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Abstract

Background: Fall prevention is a priority in Canadian tertiary rehabilitation hospitals. We aimed to understand
the perspectives of hospital administrators on the challenges experienced when implementing fall prevention
policies/procedures for patients with spinal cord injury (SCI) in tertiary rehabilitation hospitals.

Methods: Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 10 administrators employed in six Canadian
tertiary rehabilitation hospitals. Guided by an interpretive description framework, interviews were analyzed
using a constant comparison approach.

Results: Challenges with fall prevention experienced by administrators fell into the three categories: 1) fall
prevention policy and procedural challenges (e.g. fall prevention policy not SCI-specific, expectation of zero
falls, determining contributing factors, learning from falls, and overall effectiveness of the fall prevention
policy), 2) clinician-related challenges (e.g. variable staff adherence with the organizations’ fall prevention
procedures, inconsistent delivery of fall prevention education, and integrating individualized fall risks to guide
clinical practice), and 3) patient-related challenges (e.g. balancing risk vs independence and rehabilitation
progress, responsibility for fall prevention, and non-preventable falls).

Conclusions: Fall prevention policies/procedures required by the hospitals were insufficient for clinical
practice in SCI rehabilitation.

Keywords: Health policy, Fall prevention, Interpretive description, Administrators, Spinal cord injury,
Rehabilitation hospital

Background
Fall prevention is a top priority in Canadian hospitals [1–3].
Accreditation Canada (2017) mandates hospitals implement
evidence-based fall prevention procedures to reduce falls
within healthcare settings. Fall prevention procedures in
Canadian hospitals should include a fall risk assessment,
documented and coordinated fall prevention approach, as
well as methods for evaluating and modifying the fall pre-
vention approach [1].

Hospital falls can result in liability, increased patient
length of stay, injuries, delayed rehabilitation [4, 5], and
greater care costs [6, 7]. In Canada, hospital falls are a
safety concern [2] that are tracked and reported as hos-
pital harm data [8].
Support from leadership staff can increase the success

of fall prevention in hospitals [9]. Hospital administrators
are responsible for implementing research-based clinical
practices [10] and creating a safety culture [11]. A qualita-
tive case study explored how leadership staff (n = 95) im-
plemented the Registered Nurses’Association of Ontario’s
Falls Best Practice Guidelines in three Canadian acute care
hospitals. Recognizing the perspectives of point-of-care
nursing staff and having a simple implementation process
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were among two of the four fall prevention recommenda-
tions proposed [12]. However, this study lacked an
inter-professional perspective as most participants had
a nursing background [12]. Watson, Salmoni, & Zece-
vic (2018) identified the following determining factors
to falls on neuroscience and medicine units: inad-
equate hospital policies, lack of staff education, and
the patients’ cognitive/mobility issues [13]. However,
findings from these aforementioned studies are lim-
ited to acute care settings; thus, they may not be rele-
vant to rehabilitation hospitals. Nonetheless, these
studies provide insight into important challenges with
fall prevention implementation in Canadian acute care
hospitals and highlight a need to explore fall preven-
tion in tertiary rehabilitation hospitals.
Fall prevention policies and procedures in tertiary

rehabilitation hospitals are often based on evidence
from acute care settings [14] and studies with older
adults [3, 15]. The application of acute care fall pre-
vention strategies may not be appropriate in a re-
habilitation context due to the differences in patient
care goals [16]. In rehabilitation settings, the imple-
mentation of evidence-based fall prevention strategies
is low [17] and conclusive evidence showing the ef-
fectiveness of hospital fall prevention programs is
lacking [18]. Research on falls in rehabilitation units
indicates that patients with neurologic disorders such
as spinal cord injury (SCI) have a higher risk of fall-
ing in comparison to “orthopedic, cardiac, pulmonary
disorders, prolonged stay on medical or surgical units,
or trauma without spinal cord injury or head injury”
[14]. The rate of falls among patients with SCI in in-
patient rehabilitation is 13% [14]. Differences in fall
rates between hospital units with similar patient pop-
ulations have been reported as well [15]. Therefore,
both the patient population and individualized risk as-
sessments should be considered when implementing
fall prevention strategies in tertiary rehabilitation hos-
pitals [2, 19, 20]. In addition to the lack of an inter-
professional perspective on fall prevention in rehabili-
tation hospitals [12], there are no SCI-specific fall
prevention screening and guidelines for rehabilitation
hospitals.

Aim
Administrators offer a valuable perspective on fall pre-
vention as they play a vital role in creating a culture that
promotes patient safety and can influence buy-in from
clinical staff [11, 21]. In this study we sought to under-
stand the perspectives of hospital administrators who
provide services to patients with SCI in tertiary rehabili-
tation hospitals throughout Canada on the challenges
experienced with fall prevention.

Method
Design
This qualitative study was guided by the interpretive de-
scription framework [22]. Interpretive description was
suitable for this study because it helped to generate clin-
ically grounded results that can guide improvements in
clinical settings [22]. Ethical approval for this study was
obtained from the Research Ethics Board of the Univer-
sity Health Network (UHN).

Settings and participants
A study using interpretive description can be conducted
with various sample sizes, but is typically conducted with
samples that range between 5 and 30 participants [22].
Taking into consideration the purpose of our study and
the number of tertiary rehabilitation hospitals that serve
Canadians with SCI (n = 15), we aimed to recruit 10 ad-
ministrators from different rehabilitation units to gener-
ate, “a new and richly textured understanding” [22, 23].
Purposeful snowball sampling [24] was used as we sought
to recruit individuals with specific occupational roles (e.g.
administrators) and skills (e.g. fall prevention). Inclusion
criteria required administrators to 1) work in a Canadian
tertiary rehabilitation hospital with designated SCI beds,
2) provide services to patients with SCI, and 3) be respon-
sible for creating, amending, and/or implementing the ter-
tiary rehabilitation hospital’s fall prevention policies.

Data collection
Semi-structured interviews were conducted November
2017 to April 2018 in person (n = 3) or by telephone (n = 7)
by the lead author (HS), who is an occupational therapist
with qualitative research and clinical experience in SCI re-
habilitation. The interview questions queried perspectives
on fall prevention, education, and post-fall management in
SCI rehabilitation, and transfers of fall management respon-
sibility from hospital staff to the patient/caregiver [25] dur-
ing discharge from SCI rehabilitation (see Additional file 1
for the interview guide). Interviews were audio-recorded
(Olympus-WS852) and lasted between 30 and 60min.

