due to pressures faced
operationally.

• The senior management team had not taken note of all of the concerns raised at the previous inspection.

• We found that divisional and executive team were not visible in some areas and rarely some visited departments.

• Staff struggled to locate clinical guidelines quickly as the trust intranet search engine was not user friendly.

• The department had managers with the right skills to run the service; however senior nurses felt that their managerial
duties were at times excessive of their role.

• We were not assured that there were adequate governance procedures for the laser service as set by the Medicines
and Healthcare Products Regulatory Agency safety standards.

Summary of findings
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Inadequate –––Down one rating

Key facts and figures
The Hillingdon Hospital trust has a range of urgent and emergency care services based at two sites within the
borough:

•Hillingdon Hospital

•Mount Vernon (minor injuries unit) - not inspected in this current inspection.

The emergency department is co-located alongside the urgent care centre at the Hillingdon Hospital site. It is open
24/7 and sees approximately 129,000 patients a year, which is an increase from 85,000 patients seen in 2013. The
adult department has the capacity to care for patients in 27 trolley or bed spaces across three areas. Alongside the
emergency department and the urgent care centre is a separate dedicated paediatric emergency department
designed specifically for the needs of younger patients. Both the paediatric and adult emergency departments are
consultant led.

The emergency department is divided into four key areas:

• The four bay resuscitation area for the most seriously ill or injured patient.

• The majors area is for the assessment and treatment of major illness.

• The paediatric emergency department which opened in July 2016 and sees all patients up to the age of 16.

• The clinical decision unit (CDU) which opened in January 2017 and accommodates seven bedded patients and five
seated patients who require planned interventions and treatments for a period of no more than 12 hours to help
facilitate the discharge of those patients that do not require admission.

The urgent care centre (UCC) is run by an independent healthcare provider and is designed to see patients that have
an urgent condition or minor injuries. The UCC were not inspected as part of this inspection.

All patients of all ages who arrive at the hospital are screened by this service and directed either to the UCC where
they will be seen by a GP or to the early first assessment and management (EFAM) which is run by the hospital trust.
The EFAM is run by a consultant or middle grade doctor and a nurse. Patients are triaged by the UCC staff and
dependent upon the outcome are directed to the resuscitation area, majors area or ambulatory pathways.

The department was previously inspected in May 2015 and was rated as requires improvement overall. It was rated
requires improvement in safe, effective, responsive and well-led domains and good in caring domain.

We inspected the ED over three consecutive days on 6, 7 and 8 March 2018. We looked at 24 sets of adult patient
records; 10 sets of paediatric patient records and six sets of records of patients who were on the mental health
pathway. We spoke with 41 members of staff including doctors, nurses, managers, allied health professionals,
support staff, administrative staff and ambulance crews. We spoke with 26 patients and 8 relatives who were in the
department at the time of the inspection. We reviewed and used information provided by the trust in making our
decisions about the service.

Summary of this service

Our rating of this service went down. We rated it as inadequate because:

Urgent and emergency services
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• There was deterioration in infection prevention and control since the time of the last inspection.

• Medicines were not always appropriately stored or checked.

• The mental health interview room was not safe.

• Regular observations of patients were not carried out.

• There was poor recognition of sepsis.

• There was low participation in clinical audits and the trust performed poorly in some.

• There was poor assessment of patients’ pain.

• The appraisal rate for doctors was 13%, which was below the trust standard of 90%.

• We observed some negative staff behaviour towards patients.

• There was poor communication with patients.

• The department did not meet the target to admit, discharge, or transfer 95% of patients within four hours between
February 2017 and February 2018.

• The service did not meet the standard that patients should wait no more than one hour for initial treatment during
this same time period.

• The waiting area for patients who attended by their own means was very crowded with insufficient seating.

• We found that staff had poor awareness of the needs of people with learning disabilities.

• Translation services were not always offered to patients.

• There were differences between the recorded risks on the risk register and what staff expressed was on their ‘worry
list’.

• There had been no significant improvement in the storage and checking of medicines since the last inspection.

• Junior doctors told us there were differences in consultant leadership and some were more supportive than others.

• Many staff told us they did not feel able to escalate their concerns about pressures of work and how this impacted on
poor patient safety and experience.

However:

• The environment in paediatric ED was well maintained.

• Staff were confident about how to record incidents.

• Multidisciplinary working was evident in most areas of the department.

• Patients and carers in the paediatric ED and the CDU spoke very positively of their experiences.

• The department had a frailty pathway, supported by specialists, to safely reduce admissions and length of stay for
elderly patients and ambulatory care pathways.

• There was a mental health matron seconded from a local trust who supported staff to offer a better patient
experience to those with mental health issues.

• The trust was working alongside the NHS Improvement Emergency Care Improvement Programme Team (ECIP) to
drive up standards and improve patient experience.

Urgent and emergency services
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• Many staff told us that members of the operational team were visible and they could tell us who they were.

• Staff told us they enjoyed good local teamwork.

Is the service safe?

Inadequate –––Down one rating

Our rating of safe went down. We rated it as inadequate because:

• At the time of the last CQC inspection in May 2015, some ED staff did not follow best practice with regards to hand
hygiene and the use of personal protective equipment. We found this was still the case.

• We found many areas and pieces of equipment in an unhygienic state and most areas were untidy and dusty. Staff did
not always decontaminate their hands between patients.

• During the last CQC inspection we found best practice was not always followed by all staff in relation to medicines,
with daily checks occasionally not happening as necessary and some areas left unsecured. We found this to be still to
be the case where controlled drugs were not always safely checked or stored in accordance with NICE guidelines.

• There were frequent occasions when the resuscitation area used a fifth bay which lacked piped oxygen or suction and
patient privacy was compromised.

• Fridge temperatures in the resuscitation area were above the recommended safe storage temperature levels on
several occasions with no actions recorded.

• The drug cupboard in the resuscitation area was disorganised and at times this made it difficult for staff to access
emergency medicines.

• The environment of the general waiting area was a matter of concern. There was insufficient seating in relation to the
volume and flow of patients, and we saw there was restricted space to manage a patient who collapsed in the waiting
area.

• We were not assured that there was safe oversight of waiting patients which many staff agreed with.

• Paediatric patients were first checked in by reception staff untrained in paediatric care. There were occasions when
they were directed to sit in the waiting area until seen by the streaming nurse which in the case of the deteriorating
child, was a matter of concern.

• The mental health room was isolated from areas where other clinical staff were. Doors to the room were not anti-
barricade doors, and furniture was not safe in the event of challenging behaviour. There were several ligature anchor
points and many staff told us the room was not fit for purpose.

• There was a lack of clarity about whose responsibility those patients brought in by ambulance awaiting handover to
emergency department staff were. This meant that there were no repeat observations done by either accompanying
ambulance crew or trust staff.

• Ambulance crew told us they did not do repeat observations and hospital managers told us their understanding was
that ambulance crew did observations until such time as the patient was transferred to a hospital trolley.

• Our review of some patient records indicated that there was a failure to recognise potential signs of sepsis and act on
them. We saw no evidence of sepsis awareness protocol or posters on display. Sepsis training was included in staff
induction but there was no provision made for further sepsis training.

• Early warning scores were not consistently recorded to recognise a deteriorating patient.

Urgent and emergency services
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• There was a substantial number of outstanding electronically recorded incidents not reviewed or investigated.

• We found that patient records were in poor condition with loose sheets of paper which were not always collated in
date order.

• There was an increasing number of occasions when patients waited over an hour from ambulance arrival at the
emergency department until they were handed over to the emergency department staff (black breaches).

However:

• At the last inspection we found that compliance with mandatory training was low. At this inspection, there was
improvement and compliance met the trust standard in most areas, including safeguarding adults and children
training and infection prevention levels one and two. It was not clear from the way in which data was presented by
the trust whether training was low for individual staff groups.

• We observed all staff to be compliant with bare below the elbows during our inspection days.

• The environment in the paediatric ED was clean and well maintained.

• There was an increase in nursing and medical staffing since the time of the last CQC inspection though this was not
yet at full capacity.

• There was a robust induction process for agency nursing and medical staff.

• The trust recently recruited a bank of qualified mental health nurses, who were available to work in ED and across the
hospital as needed.

• Staff were aware of how to report an incident on the electronic reporting system.

Is the service effective?

Inadequate –––

This domain was not rated at the last inspection. We rated it as inadequate because:

• There was low participation in clinical audits and doctors told us the high volume of clinical work took priority over
audit work.

• The trust failed to meet any of the standards for consultant sign-off audit and did not audit consultant sign off for
non-traumatic chest pain or febrile children under 12 months old.

• The trust failed to meet any of the audit standards in the 2015/16 Procedural sedation in adults audit.

• The ED risk register included treatment of septic patients in ED as a moderate risk. It was noted that Royal College of
Emergency Medicine Standards for severe sepsis and septic shock were not always met and septic patients might
have delays in treatment leading to unfavourable outcomes.

• There was poor assessment of pain recorded on patient records.

• Junior doctors found it hard to access training due to pressure of work.

• The appraisal rate for medical staff was 13%, which was below the trust standard of 90%.

• Board rounds to discuss the patients in the department did not always happen and those we observed were poorly
attended and disorganised.

Urgent and emergency services

25 The Hillingdon Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust Inspection report 24/07/2018



• We observed a patient put into handcuffs without any apparent risk assessment or assessment of their capacity made
at that time. The use of handcuffs as restraint was not included in the trust ‘management of violence and aggression
policy 2018’. We brought this incident to the immediate attention of the chief executive.

However:

• A folder on mental health resources was recently circulated within the ED department.

• Multidisciplinary working was evident in most areas of the department. The involvement of other teams such as the
on-site psychiatric liaison team and frailty team helped to improve the patient experience.

• Trust data showed there was 83% compliance with MCA and DoLS training for emergency care staff which was above
the trust standard of 80%.

Is the service caring?

Requires improvement –––Down one rating

Our rating of caring went down. We rated it as requires improvement because:

• We observed some negative staff behaviour towards patients.

• Patients told us they did not understand their journey through the treatment system, and there was no available
information to help them.

• Patients in the waiting area struggled to get information about where they should go within the department or how
long their wait was likely to be.

• There was a low response rate to the Friends and Family Test.

• The results of the CQC Emergency Department Survey 2016 showed that the trust scored worse than other trusts in 18
of the 24 questions relevant to caring.

• We observed several occasions when patient privacy and confidentiality was compromised.

• Patients were seated in wheelchairs or on trollies in close proximity in a corridor area whilst they waited for a free bay
in ED majors.

• Patients told us they observed verbal clashes between doctors and nurses which they found unsettling.

• Patients had to wait for pain relief medicine on occasion.

However:

• Patients and carers in the paediatric ED and the CDU spoke very positively of their experiences.

• We observed some positive interactions between patients and staff.

Is the service responsive?

Requires improvement –––Same rating–––

Our rating of responsive stayed the same. We rated it as requires improvement because:

Urgent and emergency services
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• The department did not meet the target to admit, discharge, or transfer 95% of patients within four hours between
February 2017 and February 2018. The percentage of patients discharged within the time standard varied between
40% and 60% where the national average was 76%.

• The service did not meet the standard that patients should wait no more than one hour for initial treatment. The
average waiting time was 98 minutes between February 2017 and February 2018.

• The waiting area for patients who attended by their own means was over crowded with insufficient seating which
made for a stressful experience for patients and people were not kept informed about waiting times.

• There was no clearly defined area in which children and their carers could wait separately from adult patients. This
contravenes Royal College of Paediatrics and Child Health Standards for Children and Young People in Emergency
Care Settings 2012.

• We were told that there were times when it was difficult to get patients accepted from streaming into the ED due to
high numbers of patients.

• There was no oversight maintained of those patients who were referred directly into the EFAM queue.

• We found that staff had poor awareness of the needs of people with learning disabilities.

• There was no record of comfort round checks on any of the patient records we reviewed despite many patients being
in the department between nine and 15 hours.

• We observed occasions when patients whose first language was not English struggled to be understood but were not
provided with translation support.

