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Abstract

Introduction: Remote home monitoring models were implemented during the COVID-19 pandemic
to shorten hospital length of stay, reduce unnecessary hospital admission, readmission and
infection, and appropriately escalate care. Within these models, patients are asked to take and
record readings and escalate care if advised. There is limited evidence on how patients and carers
experience these services. This study aimed to evaluate patient experiences of, and engagement
with, remote home monitoring models for COVID-19.

Methods: A rapid mixed-methods study in England. We conducted a cross-sectional survey and
interviews with patients and carers. Interview findings were summarised using rapid assessment
procedures sheets and grouping data into themes (using thematic analysis). Survey data were
analysed using descriptive statistics.

Results: We received 1069 surveys (18% response rate) and conducted interviews with patients
(n=59) and carers (n=3). ‘Care’ relied on support from staff members, and family/friends. Patients
and carers reported positive experiences and felt that the service and human contact reassured
them and was easy to engage with. Yet, some patients and carers identified problems with
engagement. Engagement was influenced by: patient factors such as health and knowledge, support
from family/friends and staff, availability and ease-of-use of informational and material resources
(e.g. equipment), and service factors.

Conclusion: Remote home monitoring models place responsibility on patients to self-manage
symptoms in partnership with staff, yet many patients required support and preferred human
contact (especially for identifying problems). Caring burden and experiences of those living alone,
and barriers to engagement should be considered when designing and implementing remote home
monitoring services.

Key words: Remote home monitoring, COVID-19, patient experience, patient engagement, care
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Patient or public contribution

For this evaluation, members of the study team met with service user and public members of the
BRACE PPI group and Health and Care Panel and patient representatives from RSET in a series of
workshops. These workshops informed study design, data collection tools, data interpretation and to
discuss study dissemination for Phase 2. For example, patient facing documents, such as the consent
form, topic guides, patient survey and patient information sheet were reviewed by this group.
Additionally, PPI members helped to pilot patient surveys and interview guides with the research
team. We also asked some members of the public to pilot the patient survey. Members of the PPI
group were given the opportunity to comment on the manuscript. One PPl member commented on
the manuscript and the manuscript was amended accordingly.
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Introduction

In recent years, there has been a shift in healthcare delivery [1]; with services having adopted
technology in different ways, including virtual consultations [2-5], or remote monitoring models of
healthcare [1,5]. Within remote home monitoring models, patients and carers are asked to record
health readings in one place (e.g. at home), and these readings are reviewed and responded to by
professionals elsewhere [6-7]. These changes in healthcare delivery potentially alter the landscape of
‘care’, as they accompany or even move away from traditional face-to-face care models [8], and
instead place further emphasis on formal or informal carers providing care at a distance and
reviewing readings remotely [9].

This shift in healthcare delivery is also consistent with recent moves towards self-management and
patient activation within healthcare, whereby accountability for care has changed [10-12]. Patients
are becoming more involved in self-management, for example, learning how to detect and manage
their symptoms, and treatments, and escalation of care associated with their condition [7,13-17],
and healthcare tasks (e.g. managing medication, organising care appointments, taking
measurements) [18]. Whilst some patients may welcome this [19], there have been concerns that
self-management puts burden onto patients and families, rather than facilitating shared care [10,
19]. Additionally, the effectiveness of these concepts is not fully understood yet [12,19-23].

The COVID-19 pandemic further enhanced and accelerated the need for healthcare services to use
technology in care delivery [5] and escalated the need for patient self-management. Remote home
monitoring models have previously been used to provide care for chronic conditions [24-26]. During
the pandemic, remote home monitoring models were used for acute conditions such as COVID-19,
with the aim to shorten length of stay in hospital, reduce unnecessary hospital admissions or
readmission and infection transmission, and escalate care as needed [27-28].

Many different types of COVID-19 remote home monitoring models were implemented throughout
England. Some models referred patients from community services (e.g. GPs, hot hubs, and
emergency departments), known as COVID Oximetry @home [27]. Others referred patients onto the
service as early discharges from hospital, known as COVID virtual wards [28]. See Box 1 for a brief
description of services [27-29].