Analysis
In line with an interpretive descriptive approach, data col-
lection and analysis occurred concurrently [22]. Audio-
recorded interviews were transcribed verbatim by HS using
Dragon Dictation [26] transcription software. The re-
searchers used NVivo 12 (QSR International Pty Ltd.) to
organize and analyze the data. Three research team mem-
bers (HS, CK, KEM) independently reviewed the transcripts
and discussed their interpretation of the data. Taking an in-
terpretive description approach, we used inductive, open
coding to analyze large sections of data. Analysis involved
repeated immersion in the data. To understand the broader
concepts and relationships in the data, we repeatedly asked
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ourselves “What is happening here?” and “What am I learn-
ing about this?” [27]. Codes were developed for the first
transcript and subsequent transcripts were compared to
the previous transcripts, using the constant comparative
approach to analysis [28]. Conceptual diagrams [22] were
created to understand how concepts related to each other.
Upon analysis of all transcripts, a co-author (HMF) - who
is an administrator in a SCI rehabilitation hospital with 12
years of experience and not a study participant – performed
a “thoughtful clinician test” [22]. This allowed us to verify
that our interpretations of the collected data “are plausible
and confirmatory” [22].

Results
Ten administrators (two males) from six different Can-
adian tertiary rehabilitation hospitals participated in this
study (see Table 1). Most administrators had a varied
interdisciplinary clinical background e.g. physiotherapy
(3), social work (1), occupational therapy (1), exercise
therapy (1), nursing (2), and medicine (1).
The three main categories of challenges experienced by

administrators implementing fall prevention in SCI re-
habilitation included: 1) fall prevention policy and proce-
dures, 2) clinicians (i.e. members of the multidisciplinary
clinical care team, such as nurses, physicians, physical and
occupational therapists), and 3) patients (Table 2).

Category 1: fall prevention policy and procedural
challenges
The challenges related to the implementation of a fall pre-
vention policy and procedures described by administrators
included five subcategories: a) fall prevention policy not
SCI-specific, b) expectation of zero falls, c) determining
contributing factors, d) learning from falls, and e) overall
effectiveness of the fall prevention policy.

Table 1 Administrators, setting and rehabilitation unit type

Participant Setting Rehabilitation unit type

A1-Site A Inpatient SCI-specific

A2-Site A Outpatient SCI-specific

A3-Site A Inpatient SCI-specific

A4-Site A Inpatient + outpatient SCI-specific

A5-Site B Inpatient General rehab

A6-Site D Inpatient General rehab

A7-Site E Inpatient Neurological rehab

A8-Site C Inpatient General rehab

A9-Site C Inpatient General rehab

A10-Site F Inpatient SCI-specific

Table 2 Categories, subcategories and supporting quotes

Quotes for Category 1: Fall prevention policy and procedural challenges

Subcategory 1a
Fall prevention policy not SCI-
specific

“The policy tends to be generic for a
bigger audience right? … Acute
care, it is so different than rehab
and the purpose of acute care is
different. So I think it’s finding how
we fit within the policy and how to
manage within it.” (A2)
“I do find it’s difficult with our
clientele because I find a lot of what
is in the policy and procedures
seems to be based on people with
cognitive deficits rather than
someone with a spinal cord injury.”
(A9)

Subcategory 1b Expectation of
zero falls

“I don’t think we will never have any
falls. I do think trying to have zero
serious outcomes from a fall is a
pretty good thing to work on. But
given that we are rehab, the
chances are we will have patients
falling because they are trying to
ambulate and they are trying to go
back to the community.” (A3)
“A few years ago, there was a real
push on zero falls … Despite our
best efforts we can’t hundred
percent eliminate falls but we
certainly can reduce falls and
prevent injuries.” (A6)

Subcategory 1c Determining
contributing factors

“I think finding precise and good
information is sometimes difficult
because it does happen that we
find the patient on the floor. So it’s
more difficult to document what
happens in those situations...we do
include falls that occur during
physiotherapy but we are
questioning that because there
could be falls that, there are risks
within the fact that we do
rehabilitation so actually we
consider those falls also but we are
considering to take them out.” (A7)
“The greatest challenge that we
have is that we are not actually
present for most of the falls … we
generally find the patient on the
floor as opposed to being involved
in a situation where the patient
then falls.” (A5)

Subcategory 1d Learning from
falls

“My hope is that people look at it as
a learning opportunity and
preventing the likelihood of that
happening to someone else. They
could be more defensive or there
could also be like a punitive
approach rather than a learning
approach.” (A4)
“I think for us it is important to try
to find the root cause and then try
to avoid it because we don’t want
people falling and hurting
themselves.” (A2)

Subcategory 1e Overall
effectiveness of the fall
prevention policy

“Does the screening actually result
in less falls. I don’t know. Is that
actually necessary?” (A2)
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1a) Fall prevention policy not SCI-specific
All administrators questioned the applicability of their
unit’s “generic” fall prevention policy and procedures as
some parts were irrelevant to patients with SCI.
I find a lot of what is in the policy and procedures seems

to be based on people with cognitive deficits rather than
someone with a spinal cord injury, who has an incomplete
injury, who is actually starting to mobilize and starting to
transfer (A9).
One administrator explained how their unit made ef-

forts to “[find] how we fit within the policy and how to
manage within it” (A2). To enhance the utility of the fall
prevention tools, it was explained that the tools should be

Table 2 Categories, subcategories and supporting quotes
(Continued)

“Based on all of that scientific
literature that is out there around
falls there hasn’t been very good
evidence around any interventions
that truly prevent falls.” (A4)

Quotes for Category 2: Clinician-related challenges

Subcategory 2a Variable staff
adherence with the organizations’
fall prevention procedures

“We can see sometimes a very
glaring gap around ‘Oh the
STRATIFY has not been done yet’
and then next week ‘Oh the
STRATIFY has not been done yet’
and next week same thing...Why is
my staff continually week after week
not filling out the falls risk
assessment but my patients are not
falling?” (A1)
“I would probably even say 100%
[adherence], [clinicians] know what
their duties are in fall prevention
and management.” (A8)

Subcategory 2b Inconsistent
delivery of fall prevention
education

“Maybe there is a gap in something
we’re forgetting to tell them or
teach them before they go home.
So if there is some sort of linkage as
to what’s actually happening in the
community when somebody
leaves.” (A3)
“We don’t always do the teach back
around patient family education …
Do our patients truly understand
this undertaking when they are
trying to keep mobile and do they
have a harm prevention strategy?”
(A4)

