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Abstract

Background: A technology that has been widely implemented in hospitals in the United States is the automated dispensing
cabinet (ADC), which has been shown to reduce nurse drug administration errors and the time nurses spend administering drugs.

Objective: This study aimed to determine the impact of an ADC system on medication administration by nurses as well as
safety before and after ADC implementation.

Methods: We conducted a 24-month-long longitudinal study at the National Taiwan University Hospital in Taipei, Taiwan.
Clinical observations and questionnaires were used to evaluate the time differences in drug preparation, delivery, and returnsin
the inpatient ward by nurses before and after using the ADC. Drug errors recorded in the Medical Incident Events system were
assessed the year before and after ADC implementation.

Results: The drug preparation time of the wards increased significantly (all P<.005). On average, 2 minutes of preparation time
is needed for each patient. Only 1 unit showed an increase in the drug return time, but this was not significant. There were 9
(45%) adverse events during the drug administration phase, and 11 (55%) events occurred during the drug-dispensing phase.
Although adecrease in the mean number of events reported was observed during the ADC implementation period, this difference
was hot significant. As for the questionnaire that were administered to the nurses, the overall mean score was 3.90; the highest
score was for the item “1 now spend less time waiting for medications that come from the pharmacy than before the ADC was
implemented” (score=4.24). Theitem with thelowest scorewas“| havetowait in lineto get my patient medications’ (score=3.32).
Conclusions: The nurses were generally satisfied with ADC use over the 9 months following complete implementation and
integration of the system. It was acknowledged that the ADC offers benefits in terms of pharmaceutical stock management;
however, this comes at the cost of increased nursing time. In general, the nurses remained supportive of the benefits for their
patients, despite consequences to their workflows. Their acceptance of the ADC system in this study demonstrates this.

(JMIR Form Res 2021;5(9):€24542) doi: 10.2196/24542
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400,000 drug-rel ated adverse eventsin the United Statesyearly,
with annual costs estimated at US $3.5 billion. According to an

Although the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Hedlthcare  ITvestigation by Taiwan'sMinistry of Health and Welfare, from
Organizations promotes medication administration safety as 2014 to 2019, there were more than 20,000 adverse drug events

one of itskey standards to improve patient safety, therearestill  (ADES) every year. Some siudies found that many serious

Introduction
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medical errors—which cause or have the potential to cause
damage or injury—are drug prescription or administration errors
[1-4]. Different studies have used interventions to reduce these
errors. These include the development of computerized
physician order entry (CPOE), electronic medication
administration record (eEMAR) systems, automated dispensing
cabinets (ADCs), and barcode medication administration
(BCMA). Asof 2015, more than 98% of hospitalsin the United
States used ADCs and BCMA, which enable nurses to obtain
medicines correctly and reduce errors when medicines are put
into the ADC. These technologies have become increasingly
prevalent in large hospitals. Literature reviews have shown that
this technology hasled to a decrease in drug-related errors and
has increased the safety of hospital prescription and
administration procedures [5-10]. Among these technologies,
the automated cabinets used to store and dispense drugs at health
carefacilitieshave madeit possibleto control and monitor drug
dispensing. On the basis of literature reviews, the ADC
optimizes the inpatient drug administration process, reduces
medication errors, and saves time in delivering drugs to and
from the pharmacy and waiting for them, making the
administration process smooth and safe [11-15]. Although
common in the United States, ADC systemsarerarein Taiwan
because of the investments needed and the considerable
organizational changes. However, health professional s are eager
for efficient systems adapted to their work settings.

Methods

Study Design and L ocation

The study was conducted at the National Taiwan University
Hospital (NTUH), amedical center located in Taipei, Taiwan.
An eMAR with a daily unit dose—dispensing system was used
where pharmacy staff prepare the drugs required for a 24-hour
period. The packages are sorted by medication, according to
the physicians' orders. The medication orders are entered
electronically by physicians using prebuilt order sets or
individual orders. The orders are sent to the pharmacist
automatically via atwo-way interface and are then verified by
the pharmacist. The nurses use the eMAR to follow the “3
checks and 5 rights’ routine and then take out the required
medication from the unit dose drug (UDD) cart before
administration.