Box 1. Description of COVID-19 remote home monitoring services [27-29]

e Patients are given a pulse oximeter, together with information and resources outlining how to
use the equipment, escalation warning signs and what to do if these warning signs appear.

e Patients measure their oxygen saturation levels using the oximeter and other readings
(pulse/heart rate/temperature) regularly and record and submit these readings. Readings are
shared by telephone or using a tech-enabled method (e.g. an app on the patient’s phone or
computer).

e Patients are then escalated for further care if necessary.

e Discharge from the service is typically around 14 days
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Whilst remote home monitoring models may reduce the need for staff to assess patients in person,
they place more responsibility, commitment and workload onto patients and carers [10]. For
example, in COVID-19 remote home monitoring services, patients and carers are expected to
measure and record oxygen saturations, and escalate care if readings drop below certain thresholds
[29-30]. This increased responsibility may be appropriate and beneficial for some patients but may
not be suitable for everyone [31]. Some people may be unable to meet expectations placed on them
by healthcare services and experience negative impacts from treatment burden [10]. Negative
impacts may include health consequences faced by patients due to not adhering to treatment and
on patients’ professional, social, emotional and financial situation [18]. Different individuals may
tolerate different levels of treatment burden, and it has been suggested that this needs to be
assessed regularly as tolerance changes over time [10,32]. Many factors worsen treatment burden,
including: situational factors (e.g. travel), personal factors (e.g. beliefs and relationships), and
structural factors (e.g. treatment factors and access to resources) [18]. Therefore, formal and
informal support networks are needed to support patients [7,33].

Treatment burden may negatively impact on patient experience and levels of engagement. This is
problematic given that patient engagement with remote home monitoring is crucial. Patient
engagement has been defined as patients understanding the information they are given (‘receipt’)
and being able to perform the required activities (‘enactment’) [34-35].

Whilst previous research indicates factors which may influence patient engagement with treatment
models more generally [7,10,18,33], there is a lack of research on patient experience and
engagement with remote home monitoring services for an acute condition such as COVID-19 [29-
30]. If patients do not engage with these services, they may be at risk of negative outcomes that the
service aimed to prevent e.g. silent hypoxia (very low oxygen saturations, often without
breathlessness) [36] and/or delayed admission to hospital [37-38]. Additionally, if engagement is
limited then it is not possible to evaluate whether or not the service influences key outcome
measures such as any changes in mortality or hospital use. This research addresses this gap by
evaluating patient experience of, and engagement with COVID-19 remote home monitoring services.

This study aimed to explore what formal and informal support patients received as part of COVID-19
remote home monitoring services (COVID Oximetry@home and virtual wards models), and patient
experience of and engagement with these services. This manuscript addressed the following
questions:

1. What types of formal and informal support did patients receive as part of COVID-19 remote
home monitoring services? What was the burden of treatment on patients and carers in
informal support roles?

2. What are patients’ and carers’ experiences of engaging with COVID-19 remote home
monitoring services?

3. What are the factors influencing burden of treatment and ability to engage with COVID-19
remote home monitoring services?

Methods
Design

This manuscript draws on cross-sectional survey data from patients and carers and qualitative data
from semi-structured interviews with patients and carers. This was a rapid study (data collection
period: March-June 2021). The methods are reported in detail in Appendix 1.
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This study was part of a larger rapid mixed-methods evaluation of remote home monitoring for
COVID-19 patients [39].

Sample

We recruited patients and carers from 25 sites (COVID-19 remote home monitoring services). Sites
were sampled using a range of criteria (e.g. the mechanism for patient monitoring and their
geographic location). We recruited sites from across eight English regions, and these covered
populations of <250,000 to over 1 million (see Appendix 2 for details). Seventeen of the 25 sites
participated in both surveys and in-depth interviews, the remaining sites were survey only sites.

Patients who had received COVID-19 remote home monitoring services were recruited to the survey
(aimed to recruit all onboarded patients between January 2021 and June 2021) and the interviews
(4-6 patients/carers from each of the 17 case study sites). If patients were unable to take part but
wanted to participate, we invited their carer to complete the survey/interview on their behalf.

