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ABSTRACT

Introduction: In hospital care, urinary catheters are frequently used, causing a substantial
risk for catheter-associated urinary tract infections (CAUTI). Patient awareness and
evaluation of appropriateness of their catheter through mHealth could decrease these
healthcare-associated infections. However, patient engagement via mHealth in infection
prevention is still limited. Therefore, we describe the systematic development and usability
evaluation of the mHealth intervention Participatient, to prevent CAUTI, aiming for optimal
adoption of the app in the clinical setting.

Method: The CeHRes roadmap was used as development guideline, operationalizing
phases for (1) contextual inquiry (observations and interviews), (2) value specification
(interviews with probing) and (3) design in multiple steps and in co-creation with end-users.
During phases 1 and 2, semi-structured interviews were conducted with fifteen patients and
three nurses. The design phase was combined with the minimum viable product
development strategy, with a focus on early cyclic steps of prototyping.

Results: In phase 1, patients acknowledged the risks of catheter use. Patients in phase 2
valued endorsement of a mHealth application by healthcare workers and reported to own a
smartphone. Both patients and nurses recognized the need for useful modules in the app
besides catheter care. Based on the needs and values as found in phase 2, the Participation
app was developed. Based on usability tests in phase 3, content, text size, plain language,
and navigation structures were further amended, and images were added.

Conclusion: This study provides real-world insight in the developmental strategy for mHealth
interventions by involving both patients and care providers. Development of an app using
thorough needs-assessment provided understanding for its content and design. By
developing an app providing patients with reliable information and daily checklists, we aim to
provide a tailored tool for communication and awareness on catheter use for the whole ward,
and a potential blueprint for mHealth development.

Abbreviations

CAUTI Catheter-associated urinary tract infection;

Cl Contextual inquiry

ECDC European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control
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1. Introduction

Within the hospital setting, healthcare-associated infections (HAI) are a high-priority
problem as they are associated with an increased mortality, more adverse events, and
increased length of stay in the hospital or long-term care facility." 2 The most prevalent HAI
is the catheter-associated urinary tract infection (CAUTI), which is best prevented by
reducing the use of urinary catheters.” Previous studies have shown that 20 - 50% of
urinary catheters are placed with an inappropriate indication® or are not timely removed."
Reduction of CAUTI has become a priority by the European Centre for Disease Prevention
and Control (ECDC) and national institutes like the Dutch National Institute for Public Health
and the Environment (RIVM).

The current approach in reducing catheter use, and thus CAUTI, is creating awareness
among physicians and nursing staff by implementing guidelines and surveillance with
feedback.? ® However, this approach is considered time consuming, financially expensive,
with declining compliance over time, and insufficient reduction of inappropriate catheter
placement.” ® To overcome these barriers, a relevant addition to reach catheter reduction
would be to involve the patients in the decision making process regarding the catheter
removal.’

With increasing use of mobile health applications (apps), new tools become available for
patient engagement and self-management. Such mHealth technologies have shown
potential to improve safety and quality of care. For example, by providing patients with
tailored information on their medical condition or as a means for communication on their
health.'® " A review of the most used app stores in 2015 reported seventeen apps available
regarding HAI prevention, of which a mere two apps were also aimed at patients.' One of
them, called “Infection Prevention” is an informative app, listing precautions associated with
preventing numerous infections. The other is the “Handwash counter”, which lets patients
and providers track handwashing instances to promote infection prevention and better hand
hygiene. These apps are pioneering in the field of infection prevention, though the number of
downloads and thus the use of these apps is still limited. Furthermore, scientific evidence for
the effectiveness of these apps is lacking.

The main obstacles in mHealth adoption are limited usefulness to the patient, poor
functionality and usability, and lack of integration in clinical routines." ™ Usability defines the
extent to which a product, system or service can be used by specific users to achieve
specific goals with effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction in a specific context of use
(definition from ISO standard 9241.18). Reducing these obstacles could lead to higher
adoption rates in clinical settings, more effectiveness and efficiency and higher satisfaction
of users.> ™ To reach optimal adoption, a structured approach as described in the CeHRes
roadmap could be used, including focus on contextual inquiry, value specification, and
design and prototyping.'® Additionally, a widely used method for early testing is described in
the Minimum Viable Product (MVP) strategy. This provides unbiassed insight with a short
build-measure-learn feedback loop, creating a process in which end-users are optimally
involved in technology development.'