Subcategory 2c Integrating
individualized fall risks to guide
clinical practice

“Stop rubberstamping and really try
to figure out how we can hone staff
skills at being better at anticipating
and understanding risk factors. So
train them in identifying as opposed
to just filling the paper that they will
never look at in the chart.” (A1)
“I would say the only thing with
tracking falls is when people are
completing the paperwork … is it
just the filling out a form or are
people actually putting sort of the
thought process into the root
cause? So that analysis piece. But in
terms of tracking of falls themselves,
I think that we do fairly well with
actually tracking numbers and
injuries... I would say that would be
one of the challenges - getting it to
be more proactive about preventing
falls in the first place.” (A6)

Quotes for Category 3: Patient-related challenges

Subcategory 3a Balancing risk vs
independence and rehabilitation
progress

“They are working with the experts
who were trained to help the
person manage that. So they are
always in a situation where they’re
in a harness or there’s protective
equipment to protect from an
injury. Again, they are pushing
themselves. That’s the whole point
of rehabilitation. You’ve gotta push

Table 2 Categories, subcategories and supporting quotes
(Continued)

yourself outside of the limits.” (A5)
“We are not going to stop them
from transferring just because we
want to keep them from falling.
Because like a 20-year-old, this is go-
ing to be their life so...they have to
learn if they do fall what they’re go-
ing to do about it...I almost think our
patients are more of an exception to
the rule.” (A9)

Subcategory 3b Responsibility for
fall prevention

“They should be part of it [fall
prevention] so then it doesn’t
necessarily necessitate any sort of
transfer [of responsibility]. They need
to be in it from day one if they are
doing rehab. They should be told
this is what I need to watch for. This
is what I need to do … it’s my
accountability to check the brake …
It’s not the nurse doing everything
for them.” (A1)
“We have to make sure our patients
become experts of their own
condition so they can recognize
potentially risky situations for them.”
(A10)

Subcategory 3c Non-preventable
falls

“I think that the cause of the falls are
actually related to people that don’t
respect what they have been told so
that is a challenge. We are not in
total control of all the factors. When
the client decides to not listen with
what has been told, it is more
difficult to control their risks or
prevent falls I would say.” (A7)
“If someone is learning to do
transfers and they have a spasm and
they are fatigued they might fall to
the floor...he’s learning to do it …
he did it with two nursing staff but
then his knee buckled and he went
to the floor, and we had to catch
him. But we are practicing
techniques that are taught to him.
He was well supervised. He was
using the right equipment, but it
was just one of those unpredictable
events.” (A9)
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clinician-led, “practical … visual, in your face, tells you
about the patient situation in that moment, rather than
onerous paperwork” (A1). Administrators recommended
that the chosen tools should address the specific fall risk
factors experienced after a SCI. It was also explained – in
spite of the fall prevention policy recommendations – that
the risk assessment tools used were not appropriate for
patients with SCI. Similarly, an outpatient administrator
on a SCI-specific unit explained, “we found through our
data that almost all our patients were classified as a fall
risk” (A2). This administrator further explained that the
fall risk assessment process was modified for outpatients
as it lacked useful information for clinicians. The out-
patient team had also adopted a blanket approach to fall
prevention.

1b) Expectation of zero falls
It was explained that the way in which the organizations
tracked falls suggested zero falls were expected by the
organization. For instance, all falls were regularly tracked
in each unit, regardless of whether an injury occurred. In
some units, falls were tracked daily on boards posted in
the unit. These boards were used as communication tools
to inform staff of the numbers of falls that occurred on
the unit. Further, each hospital received a “score card”
where a hospital’s score reflected the number of patient
falls that occurred in the hospital. However, administrators
explained that the activity-based nature of rehabilitation
made a goal of zero falls unrealistic to work towards. All
administrators agreed that, “zero [incidents of falls] is
what everyone wants but it’s not realistic” when working
with patients with SCI in a rehabilitation hospital. Rather,
the number of injurious falls “should be as low as pos-
sible” (A9). In the current study, administrators expected
a five to 25% fall rate in SCI rehabilitation. Rather than
striving for zero falls, administrators instead proposed two
realistic goals that sought to: i) “reduce [the possibility of]
falls and prevent injuries” (A6) and ii) “have zero serious
outcomes from a fall” (A3).

1c) Determining contributing factors
Administrators explained that it was their responsibility to
complete follow-up investigations of each fall to determine
whether a fall could have been prevented and classify the
fall. Since many patient falls were not witnessed, categoriz-
ing and determining the root cause of a fall was difficult.
Administrators suggested that clinicians could consult pa-
tients on their perspectives about the cause of the fall to
gain a clearer understanding of how to address this issue.
For some, challenges with categorization were also attrib-
uted to a lack of clarity as to what could be defined as a
preventable or non-preventable fall.
Each unit’s fall prevention policy required reporting of

all falls including, “no harm therapy falls”. These were falls

that occurred during therapy, but did not result in injury.
Although there were reported advantages of tracking no
injury therapy falls, such as documenting for liability and:
“to see what we could do differently … perhaps the patient
wasn’t ready to participate in therapy that day” (A3). Not
all administrators agreed with their organization’s require-
ment to report every fall. One administrator contemplated
excluding mandatory reporting of therapy falls that did
not result in an injury on his/her unit due to the process
being overly time consuming for clinical staff.

1d) Learning from falls
Administrators described barriers to learning from patient
falls on a unit as including concerns that it left some staff
feeling “defensive” about falls. Other concerns included the
perception that some administrators had a “punitive” rather
than a “learning” approach to reporting falls within the unit
(A4). Additionally, the lack of “resources to complete well
run debriefs” was another barrier to learning from falls
(A4). Moreover, falls that occurred while a patient was off-
site on a community pass were generally not tracked, but
were viewed as opportunities to educate the patient.
“Tracking falls that occur on the weekend gives the clini-
cians a chance to see whether the patient needs more edu-
cation on specific risk factors or needs to be re-trained on
how to do something like a transfer” (A1).
Administrators asserted that they reviewed incident re-

ports pertaining to their units, but some questioned
whether a larger review of current trends occurred. As
depicted by A5, analyzing the trends of falls was viewed to
be important for guiding improvements to fall prevention:
The other critical aspect is…the review of falls not only

with staff on the unit at the time, but a larger review in
general to look at what are the trends that we see and
building prevention programs from that data (A5).