Measures

We developed the survey and semi-structured topic guides specifically for this study. Questions
were informed by relevant service documentation [27-28], theoretical frameworks relating to social,
political and technical contexts [7,8,33,40] and behaviour [41], and previous literature on
engagement [34-35]. The patient topic guide and survey covered questions relating to patients’
experiences of, and engagement with the service, including things that helped and got in the way,
recommendations to improve the service, and demographic characteristics (e.g. gender, age,
education, ethnicity, work, living situation, health, and sexuality) [42-47] (see Appendix 3-4).
Information sheets and the survey were available in six other languages (Polish, Bengali, Urdu,
Punjabi, French and Portuguese).

The survey and interview guide were piloted with the members of the study public patient
involvement (PPI) group and the general public, through the following activities: a) workshop with
PPl group, b) pilot interview with one PPl member, c) survey reviewed by PPl member and members
of public. Suggested amendments relating to accessibility, and wording of questions were
incorporated prior to use.

Data collection

Study coordinators working within each service distributed electronic or paper surveys to patients
and carers.

Potential interview participants were approached by study coordinators from each site. If they were
interested in taking part, they were contacted by a researcher who sent them an information sheet
and consent form. Participants were asked to return the consent form before the interview.
Interviews were conducted by six researchers. Interviews were conducted over Microsoft Teams,
Zoom or telephone.

Analysis

Survey data were analysed using SPSS statistical software (version 25). Descriptive statistics were
used to explore patient experience and engagement. For data relating to patient experience and
engagement, all cases were analysed (whether carer, patient or unknown). Where data were missing
for specific questions, cases were excluded from the analysis and the denominator reported. Open
text survey data were extracted into an Excel spreadsheet and coded inductively. We extracted data
from three questions: if patients had anything else to say about the service (n=434 open text
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responses), how carers have supported their friend/family while they had COVID-19 (n=61 open text
responses) and recommendations to improve the service (n=200 open text responses).

Interview data were analysed using Rapid Assessment Procedure (RAP) sheets. RAP sheets are tools
which can be used to rapidly capture key findings from different data sources [48]. Research leads
from each site added notes and summaries of findings to the RAP sheet following each interview, for
each site. The data inputted into RAP sheets were inductively coded using thematic analysis by one
researcher (HW). Themes and sub-themes were developed, discussed and agreed by the research
team. We then developed a framework based on these themes and sub-themes and one researcher
(HW) used this framework to extract quotes from all original transcripts. The coding framework
included: participants’ views of the service, experiences of being referred, information received
about the service and experiences performing remote home monitoring behaviours, and barriers
and facilitators to performing remote home monitoring behaviours.

Survey and interview findings were triangulated.
Results
1. Participant characteristics

We received 1069 surveys (18% response rate) from patients (n=936, 87.6%) and carers (n=48, 4.5%)
across 25 sites (see Appendix 5). In some surveys it was unclear whether it was completed by the
patient or the carer (n=85, 8%). We conducted 62 interviews: with patients (n=59) and carers (n=3)
across 17 sites (see Appendix 6 for demographics). Our sample of CO@h patients were generally
representative of CO@h patients that were onboarded nationally, with under-representation and
over-representation of some groups [49].

Most patients were referred to the service via community methods (see Table 1). Patients and carers
reported using a range of methods to record and report their readings to the service, including
analogue (paper and phone) and tech-enabled methods (see Table 1).
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Table 1. Summary of patients’ remote home monitoring pathway and method of recording and

reporting
Survey participants Interview participants
(n=1069) n (%) (n=62) n (%)
Pathway COVID Oximetry @home (referred pre-hospital 749 (70%) 44 (71%)
via community methods)
Virtual ward (referred via early discharge form 168 (16%) 13 (21%)
hospital)
Both N/A 2 (3%)
Unknown 152 (14%) 2 (3%)
Not applicable N/A 1(1%)
Method used Analogue (Paper and phone) 522 (49%) 19 (31%)
torecord and  Tech-enabled (such as text, app, weblink or 547 (51%) 27 (44%)
report automated phone)
readings Combination of tech-enabled and analogue N/A 14 (23%)
Not known N/A 1(2%)
Not applicable N/A 1(2%)

2. What types of formal and informal support did patients receive as part of COVID-19
remote home monitoring services?

Formal support from staff

The ‘care’ on offer differed across sites and patients; with variation in the type and frequency of
monitoring offered by services. Our wider evaluation indicated that all the services offered patients
support for monitoring and escalation (with varying intensity) [49].