In the current paper, the development of an infection prevention mHealth intervention is
described, aiming to involve patients in the decision-making process around their urinary
catheter. The development follows the CeHRes roadmap and the MVP strategy. The
intention in using this approach is to learn how to build a sustainable intervention and
promote patient-provider communication in infection prevention. Additionally, we aim to set a
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blueprint for mHealth development, with valuable lessons learned, which could be translated
into a broad clinical context.

2. Method
Study design

In the developmental process, two nursing wards with high urinary catheter use and adult
patients were included, at the Leiden University Medical Center, the Netherlands. One ward
for general surgery and orthopedics, the second ward for solid organ transplant patients.
From the CeHRes Roadmap the phases (1) ‘contextual inquiry’ (Cl), (2) ‘value specification’
(VS) and (3) ‘design’ were deployed, between April and June 2017 (Figure 1). In the design
phase the CeHRes roadmap was combined with the MVP strategy. Cl and VS were
operationalized using interviews with both nurses and patients. Nursing staff were asked to
indicate which patients could be approached for inclusion, excluding patients impaired
through iliness either physically or mentally. During all patient interactions (interviews,
observations, and interactions with the app), patients were asked for informed consent, at
the patient’s bedside or in a separate consultation room on the ward.

The project was coordinated by a multidisciplinary project management team with
researchers and healthcare professionals from different fields, namely infection prevention
(RB, KV), psychology (RV), and eHealth development (NC). In addition, there was close
collaboration with designers and engineers.

Figure 1. The Participatient development roadmap

CONTEXTUAL VALUE

INQUIRY SPECIFICATION

The Participatient development roadmap is based on the CeHRes roadmap and the MVP
strategy. A set of essential requirements gathered in the contextual inquiry and value
specification phases was used in the design phase, with MVP testing in pre-clinical (step 0)
and end-user testing steps. The operationalization and summative evaluation phases are
discussed in a follow-up study.

2.1 Contextual Inquiry

The first phase of the CeHRes roadmap comprises a contextual inquiry (Cl). To understand
the context of the hospital care on different wards and to understand the needs for a patient
centered CAUTI prevention intervention, field observations of habits and rituals around
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hospital admission, and catheter-use and removal were conducted. Subsequently, the
observational Cl was supplemented with semi-structured interviews with patients and nurses
(Appendix A). Questions regarded (1) demographics, being age group, ward of admission,
and sex; and (2) potential (perceived) barriers for app use among patients, such as motor
skill or sight impairments. To check for the present level of eHealth use (3), semi-quantitative
questions were posed on (A) smartphone use, (B) health-related app use, and (C) internet
queries for health-related questions. For the catheter-infection prevention aspects of this
project, several questions were posed on (4) urinary catheter care experiences, namely (A)
the perceived quality of the urinary catheter care, (B) the level of patient-provider
communication concerning the indication and need of a catheter, and (C) the awareness on
the risk for catheter-associated urinary tract infection.

2.2 Value specification

The second phase according to the CeHRes roadmap concerns the value specification. The
development team started out defining essential values for the app that were to be taken into
account. Within the same interviews as described for the contextual inquiry interviewees
were asked about their specific values for an mHealth intervention (Appendix A). The goal
was to create a rich picture of the expected triadic interaction between patient, professional
and intervention, in order to meet the needs of patients and staff. With exploratory questions
patients and nursing staff were asked to elaborate on their view on the needs regarding the
app. Questions regarded (1) reasons to use a hospital admission app, and (2) interviewees
views on them using it, and (3) how to create optimal involvement of patients in their
healthcare process during admission, (4) especially in urinary catheter care, (e.g. by using
motivational messages to discuss the indication, reminders to perform the catheter check,
and scientific proof on indications); and (5) what requirements a hospital admission app
should meet for them to use it, e.g. practical information on the admission.