• The trust took an average of 37 working days to investigate and close complaints, which was not in line with their
complaints policy, which states complaints should be completed in 30 days.

However:

• The service met the standard that patients should wait no more 15 minutes for an initial assessment every month
between February 2017 and February 2018.

• The percentage of patients who left before being seen was 2.3%, which was better than the England average of 2.5%.

• There was a new role of flow coordinator within ED majors introduced in November 2017.

• The department had a frailty pathway, supported by specialists, to safely reduce admissions and length of stay for
elderly patients and ambulatory care pathways.

• Patients in the CDU spoke positively of their treatment there.

• There was a mental health matron seconded from a local trust who supported staff to offer a better patient
experience to those with mental health issues.

Is the service well-led?

Inadequate –––Down one rating

Our rating of well-led went down. We rated it as inadequate because:

• We were not assured there were clear responsibilities, roles and systems of accountability to support good
governance and management.

Urgent and emergency services
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• There were differences between the recorded risks on the risk register and what staff expressed was on their ‘worry
list’.

• There was no plan in place to mitigate the risk of the outstanding number of unreviewed incidents on the electronic
incident reporting system.

• Many of the problems identified at the last inspection had not been addressed by the leadership including the
following:

• There was deterioration in infection prevention and control since the last inspection.

• There was deterioration in the storage and checking of medicines since the last inspection.

• There had been no significant improvement in the level of mandatory compliance since the last inspection.

• Many staff told us that the trust leadership was target driven with pressure channelled downwards to staff at a local
level.

• Many staff told us they did not feel able to escalate their concerns about pressures of work and how this impacted on
poor patient safety and experience.

• There was reduced participation in the national audit programme.

• There was uncontrolled public access to most areas of the department.

• The response rate from staff in ED to the 2017 staff survey was lower than the rest of the hospital at 38% compared
with 53%.

• Junior doctors told us there were differences in consultant leadership and some were more supportive than others.

However:

• The trust was working alongside the NHS Improvement Emergency Care Improvement Programme Team (ECIP) to
drive up standards and improve patient experience.

• Members of the operational team were visible and engaged and many staff could tell us who they were.

• Staff told us they enjoyed good local teamwork.

• Trust values were clearly on display and most staff were familiar with them.

Areas for improvement
We found areas for improvement in this service. See the Areas for Improvement section above.

Urgent and emergency services
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Requires improvement –––Same rating–––

Key facts and figures
The division of medicine at the trust delivers a standard suite of medical and older people’s inpatient services at the
Hillingdon Hospital site including acute medicine, ambulatory care, respiratory, gastroenterology, neurology and
stroke, care of the elderly, cardiology,

Endocrinology, rheumatology, and haematology.

The trust does not have a renal service; however, an acute medical consultant with renal training provides support to
the medical teams caring for patients with renal impairment.

In addition to these services, the trust provides a specialist level two neuro-rehabilitation unit with 20 beds
(Alderbourne ward). This service accepts tertiary transfer patients and repatriations from major trauma units.

The endoscopy department carries out both diagnostic and therapeutic treatment for patients as well as staffing a
24/7 bleed rota. Within the department three nurse specialists provide diagnostic endoscopy in addition to four
consultants.

There are 254 medical inpatient beds located across 12 wards at The Hillingdon Hospital:

The service also has a 29-bedded Acute Medical Unit (AMU).

The trust had 25,326 medical admissions from October 2016 to September 2017. Emergency admissions accounted
for 10,992 (43%), 256 (1%) were elective, and the remaining 14,078 (56%) were day case.

Admissions for the top three medical specialties were:

• Gastroenterology; 7,516

• General Medicine; 5,180

• Pain Management; 3,083

(Source: CQC Insight)

During this inspection we visited all the above wards. We also visited the AMU, the ambulatory care unit and the
endoscopy department. Between March 2017 and February 2018, ambulatory care saw 15,009 new patients and
followed up 6,712

During our inspection, we spoke with 52 members of staff including health care assistants, doctors, nurses, allied
health professionals and ancillary staff. We also spoke with the divisional leadership team, 20 patients and 10
relatives. We reviewed 22 sets of patient records including prescription charts and various pieces of equipment.

We inspected Hillingdon Hospital in 2014 and rated medical care as requires improvement overall. This reflected a
rating of inadequate for safe, good for caring and requires improvement for effective, responsive, and well led. We
inspected medical care again in 2015 and focused only on the safe domain. The rating for safe improved to requires
improvement. The rest of the domains remained the same (good for caring and requires improvement for effective,
responsive and well led).
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Summary of this service

Our overall rating of this service following our latest inspection stayed the same. We rated it as requires improvement
because:

• The service had systems and processes to keep people safe and safeguard them from abuse and staff understood
these processes.

• The service managed patient safety incidents well. Staff recognised incidents and near misses and reported them
appropriately. Senior staff investigated incidents and shared lessons learnt with staff.

• There had been an improvement in relation to safety monitoring and the collection and display of safety information
on the wards.

• There was consistent and effective use of National Early Warning Scores (NEWS) including appropriate escalation.

• Overall, there had been an improvement in medicines management on the medical wards.

• There had been an improvement in systems and processes around cleanliness, infection control and hygiene.

• The service provided care and treatment based on national guidance and evidence of its effectiveness.

• Overall, the service made sure staff working on the various wards were competent for their roles.

• The service monitored the effectiveness of care and treatment and used the findings to improve them with notable
performance improvements in some national audits.

• Staff from different staff groups and teams worked together to deliver care and treatment.

• Staff cared for patients with compassion, dignity, kindness and respect and involved patients and those close to them
in decisions about their care and treatment.

• The service had improved its discharge processes in order to improve flow within the hospital.

• The service had taken action to minimise the length of time people waited for care and treatment using initiatives
such ‘Discharge to Assess’ and ‘Home Safe’.

• From December 2016 to November 2017 the trust’s referral to treatment time (RTT) for open or incomplete pathways
for medicine ranged from 88-98% and was better than the England average for nine out of the 12 months.

• The values of the trust were embedded and staff at all levels were able to tell us what the trust values were and how
they applied to their roles.

• There was alignment between what leadership said the risks were and what we found during the inspection.

• Leaders promoted a positive culture that supported and valued staff.

• Quality and safety received sufficient coverage in board meetings, and in other relevant meetings below board level.
There was a culture of honesty, openness and transparency. We saw evidence of senior staff carrying out duty of
candour responsibilities.

However:

• There had been no improvement in relation to safe levels of staffing. The service did not have enough permanent
nursing and medical staff to ensure the provision of safe care and treatment. However, they used bank and agency
staff to cover gaps in the staff provision. Although the service had taken action to address staff shortages, those
actions had to date not resulted in improvements in staff numbers.

Medical care (including older people’s care)

30 The Hillingdon Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust Inspection report 24/07/2018



• Staff did not always keep appropriate records of patients’ care and treatment, for example dementia, bed rails and
mental capacity assessments.

• We found out of date copies of the major incident plan on some wards and this was against the trust’s own policy.

• Six out of 13 mandatory training modules failed to meet the target completion rate.

• The service had not improved in relation to the testing of portable electrical equipment. We found that not all
portable appliances had been tested.

• Staff did not always understand their roles and responsibilities in relation to the Mental Capacity Act 2005, in
particular in relation to Deprivation of Liberty Safeguards (DoLS).

• Despite various actions and initiatives to improve access and flow, the hospital still experienced a high demand for
beds with bed occupancy rates of between 97% and 98% during the three days of our announced inspection.

• Matrons and managers within the service did not have the capacity to effectively lead their teams due to pressures
faced operationally. Although the trust had systems for identifying risks and plans to mitigate risks, this did not
always translate to improvements within the service.

Is the service safe?

Good –––Up one rating

Our rating of safe improved. We rated it as good because:

• The service had systems and processes to keep people safe and safeguard them from abuse and staff understood
these processes. Staff had training on safeguarding patients, were knowledgeable about the safeguarding processes
and worked well with external agencies. All three safeguarding modules met the trust target.

• Overall, the service prescribed, gave, recorded and stored medicines well. There had been an improvement overall in
relation to medicines management on the medical wards. In 2014, we found that not all trolleys were checked daily.
There had been an improvement in relation to this and we found that staff checked resuscitation trolleys.

• The service managed patient safety incidents well. Staff recognised incidents and near misses and reported them
appropriately. Senior staff investigated incidents and shared lessons learnt with staff in order to improve the service.
We found a culture of incident reporting and evidence of learning from incidents.

• There had been an improvement in relation to safety monitoring. Staff collected and displayed safety information on
the wards and service used information to improve the service. Following the 2014 inspection, we reported that the
service had not always displayed safety thermometer results on the wards.

• Staff assessed and responded to deteriorating patients well. We found evidence of consistent and effective use of
National Early Warning Scores (NEWS) including appropriate escalation.

• The service had improved in how it managed patients’ individual care records, including clinical data. When we
inspected in 2014 we found that records were not always stored securely, however, during this inspection we found
that staff kept patient’ records securely.

• There had been an improvement in systems and processes around cleanliness, infection control and hygiene. For
example, in 2015 we found that the service did not always carry out infection control audits such as hand hygiene,
and bare below the elbow audits. On this inspection, we found that the service had carried out these audits and used
them to identify areas requiring improvements.
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• There had been an improvement in therapy staff access to equipment. Therapy staff reported they had sufficient
computers. A lack of computers for therapy staff had been concern at the previous inspection

However:

• The service did not have enough permanent nursing and medical staff to ensure the provision of safe care and
treatment. However, the service used bank and agency staff to cover gaps in the staffing provision.

• Staff did not always keep appropriate records of patients’ care and treatment. Staff did not always complete
dementia or bed rail assessments. The completion of records was inconsistent across the medical wards. Staff used
different documents to record sepsis management showing lack of consistency in recording patient information.

• The service planned for major incidents and staff understood their roles if one should happen but we found out of
date copies of the major incident plan on some wards.

• The service provided mandatory training in key skills to all staff but six out of 13 mandatory training modules failed to
meet the target completion rate.

• The service had not improved in relation to the testing of portable electrical equipment. We found that not all
appliances had been tested. We made similar findings at the previous inspection.

• The trust did not have a named individual as the authorised person or competent person for endoscopes. This is an
individual trained and qualified to ensure all endoscope machines are commissioned to HTM01-01: Decontamination
of reusable medical devices (health test memorandum–HTM).

Is the service effective?

Good –––Up one rating

Our rating for effective improved. We rated it good because:

• The service provided care and treatment based on national guidance and evidence of its effectiveness. A clinical audit
and effectiveness committee checked the use of evidence based care and treatment within the service.

• Overall, the service made sure staff were competent for their roles. There was evidence of the critical care outreach
team working with staff on specialist wards to improve competencies. Furthermore, from April 2017 to November
2017, 95% of staff within medicine at Hillingdon Hospital had received an appraisal. Staff reported that they received
supervisions from their managers and other seniors

• The service monitored the effectiveness of care and treatment and used the findings to improve them. The service
took part in local and national audits and there had been an improvement in relation to performance on some
national audits.

• In the Sentinel Stroke National Audit Programme, the service obtained a rating of B (on a scale of A-E, where A is best)
in the latest audit. This was an improvement on the previous submission where the service achieved grade C.

• The service’s results in the 2016 Heart Failure Audit were better than the England and Wales average for all four of the
standards relating to in-hospital care. Results were also better than the England and Wales average for five of the
seven standards relating to discharge.

• From September 2016 to August 2017, patients at Hillingdon Hospital had a lower than expected risk of readmission
for elective admissions when compared to the England average.
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• Staff from different staff groups and teams worked together to deliver care and treatment. We saw evidence of nurses,
doctors, therapy staff, allied health professionals working together to provide good care.

• There had been an improvement in relation to the provision of seven-day services. An ambulatory care unit provided
a seven-day service to help avoid unnecessary admissions. In radiology, the service used an external organisation to
cover radiology out of hours.