1e) Overall effectiveness of the fall prevention policy
Two views were prevalent about the effectiveness of fall
prevention in SCI rehabilitation. One view was since fall
rates were “low” in SCI rehabilitation, fall prevention was
seen to be effective. These administrators believed the aim
and outcomes of fall prevention in SCI rehabilitation were
to prevent falls only while the patient was in rehabilitation.
The second view was that since fall rates were consider-
ably higher in the community, some administrators ques-
tioned whether rehabilitation was adequately preparing
people for falls in the community.
We can help train and educate them before they’re

discharged to make it a better situation in the commu-
nity … typically when somebody leaves unless we hear
something from outpatients, we wouldn’t really know
what’s happening to that patient until maybe they are re-
admitted to acute care (A3).
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A larger research gap was recognized by some adminis-
trators with respect to the evidence available for both fall
prevention for individuals with SCI, and effective fall pre-
vention interventions in general. While universal precau-
tions were considered useful strategies to prevent falls,
there was discussion that more useful strategies were
needed to effectively prevent and prepare patients with
SCI for fall risks in the community. An administrator in-
volved in quality improvement highlighted that limited re-
search existed on effective strategies to reduce falls after
someone sustains a SCI. This administrator suggested a
future direction for SCI fall prevention research: “the field
(is) to focus on other things like improving mobility, redu-
cing injury as a result of falling and … co-creating care
plans with patients and their families” (A4).

Category 2: clinician-related challenges
Clinicians were viewed as the experts when it came to
fall prevention. However, three specific clinician-related
challenges with respect to fall prevention procedures
were identified. Administrators experienced challenges
with: a) variable staff adherence with the organizations’
fall prevention procedures, b) inconsistent delivery of fall
prevention education, and c) integrating individualized
fall risks to guide clinical practice.

2a) Variable staff adherence with the organizations’ fall
prevention procedures
Inconsistent staff adherence with fall prevention proce-
dures within some rehabilitation/SCI units were re-
ported. It is important to note this challenge was not
experienced by all administrators, as some administra-
tors reported excellent adherence with all aspects of
their fall prevention procedures but questioned rele-
vance. According to the administrators, a unit’s fall pre-
vention policy mandated that all falls must be reported;
however, this did not always occur in practice. Although
administrators recognized that clinicians “try their best”,
one identified area of non-adherence was related to
tracking of the no injury therapy falls.
I wouldn’t be surprised if we have more falls than are

documented in therapy...the organization wants it for
every fall. I think that’s where we struggle because I
think the therapists feel often like it … was more a con-
trolled fall than a fall (A2).
The challenges associated with reporting therapy falls

were believed to be a result of the clinician’s lack of time,
and a blurring of when falls were a part of therapy versus
when they were not. A4 explained that another reason for
clinician’s underreporting related to “attitudes that falls
are completely not preventable and that it’s a natural
course of a spinal cord injury”. Since falls were common
during therapy, it was suggested that clarification of which
falls were to be reported during the therapy would be

beneficial to improve adherence with reporting. An ad-
ministrator opined that ultimately it was the manager who
was responsible for creating a positive staff safety culture
and influencing staff adherence with fall prevention
procedures.
Another identified area of non-adherence concerned

completion of the unit’s fall risk assessment. As A10 de-
scribed, “what was difficult for my team [was] to do it on
day one because they might not find that was the right
moment to do it”. A1 hypothesized the reason for the cli-
nician’s non-adherence could be due to a “resource dis-
connect” because, “we have asked them to do a process
that is very onerous” (A1). In contrast, A3 – an adminis-
trator who worked in the same facility but on a different
SCI-specific inpatient unit – reported that clinicians were
complying with fall prevention procedures. In their views,
A9 and A10 explained that non-adherence was justified in
some cases because the available fall prevention tools or
procedures were not applicable to the SCI population or
the unit. As A9 explained, “I can’t always justify following
the procedure to the letter because I don’t think it could
be applied to all of our patients”.

2b) Inconsistent delivery of fall prevention education
Inconsistent delivery of fall prevention education was
noted by most administrators. All but one administrator
explained that after a patient with SCI experienced a fall,
there was a post-fall staff huddle that takes place. The
post-fall huddle was a discussion of the details of a pa-
tient’s fall and identification of additional fall prevention
strategies. It was reported that clinicians inconsistently
conducted thorough follow-ups with patients after the
huddle. Administrators explained that patients received
some fall prevention education, but were unclear about
the level of detail and whether it occurred consistently
with all patients. The lack of consistent delivery of pa-
tient education was believed to result in patients being
less prepared for their risk of falls in the community
after being discharged.
There was no formal process for fall prevention educa-

tion. A structured discussion centering fall etiology/
cause and how to prevent future falls was viewed as a
beneficial part of a patient’s rehabilitation. In order to
improve patient education, one unit planned to add a
patient educator to their team.
Fall prevention education was generally not a top prior-

ity in outpatient rehabilitation because, “they are maybe
with us for 30 minutes” (A2). The outpatient manager ex-
plained that the patient’s fall history was only brought up
by staff, “at the beginning of the first four sessions” or
when, “patients sometimes bring it up when they come in”
(A2). The outpatient administrator assumed that those
who attend outpatient SCI rehabilitation had already been
provided with the appropriate fall prevention education
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while an inpatient. In contrast, some inpatient administra-
tors strongly believed that fall prevention education for
community fall risk factors should be the responsibility of
outpatient rehabilitation. “Structured” fall prevention edu-
cation should be provided at discharge from inpatient
units with a focus on ensuring, “the patients are well
aware and competent to make the decisions on risks of
mobility and the outcomes of potential falls” (A4). Ac-
cording to A4, efforts should also be made to ensure clini-
cians had “the best practice skills around teaching”, were
aware of “their roles as teachers”, and equipped with skills
to “deliver education to different kinds of learners”.