2.3 Design and Prototyping

In the third phase of the CeHRes roadmap, the design phase, medical students and nurses
primarily helped as volunteers to test and correct basic functionality of the app and to check
for complex medical phrases. Subsequently, the app was tested with patients. Prototyping
started early in the development of the app, using the MVP strategy. The MVP is a first
version of a new product which allows a team to collect maximum feedback of end-users in
the most efficient manner. By testing the app multiple times and from a very early stage, the
feedback loop is shortened and flaws or omissions are detected early on to re-iterate
towards the optimal design (Appendix A)."® Typically, four short cyclic steps are taken in the
design process, which translate functional requirements from the Cl and VS phases into a
minimum set of specifications built into two iterations (version A and B) of a product. The
same tester (patient or nurse) evaluates both versions for comparison. Testers were asked
to use their own mobile device, as issues can remain undetected due to false assumptions
about technology available to patients.'? Each of the four design steps involved concurrent
probing and subjects were invited to ‘think aloud’ during evaluation of the app.'” During
testing, the researchers used concurrent probing on the design regarding: (1) readability of
the text; (2) usefulness of the graphics; (3) ability to start and use the app without help; (4)
explanation of medical terms; (5) purpose of the app according to the user; and (6) an
overall rating of the app. After each step, the app was adjusted based on the evaluations of
the A and B versions, resulting in new features for the next evaluation step, ending with the
choice for the essential and most popular features, which were developed in full.
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In the second and third design step, after testing participants filled out an app-specific
questionnaire based on the MARS, to assess the perceived impact of the app on the user’s
attitudes, awareness, knowledge, intentions to change, help seeking behavior as well as the
likelihood of actual change in the target behavior.' In the third step of app testing, usability
was additionally assessed using the System Usability Scale (SUS)."® This industry standard
is a subjective evaluation in 10 questions with a five-point Likert scale. The SUS results in a
score ranging from 0-100, with a score above 67 qualifying as above average.?

3. Results

Demographics

In total, 28 people were involved in Cl, VS, and the design phase, of which 22 were patients.
These patients were all above 18 years old, for privacy reasons age was listed per age
group. Eight (36.4%) patients were in the youngest age group (18-44 years old), followed by
six (27.3%) aged between 45 and 59, and seven (31.8%) of 60-74. One (4.5%) patient was
older than 74 years. Of all patients, 31.6% (7) were male and 68.4% (15) female. Ten of the
patients were admitted on the transplantation ward and twelve on the combined ward for
orthopedics and general surgery. Of the 22 patients, 15 participated in both the interviews for
Cl and VS phases and the early prototypes. Three nurses participated in the interviews for
Cl, VS and early prototyping testing.

3.1 Contextual Inquiry

The interviewed patients and nurses indicated that they and (other) patients typically own
and carry a smartphone during their hospital stay. Visual impairments as potential limitation
for app use were reported by four out of fifteen (27%) patients, of which half were related to
the hospital stay (e.g. surgery or anesthesia). Motor skill impairment was noted by 20% of
patients (three out of fifteen). Impairments to smartphone use during admission were mostly
mild and temporary, for example somnolence due to the surgery or anesthesia. All of the
respondents had internet access on their device. Five out of the thirteen respondents who
answered this question (38%) had an iPhone versus eight (62%) Android users. Ten out of
fourteen (71%) of respondents searched online for health-related questions, and 43% (6 out
of 14) used apps related to health.

The field observations and interviews with nurses on urinary catheter use, communication on
the indication, and the risks for CAUTI exposed three key moments for intervention. The first
is conscious catheter indication before placement. Second is periodic (written) reflection on
the reason for the catheter during placement, which, according to the nurses was often not a
priority in routine care by nurses or physicians. Third, the barriers for removal of the catheter
are more direct than the indirect potential risk. For example, the ease of care with a catheter
in place versus the indirect and protracted risk of CAUTI. Based on these three key factors, it
was decided that a checklist to check on the appropriateness of a patient’s catheter — the
Catheter Check — in the app could promote awareness on the reason for the catheter and
the potential risk of CAUTI among patients and staff. The questions in this Catheter Check
could and must be based on the current practice guidelines for catheter indications.

3.2 Value Specification

The pre-set values (0) for the Catheter Check in the app, as defined by the development
team stakeholders were: (1) adherence with current guidelines on urinary catheter use, (2)
suitability for all age groups and skill levels, (3) support regarding self-management —
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patients should be able to find, install, and use the app on their own, and (4) enabling
patients to participate in the communication and decision making regarding their urinary
catheter.

Nurses and patients indicated the importance of the correct moment of introduction of the
app. Patients are often limited by their disease or treatment at the first day of hospital
admission, so an introduction of the app on day two or three would be better. “| would use
the app if it was free and reliable”, one respondent answered.