However:

• Staff did not always understand their roles and responsibilities in relation to the Mental Capacity Act 2005.Staff did
not always understand the reasons why patients were subject to Deprivation of Liberty Safeguard (DoLS) and DoLS
paperwork was not always completed fully or placed in the patients’ records.

• There had been no improvement in relation to checking agency staff competencies. Senior staff did not always
complete competency checklists for agency staff. We were therefore not assured that agency staff working on the
wards were competent to do so.

• From September 2016 to August 2017, patients at Hillingdon Hospital had a higher than expected risk of readmission
for non-elective admissions when compared to the England average.

• Staff did not always complete bed rail and dementia assessments.

Is the service caring?

Good –––Same rating–––

Our rating of caring stayed the same. We rated it as good because:

• Staff cared for patients with compassion. Staff treated patients and their families with dignity, kindness and respect.
We observed positive and compassionate interactions between staff and patients.

• Staff involved patients and those close to them in decisions about their care and treatment. The majority of patients
we spoke with spoke positively about their experiences of and involvement in their care.

• The Friends and Family Test is a measure of patient satisfaction. Findings showed patients would recommend the
service to others.

• Patients told us that staff provided them with emotional support to when they felt distressed.

Is the service responsive?

Requires improvement –––Same rating–––

Our rating of responsive stayed the same. We rated it as requires improvement because:

• Despite various actions and initiatives to improve access, the hospital still experienced high demand for beds from
patients coming in from the Accident and Emergency department (A&E). Bed occupancy during the three days of our
inspection ranged between 97% and 98%.

• The aging estate did not always provide the best environment for providing care. Some ward areas were small and
other ward areas had been divided into two beds where there would normally be one.
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• In the Acute Medical Unit (AMU), some bed bays had been divided to create two beds where there would normally be
one. This meant that only one of the two beds had an oxygen port and a call bell. At the time of the inspection each of
the four bays in AMU had an extra bed.

• Although the service had guidance and processes for caring for patients with a learning disability, we saw one
example of where staff had not managed a patient with learning disability well. They had not asked the patient’s carer
for a patient passport or given them one. A patient passport would have helped improve this patient’s care in the
hospital.

• From October 2016 to September 2017, the average length of stay for medical elective patients at Hillingdon Hospital
was 10.1 days, which is higher than England average of 4.2 days. For medical non-elective patients, the average length
of stay was 7.8 days, which is higher than England average of 6.6 days.

However:

• Although the service experienced increasing demand for its inpatient services, it planned services to ensure it met the
needs of local people. Following the previous inspection in 2014, the service had opened a new ambulatory care unit
to avoid unnecessary admissions. We also found that the service effectively worked with community partners in
planning and providing services.

• Following our inspection in 2014 a new 29-bedded Acute Medical Unit had been opened and had increased beds
available to patients coming in from the Accident and Emergency department (A&E).

• The service had improved its discharge processes in order to improve flow within the hospital. Clinical site
practitioners worked towards ensuring patients were allocated a bed on the wards that best met their needs. We
observed effective board rounds where patients ready to be discharged were identified. A discharge coordinating
team worked with staff on the wards and helped with complex discharges.

• The service had taken action to minimise the length of time people waited for care and treatment. The ‘Discharge to
Assess’ and ‘Home Safe’ initiatives allowed appropriate patients to be discharged home early to receive treatment or
care in the community thus freeing up beds for other patients to access.

• There had been an improvement in how the service worked with other services in order to meet the demands of the
local people. We found that there was a strong focus on coordinating care and treatment with other services and
providers and we saw evidence of coordination between the service and its community partners.

• Overall, the service was coordinated to take account of the needs of different people. Staff had received training to
care for the elderly and there was a mental health matron working within the service. Patients had access to
translation services and relatives of patients living with dementia could stay overnight.

• From December 2016 to November 2017 the trust’s referral to treatment time (RTT) for open (incomplete) pathways
for medicine ranged from 88-98% and was better than the England average for nine out of the 12 months.

Is the service well-led?

Requires improvement –––Same rating–––

Our rating of well led stayed the same. We rated it as requires improvement because:

• Although there had been improvements in managing patient access to services and flow within the hospital, demand
remained high and the service operated at maximum capacity. To mitigate this, escalation beds had remained open
indefinitely.
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• Matrons and managers within the service did not have the capacity to effectively lead their teams due to pressures
faced operationally, for example constantly having to cover gaps in the staffing.

• Although the service had taken action to address staff shortages, those actions had to date not resulted in
improvements in permanent staff numbers. There were high nursing vacancies within the service.

• Although the trust had systems for identifying risks and plans to mitigate risks, this did not always translate to
improvements within the service. For example, there were inconsistencies in relation to document completion across
the wards and we found out of date major incident plans on the wards despite the risk register identifying risks
related to incomplete and out of date documentation.

• Systems and processes around the management of patients subject to Deprivation of Liberty safeguards were not
effective.

However:

• The values of the trust were embedded and staff at all levels were able to tell us what the trust values were and how
they applied to their roles.

• Following the 2014 inspection, we reported that senior staff were not always aware of risks affecting the service.
However, during this inspection we found that leadership were aware of the risks within the service. There was
alignment between what leadership said the risks were and what we found during the inspection.

• Leaders within the service promoted a positive culture that supported and valued staff. Staff told us they were valued,
supported and respected. There had been an improvement from the previous inspection where staff had reported
low morale.

• The trust engaged well with patients, staff, the public and local organisations to plan and manage appropriate
services.

• Quality and safety received sufficient coverage in board meetings, and in other relevant meetings below board level
as evidenced by the meeting minutes we saw during and following the inspection.

• There was a culture of honesty, openness and transparency. We saw evidence of senior staff carrying out duty of
candour responsibilities.

Areas for improvement
We found areas for improvement in this service. See the Areas for Improvement section above.
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Inadequate –––Down one rating

Key facts and figures
We inspected surgery at Hillingdon Hospital and used all of our key lines of enquires to determine whether this core
services was safe, effective, caring, responsive and well-led.

Our inspection was announced (staff knew we were coming) to ensure that everyone we needed to talk to was
available.

Our inspection was comprehensive and we visited pre-admission, surgical assessment unit, female day care unit, all
seven theatres, Kennedy ward, Jersey ward and Pagett ward. We spoke with over 50 staff members of staff, including
registered nurses of all bands, doctors, allied health professionals, pharmacists, managers, executive staff and admin
staff. We had an Expert by Experience on our team and together we spoke with 25 patients and six patient relatives.
Experts by Experience are people who have experience of using services or caring for someone who uses health and/
or social care services.

We also used information provided by the organisation and information we requested following our inspection.

Summary of this service

Our rating of this service went down. We rated it as inadequate because:

• Safeguarding Children (level 2) failed to meet the trust target.

• The surgical assessment unit (SAU) was dividing singular bed spaces into two patient bed spaces, with the use of
screens. This meant that only one patient had access to oxygen, call bells and suction.

• Staff we spoke with were not aware of the sepsis six (bundle of medical therapies) and we could not locate a
screening tool for sepsis.

• We were not assured that high-risk patient groups were screened for MRSA at pre-admission.

• The hospital did not audit the World Health Organisation (WHO) five steps to safer surgery in 2017.

• Similarly to the last inspection we found five of the 13 mandatory training modules failed to meet the trust target,
including manual handling which we observed to be very poor.

• There were no pre-operative fasting audits for patients fasting before surgery.

• DoLs (Deprivation of liberty) had been put in place for three patients without a DoL’s assessment.

• The hospital provided a range of information leaflets including support groups. However, similarly to the last
inspection we did not see any information printed in any other language.

• Similarly to the last inspection many spaces within the surgery division were being used to house inpatients, this
included the female day care unit, recovery and the day room in Kennedy. These facilities were not suitable for
inpatients due to the lack of essential equipment, and washing facilities.

• Staff in recovery were not trained to discharge patients, for example providing patients with ‘to take away’
medications which caused delays.
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• The trust took an average of 51 days to investigate and close complaints, this is not in line with their complaints
policy, which states complaints should be completed in 30 days.

• Executive staff told us that issues that arose out of hours were not always addressed with appropriately. Problems
were dealt with in the moment with little forward planning.

• Staff reported that staff retention was low and that this was linked to poor relationships with management.

• Staff reported that they were often left without senior management and “no one in charge”.

Is the service safe?

Inadequate –––Down one rating

Our rating of safe went down. We rated it as inadequate because:

• Similarly to the last inspection we found wards had dust and odours and cleaning could not be effective due to the
state of the flooring.

• Gaffer tape was still being used to prevent draft in the wards and in one theatre.

• There was still insufficient storage in theatres in theatre corridors.

• The resuscitation trolley was taken out of the recovery area when the hospital performed elective cardioversions,
which meant that recovery did not have access to a resuscitation trolley when these elective surgeries were booked
in.

• The surgical assessment unit (SAU) was dividing singular bed spaces into two patient bed spaces, with the use of
screens. This meant that only one patient had access to oxygen, call bells and suction.

• Staff we spoke to were not aware of the sepsis six bundle of therapies and we could not locate a screening tool for
sepsis.

• We were not assured that high-risk patient groups were screened for MRSA at pre-admission.

• There was an improvement on formal briefings, as per the WHO guidelines, that were conducted before the start of a
trauma list. However similarly to the last inspection we found debriefings were not as formal and we observed
consultants and anaesthetics leaving the meeting before it had finished.

• Similarly to the last inspection we found five of the 13 mandatory training modules failed to meet the trust target,
including manual handling which we observed to be very poor.

• Similarly to the last inspection we found staffing throughout the division was low, which impacted on patient care,
discharges and patient flow.

• Doctors were often pulled out of their mandatory training due fill shifts, which meant that some doctors we spoke
with had not even completed their induction training.

• Some junior doctors felt pressured to swap their days off when their mentoring consultant was on call as they were
expected to be present. This meant that some junior doctors were working seven, eight or nine days in a row. This
resulted in doctors working above and beyond the expected safe working hours.

• In general surgery patient record folders were not well kept and the older the file, the more unkempt the folder
appeared. We found a set of patient stickers in one set of notes belonging to a different patient.
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• The pharmacy staff checked (reconciled) patients’ medicines on admission to wards; however; the hospital only did
this check for 50-60% of patients within 24 hours of admission to hospital. There was no medicine reconciliation
documented on six out of six prescription charts seen in the female day care unit.

• Incident reporting forms did not reference a duty of candour and there was poor knowledge of this duty in pre-
assessment.

• The most recent never event that occurred within surgery was a retained swab inside a patient post surgery. This
never event had also occurred in the reporting period of our last inspection.

• Theatre ventilation had improved since the last inspection but only adhered to 2005 guidelines.

However:

• Unlike the last inspection the risk assessments including; VTE assessments, manual handling, pain, water-low score,
pressure ulcers, malnutrition was well done and clearly documented in patient records.

• All patients had national early warning scores and staff we spoke to were clear on the process of escalation.

• All equipment in theatre now conformed with the national safety standard and aesthetic equipment complied with
the Association of Anaesthetics of Great Britain and Ireland (AAGBI) guidelines for checking anaesthetic equipment
2012. This was an improvement since the last inspection.

• We observed the World Health Organisation (WHO) five steps to safer surgery checklist completed before each
surgery.

• Weekly teachings were available for all doctors in this division.

• Medicines, including controlled drugs, were securely stored and staff checked stocks of both medicines and
controlled drugs (CD) daily. This was an improvement since the last inspection.

Is the service effective?

Requires improvement –––Same rating–––

Our rating of effective stayed the same. We rated it as requires improvement because:

• Staff we spoke to was not aware of any pre-admission policy in place.

• The hospital did not ask patients to stop certain blood pressure medication as per national guidelines, before surgery.

• Staff we spoke to in pre-assessment said that there was no time to write a policy or to look up a policy on the
computer, and that this was a job for a band seven.

• Senior staff told us that the surgery division did not undertake any benchmarking exercise with other similar services.

• The hospital did not audit the World Health Organisation (WHO) five steps to safer surgery in 2017.