Responses from the patient survey indicated that the frequency with which patient’s had contact
with a member of staff ranged from several times a day to not at all. Most patients and carers had
contact either once a day, or several times a week. A few patients and carers reported not speaking
to staff at all (see Table 2). This is supported by interview findings which indicated that the
frequency of taking and communicating readings to the service ranged from once a day to more than
three times a day. Findings indicate that patients are supported by staff throughout different stages
of the service, including providing information, monitoring (e.g. phone calls if patients and carers
forget to submit readings and in some cases face-to-face visits to take readings), escalating care (e.g.
providing advice on whether to seek help, calling ambulances for patients), signposting and comfort
and reassurance.

10
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Table 2. Summary of frequency of contact with staff members for survey participants

Frequency of contact with staff Percentage of survey Percentage range across sites
member participants n (%)

Several times a day (n=1060) 169 (16%) 0%-45%

Once a day (n=1060) 276 (26%) 7%-91%

Several times a week (n=1060) 270 (25%) 0%-62%

Once a week (n=1060) 139 (13%) 0%-31%

Less than once a week (n=1060) 142 (13%) 0%-27%

Not at all (n=1060) 64 (6%) 0%-27%

Burden of treatment on patients and carers in informal support roles

Survey findings indicated that almost all patients used an oximeter to record readings when
receiving the service. Many patients reported completing a diary and providing readings over the
phone or using technology-enabled methods. Escalation related behaviours were reported less
frequently by patients, with only a third of patients reporting seeking further help due to readings
being lower than recommended thresholds, and only a fifth of patients checking their readings for
issues (see Table 3).

Table 3. Remote home monitoring activities reported by survey participants

Remote home monitoring activities that Percentage of survey Percentage range

patients reported doing participants across sites
n (%)

Using the oximeter (n=1069) 1014 (95%) 81%-100%

Completing a diary (n=1069) 555 (52%) 11%-89%

Providing readings over the phone (n=1069) 498 (47%) 19%-93%

Providing readings via text (n=1069) 309 (29%) 0%-74%

Recording readings in a digital app (n=1069) 264 (25%) 0%-89%

Providing readings via email (n=1069) 15 (1%) 0%-5%

Seeking further help due to readings being 344 (32%) 18%-71%

lower than the recommended threshold

(n=1069)

Checking over readings for issues (n=1069) 215 (20%) 7%-41%

Many patients were supported by family and friends to engage with the service. A quarter of survey
respondents needed help to use equipment (25%, range 11%-50% across sites), and more than half
of the interview participants were supported by family members.

Most patients and carers reported having informal support to help them use the oximeter and
support with taking and recording readings. Only a small proportion of participants reported that
they did not need support using the oximeter (10%) or taking and recording readings (19%) (see
Table 4). Qualitative findings highlighted that family and friends provided support with the following
activities: support submitting readings or communicating readings over the phone, support with
monitoring, support collecting oximeter, support writing down readings and contacting and taking
calls from the service, translation support or using the app. Additionally, other patients reported
that their family members and friends provided comfort and reassurance, support as and when
needed, support and advice at a distance, and domestic care. Open text survey responses indicated
that many carers provided full time care for their family member/friend whilst on the service. Some

11
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carers were family members or friends who moved in to provide support. Others made regular
telephone calls to check in on their family member.

However, not all patients had support with using the oximeter (16%) or taking/recording readings
(18%). Some patients did not have support due to their family members having COVID-19.

Table 4. Support for remote home monitoring activities as reported by survey participants

Support for remote home monitoring activities Percentage of survey Percentage
participants range across
n (%) sites
Having someone to help usethe  Yes 782 (74%) 50%-100%
oximeter when needed (n=1058) No 169 (16%) 0%-44%
Not applicable 107 (10%) 0%-22%
Support taking and recording Yes 666 (63%) 43.8%-90%
readings if needed (n=1057) No 190 (18%) 7%-33%
Not applicable 201 (19%) 0%-37.5%

3. What are patient and carers’ experiences of engaging with COVID-19 remote home
monitoring services?

Patients mostly had positive views of the service. 93% (n=970/1045) of survey respondents rated the
service as excellent or good, 90% (n=923/1028) of respondents found the service helpful and 91%
(n=944/1037) would recommend the service to their family and friends.