Clinical outcomes, aong with patient safety, were assessed,
considering a 2-year analytical horizon starting in 2018. The
research site was the university hospital, which has 3 locations
(East, West, and Children’s Hospital). The East District has 52
wards (13 intensive care units, 39 wards) and 1 pharmacy. The
Children’s District has 16 wards, a delivery room, and a
newborns room, whereas the West District has 14 wards; the
two districts share a medicine storehouse.

To investigate improvements in medication administration by
nurses and medication safety using the ADC, we chose one
ward in each of the East and West Districts and an intensive
care unit inthe East District. The A unit in which the ADC was
implemented was oncol ogy, which has 35 beds; the B unit has
35 surgical beds; and the C unit was intensive care and has 18
beds. About 80% to 88% of the prescribed drugs were dispensed
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by the ADC. A longitudina study was designed using a survey
for nurses. The survey was conducted using clinical observations
and aquestionnaire devel oped by the nursing information team
of the nursing department. The questionnaire was administered
in May 2018. An observational study design was used to
understand the time differences in drug preparation, delivery,
and returns from the inpatient ward by nurses before and after
using the ADC. The clinica observations were randomly
selected 1 week before and 9 months after initiating the ADC
system. The nursesfrom the 3 unitswere observed, and thetime
required for medication preparation and returns was recorded.
Medication errors, as recorded by the Medical Incident Events
system, were evaluated the year before and after ADC
implementation. An anonymous questionnaire was sent to 22
nurses from the intensive care unit in the hospital. These nurses
were not included in the final survey. Their comments were
considered to see if any amendments to the survey were
necessary. The anonymous questionnaire consisted of two parts:
(1) the nurses’ demographic characteristics and (2) questions
on their perceptions of safety, training, efficiency, timeliness,
availability, and accessibility, assessed on a5-point Likert scale
(1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree). Reliability was
assessed with the Cronbach alpha, which was .92, based on the
19 perception statements. The mean perception score for the 19
items was established; a higher score indicated a higher rate of
agreement. The questionnaire was based on Zaidan [16], which
includes a total of 21 items covering two aspects. nurse
perceptions and satisfaction.

Ethical Approval

This study was approved by the Research Ethics Committee at
the NTUH. The informed consent form was waived (Research
Ethics Committee #201807025RINA). All nurses were sent an
email explaining the purpose of the study and that they were
not obliged to participate. No formal consent form was used,
but areturned questionnaire was considered implied consent to
participate.

Data Collection

The following outcomes were considered in the analysis: the
time discrepancy in drug preparation, delivery, drug returns
from the inpatient, number of ADEs, and the questionnaire
results.

The clinical observations conducted included the assessment
and time cal culations during the nurses’ medication preparation
procedures before and after ADC implementation; the
measurements were recorded for atotal of 6 days (Monday to
Saturday). All observers were given instructions before data
collection. According to the chosen time for each unit, the
observer conducted observations of 3 nurses each day. The
medi cation preparation time was measured as 1 patient for each
nurse during the medication preparation process. Drug
preparation time started when the eMAR was opened by the
nurse and ended when the nurse completed the patient’'s
medication preparation. After ADC implementation, the starting
point of the drug preparation time was when the computer of
the ADC was opened. The endpoint was when the nurse
completed the medication preparation for the patient, including
the medication retrieval process from all necessary retrieval
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locations, as well as the time spent on the whole process.
Medication return wastheintact drug package when the patient
did not need to useit (eg, pro re nata drugs, that is, medication
that is taken as needed). The nurse needed to calculate the
number of medications and fill out the drug withdrawal form.
The starting time was from the moment when the remaining
medicines were taken from the trolley until the quantities of all
medicines werefilled; thiswas recorded asthe total return time.

The medication administration information was collected from
the eMAR database to calculate the delivery time of the
medication or first-time use. The starting point was when the
physician completed the order, and the endpoint was when the
drug was delivered to the unit by the delivery staff. The delivery
staff used a mobile phone to scan the barcode of the unit to
record the delivery time. After ADC implementation, the time
recorded was after the nurse received the physician’s order and
started selecting medications from the ADC.

Data concerning medication administration came from the
NTUH information system. The error rate was cal culated asthe
number of errorsdivided by thetotal opportunity for errors (sum
of all doses ordered) multiplied by 10,000. Data concerning an
ADE were collected from the adverse event system, which
stored the details of each event notification, including the date,
place, type of occurrence, drug involved, phase of the process,
classification, and type of resulting harm. Events that occurred
in the unit 1 year before and after the ADC was implemented
were analyzed.