• An audit on clinical effectiveness found that care plans were not completed properly; mitigating solutions were
documented but not put in place.

• There were no pre-operative fasting audits for patients fasting before surgery.

• Patients at Hillingdon Hospital had than higher expected risk of re-admission for elective admissions when compared
to the England average.

Surgery

38 The Hillingdon Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust Inspection report 24/07/2018



• The length of stay was 30.2 days for general surgery for elective patients, which fell into the bottom 25% of trusts for
performance.

• There were no competencies specifically designed for discharging patients. Staff could watch one discharge and then
perform a discharge themselves.

• Similarly to the last inspection, medical staff had the lowest completion rate for appraisals of 39%.

• Similarly to the last inspection there was limited senior nursing support out of hours. The critical care outreach team
provided support from Monday to Friday 8am to 5pm. Staff had access to a clinical site practitioner and staff reported
that their main focus was on bed management.

• We found a resource folder on Jersey ward, which held information on safeguarding, female genital mutilation,
preventing, modern slavery, mental capacity act and deprivation of liberty (DOLs). However when we asked the senior
staff about the contents of the folder staff were unable to assure us of their knowledge on these areas and informed
us that the folder had been newly introduced.

• Staff we spoke with told us that they had not received dementia training.

However:

• Peer audits took place between each theatre and a band seven was responsible for this.

• We saw checklists in the anaesthetic room that showed safety guidelines for anaesthetic equipment in line with the
Association of anaesthetics of Great Britain and Ireland (AAGBI).

• There was good documentation for recording pain. Patients we spoke with told us that there was good pain
management.

• Patients at Hillingdon Hospital had a lower expected risk of readmission for non-elective admissions when compared
to the England average.

• We saw positive and effective multidisciplinary working on the ward and documented in patient notes which was
similar to the last inspection.

• The trust had a formal agreement with another trust for patients requiring interventional radiology out of hours or at
the weekend. The two consultants employed by the trust for interventional radiology had an agreement that they will
not be off at the same time. This was an improvement since the last inspection

• The hospital had carers passports for relatives who had patients with dementia on the wards.

Is the service caring?

Good –––Same rating–––

Our rating of caring stayed the same. We rated it as good because:

• Staff generally appeared caring, polite and compassionate.

• We observed a HCA explain to a patient in a polite manner why they had not been able to give them a wash in the
morning, and inform the patient of when they were going to do this.

• We saw a patient being assisted to sit in a more comfortable position with the use of pillows.

• A patient we spoke with in Jersey ward told us that they had been looked after well.
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• We observed patient centred care and patient dignity preserved as much as possible during surgeries.

• We saw staff providing explanations of procedures and reassurance to patients who required this.

• Patient relatives we spoke with were happy with the care given to their relative. One relative said that staff were
friendly and caring and ‘can’t do enough for you’.

• Relatives were happy with the communication and information given to them from staff.

Is the service responsive?

Requires improvement –––Same rating–––

Our rating of responsive stayed the same. We rated it as requires improvement because:

• The hospital provided a range of information leaflets including support groups. However, similarly to the last
inspection we did not see any information printed in any other language.

• Similarly to the last inspection many spaces within the surgery division were being used to house in patients, this
included the female day care unit, recovery and the day room in Kennedy. These facilities were not suitable for
inpatients due to the lack of essential equipment and washing facilities.

• Tests for dementia were only performed on patients over 75 that presented with a neck of femur fracture. No other
patients qualified for this test.

• Similarly to last inspection patient flow throughout the division was poor. We observed a theatre porter waiting for 15
minutes in Kennedy ward before he could take the patient down to theatre, due to lack of staffing assistance.

• Similarly to the last inspection the hospital did not comply with the national guidance issued by the Association of
Anaesthetists of Great Britain and Ireland, in relation to the recovery room facility. This guidance recommends that
the ratio of beds to operating theatres should not be less than two.

• Staff in recovery were not trained to discharge patients, for example providing patients with ‘to take away’
medications which caused delays.

• The Referral to Treatment Time (RTT) which is measured nationally as the percentage of the total number of patients
on the elective waiting list under 18 weeks was at 88.8% in March 2018, the national standards target is set at 93%.

• The trust took an average of 51 days to investigate and close complaints, this is not in line with their complaints
policy, which states complaints should be completed in 30 days.

However:

• We observed patient’s dietary needs and fluid restrictions clearly displayed above patients beds.

• We observed patient warming blankets in date and available for patients during surgery.

• The hospital also set up ambulatory care, which is when a patient can recover at home and return to the hospital for a
follow up appointment, this helps to release hospital beds.

• In Q2 2017/18, this trust cancelled 44 surgeries. Of the 44 cancellations 0% weren’t treated within 28 days.
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Is the service well-led?

Inadequate –––Down one rating

Our rating of well-led went down. We rated it as inadequate because:

• Many of the issues raised at the last inspection had not been addressed or improved by service leaders.

• Staff in the divisional management team told us that issues that arose out of hours were not always addressed with
appropriately. Problems were dealt with in the moment with little forward planning.

• Staff on the wards reported that when issues were raised to management staff in the division they were shut down.

• Staff reported that management would often say that there was a bed crisis across the country; that there were no
other alternatives and that staff needed to pull together.

• Staff reported that executive staff had limited discretion to act to resolve issues.

• Staff reported that staff retention was low and that this was linked to poor relationships with management.

• Staff stated reported that they were often left without senior management and “no one in charge”.

• Staff on Kennedy ward was not aware of who the executive staff of the division were.

• The values were not embedded into staff culture and staff struggled to recall the CARES acronym.

• Staff in pre-admission had particularly low morale and would answer a lot of our questions by saying that it was not
in their job description.

• Pre-admission staff could not recall their latest incident, and did not have strong governance structures in place.

• The hospital did not audit compliance with the WHO five steps to safer surgery in 2017.

• Not all risks identified during the inspection were recorded on the risk register. This included the preoperative fasting
audits and the lack of resuscitation trolley on certain days in recovery.

However:

• Staff in theatre reported a positive relationship with their manager and described their manager as good.

• Staff we spoke with felt that the hospital was a good place to work.

• Theatres held daily staff meetings that cascaded new information to the team; including trust agendas, infection
control and improving everyday practice.

• Theatres won an internal award for ‘team of the year’.

• In the theatres staff room we saw learning from recent incidents displayed on notice boards.

• We spoke to a domestic staff who was recognised for their patient care and won an ‘award in compassionate care’ last
year.

Areas for improvement
We found areas for improvement in this service. See the Areas for Improvement section above.
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Requires improvement –––Same rating–––

Key facts and figures
The critical care department at the Hillingdon Hospital provides nine beds including, five level three intensive
treatment unit (ITU) beds and four level two high dependency unit (HDU) beds.

The department provides care for both pre-booked (post-operative patients requiring high dependency care) and
emergency admissions from the wards and emergency department.

In April 2016 to March 2017, there were 432 admissions and 358 discharges from the critical care unit.

Our inspection was announced (staff knew we were coming) to ensure that everyone we needed to talk to was
available.

We visited the critical care department over three days. We spoke with 33 staff including consultants, nurses, allied
health professionals, clerical and admin staff and managers of the service. We also spoke with three patients and 10
relatives who used the service. We observed care and treatment and looked at nine patient records and prescription
charts. We also visited the theatre recovery area where HDU patients were cared for. We observed how staff were
caring for patients and looked at the quality of the environment. We reviewed a variety of hospital data including
meeting minutes, policies and performance data.

Summary of this service

Our rating of this service stayed the same. We rated it as requires improvement because:

• We rated safe, responsive and well-led as requires improvement, and effective and caring as good.

• The rating for effective improved since the last inspection; the rating for each of the other key questions remained the
same.

• The senior management team had not taken note of all of the concerns raised at the previous inspection and only
made improvements in the areas of 24 hours consultant cover, healthcare assistant recruitment, partial improvement
of the ventilation system and submission of the Intensive Care National Audit and Research Centre (ICNARC) data.

• There were no formal morbidity and mortality meetings. Learning from any clinical case presentations was not shared
with the wider directorate, or fed back to the board through any identifiable governance structure.

• At the time of inspection, the unit was unable to provide optimal care for patients requiring isolation facilities such as
positive and negative air pressure management. There was increased risk of cross infection, as at the time of our
inspection; the ITU environment was not compliant with recommended building (HBN04-02) standards and heating
and ventilation for health sector building (HTM 03-01) standards. We found inconsistencies in hand hygiene practice
amongst staff, in particular during ward rounds. There was dust on some equipment and high surfaces. This remained
an area of concern from the time of the last inspection.

• We found inconsistencies in the daily checks of the difficult airway/ intubation trolley in the located in the unit.
Nursing staff equipment competencies for some key pieces of equipment had not been rechecked since 2015 and
were now overdue.

• In the ITU, oxygen was not prescribed on the patient prescription chart as per the trust policy on the prescribing and
administration of oxygen in adults.

Critical care
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• In February 2018, the nursing vacancy rate was 16%. Staff informed us that due to increased bed pressures recently,
there had been many occasions when the supernumerary nurse would cover the short staffed/unfilled shifts. There
was no 24-hour cover provided by the critical care outreach team (CCOT). This was an area of concern at the last
inspection.

• The unit did not use any sepsis screening tool and there was no separate policy for sepsis management in place.
Although the outreach team told us that sepsis was part of the deteriorating patient policy. All junior staff we spoke
with were not aware where to find information on sepsis management and if there was trust lead for sepsis.

• The unit was not meeting the Core Standards for Intensive Care Units recommendation of having a practice nurse
educator, who dedicated two-thirds of their time to this role. This was an area of concern at the last inspection and
we found no improvement in regards to this provision.

• The unit had made no progress in relation to the facilities for patients and relatives. There was only one patient toilet
in the unit and no bath or shower facilities. Since the last inspection, there had been limited improvement in the
facilities on the unit for relatives and visitors.

• Capacity and flow was one of the key areas of concerns for the unit. According to ICNARC data covering April 2016 to
March 2017, the percentage of bed days occupied by patients with discharge delayed more than 8 hours and 24 hour
was higher compared to other similar unit.

• We found that divisional and executive team were not visible and rarely visited the unit. The staff told us that there
was little support for the critical care unit within the trust; they felt isolated and disjointed from the division. At the
time of the last inspection, we found that there was no evidence of strong critical care leadership to challenge or
influence the future direction of the service. At this inspection, we found there was still lack of any consensus
regarding cohesive future direction of the service.

• There was a lack of an effective governance structure driven by the unit leadership team. Not all the junior staff we
spoke with could articulate the department governance arrangements and how it fed into the divisional governance
structure. Not all risks identified by us during the inspection were reflected on the risk register. In addition to this,
many risks identified at the last inspection were still outstanding.

• Staff struggled to locate clinical guidelines quickly as the trust intranet search engine was not user friendly.

However:

• Staff demonstrated an awareness of safeguarding procedures and how to recognise if someone was at risk, or had
been exposed to abuse. There was a clear and effective process to ensure that potential safeguarding concerns were
escalated.

• The service used safety monitoring results well. The unit now monitored incidents of falls, pressure ulcers, venous
thromboembolism (VTE), central venous catheter infections and catheter associated urinary tract infections (UTIs).
This information was displayed in both the staff room and on noticeboards within the unit. This had improved since
the last inspection.

• The unit had made progress with regard to consultant cover and now had a separate on-call rota.

• Since the last inspection, the unit had made improvement and was now contributing data to the Intensive Care
National Audit and Research Centre (ICNARC).

• Staff cared for patients with compassion. Feedback from patients confirmed that staff treated them well and with
kindness.
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• At a local level, there was clear leadership for both medical and nursing staff. The lead consultant and unit manager
worked closely together. They were both visible in the department and junior clinical staff described them as
approachable and supportive.

• We saw collaborative working between clinicians. Junior doctors and nurses felt supported, with regular supervision.
We saw that the medical team worked well together, with consultants being available for junior doctors to discuss
patients and to give advice where needed.

Is the service safe?