Patients indicated that for optimal involvement, if a staff member would recommend the app,
they would be more likely to use it. By adhering to the evidence-based guidelines, caregivers
are more likely to promote the app. “A clear call to action after the catheter checklist
conclusion would help”, a patient reported who had experienced a stressful time with a
dermatological app without advice after the presumed diagnosis. An older interviewee
pointed out the value of involvement: “It is important to ... instruct users to discuss findings
with their doctor or nurse”, and “the app could help to explain the reason for the catheter”.

Patients asked for plain language with a simple login procedure, suitable for self-
management in all patients. The interviews showed that the most frequently asked questions
by patients regarded practical information on the hospital admission. This would be an
important requirement for them to use a hospital app. This information should include
information on the room; visiting hours, route and phone numbers of the hospital and ward;
and the route to the pharmacy. Additionally, we asked physicians of various specialties for
input, and the department of anesthesiology asked for collaboration to create a digital pain
score monitoring tool.

3.3 Design and Prototyping

From the findings in the contextual inquiry and value specification phases, an app prototype
was developed containing a catheter check, information on the hospital and ward, medical
information, and a pain score monitoring tool (Appendix C). The catheter check was
developed regarding the purpose of preventing CAUTI through reducing inappropriate
urinary catheter use. This makes the current guidelines for appropriate urinary catheter use
21 accessible for patients. The catheter check in the app contains a brief introduction on
catheters and risks, after which the app displays an interactive checklist of 8 questions with
simple answer options, to monitor the catheter indication and appropriateness. Based on
these eight questions, a valuation of the appropriateness of the catheter is provided
(appropriate, inappropriate, or unknown). If the catheter placement reason is scored to be
inappropriate or unknown, the user receives messages of encouragement to discuss this
with their nurse or physician in a conversation during ward rounds or ad hoc. The app was
made freely available with instructions for download via a leaflet, which patients received
with recommendation from their nurse at admission. No privacy sensitive questions were
asked when entering the app, the user simply needed a hospital ward code, as provided on
the leaflet.

After pre-clinical testing with medical students and nurses, patients tested two versions of
the app in one of the four design steps. The design testing steps led to several changes in
the intervention (Appendix 3). Text size was increased, and syntax and grammar used were
simplified. lllustrations were added to help clarify the text. Downloading and starting the app
required assistance at times, so the instruction leaflet was improved. Medical vocabulary
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was explained more carefully after a comment from a patient: “Straight off first mentioning
the risks is kind of intense. It might be better to first mention that you do not always have a
choice, and what the consequences of that could be. That is just a little less heavy”. Other
patients mentioned they would ask their physician for clarification of medical terms if needed.
The goal of the app was clear for all testing nurses and patients. The app improved per
version, as the testers rated version 2a with an average 7.0 (n=6), and 2b a mere 6.0 (n=4).
3a was rated the best version with an average of 7.6 out of ten (n=6), (see Appendix for
details). The app-specific questionnaire indicated the perceived impact of the app versions
increased from an average of 3.0 out of 5 in version 2a, through 3.9 in 2b and 4.2 in version
3. From the SUS scores we learnt version 3ascored good with 72 out of 100 points where 2b
scored a marginal 68 points. The final app 3b was built on the designs from version 3a and
no usability issues were reported in the last tests (Appendix B).

4. Discussion

In this paper, the development of an infection prevention mHealth application is described,
by involving patients in the decision-making process around their urinary catheter with a
checklist on the indication. The development follows a theoretically driven approach based
on the CeHRes roadmap'® combined with early cyclic testing as described in the MVP
strategy.'® This resulted in the development of a patient-centered CAUTI prevention app,
called Participatient.

In the hospital setting, urinary catheter care is not a priority, according to the interviewed
nurses, although they do acknowledge the risks for CAUTI. Literature shows good examples
that patient involvement can play a major role in prioritizing the limitation of risks, which has
been successful in hand hygiene care and in prevention of post-discharge surgical site
infections.?> 2 In a thorough review by McGuckin et al. on patient empowerment and hand
hygiene it is shown that, at least in principle, patients are willing to be empowered. This
review concludes that the actual performance of patient empowerment can be increased by
providing patients with explicit permission and encouragement to be involved in the matter,
by hospital staff.?* Up until now, in urinary catheter care patients are not included in such a
manner yet. Our study shows that patients acknowledge the risks of infections and the
benefits of involvement and that an app to support this involvement shows large potential.
This indicates a basis for patient participation, however adoption of the app in clinical
practice is subject for further research.