The total number of questionnaires returned was 76, and the
return rate was 100%. Unit A was an oncology ward with 16

Table 1. Comparison of drug preparation and return times.
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nurses, unit B a surgical ward with 20 nurses, and unit C an
intensive care ward with 40 nurses.

Data Analysis

Data from the survey were directly exported to SPSS, version
22 (IBM Corp). The data were analyzed using descriptive and
inferential statistics, including frequency and percentage, a
paired t test, and a correlation analysis. A normality test was
carried out on the perception score. The significance level was
set at an alpha of .05. For open-ended questions, a content
analysis was performed. Words and phrases in the open-ended
responses were analyzed by team members and then compared.

Results

M edication Preparation and Medication Return Time

Thetime taken to prepare patient medications was recorded for
the 3 inpatient wards before and after ADC implementation.
The results are shown in Table 1. The medication preparation
times of the 3 units for the mean medication preparation time
for each patient increased. A pairedt test showed that al 3 units
had a P value of <.005. Only 1 unit had an increased drug return
time, although the paired t test had a P value of >.10. Unit A
was a surgical ward; most of the patients were there before or
after surgery. Although the characteristics of the patients did
not change, severity may be different. The drug coverage rate
of the ADC was 80%, and there were some medicines that had
to be taken out of the medicine cart, which may cause a
differencein the return time.

Item and unit ADC?implementation Paired t test P value
Before, mean (SD) After, mean (SD)
Preparation time (min)
A 1.67 (1.37) 4.00 (2.52) -3.25 .01
B 0.39 (0.61) 2.11 (1.08) -5.36 <.001
C 1.22 (0.94) 2.39(0.92) -3.48 <.001
Return time (min)
A 1.13(0.52) 1.07 (1.79) 0.14 .89
B 0.13(0.52) 0.47 (0.52) -158 14
c 1.27 (1.90) 0.47 (1.37) 1.29 22

8ADC: automated dispensing cabinet.

Urgent Medication Delivery Time

Before ADC implementation, the mean waiting time for urgent
medications to be delivered from the pharmacy to the unit was
between 10 and 15 minutes. After the ADC was implemented,
the most urgent medications were included in the ADC. These
were retrieved in a timely manner without waiting for drug
delivery. The only waiting time pertained to information
transmission from the hospital information system to the ADC,
which usually occurred within 3 minutes.

https://formative.jmir.org/2021/9/e24542

Medication Error

During the study period, atotal of 20 ADEs were reported in
the 3units(Table 2). A total of 9 (45%) adverse eventsoccurred
during the drug administration phase and 11 (55%) eventsduring
the drug-dispensing phase. Although a decrease in the mean
number of events reported was observed between the pre-ADC
(12 eventslyear) and post-ADC (8 eventslyear) system
implementation periods, this difference was not significant.
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Table 2. Medication error.

Unit Drug administration phase Drug-dispensing phase P value

Before ADC? n After ADC, n Before ADC, n After ADC, n

A 2 3 6 1 71

B 2 1 1 3 .78

C 1 0 0 0 .34

Total 5 4 7 4 a7

8ADC: automated dispensing cabinet.

Questionnaire

Of the 76 nurses, 39.5% (n=30) were aged 21 to 30 years, and
48.6% (n=37) had 1 to 5 years of experience. Regarding
education level, 92.1% (n=70) had a bachelor's degree, and
36.8% (n=28) were ranked as N3 nurses based on the clinical
ladder system.

The results of the statistical analysis of the questionnaire are
shown in Table 3. The overall mean score was 3.90. Among
the perceptive aspects concerning the use of ADC, the highest
ratings were “I now spend less time waiting for medications
that come from the pharmacy than before the ADC was