Requires improvement –––Same rating–––

Our rating of safe stayed the same. We rated it as requires improvement because:

• The service managed patient safety incidents well. Staff recognised incidents and reported them appropriately. When
things went wrong, staff apologised and gave patients honest information and suitable support. At the time of last
inspection, we found that there was limited shared learning from incidents. During this inspection, we found that
managers investigated incidents and although efforts were made to promote incident learning, staff were not aware
of any trends or themes in recent incidents. We were therefore not fully assured that there was any wider learning
from incidents across all staff groups.

• As identified at the time of our last inspection, there were no formal morbidity and mortality meetings. Learning from
any clinical case presentations was not shared with the wider directorate, or fed back to the board through any
identifiable governance structure.

• The service did not controlled infection risk well. There was increased risk of cross infection, as the ITU environment
was not compliant with recommended building (HBN04-02) standards for critical care units and National Institute for
Health and Care Excellence (NICE) Quality Standards for infection control. The unit was unable to provide optimal
care for patients requiring isolation facilities, such as positive and negative air pressure management. Since the time
of our last inspection, the unit had completed the first phase of installation of a new ventilation plant, but this was
not fully compliant with heating and ventilation for health sector building (HTM 03-01) standards. We found
inconsistencies in hand hygiene practice amongst staff, in particular during ward rounds. There was dust on some
equipment and high surfaces. This remained an area of concern from the time of the last inspection.

• The service had suitable equipment and looked after them well. However, we found inconsistencies in the daily
checks of the difficult airway/ intubation trolley located in the unit. Nursing staff equipment competencies for some
key pieces of equipment had not been rechecked since 2015 and were now overdue.

• The service prescribed, gave, recorded and stored medicines well. Patients received the right medication at the right
dose at the right time. There were now effective documented systems in place for fridge temperature checks where
medication was stored. This was an area of concern at the time of the last inspection. However, in the ITU, oxygen was
not prescribed on the patient prescription chart as per the trust policy on the prescribing and administration of
oxygen in adults.

• There were not enough nursing staff with the right qualifications, skills, training and experience to keep people safe
from avoidable harm and abuse and to provide the right care and treatment. The nursing vacancy rate was high at
16%. Staff informed us that due to increased bed pressures recently, there had been many occasions when the
supernumerary nurse would cover the short staffed or unfilled shifts. As identified at the last inspection, there was
still no 24-hour cover provided by the critical care outreach team (CCOT).

However:
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• The service used safety monitoring results well. The unit now monitored incidents of falls, pressure ulcers, venous
thromboembolism (VTE), central venous catheter infections and catheter associated urinary tract infections (UTIs).
This information was displayed in both the staff room and on noticeboards within the unit. This had improved since
the last inspection.

• Staff kept appropriate records of patients’ care and treatment. Records were clear, up-to-date and available to all
staff providing care.

• Staff understood how to protect patients from abuse and the service worked well with other agencies to do so. Staff
had training on how to recognise and report abuse and they knew how to apply it. There was a clear and effective
process to ensure that potential safeguarding concerns were escalated.

• The unit had made progress with regard to consultant cover and now had a separate on-call rota. Consultants did not
have additional responsibilities within the hospital while responsible for the critical care unit.

Is the service effective?

Good –––Up one rating

Our rating of effective improved. We rated it as good because:

• The service monitored the effectiveness of care and treatment and used the findings to improve them. Since the last
inspection, the unit had made improvement and was now contributing data to the Intensive Care National Audit and
Research Centre (ICNARC). This meant patient outcomes were benchmarked against similar units nationally. The data
submitted to ICNARC (April 2016 to March 2017) showed that the unit was within the expected range for most patient
outcome measures.

• The service provided care and treatment based on national guidance and evidence of its effectiveness. Managers
checked to make sure staff followed guidance.

• Staff gave patients enough food and drink to meet their needs and improve their health. They used special feeding
and hydration techniques when necessary. The service made adjustments for patients’ religious, cultural and other
preferences. There were processes to ensure pain relief was effective.

• The service made sure staff were competent for their roles. Managers appraised staff’s work performance and held
supervision meetings with them to provide support and monitor the effectiveness of the service. There were high
appraisal rates across the unit for nursing and support staff. The Faculty of Intensive Care Medicine Core Standards for
Intensive Care Units recommends 50% of critical care nurses should be in possession of a post-registration award in
critical care nursing. The unit met this, with 69% of staff currently holding this qualification.

• Staff of different kinds worked together as a team to benefit patients. Doctors, nurses and other healthcare
professionals supported each other to provide good care.

• Staff understood their roles and responsibilities under the Mental Health Act 1983 and the Mental Capacity Act 2005.
They knew how to support patients experiencing mental ill health and those who lacked the capacity to make
decisions about their care.

However:

• The unit did not use any sepsis screening tool and there was no separate policy for sepsis management in place.
Although the outreach team told us that sepsis was part of the deteriorating patient policy. All junior staff we spoke
with were not aware where to find information on sepsis management and if there was trust lead for sepsis.
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• The unit was not meeting the Core Standards for Intensive Care Units recommendation of having a practice nurse
educator, who dedicated two-thirds of their time to this role. This was an area of concern at the last inspection and
we found no improvement in regards to this provision.

Is the service caring?

Good –––Same rating–––

Our rating of caring stayed the same. We rated it as good because:

• Staff cared for patients with compassion. Feedback from patients confirmed that staff treated them well and with
kindness. Observations of care showed staff maintained patients’ privacy and dignity and patients and their families
were involved in their care.

• Staff involved patients and those close to them in decisions about their care and treatment. Patients and their
relatives were kept informed of ongoing plans and treatment. They told us that they felt involved in the decision
making process and were given clear information about their treatment.

• Staff provided emotional support to patients to minimise their distress.

However:

• Call bells were not within easy reach of patients.

Is the service responsive?

Requires improvement –––Same rating–––

Our rating of responsive stayed the same. We rated it as requires improvement because:

The trust did not plan and provided services in a way that met the needs of local people. As identified at the time of the
last inspection, the unit did not meet the requirement for modern critical care facilities as recommended by the Care
Standards for Intensive Care Units. The unit had made no progress in relation to the facilities for patients and relatives
since the time of the previous inspection.

There was only one patient toilet in the unit and no bath or shower facilities. Senior staff were aware of the challenges.
They informed us that improvements were limited by the existing building and unless the unit was moved to a different
location, there was no other option to expand.

Capacity and flow was one of the key areas of concerns for the unit. According to ICNARC data covering April 2016 to
March 2017, delayed discharges took up a higher percentage of bed days compared to other similar units.

The service did not take account of patients’ individual needs. The critical care outreach team followed up on patients
discharged from the unit onto wards. However, the unit did not provide any ITU follow-up clinics once the patients were
discharged from the hospital. There was inconsistency in terms of information about the visiting hours for relatives.

Staff have not received any specific training in identifying the needs of patients or relatives with learning disability.
There was no learning disability lead for the trust but had a service level agreement with another trust for a learning
disability specialist nurse to provide staff with learning disability advice. None of the staff we spoke with were aware of
this

However:
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• Patients had access to a range of foods including: soft options, vegetarian, gluten free, healthy heart options, halal
meat and kosher food. There was written information available on the unit for patients and their relatives. Translation
services were available via telephone or face-to-face.

• The service treated concerns and complaints seriously, investigated them and learned lessons from the results, which
were shared with all staff. Relatives we spoke with were aware they could raise any issues with staff on the ward or
seek assistance from patient advice and liaison service (PALS) if needed. There were information leaflets available for
patients detailing how to access PALS.

Is the service well-led?

Requires improvement –––Same rating–––

Our rating of well-led stayed the same. We rated it as requires improvement because:

• Staff told us that divisional and executive team were not visible and rarely visited the unit. The staff also told us that
there was little support for the critical care unit within the trust. They felt isolated and disjointed from the division
and not part of the “bigger picture” within the trust. The majority of staff we spoke with were not aware of how their
work contributed to the wider vision of the trust. There was a lack of any consensus regarding a cohesive future
direction of the service.

• There was no effective governance structure. Not all the junior staff we spoke were aware of the departmental
governance arrangements and how these fed into the overall divisional governance structure.

• Not all risks identified by us during the inspection were reflected on the risk register. For example, the lack of formal
governance structure within the unit, the lack of morbidity and mortality meetings and the lack of mandatory sepsis
training for staff were not included. In addition to this, many risks identified at the last inspection were still
outstanding.

• Staff struggled to locate clinical guidelines quickly as the trust intranet search engine was not user friendly.

• Although senior staff had aspirations about the future of the service, there was no formal strategy being cohesively
driven forward or promoted. The future direction of the service remained unclear.

• Since the time of the last inspection, there had been limited improvement in the facilities on the unit for relatives and
visitors.

• Although the risks associated with the physical environment had been added to the trust risk register following our
previous inspection, improvements had been limited. There were few plans to upgrade or improve the unit in the near
future.

However:

• At a local level, there was clear leadership for both medical and nursing staff. The lead consultant and unit manager
worked closely together. They were both visible in the department and junior clinical staff described them as
approachable and supportive.

• We saw collaborative working between clinicians. Junior doctors and nurses felt supported, with regular supervision.
We saw that the medical team worked well together, with consultants being available for junior doctors to discuss
patients and to give advice where needed. Staff nurses told us that the culture in the department was one of
coherence and mutual support.
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Areas for improvement
We found areas for improvement in this service. See the Areas for Improvement section above.
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Good –––

Key facts and figures
The Hillingdon Hospital maternity services deliver care for approximately 5,000 women per year following the earlier
than anticipated transition of services from Ealing as part of the "Shaping a Healthier Future", (SaHF) model of care in
North West London. In 2013 there had been 4,076 births, representing a significant increase in the birth rate. From
October 2016 to September 2017 there were 4,520 deliveries at the trust.

The trust provides a community midwifery service for women living within the London boroughs of Ealing and
Hillingdon. The community midwives undertake the majority of antenatal and postnatal care. Antenatal and
postnatal clinics are held at Hillingdon Hospital, Mount Vernon Hospital, The Ealing Hub and in children’s centres.
This service includes specialist clinics which covered diabetes, raised BMI, perinatal mental health, screening for
blood disorders, vaginal birth after caesarean section (VBAC), fetal abnormality screening and safeguarding concerns.

The maternity unit is located within the hospital building. It has an 11 bedded delivery suite with two theatres, two
recovery spaces and maternity triage. The delivery suite has a dedicated room with a birthing pool facility. There is
also a four bedded midwifery led unit, for women on the midwifery led pathway (MLP). The antenatal ward has 13
beds, including a four bay day assessment unit. There are 24 postnatal beds, split between level 1 and level 3. The
postnatal ward has a six bed transitional care unit which is staffed by neonatal nurses with support from a midwife
and midwife support worker (MSW).

The hospital has a level 2 neonatal unit designed and equipped for babies needing extra medical and nursing care.
This unit has five intensive, three high dependency and 12 special care cots.

During our inspection, we spoke with about 36 members of staff including midwives, maternity support workers,
domestic staff, sonographers, consultants, trainee doctors, domestic staff and facilities and estates staff. We
interviewed the head of midwifery after the inspection as she was away at the time of our visit. We spoke to 16
women who used maternity services and eight of their partners. We observed how staff were caring for patients and
looked at the quality of the environment. We reviewed 26 sets of medical records and observed a multidisciplinary
team (MDT) handover and observed a clinic at a children’s centre. We reviewed a variety of hospital data including
meeting minutes, policies and performance data.

Summary of this service

We previously inspected maternity jointly with gynaecology so we cannot compare our new ratings directly with
previous ratings. We rated the service as good because:

• The trust had taken note of all concerns raised at the previous inspection and made improvements in the areas of
staffing, cleanliness, reconfiguring the triage and day assessment area, and defects in security and theatre ventilation
had been rectified.

• The service had responded effectively to accommodate the locally agreed increase in births at the hospital which had
taken place earlier than anticipated and the transition had been smooth.