2c) Integrating individualized fall risks to guide clinical
practice
Due to the clinicians often using a “blanket approach to
intervention,” which meant applying universal fall pre-
vention strategies rather than tailoring fall prevention
strategies to a patient’s specific risk factors, administra-
tors found it was challenging to anticipate falls. During a
patient’s inpatient stay, it was common practice for the
fall risk assessment to be completed at admission but it
was often only reassessed if the patient had fallen. Ad-
ministrators believed that a patient’s fall risk assessment
score was not meaningfully used by clinicians to inform
individualized fall prevention plans. As A6 explained:
“the challenges are for staff not to complete just a form
… I don’t know if people are thinking through those in-
dividual risk factors and coming up with strategies for
those” (A6). In terms of the format of the risk assess-
ment tools, administrators indicated that although a
checklist format streamlined documentation for clini-
cians, it was a barrier to critically thinking about pa-
tients’ unique risk factors. It was suggested that the fall
risk assessment form be reformatted to allow, “for more
problem-solving and [to make it easier to] look at indi-
vidualized risk factors, and then care planning around
those” (A6). Administrators felt that creating customized
and individualized fall prevention plans was an area for
improvement. An inter-professional team approach to
fall prevention was also seen as important to, “really
understand what the root causes of a patient’s risks for
falls are and then mitigating those [risk factors]” (A4).
Two particular units adopted an inter-professional team
approach to fall prevention: “a physiotherapist and occu-
pational therapist and also the nurse, they all do the as-
sessment together, and then after that, they put in
recommendations” (A7).
Another challenge identified with respect to individual-

izing fall prevention policies/procedures included deter-
mining the most appropriate time to provide patient
education, and how to tailor it to the patients’ post-
discharge environments. A recommendation for individu-
alizing fall prevention plans was to create a formal

dialogue with patients on their specific fall risk factors in
rehabilitation and the community.

Category 3: patient-related challenges
Administrators described patient-related challenges that
made it difficult to successfully implement fall preven-
tion procedures. Patient-related challenges included: a)
balancing risk vs independence and rehabilitation pro-
gress, b) responsibility for fall prevention, and c) non-
preventable falls.

3a) Balancing risk vs independence and rehabilitation
progress
Administrators agreed that rehabilitation presented an in-
herent risk of falls for patients as they attempted to regain
their mobility and autonomy, and prepare for community
reintegration. During rehabilitation sessions patients were:
“pushing their limits and they want to see what they can
do. They [also] want to see what they can’t [do] yet” (A5).
A tension between adhering to fall prevention policies/

procedures, while simultaneously allowing patients to
re-learn their physical abilities and improve their mobil-
ity was apparent. Administrators recognized the chal-
lenges patients faced as they were, “very independent
prior to their injury … They want to try to get that sense
of control back” (A5). Falls that occurred during therapy
were viewed as safer, better controlled, and supported.
Therapy falls gave patients the opportunity to learn fall
prevention and self-management skills considered in-
strumental for community reintegration.
Balancing the autonomy of a patient was important

during the rehabilitation process. Some administrators
felt the current policies and procedures were not clear
on how staff should respond to situations where a pa-
tient did not want to comply. Below, A3 recounted a
complicated and delicate situation. Here, staff were
doing their best to follow the fall prevention procedures
after a patient fell, but the patient was eager to get up
from the fall:
“The patient was insisting I’m fine, I need to get up. We

are saying no, no, we need to do this assessment first …
At what point do we say we listened to what the patient
has to say before we do all of our safety checks?” (A3).

3b) Responsibility for fall prevention
In the hospital settings, clinicians were responsible for any
activities related to fall prevention. Within some inpatient
units, there was an apparent transfer of responsibility
whereby the responsibility for fall prevention activities
were transferred to the patient upon discharge. Adminis-
trators stressed that preparing patients to recognize and
prevent fall risks in the community through providing fall
prevention education was paramount. However, given a
clinician’s lack of time and other priorities, this could be
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overlooked. One administrator explained to effectively
prepare patients on how to manage and mitigate fall risk
factors in the community, “we need to look at the model
of care differently” (A1). Instead of clinicians conducting
all fall prevention activities, clinicians should share this re-
sponsibility with patients. Shared responsibility for fall
prevention was surprisingly only described by administra-
tors from two inpatient units. Clinicians at these particular
inpatient units provided patients with the knowledge to
self-manage their fall risk from day one of rehabilitation.
Community passes were recognized as a way to pre-

pare patients for the risk of falls in the community. Ad-
ministrators explained that home visits were conducted
with most inpatients to provide patients with additional
information on the fall hazards in their post-discharge
environment. According to administrators, it was diffi-
cult to prepare patients for fall risk in the home environ-
ment because the recommended level of assistance and
funding for appropriate equipment may not be widely
available outside a hospital setting.

3c) Non-preventable falls
Administrators discussed many scenarios where they felt
they were not able to prevent falls. For instance, some falls
that were believed to be a result of the “patient’s own ac-
tions” were considered non-preventable. Impulsive behav-
ior and non-adherence with safety recommendations were
examples of patient-related challenges to fall prevention.
One proposed solution for these challenges was to tailor
fall prevention education to match the personality and be-
haviour of the patient.
Another challenging situation where administrators felt

they could not prevent falls was when a patient leaves the
facility. A3 explained, “it’s out of our control once they
leave the building in terms of if a fall happens, but you
know we still feel accountable because they are our pa-
tients” (A3). Finally, some administrators believed that
non-preventable falls were seemingly inevitable due to the
nature of SCI. As A9 stated, “I have an incomplete spinal
cord injury patient, where a patient could be walking with
two staff and we have everything in place but a leg could
buckle”. As such, their efforts were shifted to minimizing
injuries from the fall.

Discussion
This is the first study to examine the perspectives of
hospital administrators regarding implementation
challenges with fall prevention in Canadian SCI re-
habilitation. It is important to consider that SCI re-
habilitation in Canada operates within a publicly
funded healthcare system. Fall prevention was consid-
ered a high priority for administrators of all hospitals.
Findings from this study uncovered three categories
of challenges that administrators faced while they

implemented fall prevention in SCI rehabilitation: pol-
icy and procedural, clinician-related, and patient-
related. These challenges impact fall prevention and
management across rehabilitation and community en-
vironments (see Fig. 1). In the current study, similar
fall prevention challenges were reported by adminis-
trators from both SCI-specific units as well as general
rehabilitation units. This may be because the fall pre-
vention policies implemented at all sites were generic
and not population specific to individuals with SCI.
Presented in Table 3 are a list of recommendations for

