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Abstract

This research was a comparative study of drug distribution systems for
inpatients at Pattani hospital. The study compared old-new systems and unit dose-new
systems. The old system was the combination of individual prescription system and floor
stock. The new system was the old system with three changes: 1) the use of carbon
copy of physician order instead of prescription transcribed by nurses 2) the use of
computerized system and 3) the use of patient drug use profile.

The study compared the data collected before and after the implementation of
the new systems in two medical wards; male medical ward | and Il. Before the
implementation of the new system, the medical ward | used the old system while the
medical ward Il used the unit dose system. Data were collected over 12 days period
before and after the system change. The studied variables included nursing and
pharmacy times for medication related activities, medication errors, unit costs per
patient for each system, quantity and costs of floor stock and the attitudes of nurses,
pharmacists and technicians toward drug distribution system.

In the medical ward |, nursing and pharmacy times for medication related
activities significantly reduced in new system, compared to those in the old system, by
28.8% and 56%, respectively. Administration errors in the two systems were 6.8% and
were not statistically different. However, transcribing errors were significantly reduced
in new system by 75% compared to the old system. Costs of implementation per patient
per day in old system were 3.11 bath higher than those in the new system. Costs of

floor stock decreased by 299 bath under the new system.



After the implementation of new system at medical ward Il, nursing and
pharmacy times for medication related activities were not significantly different
compared to the unit dose system. Administration errors were significantly reduced in
unit dose system by 85.7%. Costs per patient per day in unit dose system were 34.77
bath higher than those were in the new system ( 49.09 bath in the unit dose system and
14.32 bath in the new system). Costs of floor stock increased by 20,000 bath under new
system.

In conclusion, the unit dose system reduces administration errors and nursing
times on medication related activities and also reduces the floor stock compared to the
old and new systems. However, costs in the unit dose are the highest compared to the
others. The new system lowers transcribing errors but administration errors are not
reduced compared to the old system. The costs of implementation of new system are
slightly higher than those in the old system. Most of the personnel involved in drug
distribution system preferred the new system, and supported the system-wide use of the

new system in Pattani hospital.
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