• Risks to women were well-identified and well-managed in antenatal care, intrapartum and postnatal care.

• There were clearly defined and embedded systems and processes in place to keep people safe and safeguard them
from abuse. Safeguarding was well managed and the new midwife service to women with social or mental health
concerns had been strengthened to provide 24 hour telephone support for vulnerable women.
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• There was an open culture of incident reporting and a willingness to learn from incidents.

• The governance arrangements were systematic and well understood. There was a responsive audit programme
clearly focused on improving outcomes for women and prompt response to findings.

• Staff engagement was strong and midwives and doctors worked closely and without hierarchy. All staff shared the
same aims and vision for the service.

• Women we spoke with were happy with their care and praised staff for being welcoming and supportive.

• The service’s engagement with the local maternity network was proactive in coordinating care, and they were
involved as early adopters of improved methods of care in many areas.

• Trainee doctors were very positive about the support and teaching they received from senior clinicians, and obstetric
training posts at the trust were sought after.

• The service met expected patient outcomes for women in most areas, and in some areas exceeded these, for example
in having a low rate of planned caesarean sections. The service assessed themselves against external standards in
published reports and sought continuous improvement.

Is the service safe?

Good –––

We rated safe as good because:

• The safety concerns from the previous inspection related to staffing, cleanliness, medicine storage, lack of high
dependency beds, theatre ventilation and security. These had all been resolved. More midwives had been appointed,
who worked flexibly across the service and the caseloads of community midwives had been reduced. Women were
now cared for in a clean environment, and medicines were now stored and managed appropriately. The service had a
dedicated high dependency area (HDU) on the delivery suite. Access to the maternity area was secure with cameras
on external doors, alarms on fire doors and buzzer access to wards.

• Ventilation quality in theatres had been rectified through appropriate remedial work and there was a six monthly
validation check.

• There were comprehensive systems and training to protect people from abuse. Staff were knowledgeable about
safeguarding and used well-developed care pathways for women identified as being ‘at risk’ because of medical,
mental health conditions or vulnerability. Support for women with social or mental health problems had recently
been strengthened.

• The service assessed risks to woman and babies proactively at different stages of the maternity pathway.

• The department strongly supported training and development of midwives and doctors, through site based practice
development and dedicated teaching time.

• The service had systematic and established systems in place for reporting, investigating and acting on incidents and
serious adverse events. There was an open culture of reporting, and learning was shared with staff to make
improvements. There were also opportunities to learn from external safety events.

• The service had systematic and established systems in place for reporting, investigating and acting on incidents and
serious adverse events. We saw evidence that learning was shared with staff to promote improvements.

However:
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• We observed inconsistent adherence to good hand hygiene practice on the postnatal ward. We saw some examples of
midwives and doctors not carrying out hand hygiene appropriately before and after care.

• The physical capacity of the delivery suite sometimes delayed women moving to the delivery suite after induction of
labour.

Is the service effective?

Good –––

We rated effective as good because:

• Senior managers monitored patient outcomes continuously through the use of a rolling maternity dashboard and
national and local audits, thereby having a clear assurance of quality against identified goals.

• The service provided care and treatment based on national professional standards, guidelines and evidence- based
practices.

• The maternity audit schedule was comprehensive and audit plans included audit of risks rated as high on the risk
register.

• The rate of midwifery led births was 17% and an enhanced recovery programme was available to women having
planned caesarean sections.

• The breastfeeding initiation rate was above the national average. The service was aiming for accreditation at UNICEF
Baby Friendly Initiative Level 2 in September 2018.

• A multidisciplinary approach ensured women with pre-existing medical conditions, including mental health issues,
had an integrated approach to antenatal and postnatal care.

• Staff were supported to maintain and further develop their professional skills and experience by an active practice
development team. Staff we spoke with had taken part in simulation skills training and drills to support their
response to emergencies, and had training on perinatal mental health to improve patient outcomes for mothers with
mental health needs.

• A team of nine professional midwifery advocates provided supervision to staff independent of line management, and
a member of the team was available to support staff 24 hours a day.

• Outcomes for women were good in comparison with other units in the region and mainly met national goals,
although they did not exceed these.

Is the service caring?

Good –––

We rated caring as good because:

• Staff treated patients and their families with compassion, patience and respect.

• We observed compassionate care being delivered to women. Staff protected the dignity and privacy of women in all
areas of the service.

Maternity

51 The Hillingdon Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust Inspection report 24/07/2018



• All women we spoke with on the postnatal ward spoke positively about their experiences of care. Partners were made
to feel welcome and involved in their partner’s pregnancy, labour and birth.

• The Friends and Family Test is a measure of patient satisfaction. Findings showed women and their families had a
good experience in the maternity services and women and their partners told us they would recommend the service
to others.

• Women had continuity of care before and after birth from a local team of community midwives which enabled them
to establish trusting relationships.

• Specialist staff offered emotional support to women and those close to them. The support provided includes the
sensitive management of loss for women suffering miscarriages or stillbirth.

Is the service responsive?

Good –––

We rated responsive as good because:

• Antenatal clinics were available at many locations in the community, which minimised women’s need to travel to the
hospital. At the last inspection continuity of antenatal care was not always provided. At this inspection a number of
ways of improving continuity were being trialled to improve continuity. Women we spoke to did not express concerns
about continuity of care.

• At the last inspection there had been no dedicated room for bereaved mothers. There was now an allocated room,
although this was sometimes used by other women for delivery when the unit was busy. There was a plan to build a
separate room and some funding had been raised from a charity.

• Women could register for antenatal care online and refer themselves for some concerns such as reduced fetal
movement.

• There were arrangements in place to support people with particular needs with good access to specialist midwives.

• We saw a range of information on display in community and hospital clinics including aspects of maternity care as
well as on sexual health, safeguarding and how to raise a concern. Most information was available in other languages
to meet the diverse needs of families in the area,

However:

• Women had some concerns about their experience of triage and the antenatal ward. Some felt they experienced too
long a delay in moving to the delivery suite, and that the antenatal ward was not a private enough environment in
early labour.

• There was only one birthing pool which meant that most women did not have the option of water immersion for pain
relief or water birth. Women on the postnatal ward said they would have liked to access to a fridge and microwave.

Is the service well-led?

Outstanding

We rated it as outstanding because:
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• Managers had responded with energy and commitment to the earlier than anticipated transition of maternity services
from Ealing as part of the "Shaping a Healthier Future", (SaHF) model of care in North West London. They had worked
very effectively to manage risks and plan for contingencies to accommodate the number of women needing
maternity services at Hillingdon. This change had involved recruiting 60 more staff.

• Staff at all levels were able to explain the maternity service vision for the future, and shared the objectives of
providing safe local maternity care for local women, and increasing the proportion of women having normal births.
The vision was fully aligned with plans for the wider health economy, and staff valued and demonstrated
commitment to system-wide collaboration.

• Governance and arrangements for assessing and monitoring the quality of the service were focused on achieving a
high quality, person-centred experience for all women. Managers had a clear grip on data needs and quality, and
managing local risks. They had resolved all areas of concern at the previous inspection and brought in other
improvements as part of the expansion of the service.

• An up to date risk register was used to identify risks, provide action plans and update guidelines and procedures in
the department. Risks were identified and mitigations put in place with systematic monitoring through the maternity
governance group.

• We saw evidence of effective forward planning on the delivery suite so staff were aware of expected deliveries and
women’s known needs for example elective caesarean sections, or any specific risks. This ensured as far as possible
that a delivery bed was available and staffing was appropriate to cover these as well as the inevitable unscheduled
events. We saw midwives and doctors worked as an effective, inclusive team without hierarchy.

• Systematic governance processes provided sound assurance on performance, safety and risk. Data and information
was shared in an open and honest way with staff and stakeholders. Risks and issues were managed effectively within
the constraints of finance, and we saw evidence of prompt action being taken where incidents or audits revealed a
need for change.

• The service audited itself against a range of processes and outcomes, as well as reviewing their practice and
performance against best practice and action plans from national reports such as Each Baby Counts and Saving
Babies Lives’. The service performed very well against these comparisons.

• Leaders had successfully developed a culture within the service that was open, collaborative, and receptive to new
ideas and change. Staff throughout the service were involved as early adopters of new methods of care. Staff at all
levels spoke of feeling ownership of the services they provided to women and families, and staff turnover was low.
Although this was a medium sized maternity unit, it had the friendly and cohesive feel of a smaller unit. A closed
Facebook page was used for sharing information in addition to more formal channels. Staff were proud to work in a
maternity service that was well-respected by women and families.

• Staff told us the head of midwifery and senior obstetricians were visible and enthusiastic about providing excellent
care for women. Leadership was shared effectively so that a wide range of staff were engaged in leading and
managing the maternity service at different levels, ensuring strong leadership development within the service.

• At the previous inspection staff had not felt managers listened to their concerns, but at this inspection staff felt well
supported by all staff in the unit, both by managers and by their peers. They felt they were involved in developing
ideas to improve the service. Examples were the strong professional midwife advocate arrangements and
strengthened support for women with perinatal mental health issues which took a holistic approach to the needs of
mother and child and could offer support for up to a year.

• There was a strong focus on continuous learning and improvement at all levels of the organisation and the maternity
unit was in involved in regional and national pilots focused on improving care. Staff had training on situational
awareness and human factors training was being developed to improve safety and performance.
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• Friends and family test response rates were higher than national rates and outcomes were better than the national
average. A new maternity voices partnership had been set up and staff were actively seeking engagement from a
wider range of women to make it more inclusive of the local population. The provision of information in other
languages was a means to engage a wider range of users.

Outstanding practice
We found examples of outstanding practice in this service. See the Outstanding practice section above.

Areas for improvement
We found areas for improvement in this service. See the Areas for Improvement section above.
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Good –––Up one rating

Key facts and figures
The paediatric department at Hillingdon Hospital is part of the Women’s and Children’s Division of the Hillingdon
Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust. The hospital provides a wide range of services to children and young people mainly
from West London.

In the 12 months prior to our inspection there were 5,533 inpatient spells of which 90% (4,982) were emergency, 9%
(514) were day case spells and 1% (37) were elective.

We visited the paediatric department for an announced inspection over three days between 6,7 and 8 March 2018. We
spoke with staff including consultants, nurses, allied health professionals, clerical and admin staff and managers of
the service. We also spoke with patients and their families who used the service. We observed care and treatment
and looked at a sample of 10 patient records. We visited all paediatric areas in the hospital and some adult areas
where children were seen such as imaging and outpatients.

Summary of this service

Our rating of this service improved. We rated it as good because:

• There was an open and constructive culture of sharing and learning from incidents.

• Safeguarding knowledge and processes had improved. Staff understood their responsibilities and how to keep
patients safe.

• Medicines were stored and managed appropriately; patients received the correct doses at the right times.

• The effectiveness of care and treatment was monitored and improvements were made as a result.

• Nutrition and hydration needs were met as a result of effective monitoring.

• Patients’ pain was managed and monitored well.

• There was a multidisciplinary approach to patient care and staff worked well together to deliver an effective service.

• Staff cared for patients with compassion and ensured that dignity and privacy were respected.

• There was good emotional support for patients and their families and carers.

• Patients and those close to them were supported to understand their care and treatment and were involved in
making decisions.

• The department delivered a broad range of services including speciality and one-stop clinics.

• There was timely access to services and good flow through the department.

• There was a positive, ‘can do’ culture in the department and staff were proud to work there.

• There had been an improvement since the previous report in staff feeling listened to and supported by their
managers.

• There were processes for engaging staff in news and developments in the department including newsletters and
meetings.

Services for children and young people
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However:

• The department had not implemented a seven day service.

• There were limited examples of the department supporting patients to manage their own health.

• Staff did not receive formal training provision for learning disabilities and the service relied on support from external
partners or the trust’s learning disability link nurse.

• Some areas where children were seen in adult outpatients were not child friendly.

• Parents reported delays in seeing the dietitian.

• There was limited engagement with patients and those close to them to gather their input in improving the service.

Is the service safe?