SCI rehabilitation within tertiary rehabilitation hospitals
that may address challenges raised by administrators.
These recommendations are informed by findings from
this study, as well as preceding studies [12, 14, 29–32].
One challenge identified by the administrators was accur-

ately predicting fall risk in patients with SCI. Consistent
with prior research [14, 29], administrators acknowledged
that there was a lack of screening tools to accurately predict
falls in rehabilitation. Despite fall prevention best practices
and Accreditation Canada requiring the use of a risk assess-
ment tool to predict a patient’s risk of falling [1, 3], adminis-
trators believed most tools currently being used for patients
with SCI in tertiary rehabilitation hospitals lacked the ability
to discriminate between those at low and high risk of fall-
ing. This may be because most fall risk assessment tools
have not been developed or validated in a rehabilitation set-
ting [33]. Administrators found some rehabilitation units
had low staff adherence with completing the risk assess-
ment tool. We found some of the administrators them-
selves did not buy into all tools mandated by the
organization for their units. As a result, these administra-
tors struggle with enforcing a process which they them-
selves feel has little utility in this specific setting. This
finding signifies a disconnect between the organization’s fall
prevention requirements and the clinical realities of work-
ing with patients with SCI in tertiary rehabilitation hospitals
that should be addressed.
Given the limited options of risk assessment tools ap-

propriate for patients with SCI in rehabilitation, it
would be worthwhile to develop sensitive methods of
evaluating fall risk in this population. For example, a
study from a geriatric rehabilitation unit found clinical
judgment to have higher accuracy in predicting falls
than risk assessment tools [29]. Aizen & Zlotver, (2013)
found developing a single fall risk prediction tool to use
with multiple populations in rehabilitation settings was
challenging due to the multifactorial causes of falls. In-
stead, checklists that prompted clinicians to consider
common population-specific fall risk factors may have
greater clinical utility than a fall risk assessment in a re-
habilitation setting [17]. Rather than adopting the same
assessment tools used in acute care, rehabilitation hos-
pitals should determine which fall risk assessment tool
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is most appropriate for assessing patients’ risks of fall-
ing within their setting [30, 34].
Post-fall debriefs offer a chance to learn from a fall

event, identify risk factors that cause falls, and can inform
specific interventions for a patient [31]. All administrators
in this study described the occurrence of a post-fall
follow-up, but a larger review of the ongoing trends was
lacking. Since a regular evaluation of the effectiveness of a
healthcare organization’s fall prevention program is a re-
quired organizational practice [1], this finding highlights a
practice gap. A more formalized review of the effective-
ness of the fall prevention policy and procedures, fall
trends and subsequent practice recommendations at each
participating unit would be beneficial.
It was the collective standpoint of administrators that

striving for zero falls when working with patients with
SCI in rehabilitation was not a realistic goal. Cochrane
& colleagues (2017) suggest that zero patient harm may
be a more appropriate goal in rehabilitation [35]. Ad-
ministrators discussed rehabilitation as a place where pa-
tients were going through the journey of relearning their
physical abilities, and regaining their mobility and auton-
omy. Consistent with previous study, the challenge of
balancing the autonomy and the safety of patients with
SCI during their rehabilitation remains a major chal-
lenge in fall prevention [30]. In cases where no harm oc-
curred, administrators viewed these falls as learning
opportunities for both the patient and clinicians. In SCI
rehabilitation, the aims are to achieve goals related to
motor tasks including ambulation, wheelchair propul-
sion, and transfers [36]. These motor tasks are less likely
to result in injury because they are practiced under the
supervision of a trained therapist [37]. As such, in SCI
rehabilitation, injurious falls may be a more appropriate

quality measure, while no-harm falls and near falls can
be approached as learning opportunities [38].
Hospital falls are classified as adverse events, defined as

“an unintended injury or complication resulting in pro-
longed hospital stay, disability at the time of discharge or
death and caused by healthcare management rather than
by the patient’s underlying disease process” [39]. This sug-
gests a notion that all hospital falls are preventable [38]. In
contrast to this view, we found administrators believed
that many falls were a result of intrinsic SCI complications
and consequently not preventable. Administrators also
faced challenges with preventing falls in patients who
demonstrated risk taking or impulsive behaviour. Fall pre-
vention studies have recognized the role of behavioural
factors such as a person’s decision making and a person’s
risky behaviour as contributors to falls [33, 40]. Informed
risk taking is one approach that clinicians can use to edu-
cate patients who exhibit impulsive or risk taking behav-
iour. This approach involves informing and educating all
patients on their fall risk factors and encouraging patients
to consider their risk of falling with all activities that they
will engage in. As patients participate in rehabilitation and
learn their new abilities, their “risk taking” will be in-
formed, voluntary, and practiced in a supportive environ-
ment [41].
We found some administrators lacked awareness of

the high rate of falls faced by people with SCI after dis-
charge from rehabilitation [42]. Knowledge gaps regard-
ing the prevalence of falls after SCI may lead to a lower
prioritization of fall prevention education/training in
SCI rehabilitation. Moreover, some administrators had
not considered the need to transfer the responsibility of
fall prevention from hospital staff to the patient. Only
two administrators viewed fall prevention as a shared

Fig. 1 Overview of components of fall prevention in Canadian tertiary rehabilitation hospitals
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responsibility between the patient and clinicians and en-
couraged a self-management approach to fall prevention
from day one following admission to rehabilitation.
Using this approach, patients were educated on their fall
risks and then encouraged to identify what strategies to
use to prevent falls. Even though this approach was not
implemented on all units, teaching self-management
skills for fall prevention was generally positively per-
ceived by administrators and thought to make patients
more prepared for community fall risk factors. A self-
management fall risk program in multiple sclerosis has
been found to improve skills and behaviour that can re-
duce the risk of falls [43].
The strengths of this study are the representation of

interdisciplinary perspectives of administrators from six
tertiary hospitals, who are often difficult to reach.

Telephone interviews allowed us to include administra-
tors who provide services to patients with SCI from ter-
tiary rehabilitation hospitals across Canada; however,
the absence of visual cues in their telephone interviews
may have led to misunderstandings [44] and a loss of
engagement between the interviewee during the con-
versation is a limitation of this study [45].