A fraction of the pioneering apps on (patient centered) infection prevention and hand
hygiene make a great case to invoke the potential of patient participation, though the effects
are not published in literature." The lack of eHealth implementation could be improved with
a systematic development and focus on functionality, usefulness for the patient, usability and
integration in clinical routine.”® The phases of contextual inquiry and value specification
showed that an mHealth intervention to enhance patient engagement in CAUTI prevention
should include a checklist for catheter appropriateness endorsed by medical staff in plain
language, complemented with additional relevant information on their hospital stay.
Moreover, the design phase showed that clear instructions for download and use, a large
text font and illustrations are essential in order to make the app as usable as possible.

Limitations of this study could include the sample size and confined group of patients.
However, the sample of five participants per round is described by Nielsen as sufficient for
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technological development and usability testing.?® The wards were chosen because of high
catheter use and motivation to join the project. However, a specific patient population like
this could limit the implications in different settings. Also, we did not register factors affecting
smartphone use as educational level and (eHealth) literacy. However, in consultation with
nurses we aimed to test in a representative population of the wards for this qualitative study.
Moreover, patients and professionals involved in interviews are likely positively biased for
innovations. This is nevertheless the group that would adopt an app first and set an
example. We aimed to design the app as accessible as possible. Though some people will
not be willing or able to use the app themselves. However, app use by their family, friends,
care providers, and other patients on the ward will raise awareness regarding CAUTI for the
benefit of the ward as a whole.

Conclusion

This study provides real-world insight in the developmental strategy for mHealth
interventions by involving both patients and care providers. Development of an mHealth
application using thorough needs-assessment provided essential understanding for its
content and design. Participatient has the potential to improve awareness on appropriate
indwelling catheter placement per ward as a whole. By developing an app providing patients
with reliable information and daily checklists, we aim to provide a tailored tool for
communication and awareness on catheter use, and a potential blueprint for mHealth
development projects. The results of this study could be used to further improve the adoption
of mHealth in-hospital apps. In future studies, we plan to implement and test the effect on
reducing hospital infections like CAUTI by involving hospitalized patients.

Practice implications

e Safety and quality of care could be improved by patient engagement and increased
communication on infection prevention. Inappropriate catheter use is a feasible test
case for patient engagement in HAI infection prevention to reduce catheter-
associated urinary tract infections.

e The implementation of mHealth in the hospital setting is challenging because of the
patient population and their impairments. Contextual inquiry, value specification and
testing the design with patients and nurses on wards is essential for the adoption and
successful implementation of eHealth.

e For future research it is relevant to test feasibility of the Participatient concept and
implementation of this intervention on hospital wards. The low amount of mHealth
experience among smartphone users confirms that special attention needs to be
payed to addressing the benefits from using mHealth in communication towards
patients.
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Appendices
APPENDIX A — Interviews & Prototyping

Interview questions used

Contextual Inquiry

1. Demographics of potential end-users: Nursing ward, Age group, Sex.

2. Impairments, permanent or temporary (e.g. related to admission): visual, motor skills.

3. eHealth skills evaluated through semi-quantitative frequency of internet use,
smartphone use, mHealth use.

4. Urinary catheter use, experience, and knowledge on risks of CAUTI.

Value specification

What would you like in a hospital admission app?

What are reasons to use a hospital admission app?

How could an app help promote shared decision-making during admission?

Would you use a shared decision-making app on urinary catheters during admission?
What requirements should a hospital admission app meet?

How important is data safety and privacy for you, would this be a reason not to use
the app?

o0k wN=

Design and usability

Is the text readable in your opinion?

Do you like the graphical interface?

What is your opinion on the data entry method?

Do you think you would need help using the app (for the first time)?
Are the medical terms clear or explained enough to you?

What is the goal of the app in your words?

Would you rate the app from 1 till 10?

Noobkwh=

Behavior of subject during prototyping is transcribed when deviating from expected. For
example, not clicking the designated word or button. Also, exclamations from the thinking
aloud were noted.
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Table A.1. Interview and prototyping overview

In the various steps (S) of prototyping (SO till S4) the prototypes (1a till 3b) were tested by a
total of 3 medical student testers (t); 3 ward nurses (n); and 22 admitted patients (p) of which
3 prototype test sessions were excluded due to medical interruptions. The interruptions were
due to ward rounds of physicians or medical check-ups. Also interviews in step 2 with the 3
nurses and 8 patients of which 1 patient interview was excluded from analysis due to
interruption.