Good –––Up one rating

Our rating of safe improved. We rated it as good because:

• There was a good culture in the service of learning from incidents. Staff were encouraged to report incidents and they
received timely feedback. When things went wrong, staff were open and honest and gave patients suitable support.

• In the previous report we found that the trust needed to make sure staff were appropriately trained in safeguarding
and understood their responsibilities I relation to safeguarding processes. We found that this had improved and staff
had a good awareness of safeguarding responsibilities and knew how to make referrals. There was good multi-agency
practice in safeguarding children.

• Equipment was stored, clean and checked appropriately and staff managed the risk of infection.

• We found that documentation of paediatric early warning scores had improved since the last inspection. Staff
responded appropriately to triggers and prompts indicating deterioration.

• Medicines were appropriately stored and managed. There were safe processes in place to ensure patients received
the correct medications.

• There were high mandatory training completion rates. Staff felt that mandatory training was comprehensive and
effective.

• Records were legible, up to date and available for all staff providing care.

However:

• We were told that the extra nursing staff required to run five high dependency unit beds on the ward occasionally
meant there were not enough staff for the ward to be safe when there was high patient acuity.

Is the service effective?

Good –––Same rating–––

Our rating of effective stayed the same. We rated it as good because:

• The effectiveness of care and treatment was monitored and findings were used to make improvements to the service.

Services for children and young people
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• There were processes to ensure pain relief was effective and that nutrition and hydration needs were met.

• Staff were competent for their roles and the hospital ensured that staff could improve their competency. There were
high appraisal rates across paediatrics.

• Staff understood their roles and responsibilities under the Mental Capacity Act 2005 and knew how to support
patients experience mental ill health.

• Staff of different disciplines worked together to deliver effective patient care. Doctors, nurses and other healthcare
professionals supported each other well.

However:

• The department had not implemented seven day services. The majority of services ran from 8:30 to 6pm Monday to
Friday.

• There were limited examples of the service supported patients to manage their own health effectively.

Is the service caring?

Good –––Same rating–––

Our rating of caring stayed the same. We rated it as good because:

• Staff cared for patients with compassion. Feedback from patients and their families through the Friends and Family
Test and during the inspection confirmed that staff treated them with kindness and sensitivity.

• There was effective emotional support for patients and their relatives available from the department and staff
understood and responded to patients’ wellbeing.

• Clinicians made an effort to promote patient understanding and involvement in decisions about their care and
treatment.

Is the service responsive?

Good –––Up one rating

Our rating of responsive improved. We rated it as good because:

• Staff knowledge of translation and advocacy services to support patients with English as an additional language had
improved. Staff felt confident about arranging and accessing in-person and remote translation services including
British sign language services effectively.

• The Paediatric Assessment Unit (PAU) had improved the flow of patients from A&E to the ward and ensured that
patients who did not need to be admitted could be monitored on the PAU.

• The hospital delivered a broad range of services for children and young people, including a number of specialist
paediatric clinics such as one-stop allergy clinics, diabetes and respiratory services.

• The service had developed a number of integrated community clinics including asthma and diabetes clinics in
schools which helped to reduce admission to hospital.

• There was timely access to children and young people’s services and there was a good overall compliance for referral
to treatment times.
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• The 24/7 telephone and email advice line GPs used to speak with a consultant paediatrician was working effectively
and helped reduce admissions as well as provide a rapid access service so that a child could be referred to the
paediatric assessment unit.

However:

• Staff did not receive formal training provision for learning disabilities and the service relied on support from external
partners or the trust’s learning disability link nurse.

• Some areas where children were seen in adult outpatients were not child friendly.

• Parents reported delays in seeing the dietitian.

Is the service well-led?

Good –––Up one rating

Our rating of well-led improved. We rated it as good because:

• There was a positive, collaborative and child focussed culture in the department which had improved since the
previous report. Staff worked well together and supported each other effectively. Staff told us they felt proud to work
at the trust and spoke highly of their colleagues and managers.

• There had been an improvement from the previous report in staff reporting feeling supported and listened to by their
managers.

• There was effective leadership and clear governance processes for making decisions. Staff we spoke with told us that
leaders were approachable and they could have an input to the running of the department. There was an effective
and established leadership team and good representation of services for children and young people across the trust.

• Staff understood the trust vision and values and could apply them to their work in the paediatric department.

• There were processes for engaging staff including regular meetings and newsletters.

• The unit kept a comprehensive risk register which was reflective of what we found on inspection. There were effective
processes for identifying, monitoring and mitigating risks.

However:

• There was no formalised strategy for the paediatric department. Managers were able to tell us their plans for the
future but these were not recorded or consistent.

• Staff we able to give limited examples of engagement with patients and families in designing and improving the
service. Patients and their families were not given the opportunity to contribute to plans for the future of the service.

• There were limited examples of innovative practice in the paediatric department.

Outstanding practice
We found examples of outstanding practice in this service. See the Outstanding practice section above.

Services for children and young people

58 The Hillingdon Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust Inspection report 24/07/2018



Good –––Up one rating

Key facts and figures
The trust provides end of life care (EOLC) at The Hillingdon Hospital (THH).

EOLC encompasses all care given to patients who are approaching the end of their life and following death. It may be
given on any ward or within any service in a trust and also in the community. It includes aspects of essential nursing
care, specialist palliative care, and bereavement support and mortuary services.

Palliative care is a multidisciplinary approach to specialised medical care for people with serious illnesses, both
cancer and other illnesses. It focuses on providing patients with relief from the symptoms, pain, physical stress and
mental stress of a serious illness. The goal is to improve quality of life for both the patient and the family.

The trust has a multidisciplinary specialist palliative care team (SPCT) that consists of three palliative consultants
and four WTE clinical nurse specialists (CNSs). The trust had an integrated approach to working with patients at the
end of their life, therefore there were no allocated beds or wards for end of life care patients. Instead, patients at the
end of life were cared for on medical wards. The SPCT also supports ward staff to deliver care to patients at the end of
their life.

The SPCT delivers face-to-face CNS and consultant cover in the trust Monday to Friday, 9am to 5pm. The service does
not operate on the weekends. Out of hours, advice is provided by the local hospice via telephone.

From October 2016 to September 2017 the trust had 782 deaths.

The trust is part of the London EOLC clinical network and is also a member of the Royal Marsden Partners Cancer
Vanguard. Local partners include the Mount Vernon Cancer Centre, the Michael Sobell House Specialist Palliative
Care Centre, and the Harlington Hospice.

A bereavement team provides support to relatives from Monday to Friday, 9am to 12pm. There is a chaplaincy service
available to patients, relatives and staff, seven days a week. THH has its own Macmillan Information Centre on site.

We previously inspected the service in October 2014. Concerns identified during this inspection included a lack of
side rooms for private conversations to be held, no end of life care strategy and limited governance systems in place.
Also, the completion of ‘do not attempt cardio pulmonary resuscitation’ (DNACPR) forms was variable and the
documentation of mental capacity assessments was inconsistent.

We completed an announced inspection of the end of life care service on 6, 7 and 8 March 2018. We visited nine
wards, including medical and surgical wards, the emergency department, the acute medical unit (AMU) and the
critical care ward. We visited the mortuary, the bereavement team and the multi-faith room. We spoke with three
patients and four relatives. We spoke with all members of the SPCT team and over 20 members of the wider staff
including medical and nursing staff, portering service staff and mortuary and chaplaincy staff. We reviewed 10 patient
care records, 15 DNACPR forms and six medication charts.

Summary of this service

Our rating of this service improved. We rated it as good because:

• We rated safe, effective, caring, responsive and well-led as good.

End of life care
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• The ratings of safe, effective, responsive and well-led improved since the last inspection. The rating for caring
remained the same.

• Since our last inspection there had been a focus on the trust wide understanding and development of end of life acre.
There was now a strategy and governance programme in end of life care with a clear structure of leadership and
accountability.

• Appropriate measures were in place to keep patients safe from avoidable harm. Record keeping had improved.

• There were specialised end of life care advanced care plans in place and risk assessments had been adapted for
patients at the end of their lives.

• Team working was strong and the development of staff within the specialist palliative care team had strengthened
governance structures. There was a non-executive director in place that sat on the board and had end of life care
oversight.

• Patients were provided with compassionate and person-centred care, which took account of their individual
differences and needs. There was multi-disciplinary input to ensure that patients received a holistic and
individualised care plan.

• The specialist palliative care team had developed end of end training within the trust and worked well with external
agencies in order to coordinate care for each patient.

However:

• There was not always evidence that the appropriate mental capacity assessments had been carried out where this
was noted in the patients DNACPR form.

• There was no end of life champion on each ward and the SPCT team did not take oversight for the training of staff in
syringe pumps.

• The bereavement service had limited opening hours and inappropriate waiting areas for bereaved family members.

Is the service safe?

Good –––Up one rating

Our rating of safe improved. We rated it as good because:

• The service managed patient safety incidents well. Staff recognised incidents and reported them appropriately.
Managers investigated incidents and shared lessons learned with the whole team and the wider service. When things
went wrong, staff apologised and gave patients honest information and suitable support.

• The service controlled infection risk well. Staff kept themselves, equipment and the premises clean. They used control
measures to prevent the spread of infection.

• The service had suitable premises and equipment and looked after them well.

• The service prescribed, gave, recorded and stored medicines well. Patients received the right medication at right time
in the right dose as per national guidelines.

• At the time of our last inspection we found the completion of ‘do not attempt cardio pulmonary resuscitation’
(DNACPRs) was variable and the documentation of mental capacity assessments was inconsistent. At the time of this
inspection, the completion of DNACPRs had improved greatly. Staff kept appropriate records of patients’ care and
treatment. Records were clear, up-to-date and available to all staff providing care.
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• Staff understood how to protect patients from abuse and the service worked well with other agencies to do so. Staff
had training on how to recognise and report abuse and they knew how to apply it.

• At our last inspection, end of life care was not included in the trust mandatory training programme. The service had
since then made strides to ensure that all new staff received an introduction to end of life care. The service provided
mandatory training in key skills to all staff and made sure everyone completed it.

• The service had enough staff with the right qualifications, skills, training and experience to keep people safe from
avoidable harm and abuse and to provide the right care and treatment. The specialist palliative care team was run
effectively by the right specialities.

• The service planned for emergencies and staff understood their roles if one should happen.

However:

• The service did not use safety monitoring results well. The service was not effectively carrying out audits on end of life
patients falls, pressure ulcers, medicines reconciliation or incidents relating specifically to end of life patients. This
was expected to be picked up in the medicines or surgical directorate.

Is the service effective?

Good –––Up one rating

Our rating of effective improved. We rated it as good because:

• The service provided care and treatment based on national guidance and evidence of its effectiveness. Managers
checked to make sure staff followed guidance.

• Since our last inspection the service had implemented end of life guidance to replace the Liverpool Care Pathway. The
service monitored the effectiveness of care and treatment and used the findings to improve them. The mortuary staff
carried out many different audits and measured outcomes frequently.

• At the time of our last inspection, the end of life training schedule had been put on hold and not all staff had been
trained in end of life care. At the time of this inspection. 78 members of staff across the two showcase wards had been
trained in end of life care. The SPCT also provided ad-hoc ward based training and were due to launch the end of life
care induction for new doctors and nurses. The service made sure staff were competent for their roles. Managers
appraised staff’s work performance and held supervision meetings with them to provide support and monitor the
effectiveness of the service.

• Staff of different kinds worked together as a team to benefit patients. Multi-disciplinary working was very effective
and staff worked together across both specialities and organisations to ensure that patients had effective end of life
care.

• Staff always had access to up-to-date, accurate and comprehensive information on patients’ care and treatment. All
staff had access to an electronic records system that they could all update.

However:

• As at the time of our last inspection we found that mental capacity assessments were not always carried out.

• There were no end of life champions on the wards.

End of life care
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Is the service caring?

Good –––Same rating–––

Our rating of caring stayed the same. We rated it as good because:

• Staff cared for patients with compassion. Feedback from patients and relatives confirmed that staff treated them well
and with kindness. Palliative patients had access to clinical psychology input and there was no waiting list for this
service.