Conclusion
This study revealed implementation challenges related to
fall prevention from the perspectives of hospital administra-
tors who provide services to patients with SCI in a tertiary
rehabilitation hospital. Challenges related to three categories
were identified including policy and procedural, clinician-
related and patient-related. The generic organizational fall
prevention policies and procedures were found to be insuffi-
cient for addressing the clinical realities of fall prevention
that takes place within SCI rehabilitation. Findings highlight
ways that comprehensive fall prevention education can fa-
cilitate the transfer of fall prevention responsibility from
hospital staff to administrators during the discharge transi-
tions from SCI rehabilitation.
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Table 3 Clinical practice recommendations

Fall Risk Assessments in SCI rehabilitation

■ Re-format fall risk assessment tools to encourage critical thinking
and individualized plans

■ Consider a patient’s behavioral risk factors to predict fall risk

Fall Prevention Procedures in SCI rehabilitation

■ No blame reporting of fall incidents

■ Consider strategies to minimize injuries from falls

■ Establish consensus on documenting therapy falls that do not
result in an injury and streamline reporting process

■ Adapt existing fall prevention strategies to increase applicability in
SCI rehabilitation

■ Track falls during community passes to identify areas for additional
fall prevention education

■ Re-design processes that have poor compliance

Fall Prevention Training/Education in SCI rehabilitation

■ Include SCI-specific fall risk factors when delivering fall prevention
education

■ Prioritize fall prevention education in inpatient and outpatient
rehabilitation

■ Educate patients with SCI on hospital and community fall risk
factors

■ Include an informed risk taking and/or self-management approach
to fall prevention training

■ Create a formal dialogue for fall prevention education

■ Ensure clinicians have the appropriate skills to deliver fall
prevention education

Post-fall Procedure in SCI rehabilitation

■ Conduct formal reviews of fall trends and integrate findings into fall
prevention education

■ Share fall trends with staff and encourage discussions on how to
prevent similar occurrences

■ Identify the patients’ perspectives on contributing factors to falls

■ Leadership to continue encouraging a culture of learning from falls

■ Outline a clear process for clinicians to follow if a patient refuses
the post-fall assessment

Singh et al. BMC Health Services Research          (2019) 19:391 Page 10 of 11

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-019-4233-8


Competing interests
The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest.

Author details
1SCI Mobility Lab, Toronto Rehabilitation Institute – University Health
Network, 520 Sutherland Dr, Toronto, ON M4G 3V9, Canada. 2Rehabilitation
Sciences Institute, University of Toronto, Toronto, Canada. 3Division of
Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation, Faculty of Medicine, University of
Toronto, Toronto, Canada. 4Institute of Health Policy, Management and
Evaluation, University of Toronto, Toronto, Canada. 5Department of Physical
Therapy, Faculty of Medicine, University of Toronto, Toronto, Canada.

Received: 12 October 2018 Accepted: 7 June 2019

References
1. Accreditation Canada. Required organizational practices handbook. 2017.

https://accreditation.ca/required-organizational-practices/. Accessed 4 Sept
2018.

2. Safer Healthcare Now. Reducing falls and injuries from falls. 2015. https://
www.patientsafetyinstitute.ca/en/toolsResources/Documents/Interventions/
Reducing%20Falls%20and%20Injury%20from%20Falls/Falls%20One%20Pager.
pdf. Accessed 10 Mar 2018.

3. RNAO. Preventing falls and reducing injury from falls 4th edition. 2017.
https://rnao.ca/sites/rnao-ca/files/bpg/FALL_PREVENTION_WEB_1207-17.pdf.
Accessed 10 Mar 2018.

4. Oliver D, Healey F, Haines TP. Preventing falls and fall-related injuries in
hospitals. Clin Geriatr Med. 2010;26:645–92.

5. Lee JE, Stokic DS. Risk factors for falls during inpatient rehabilitation. Am J
Phys Med Rehabil. 2008;87:341–50.

6. Fiesta J. Liability for falls. Nurs Manag. 1998;29:24–6.
7. Bates DW, Pruess K, Souney P, Platt R. Serious falls in hospitalized patients:

correlates and resource utilization. Am J Med Sci. 1995;99:137–43.
8. Canadian Institute for Health Informatics. Measuring patient harm in

Canadian hospitals. 2016. https://secure.cihi.ca/free_products/cihi_cpsi_
hospital_harm_en.pdf. Accessed 10 Sept 2018.

9. Hempel S, Newberry S, Wang Z, Booth M, Shanman R, Johnsen B, et al.
Hospital fall prevention: a systematic review of implementation, components,
adherence, and effectiveness. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2013;61:483–94.

10. Dopson S, Locock L, Chambers D, Gabbay J. Implementation of evidence-
based medicine: evaluation of the promoting action on clinical
effectiveness programme. J Health Serv Res Policy. 2001;6:23–31.

11. Spoelstra SL, Given BA, Given CW. Fall prevention in hospitals: an integrative
review. Clin Nurs Res. 2012;21:92–112.

12. Ireland S, Kirkpatrick H, Boblin S, Robertson K. The real world journey of
implementing fall prevention best practices in three acute care hospitals: a
case study. Worldviews Evid-Based Nurs. 2013;10:95–103.

13. Watson B, Salmoni A, Zecevic A. Case analysis of factors contributing to
patient falls. Clin Nurs Res. 2018. Advance online publication https://doi.org/
10.1177/1054773818754450e3.

14. Forrest G, Huss S, Patel V, Jeffries J, Myers D, Barber C, et al. Falls on an
inpatient rehabilitation unit: risk assessment and prevention. Rehabil Nurs.
2012;37:56–61.

15. Staggs VS, Mion LC, Shorr RI. Consistent differences in medical unit fall rates:
implications for research and practice. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2015;63:983–7.

16. AHRQ. Preventing falls in hospitals: a toolkit for improving quality of care.
2013 https://www.ahrq.gov/sites/default/files/publications/files/fallpxtoolkit.
pdf. Accessed 4 Sept 2018.

17. Aizen E, Zlotver E. Prediction of falls in rehabilitation and acute care geriatric
setting. J Clin Gerontol Geriatr. 2013;4:57–61.

18. Åberg A, Lundin-Olsson L, Rosendahl E. Implementation of evidence-based
prevention of falls in rehabilitation units: a staff’s interactive approach. J
Rehabil Med. 2009;41:1034–40.

19. Aizen E, Lutsyk G, Wainer L, Carmeli S. Effectiveness of individualized fall
prevention program in geriatric rehabilitation hospital setting: a cluster
randomized trial. Aging Clin Exp Res. 2015;27(5):681–8.

20. Saverino A, Benevolo E, Ottonello M, Zsirai E, Sessarego P. Falls in a
rehabilitation setting: functional independence and fall risk. Eura
Medicophys. 2006;42:179-84.

21. Tinetti ME, Gordon C, Sogolow E, Lapin P, Bradley EH. (2006). Fall-risk
evaluation and management: challenges in adopting geriatric care
practices. Gerontologist. 2006;46:717–25.

22. Thorne SE. Interpretive description. Walnut Creek: Left Coast Press; 2008.
23. Sandelowski M. Sample size in qualitative research. Res Nurs Health. 1995;18:

179–83.
24. Sadler GR, Lee HC, Lim RSH, Fullerton J. Recruitment of hard-to-reach

population subgroups via adaptations of the snowball sampling strategy.
Nurs Health Sci. 2010;12:369–74.