https://formative.jmir.org/2021/9/e24542

implemented” (score=4.24). Theitem with the lowest score was
“l have to wait in line to get my patient medications’
(score=3.32). With regard to accessibility, the item with the
highest scorewas*“| am ableto sel ect the best available ordered
medication” (score=4.22). The item with the lowest score was
“l am able to get all of my medications in one place’
(score=3.68). The item that received the highest number of
complaints in the open-ended questions was “I hope the
pharmacist verifies medications faster,” which was raised by 9
(17.6%) participants. A total of 6 (11.7%) nurses mentioned
that “The ADC systems and the hospital information system
takes too much time to connect.”
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Table 3. Nurse performance questionnaire results.
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Item Score, mean (SD)
Nurses' perceptions 3.89 (0.77)
The medication delivery system alows me to do my job more safely. 4.12 (0.65)
The amount of time between when awritten order is sent to the pharmacy and when it is available from the ADC? system 3.57(0.98)
is acceptable.
| am able to administer meds more efficiently (on time, right dose, etc) with the ADC system. 3.89(0.72)
All drawer types assure safe access and removal of medications. 3.93 (0.68)
There arerarely discrepancies when doing narcotic counts. 4.09 (0.59)
| now spend less time waiting for medications that come from the pharmacy than before the ADC was implemented. 4.24 (0.73)
| can confidently use the system after minimal training. 4.05 (0.63)
The training materials provided were informative and adequate. 4.09 (0.64)
| have to wait in line to get my patients’ medications. 3.32(1.24)
The pharmacist can answer questions and/or solve the ADC system'’s problems. 3.68 (0.89)
The number of phone calls to the pharmacy for requestsis acceptable. 3.84 (0.67)
Accessibility 3.90 (0.77)
| have accessto all the medications | need. 3.71 (0.89)
| am able to get all my medicationsin one place. 3.68 (0.85)
It is easy to obtain medications during an emergency. 3.87 (0.96)
Medications are more readily available. 4.14 (0.67)
The system would work better if more meds were in the ADC system. 4.00 (0.72)
| am able to select the best available ordered medications. 4.22 (0.53)
The physical layout of the system is user-friendly. 3.71(0.73)
Generally, | am satisfied with the ADC. 3.86 (0.79)
Overal mean score 3.90 (0.77)

8ADC: automated dispensing cabinet.

Discussion

Principal Findings

I mpact on Medication Preparation and Medication
Return Time

This study examined nurses' attitudes and workflow after the
implementation of an ADC system. The mgjority of nurseswere
satisfied with the system, but there was a negative impact on
workflow relating to access to medications, as demonstrated by
our observations. At our study site, before the implementation
of the ADC, the UDD cart stored drugs used by patients
throughout the day. The nurse took out the patient-specific
pillbox from the medication cart every day and performed the
3 checks and 5 rights of confirmation with the patients. After
the implementation of the ADC, because the research unit did
not have barcode scanning, after taking out the medicine from
the ADC, nurses needed to perform the 3 checks and 5 rights
and then perform the routine again when the medicine was
distributed to the patient unit to prevent medication errors.
Therefore, the preparation time after ADC implementation was
significantly longer than before implementation. We found that
the preparation time observed in our study was higher than that

https://formative.jmir.org/2021/9/e24542

of previous studies. For example, Franklin et a [17] reported
that after implementing a closed-loop ADC system consisting
of BCMA, eMAR, and CPOE, the average time per round of
dosing was reduced by approximately 10 minutes. Our study
did not use BCMA, so nurses needed to perform the 3 checks
and 5 rights twice, which may have led to an increase in
preparation time.

The ADC systems included 80% to 90% of the medications
commonly used in the units, which were retrieved only when
needed. Therefore, in most cases, there was no need for
medication returns. However, the B unit showed an increased
medication return time. After reinspection, we found that atotal
usage of 1157 pills per 11 types of medications were recorded
by the B unit during the study period; among these, 176 (15.2%)
pills per 40 (25%) types of medications were not stored in the
ADCs, which possibly caused the time increase in medication
returns. A descriptive study analysis by Deliberal et a [18]
revedled that after the implementation of ADCs, the mean
percentage of returned medications decreased from 27% to 4%
in the first year and to 4.5% in the second year. Despite
differences in scope, the above studies indirectly reflect a
possibl e rel ationship between theimplementation of ADCsand

JMIR Form Res 2021 | vol. 5 | iss. 9| €24542 | p. 5
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR FORMATIVE RESEARCH

adecreasein thetime of returned medications, since medication
consumption was reduced after implementation.