Findings indicated that most patients and carers found the service reassuring and supportive (91%
(n=946/1040) of survey respondents). Qualitative findings indicated that patients and carers valued
the human contact with staff and found it reassuring due to having someone watching over them;
particularly for those who were living alone, had no support nearby or had existing conditions.

“Because it’s obviously keeping an eye on you, isn’t it really? And | was getting the phone calls every
day. How are you feeling?, [...]. But someone who was on their own, who had no- who was living on
their own, you know, it’s a bit of a lifesaver isn’t it?” (Site A, interviewee 4)

A minority of patients and carers felt that there were gaps in the service, and it was not holistic.
Some felt that the service was narrowly focused on managing known symptoms of COVID-19 which
did not always suit those with other symptoms, health conditions or who required wider support. A
few patients reported feeling that the service was isolating and unsupportive (e.g. they only received
a call about the oximeter drop off/return, but not for monitoring).

Most patients and carers felt the care provided was appropriate and preferred to be at home instead
of being in hospital (given the pandemic context). Reasons for preferring home over hospital
included freeing up space for others in need, being familiar with your environment, fears of going to
hospital during a pandemic, communication barriers in hospital, being able to work and perceptions
that home monitoring was a suitable care package for those with more minor symptoms of COVID-
19. However, some patients and carers spoke about preferring to be in the hospital rather than at
home, to feel more secure, feeling scared and wanting to be seen face-to-face.

“And I didn’t feel too embarrassed that | was using up valuable resources because | thought, Well I'm
sitting here at home, there’s no reason for me to go in Hospital, bother anyone and waste people’s
time.” (site N, interviewee 3)
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A minority of patients and carers spoke about how the service was the only available care and that
they would have liked to have received care from other healthcare professionals such as their GP in
parallel. Many patients and carers were not aware of the service prior to referral.

Some patients and carers also spoke about how the service helped them to monitor their own
improvement and that it potentially improved their outcomes.

Patients and carers reported very positive views of the workforce and that they were helpful and put
patients at ease and were professional and potentially even lifesaving. Continuity of staff was
thought to be important.

A few patients had negative experiences with individual staff members e.g. that they were
dismissive, did not recognise that they needed help, were not interested or lacked clinical expertise
to support patients or answer their queries.

4. What are the factors influencing burden of treatment and ability to engage with COVID-19
remote home monitoring services?

Findings indicated that patients and carers generally found it easy or very easy to engage with the
service and the resulting activities, including understanding information, monitoring using the
oximeter, recording readings and providing readings and escalating care (see Table 5). Most survey
respondents indicated that they did not experience problems with the service (72%; n=771/1069)
and did not report barriers to engagement with the service (80%, n=858/1069).

Table 5. Experience engaging with service activities as reported by survey participants

Experience engaging with the service activities Percentage of survey participants who reported

easy/very easy n (%)
Understanding the information they were given 970 (93%)
(n=1040)
Monitoring using the oximeter (n=1049) 1022 (97%)
Recording readings (n=949) 913 (96%)

Providing readings to the remote home 979 (97%)
monitoring team (n=1010)
Seeking further help (if applicable) (n=857) 738 (86%)

Engagement with service activities was not without challenges, with some patients and carers
reporting issues with the information provided or needed further information. Some patients found
monitoring difficult due to other health conditions, or that monitoring made them feel worried.
Some patients and carers wanted more support or found recording burdensome. Finally, some
issues related to escalating care were identified in the interviews. The uncertainty of COVID-19,
perceptions of hospital as a frightening places and uncertainty around interpretation of readings and
thresholds, meant that some patients and carers were hesitant to self-escalate their care, waited for
a member of staff to advise them to escalate their care or reported not wanting to go to hospital or
seek further support even when advised to by staff members.