• Staff involved patients and those close to them in decisions about their care and treatment.

• Staff provided emotional support to patients to minimise their distress. Patients had access to a multi-faith chapel, a
chaplain and other faiths had the same access.

Is the service responsive?

Good –––Up one rating

Our rating of responsive improved. We rated it as good because:

• The trust planned and provided services in a way that met the needs of local people. The service made efforts to plan
services and clinics in a way that met the needs of palliative patients and their family members.

• At the time of our last inspection we found that the SPCT were able to arrange rapid discharge for people who wished
to die in a different location. This was the case at the time of our most recent inspection with the majority of patients
dying in their preferred place of death. People could access the service when they needed it. When referred into the
service, the majority (90%) of patients were seen with 24 hours and staff often worked outside of their contracted
hours in order to see all patients in this time frame.

• The service took account of patients’ individual needs. This included disadvantaged patients.

However:

• The bereavement service had limited opening hours and inappropriate waiting areas for bereaved family members.

Is the service well-led?

Good –––Up one rating

Our rating of well-led improved. We rated it as good because:

• The service had managers at all levels with the right skills and abilities to run a service providing high-quality
sustainable care. Since our last inspection the service had improved its leadership structure and the triumvirate that
lead the specialist palliative care team worked together effectively.

• The service had a vision for what it wanted to achieve and workable plans to turn it into action developed with
involvement from staff, patients, and key groups representing the local community. Since our last inspection, the
service had developed a strategy that was embedded in the work of the team and understood by the wider staff.

End of life care
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• Managers across the service promoted a positive culture that support and valued staff, creating a sense of common
purpose based on shared values.

• The trust had effective systems for identifying risks, planning to eliminate or reduce them, and coping with both the
expected and unexpected.

• The service engaged well with patients, staff, the public and local organisations to plan and manage appropriate
services, and collaborate with partner organisations effectively.

• The service was committed to improving services by learning from when things go well and when they go wrong,
promoting training, research and innovation.

Outstanding practice
We found examples of outstanding practice in this service. See the Outstanding practice section above.

Areas for improvement
We found areas for improvement in this service. See the Areas for Improvement section above.
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Requires improvement –––

Key facts and figures
Outpatient services at the trust were spread over two main sites at Hillingdon Hospital and Mount Vernon Hospital as
well as some community locations which included GP Practices, Health Centres and Schools, for the purposes of this
inspection we focussed on outpatient services based at Hillingdon Hospital. The trust hosted different speciality
clinics including “one stop clinics” in Breast Care, Cardiology, Transient Ischaemia Attack (TIA) clinic and Care of the
Elderly clinics. The trust had 381,756 first and follow-up outpatient appointments from October 2016 to September
2017.

We inspected the outpatient services on the 6, 7 and 8 March 2018. We visited all outpatient areas including the main
outpatient department, fracture clinic, rheumatology, women’s centre, phlebotomy, Alderbourne unit,
ophthalmology and all associated clinics that were running during the inspection. We also visited the Christian
chapel, Muslim prayer room, Macmillan cancer centre and the outpatient pharmacy. We spoke to 15 patients and
with over 25 members of staff across medical, nursing, healthcare assistant and allied health professional staff. We
reviewed 10 patient records.

Summary of this service

We previously inspected outpatients jointly with diagnostic imaging so we cannot compare our new ratings directly with
previous ratings. We rated it as requires improvement because:

• We rated safe and well-led as requires improvement, and responsive and caring as good. We do not rate effective for
this core service.

• The rating for responsive improved since the last inspection; the rating for safe went down and the rating for each of
the other key questions remained the same.

• We were not assured that the laser service met the Medicines and Healthcare Products Regulatory Agency safety
standards

• The laser service did not have a laser protection advisor in place since the start of the laser service in 2012, although
the trust was making suitable arrangements at the time of the inspection there still was no one officially in post.

• We were not assured the department had adequate governance procedures for the laser service as set by the
Medicines and Healthcare Products Regulatory Agency safety standards. Risks associated with laser practice were not
present on any trust risk register.

• Staff did not always maintain appropriate records of patients’ care and treatment. Records were not always clear, up-
to-date and available to all staff providing care.

• The service did not have suitable premises and there was a large backlog of estates maintenance.

• The service provided mandatory training in key skills to all staff.

• The service did not actively monitor the effectiveness of care and treatment and use this information to improve the
service.

• The department had managers with the right skills to run the service; however senior nurses felt that their managerial
duties were at times excessive of their role.

Outpatients
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• The service had a vision for what it wanted to achieve, however we were not assured it had workable plans to turn it
into action.

• The service had limited engagement with patients and staff to plan and manage appropriate services.

• The service had systems for identifying risks and planning to eliminate them, however the services active risks were of
an excessive age.

However:

• The service managed patient safety incidents well. Staff recognised incidents and reported them appropriately.
Managers investigated incidents and shared lessons learned with the whole team and the wider service. When things
went wrong, staff apologised and gave patients honest information and suitable support.

• The service controlled infection risk well. Staff kept themselves, equipment and the premises clean. They used control
measures to prevent the spread of infection.

• Staff understood how to protect patients from abuse and the service worked well with other agencies to do so;
however some compliance with some training failed to meet trust targets.

• The service had enough staff with the right qualifications, skills, training and experience to keep people safe from
avoidable harm and abuse and to provide the right care and treatment.

• The service provided care and treatment based on national guidance and evidence of its effectiveness. Managers
checked to make sure staff followed guidance.

• The service made sure staff were competent for their roles. Managers appraised staff’s work performance and held
supervision meetings with them to provide support and monitor the effectiveness of the service.

• Staff of different kinds worked together as a team to benefit patients. Doctors, nurses and other healthcare
professionals supported each other to provide good care.

• Staff understood their roles and responsibilities under the Mental Health Act 1983 and the Mental Capacity Act 2005.
They knew how to support patients experiencing mental ill health and those who lacked the capacity to make
decisions about their care.

• Staff cared for patients with compassion. Feedback from patients confirmed that staff treated them well and with
kindness.

• Staff involved patients and those close to them in decisions about their care and treatment.

• The trust planned and provided services in a way that met the needs of local people.

• People could access the service when they needed it. Waiting times from referral to treatment were in line with good
practice.

• The service took account of patients’ individual needs.

• Managers across the service promoted a positive culture that supported and valued staff, creating a sense of common
purpose based on shared values.

• The service used a systematic approach to continually improving the quality of its services and safeguarding high
standards of care by creating an environment in which excellence in clinical care would flourish.

• The service collected, analysed, managed and used information well to support all its activities, using secure
electronic systems with security safeguards.

Outpatients
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Is the service safe?

Requires improvement –––

We rated it as requires improvement because:

• We were not assured that the laser service met the Medicines and Healthcare Products Regulatory Agency safety
standards.

• The laser service did not have a laser protection advisor in place since the start of the laser service in 2012, although
the trust was making suitable arrangements at the time of the inspection there still was no one officially in post.

• Staff did not always maintain appropriate records of patients’ care and treatment. Records were not always clear, up-
to-date and available to all staff providing care.

• The service did not have suitable premises and there was a large backlog of estates maintenance.

However:

• The service managed patient safety incidents well. Staff recognised incidents and reported them appropriately.
Managers investigated incidents and shared lessons learned with the whole team and the wider service. When things
went wrong, staff apologised and gave patients honest information and suitable support.

• The service controlled infection risk well. Staff kept themselves, equipment and the premises clean. They used control
measures to prevent the spread of infection.

• Staff understood how to protect patients from abuse and the service worked well with other agencies to do so;
however some compliance with some training failed to meet trust targets.

• The service had enough staff with the right qualifications, skills, training and experience to keep people safe from
avoidable harm and abuse and to provide the right care and treatment.

Is the service effective?

We do not rate effective:

• The service provided care and treatment based on national guidance and evidence of its effectiveness. Managers
checked to make sure staff followed guidance.

• The service ensured patients had access to enough food and drink to meet their needs. The service made adjustments
for patients’ religious, cultural and other preferences.

• The service made sure staff were competent for their roles. Managers appraised staff’s work performance and held
supervision meetings with them to provide support and monitor the effectiveness of the service.

• Staff of different kinds worked together as a team to benefit patients. Doctors, nurses and other healthcare
professionals supported each other to provide good care.

• Staff understood their roles and responsibilities under the Mental Health Act 1983 and the Mental Capacity Act 2005.
They knew how to support patients experiencing mental ill health and those who lacked the capacity to make
decisions about their care.

However:
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• The service did not actively monitor the effectiveness of care and treatment and use this information to improve the
service.

Is the service caring?

Good –––

We rated caring as good because:

• Staff cared for patients with compassion. Feedback from patients confirmed that staff treated them well and with
kindness.

• Staff involved patients and those close to them in decisions about their care and treatment.

• Staff provided emotional support to patients to minimise their distress.

Is the service responsive?

Good –––

We rated responsive as good because:

• The trust planned and provided services in a way that met the needs of local people.

• People could access the service when they needed it. Waiting times from referral to treatment were in line with good
practice and had improved since our previous inspection. All but one speciality was performing better than the
national standard.

• The service took account of patients’ individual needs.

• The service treated concerns and complaints seriously, investigated them and learned lessons from the results, which
were shared with all staff.

Is the service well-led?

Requires improvement –––

We rated well-led as requires improvement because:

• The department had managers with the right skills to run the service; however senior nurses felt that their managerial
duties were at times excessive of their role.

• The service had a vision for what it wanted to achieve, however we were not assured it had workable plans to turn it
into action.

• We were not assured the department had adequate governance procedures for the laser service as set by the
Medicines and Healthcare Products Regulatory Agency safety standards. Risks associated with laser practice were not
present on any trust risk register.

• The service had limited engagement with patients and staff to plan and manage appropriate services.
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• The service had systems for identifying risks and planning to eliminate them, however the services active risks were of
an excessive age.

However:

• Managers across the service promoted a positive culture that supported and valued staff, creating a sense of common
purpose based on shared values.

• The service used a systematic approach to continually improve the quality of its services and safeguarding high
standards of care by creating an environment in which excellence in clinical care would flourish.

• The service collected, analysed, managed and used information well to support all its activities, using secure
electronic systems with security safeguards.

Areas for improvement
We found areas for improvement in this service. See the Areas for Improvement section above.
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Action we have told the provider to take
The table below shows the legal requirements that the service provider was not meeting. The provider must send CQC a
report that says what action it is going to take to meet these requirements.

For more information on things the provider must improve, see the Areas for improvement section above.

Please note: Regulatory action relating to primary medical services and adult social care services we inspected appears
in the separate reports on individual services (available on our website www.cqc.org.uk)

This guidance (see goo.gl/Y1dLhz) describes how providers and managers can meet the regulations. These include the
fundamental standards – the standards below which care must never fall.

Regulated activity
Diagnostic and screening procedures

Surgical procedures

Treatment of disease, disorder or injury

Regulation 12 HSCA (RA) Regulations 2014 Safe care and
treatment

Regulated activity
Diagnostic and screening procedures

Surgical procedures

Treatment of disease, disorder or injury

Regulation 17 HSCA (RA) Regulations 2014 Good
governance

Regulation

Regulation

This section is primarily information for the provider

Requirement notices
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We took enforcement action because the quality of healthcare required significant improvement.

This section is primarily information for the provider

Enforcement actions
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The team was led by Nicola Wise, CQC head of hospital inspection. Robert Throw CQC inspection manager was the lead
inspection manager for this inspection. An executive reviewer, Anna Hills, deputy chief executive of James Paget
University Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust, supported our inspection of well-led for the trust overall.

The team included a CQC inspection manager, inspectors, specialist advisers and experts by experience.

Executive reviewers are senior healthcare managers who support our inspections of the leadership of trusts. Specialist
advisers are medical, clinical and managerial experts in their field who we do not employ directly. Experts by experience
are people who have personal experience of using or caring for people who use health and social care services.

Our inspection team
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