Rate of Medication Error

In terms of the medication error rate, only 1 unit showed an
increase in the drug-dispensing phase. After analyzing the 4
medication errors in the drug-dispensing phase, it was found
that the errorsrelated to the ADC were classified as“ dose error
and drug error.” Thereare 2to 4 kinds of bottled medicines (eg,
antibiotics) in the same cabinet. When the medicine cabinet is
opened, at least 2 or more drugs must be identified (as shown
in Figure 1). The drug will have both the generic name and the
brand name, and this may cause the nurse to misidentify the

Wang et a

drug when removing the medication. On the ADC screen, the
doctor’s orders would read “2 bottles per day” at the top and
“take out 1 bottle” below, which may also cause the nurse to
administer thewrong dosageif the top instructions go unnoticed.
Oldland et a [19] found that the medication error rate when
using the UDD alonewas 0.157%. After ADC implementation,
the comparative overall incidence of error was 0.135%.
Subsequent changesin product labeling and more staff training
in the use of barcode systems were associated with a decrease
in the rate of medication error to 0.050%. Therefore, it can be
assumed that the continuous use of barcodes can effectively
minimize medication errors.

Figurel. Fivemedicinesare stored in one cabinet (as shown in the square). Thereisno special deviceto remind the staff of thelocation of the medicine.
Only by checking the medicine name can they identify that the medicineis correct.
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Questionnaire Results

The questionnaire results indicated that the majority of nurses
agreed that they could do their job more safely using the ADC
system and that it made their job easier. Of the nurses surveyed,
82.9% (n=63) agreed that the drawer types assured safe access
and removal of medications. These can provide a higher level
of security by alowing access to only one preselected
medication at atime. Overall, nursing staff were satisfied with
the use of the ADC technology and believed it facilitated their
work, helped provide safe patient care, and reduced medication
incidents. They could use the system confidently after minimal
training, but waiting in line was a major difficulty frequently
associated with ADC use. According to the Institute for Safe
Medication Practices ADC survey [20], amost one-third of
frontline nurses reported always or frequently lining up to access
the ADC. Another cross-sectional study also pointed out that
63% of nurses mentioned waiting in line to get patient
medications [15].
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Limitations

In this study, only 3 wards from a single medical center were
used to explore the time differences before and after ADC
implementation; hence, the implications of the research results
are limited. The study timeline of the ADC system was about
1 year; therefore, the ADC system can be amended and
deficiencies corrected to improve the system in the future. This
should improve the system'’s efficiency.

Conclusions

This study explored nursing staff’s perceptions of and
sati sfaction with an automatic dispensing system in specialized
hospitals. The nurses were generally satisfied with the ADCs
over the 9 months following compl ete system implementation
and integration. The ADC offered benefits in terms of
pharmaceutical stock management [21,22]; however, this came
at the cost of increased nursing time. Previously, controlled
drugswere stored in lockable drawers. Resupply was performed
twice a week and was generated by the nurse. After ADC
implementation, the medicine began to be placed in the care
unit's the ADC, resulting in a centralized and closed stock.
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Resupply, which was automatically generated by the hospital
information system, began to be performed once daily and was
monitored by the pharmacy team to ensure organization
according to the record of each product in the dispensing system.
Because this research institution has no configuration to use
barcodes, the nursing staff could not use barcode scanning for
secondary confirmation when administering drugs and had to
manually confirm that the medication name matched theeMAR.
Therefore, to reduce the chance of medication ADEs, one should

Wang et al

consider the medication packaging, appearance, name, dose,
dosage form, and frequency of use when placing medications
in the cabinets and stagger the drugs as much as possible or
place brightly colored warnings and remindersto reduce nursing
staff errors when retrieving medications [16]. Nurses were
generally supportive of the benefits of the ADC system to their
patients, despite hindrances to their workflows. This study’s
findings are indicative of the acceptance of ADCs by nurses.

Conflicts of Interest
None declared.

References

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

https://formative.jmir.org/2021/9/e24542

Free From Harm: Accelerating Patient Safety Improvement Fifteen Years After To Err Is Human. Boston, MA: National
Patient Safety Foundation; 2015.

Rothschild JM, Landrigan CP, Cronin JW, Kausha R, Lockley SW, Burdick E, et al. The Critical Care Safety Study: The
incidence and nature of adverse events and serious medical errorsin intensive care. Critical Care Medicine 2005
Jan;33(8):1694-1700. [doi: 10.1097/01.CCM.0000171609.91035.BD]

LaneN, Hunter |. Lessons|earned: using adverseincident reportsto investigate the characteristics and causes of prescribing
errors. BMJOpen Qual 2020 Jun 29;9(2):e000949 [ FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1136/bmjog-2020-000949] [Medline: 32601176]
Roumeliotis N, Sniderman J, Adams-Webber T, Addo N, Anand V, Rochon P, et al. Effect of Electronic Prescribing
Strategies on Medication Error and Harm in Hospital: a Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. J Gen Intern Med 2019
Oct;34(10):2210-2223 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1007/s11606-019-05236-8] [Medline: 31396810]