Interview Questionnaire
Comments

S0 | SOt1 Step 0, prototype testing by medical students
S0t2
SO0t3
S1|S1p1
S1p2
S1p3
S1p4
S1p5
S1p6
S2|S2n1
S2n2
S2n3
S2p1
S2p2
S2p3
S2p4
S2p5
S2P6 | X

S2P7 | interrupted
S2P8 | X

S3 | S3p1
S3p2
S3p3
S3p4
S3p5
S3p6
S3p7
S4 | S4p1 1 | Step 4, final version tests

Step 1, MVP testing by patients

U G [P N U U [ U [ U (PSS G U S O SN

Step 2, MVP testing by patients and nurses

Testing interrupted because of medical reason

X X X [X X [X [X |X

O | [ O | (|-

O | [ [~ O

Testing interrupted because of medical reason

—_
—_

Step 3, prototype testing by patients

Testing interrupted because of medical reason

= O ==

X X X | X |X [X |X

—_
—_
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APPENDIX B — Screenshots of the functional app

. KPNNL 4G 1:02

Overview

7o mm

Painscore Catheter Check

More Information

Painscore 1 completed

Catheter Check 1 completed

KPN NL 4G 1m1:16 7 o

< Participatient

Result

You have got a urinary catheter for the
following correct reason:

Complete bladder emptying

A urinary catheter is used to measure how
much urine you produce and to prevent over
stretching of the bladder due to a lot of urine
(e.g. during surgery).

Figure B.1: Screenshots of the Participatient app version 3 menu (left) and result screenshot (right).
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Have you got a Is your urinary
urinary catheter? output being
monitored?

I don’t know
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The use of a urinary Nurses and doctors
catheter increases are aware of timely
the risk of a urinary removing the urinary
tract infection. catheter.
Through the
Catheter Check you

can participate in
the timely removal.

“

Figure B.2: Screenshots of the Participatient app and Catheter Check version 3. From left to right: (a)
Question 1 ‘Have you got a urinary catheter?’; (b) Question 4A ‘Is your urinary output being
monitored?’; (c) Introduction text: “The use of a urinary catheter increases the risk of a urinary tract
infection.’; (d) Introduction text: ‘Nurses and doctors are aware of the timely removal of the urinary
catheter. Through the Catheter Check you can participate in the timely removal.’
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APPENDIX C — Description of prototyping process with issues and actions

taken
The app versions tested, with focus on the Catheter Check part of the Participatient hospital
admission app, with reported issues and actions taken are summarized in table C.1.

Table C.1. Qualitative description of prototyping process with issues and actions

taken
STEP AND AVERAGE ISSUES (COMBINED WHEN ACTIONS
VERSION RATING OVERLAPPING)
STEP 0 - n.a. 1. Complex medical phrases and words a. Highlighted text with clickable
PROTOTYPE 1A explanation
(3 MEDICAL
STUDENTS)
STEP1-APP1A | na. 2. Small font size of text b. Font increased
(6 PATIENTS) 3. Button did not respond as expected c. Redesign
4. Complex grammar and words d. Rephrase, and improve a.
STEP2-APP1B | 47 2. and 4. b. and d.
(2 NURSES AND 4 5. too much information on result screen d.
PATIENTS) 6. purpose of overview screen is not clear e. introduction in app with explanation

of basic functions
7. answers of catheter check not saved after  f. answers saved of previous entry

closing the app

(1 PATIENT)

8. no navigation back to correct answers &
7.0 2. b.
STEP 2 - APP 2A 9. confusing button labels d.
I(EANI}IJEFI{\ISTESS AND 6 10. text rendering error to screen dimension due to prototyping limitations
) 11. alarming image and text to explicit on c. and d.
CAUTI risk
STEP3-APP2B | 6.0 12. image rendering error to screen C.
(5 PATIENTS) dimension
STEP3-APP3A |76 13. button rendering error to screen c.
(6 PATIENTS) dimension
STEP4-APP 3B | na. No issues reported Not applicable

List of issues reported, and actions taken to correct these. CAUTI, catheter-associated
urinary tract infection; n.a., not applicable;
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