25. Hill AM, Etherton-Beer C, McPhail SM, Morris ME, Flicker L, Shorr R, et al.
Reducing falls after hospital discharge: a protocol for a randomised
controlled trial evaluating an individualised multimodal falls education
programme for older adults. BMJ Open. 2017;7:e013931.

26. Nuance. Dragon speech recognition software. 2018. https://www.nuance.
com/dragon.html. Accessed 10 Mar 2018.

27. Thorne SE, Kirkham SR, O’Flynn-Magee K. The analytic challenge in
interpretive description. Int J Qual Methods. 2004;3:1–11.

28. Corbin J, Strauss A. Basics of qualitative research. 3rd ed. Thousand Oaks:
Sage Publications; 2008.

29. Vassallo M, Poynter L, Sharma JC, Kwan J, Allen SC. Fall risk-assessment tools
compared with clinical judgment: an evaluation in a rehabilitation ward.
Age Ageing. 2008;37:277–81.

30. Oliver D. Preventing falls and falls-injuries in hospitals and long-term care
facilities. Rev Clin Gerontol. 2007;17:75–91.

31. Hook ML, Winchel S. Fall-related injuries in acute care: reducing the risk of
harm. Medsurg Nurs. 2006;15:370–7, 381.

32. Braithwaite J, Westbrook M, Travaglia J. Attitudes toward the large-scale
implementation of an incident reporting system. Int J Qual Health Care.
2008;20:184–91.

33. Thomas D, Pavic A, Bisaccia E, Grotts J. Validation of fall risk assessment
specific to the inpatient rehabilitation facility setting. Rehabilitation Nursing.
2016;41:253–9.

34. Rohde JM, Myers AH, Vlahov D. Variation in risk for falls by clinical
department: implications for prevention. Infect Control Hosp Epidemiol.
1990;11:521–4.

35. Cochrane BS, Hagins M, Picciano G, King JA, Marshall DA, Nelson B, Deao C.
High reliability in healthcare: creating the culture and mindset for patient
safety. Healthc Manage Forum. 2017;30:61–8.

36. Harvey LA. Physiotherapy rehabilitation for people with spinal cord injuries.
J Physiother. 2016;62:4–11.

37. Hitcho EB, Krauss MJ, Birge S, Dunagan WC, Fischer I, Johnson S, et al.
Characteristics and circumstances of falls in a hospital setting: a prospective
analysis. J Gen Intern Med. 2004;19:732–9.

38. Currie L. Fall and injury prevention. In: Hugh RG, editor. Patient safety and
quality: an evidence-based handbook for nurses. Rockville: Agency for
Healthcare Research and Quality (US); 2008.

39. De Vries EN, Ramrattan MA, Smorenburg SM, Gouma DJ, Boermeester MA.
The incidence and nature of in-hospital adverse events: a systematic review.
Qual Saf Health Care. 2008;17:216–23.

40. Harrison BE, Ferrari M, Campbell C, Maddens M, Whall AL. Evaluating the
relationship between inattention and impulsivity-related falls in hospitalized
older adults. Geriatr Nurs. 2010;31:8–16.

41. Haines TP, Lee DCA, O’Connell B, McDermott F, Hoffmann T. Why do
hospitalized older adults take risks that may lead to falls? Health Expect.
2015;18(2):233–49.

42. Amatachaya S, Wannapakhe J, Arrayawichanon P, Siritarathiwat W,
Wattanapun P. Functional abilities, incidences of complications and falls of
patients with spinal cord injury 6 months after discharge. Spinal Cord. 2011;
49:520–4.

43. Finlayson M, Peterson E, Cho C. Pilot study of a fall risk management
program for middle aged and older adults with MS. Neurorehabil. 2009;25:
107–15.

44. Hermanowicz JC. The great interview: 25 strategies for studying people in
bed. Qual Sociol. 2002;25:479–99.

45. Irvine A, Drew P, Sainsbury R. Am I not answering your questions properly?
Clarification, adequacy and responsiveness in semi structured telephone
and face to face interviews. Qual Res. 2012;13:87–106.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Singh et al. BMC Health Services Research          (2019) 19:391 Page 11 of 11

https://accreditation.ca/required-organizational-practices/
https://www.patientsafetyinstitute.ca/en/toolsResources/Documents/Interventions/Reducing%20Falls%20and%20Injury%20from%20Falls/Falls%20One%20Pager.pdf
https://www.patientsafetyinstitute.ca/en/toolsResources/Documents/Interventions/Reducing%20Falls%20and%20Injury%20from%20Falls/Falls%20One%20Pager.pdf
https://www.patientsafetyinstitute.ca/en/toolsResources/Documents/Interventions/Reducing%20Falls%20and%20Injury%20from%20Falls/Falls%20One%20Pager.pdf
https://www.patientsafetyinstitute.ca/en/toolsResources/Documents/Interventions/Reducing%20Falls%20and%20Injury%20from%20Falls/Falls%20One%20Pager.pdf
https://rnao.ca/sites/rnao-ca/files/bpg/FALL_PREVENTION_WEB_1207-17.pdf
https://secure.cihi.ca/free_products/cihi_cpsi_hospital_harm_en.pdf
https://secure.cihi.ca/free_products/cihi_cpsi_hospital_harm_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1054773818754450
https://doi.org/10.1177/1054773818754450
https://www.ahrq.gov/sites/default/files/publications/files/fallpxtoolkit.pdf
https://www.ahrq.gov/sites/default/files/publications/files/fallpxtoolkit.pdf
https://www.nuance.com/dragon.html
https://www.nuance.com/dragon.html

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Aim
	Method
	Design
	Settings and participants
	Data collection
	Analysis

	Results
	Category 1: fall prevention policy and procedural challenges
	1a) Fall prevention policy not SCI-specific
	1b) Expectation of zero falls
	1c) Determining contributing factors
	1d) Learning from falls
	1e) Overall effectiveness of the fall prevention policy

	Category 2: clinician-related challenges
	2a) Variable staff adherence with the organizations’ fall prevention procedures
	2b) Inconsistent delivery of fall prevention education
	2c) Integrating individualized fall risks to guide clinical practice

	Category 3: patient-related challenges
	3a) Balancing risk vs independence and rehabilitation progress
	3b) Responsibility for fall prevention
	3c) Non-preventable falls


	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Additional file
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Author details
	References
	Publisher’s Note