Taiwan Patient Safety Notification System 2020 TPR Annual Report. Ministry of Health and Welfare/Taiwan Patient Safety
Net. 2020. URL : https://www.patientsaf ety.mohw.gov.tw/Content/Downl oads/L ist01.aspx ?Sitel D=1& MmmI D=
621273303702500244 [accessed 2021-05-20]

McLeod M, Barber N, Franklin BD. Facilitators and Barriers to Safe Medication Administration to Hospital Inpatients: A
Mixed Methods Study of Nurses' Medication Administration Processes and Systems (the MAPS Study). PLoS One 2015
Jun 22;10(6):€0128958 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1371/journal .pone.0128958] [Medline: 26098106]

Boostani K, Noshad H, Farnood F, Rezaee H, Teimouri S, Entezari-Maleki T, et al. Detection and Management of Common
Medication Errorsin Internal Medicine Wards: Impact on Medication Costs and Patient Care. Adv Pharm Bull 2019 Feb
21;9(1):174-179 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.15171/apb.2019.020] [Medline: 31011571]

Aldhafeeri NA, Alamatrouk R. Shaping the future of nursing practice by reducing medication error. Pennsylvania Nurse
2019;74(1):14-19.

Cochran GL, Barrett RS, Horn SD. Comparison of medication safety systemsin critical access hospitals: Combined analysis
of two studies. Am JHealth Syst Pharm 2016 Aug 01;73(15):1167-1173. [doi: 10.2146/ajhp150760] [Medline: 27440623]
Seidling H, Bates D. Evaluating the Impact of Health IT on Medication Safety. Stud Health Technol Inform
2016;222:195-205. [Medline: 27198103]

Fanning L, JonesN, Manias E. Impact of automated dispensing cabinets on medication selection and preparation error rates
in an emergency department: a prospective and direct observational before-and-after study. J Eval Clin Pract 2016 Apr
07;22(2):156-163. [doi: 10.1111/jep.12445] [Medline: 26346850]

Harolds JA, Harolds LB. Quality and Safety in Health Care, Part X: Other Technology to Reduce Medication Errors. Clin
Nucl Med 2016 May;41(5):376-378. [doi: 10.1097/RL U.0000000000001173] [Medline: 26914567]

Cousein E, Mareville J, Lerooy A, Caillau A, Labreuche J, Dambre D, et al. Effect of automated drug distribution systems
on medication error ratesin a short-stay geriatric unit. JEval Clin Pract 2014 Oct 11;20(5):678-684 [ FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1111/jep.12202] [Medline: 24917185]

Thompson RZ, Gardner B, Carter T, Schadler A, Allen J, Bailey A. Decreasing the Timeto Oral Antibioticsin aUniversity
Hospital Pediatric Emergency Department. J Pediatr Pharmacol Ther 2017 Jul 01;22(4):272-275 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.5863/1551-6776-22.4.272] [Medline: 28943822]

Chen SY, Tang NH. From automatic dispensing Cabinet to Future M ode of Medicine administration for hospitalized patients
in Taiwan. Formosa, J of Clin Pharm 2019;27(3):171-179. [doi: 10.6168/FJCP.201907_27(3).0001]

Zaidan M, Rustom F, Kassem N, Al Yafei S, PetersL, Ibrahim MIM. Nurses' perceptions of and satisfaction with the use
of automated dispensing cabinets at the Heart and Cancer Centersin Qatar: a cross-sectional study. BMC Nurs 2016 Jan
14;15(1):4 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s12912-015-0121-7] [Medline: 26770071]

FranklinBD, O'Grady K, Donyai P, Jacklin A, Barber N. Theimpact of aclosed-loop el ectronic prescribing and administration
system on prescribing errors, administration errors and staff time: abefore-and-after study. Qual Saf Health Care 2007 Aug
01;16(4):279-284 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1136/qshc.2006.019497] [Medline: 17693676]