“really | should have probably rung when the readings were that bad but I didn’t.
[...]JAnd when | did send them through they said, ‘No, get to the doctors now’.” (Site
Cinterviewee 6)

The most frequent challenges reported within the survey were returning the oximeter, contacting
healthcare professionals when needed and seeking further help (see Table 6). Whilst many survey
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respondents discussed problems with the team (35%, n=87/249) or had their problems resolved
(33%, n=76/232), over half of these participants said problems had not been resolved (54%,
n=126/232).

Table 6. Challenges experienced and the discussion and resolution of problems as reported by
survey participants

Percentage of survey
participants
n (%)

Challenges Using the oximeter (n=1069) 34 (3%)

experienced with Recording readings in an app or diary 27 (3%)

service activities (n=1069)
Contacting healthcare professionals when 56 (5%)
needed (n=1069)

Seeking further help (n=1069) 57 (5%)
Returning the oximeter (n=1069) 136 (13%)
Other (n=1069) 42 (4%)
Discussion and Discussed problems with remote home 87 (35%)
resolution of monitoring team (n=249)
problems Had problems resolved (n=232) 76 (33%)

Did not have problems resolved (n=232) 126 (54%)

Findings from the surveys and interviews indicated three overarching themes that influenced burden
of treatment and patient’s ability to engage, with COVID-19 remote home monitoring services: i)
patient factors, ii) wider support and resources, and iii) factors relating to the service (see Appendix
7 for details of example findings for each theme and sub-theme and example quotes).

Patient factors

Knowledge, memory, physical health, attitudes towards the service and having time to complete the
required tasks influenced engagement (see Appendix 7). Interview findings indicated that patientsin
poorer health (e.g. due to COVID-19, other health conditions) found it harder to engage with the
service. For example, many participants spoke about feeling too unwell due to COVID-19 (often
during the first few days of the service) and therefore they were unable to engage with monitoring
behaviours such as taking and recording readings. Some patients and carers spoke about having
other health conditions which made it difficult to engage with monitoring behaviours (e.g. hearing
and eyesight difficulties). Patients and carers who felt they had sufficient knowledge about what
they needed to do found it easier to engage (e.g. 55% (n=583/1069) of survey respondents felt that
knowing what to do helped them to engage with the service). On the other hand, a lack of
knowledge on how to complete the activities (e.g. a lack of knowledge on how to escalate care or
what the thresholds for escalating care are) limited engagement.

Wider support and resources

Support from staff/service, support from family members/friends, accessibility and availability of
materials, equipment and technology influenced engagement (see Appendix 7). For example,
support from staff members (e.g. 46% (n=488/1069) of survey respondents) and family/friends (e.g.
25% (n=266/1069) of survey respondents) was crucial in helping many patients to use the service.

Service factors

14


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.17.21267968
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.17.21267968; this version posted December 17, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .
Running title: Patient experience and engagement with COVID-19 remote home monitoring services

Monitoring characteristics, service characteristics, scope of service and availability of treatment
influenced engagement (see Appendix 7). For example, some participants felt that the inconsistent
timing of calls was a barrier and some felt that calls were too frequent, whereas others felt they
were not frequent enough. Additionally, some patients and carers felt that the scope of the service
was a barrier to engagement; in that it did not cover wide symptoms of COVID-19 and was not
holistic.

Discussion
Key findings

Findings indicated that patients can engage with remote home monitoring services, even when
experiencing acute illnesses (e.g. COVID-19). However, many patients required formal input from
staff and informal support from family and friends to complete the necessary tasks (e.g. monitoring
oxygen saturations). Patients and carers had positive experiences receiving remote home
monitoring. The human contact from staff provided patients and carers with reassurance and
patients reported the service was mostly easy to engage with. However, patients’ ability to engage
with the service was conditional on a range of factors, including having support from family/friends
and staff, being in good health and receiving clear instructions on what they needed to do and how
to do it, and the level of commitment from patients whilst on the service.

How findings relate to previous research

Earlier studies have explored types of remote home monitoring, and implementation of and cost of
remote home monitoring models for COVID-19 [29-30]. Yet there was little research on patient
experiences of remote home monitoring services when delivered during a pandemic; in the context
of pressured health services and concerned patients. These findings extend earlier findings by
highlighting patients’ and carers’ positive views of the service, challenges and concerns relating to
engagement with remote home monitoring for acute conditions, and tangible recommendations on
how to improve remote home monitoring services (see Appendix 8); many of which support wider
themes reported in patient experience literature (e.g. the importance of information provision) [50-
51].