JMIR Form Res 2021 | vol. 5 | iss. 9| €24542 | p. 7
(page number not for citation purposes)


http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.CCM.0000171609.91035.BD
https://bmjopenquality.bmj.com/lookup/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=32601176
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjoq-2020-000949
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32601176&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/31396810
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-019-05236-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31396810&dopt=Abstract
https://www.patientsafety.mohw.gov.tw/Content/Downloads/List01.aspx?SiteID=1&MmmID=621273303702500244
https://www.patientsafety.mohw.gov.tw/Content/Downloads/List01.aspx?SiteID=1&MmmID=621273303702500244
https://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0128958
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0128958
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26098106&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/31011571
http://dx.doi.org/10.15171/apb.2019.020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31011571&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.2146/ajhp150760
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27440623&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27198103&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jep.12445
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26346850&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/RLU.0000000000001173
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26914567&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/24917185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jep.12202
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24917185&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/28943822
http://dx.doi.org/10.5863/1551-6776-22.4.272
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28943822&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.6168/FJCP.201907_27(3).0001
https://bmcnurs.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12912-015-0121-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12912-015-0121-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26770071&dopt=Abstract
http://qualitysafety.bmj.com/lookup/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=17693676
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/qshc.2006.019497
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=17693676&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

JMIR FORMATIVE RESEARCH Wang et a

18. Deliberal AP, Barreto DVM, Menezes CP, Bueno D. Patient Safety: analysis of the Impact of Implementation of Automated
Dispensing Cabinets on Medication Return in an University Hospital. Clin Biomed Res 2018;38(1):35-41. [doi:
10.4322/2357-9730.76692]

19. Oldland A, Golightly L, May S, Barber G, Stolpman N. Electronic Inventory Systems and Barcode Technology: Impact
on Pharmacy Technical Accuracy and Error Liability. Hospital Pharmacy 2015 Jan;50(1):034-041. [doi: 10.1310/hpj5001-034]

20. Guidance on the interdisciplinary safe use of automated dispensing cabinets. Institute for Safe Medication Practices. 2008
Feb 7. URL: https://www.ismp.org/resources/guidelines-saf e-use-automated-di spensing-cabinets [accessed 2020-11-18]

21. AhtisinenHK, KalioMM, Airaksinen M, Holmstrom AR. Safety, time and cost eval uation of automated and semi-automated
drug distribution systemsin hospitals: a systematic review. Eur JHosp Pharm 2020 Sep 19;27(5):253-262 [ FREE Full text]
[doi: 10.1136/ejhpharm-2018-001791] [Medline: 32839256]

22. De-Carvalho D, Alvim-Borges J, Toscano C. Impact assessment of an automated drug-dispensing system in atertiary
hospital. Clinics 2017 Oct 12;72(10):629-636. [doi: 10.6061/clinics/2017(10)07]

Abbreviations

ADC: automated dispensing cabinet

ADE: adverse drug event

BCMA: barcode medication administration

CPOE: computerized physician order entry
eMAR: electronic medication administration record
NTUH: National Taiwan University Hospital

UDD: unit dose drug

Edited by G Eysenbach; submitted 23.09.20; peer-reviewed by AUR Bacha, H Huang, P Nguyen; comments to author 15.12.20;
revised version received 28.04.21; accepted 24.08.21; published 17.09.21

Please cite as:

Wang YC, Tsan CY, Chen MC

Implementation of an Automated Dispensing Cabinet System and Its Impact on Drug Administration: Longitudinal Study
JMIR Form Res 2021;5(9): €24542

URL: https://formative.jmir.org/2021/9/e24542

doi: 10.2196/24542

PMID:

©Yi-Chen Wang, Chin-Yuan Tsan, Meng-Chun Chen. Originally published in JMIR Formative Research
(https://formative,jmir.org), 17.09.2021. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons
Attribution License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction
in any medium, provided the original work, first published in IMIR Formative Research, is properly cited. The complete
bibliographic information, a link to the original publication on https://formative.jmir.org, as well as this copyright and license
information must be included.

https:/formative.jmir.org/2021/9/e24542 JMIR Form Res 2021 | vol. 5| iss. 9 | €24542 | p. 8
(page number not for citation purposes)

RenderX


http://dx.doi.org/10.4322/2357-9730.76692
http://dx.doi.org/10.1310/hpj5001-034
https://www.ismp.org/resources/guidelines-safe-use-automated-dispensing-cabinets
https://ejhp.bmj.com/lookup/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=32839256
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/ejhpharm-2018-001791
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32839256&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.6061/clinics/2017(10)07
https://formative.jmir.org/2021/9/e24542
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/24542
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