Previous research outlines concerns relating to remote care and telemedicine and the loss of
interpersonal dimensions involved in caring relationships [9]. Findings extend the evidence base by
showing that care does not need to take place face-to-face for patients to feel reassured and
supported. Patients largely felt care provided at a distance was appropriate and that they were
being monitored. This is consistent with previous research indicating that technology may support
closer contact with professionals [9]. However, findings may have been affected by the pandemic
context in that data was collected during the height of wave 2 of the pandemic, therefore patients
may have been more likely to accept remotely delivered services to help minimise risk to
themselves, family members and staff. Patients and carers may feel differently about remote home
monitoring and care delivered at a distance in non-pandemic contexts.

New models of healthcare such as COVID-19 remote home monitoring services sought to change the
traditional model of in person care. Instead, within these models, staff engage with patients to share
the care burden whilst equipping patients and carers to self-monitor and manage care in the
absence of staff members. Our findings demonstrate that concepts of treatment burden and
difficulties engaging with healthcare demands [10, 18, 32] also apply to remote monitoring models
for COVID-19. Some patients reported problems engaging with remote home monitoring services for
a range of reasons, including feeling too poorly, not having enough knowledge on what to do, and
lack of support from staff and/or family/friends. Others reported the necessity of support from their
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family/friends when engaging with the service. This extends knowledge by showing that social
networks may undertake self-monitoring tasks on behalf of (potentially very poorly) patients in
addition to helping patients cope with burden of treatment [10] and self-management of conditions
[7, 52]. Those who feel more poorly (either due to COVID-19 or existing conditions) may require
more formal or informal support to manage care. Yet, this increases the caring burden for
family/friends. This finding also raises concerns regarding appropriateness of care for those who do
not have informal support networks in place.

This manuscript builds on earlier research by providing a nuanced interpretation of the factors that
influenced engagement with remote home monitoring services for acute conditions such as COVID-
19. Our finding that many non-health related factors influence engagement is consistent with other
studies in a range of other conditions and interventions (7, 18, 53-56). Our findings add to prior
knowledge by demonstrating that many factors were exacerbated due to the acute nature of COVID-
19 and policy factors surrounding COVID. For example, physical health factors limiting engagement
may be worsened by the acute nature of COVID-19 and the severity of symptoms that some patients
faced, thus affecting a patient’s ability to engage. Furthermore, policy regulations and lockdown
restrictions imposed within the UK may have meant that physical social support available to patients
may have been limited by members of their support networks living elsewhere. As COVID-19 is easily
transmissible, social distancing recommendations were in place, therefore, many patients were
distancing from family members living in the same space. Findings demonstrate that despite
difficulties imposed by COVID-19, social networks were crucial for many patients in facilitating
engagement with the service and ensuring that care needs were met. This highlights the need for
alternative support where necessary (particularly for those living alone or those who are socially
isolated). The reliance on informal support networks has implications for burden of treatment and
may not be appropriate for all individuals. These findings support previous theoretical frameworks
indicating that social, political and technical contexts influence engagement [7,8,33,40].

Previous research has explored concepts of self-management [7,33,53], engagement [54] and
treatment burden [18] in chronic conditions, but little research had been conducted on remote
home monitoring and self-management in acute conditions such as COVID-19; in which care needs
to be urgently escalated in an efficient and time sensitive manner. Findings extend earlier work by
demonstrating challenges of remote home monitoring models for acute conditions. For example,
due to uncertainty of COVID-19, perceptions of hospital being a frightening place and uncertainty
around readings and thresholds, some patients were hesitant to self-escalate care and in many
cases, patients waited until advised by staff to escalate care. This finding indicates that in situations
where there is a need for timely escalation, but concerns around infection transmission from going
to hospital, it may be suitable to have formal support from staff members. Together, staff and
patients can collaboratively decide when to seek further help, rather than placing responsibility onto
patients. This finding contrasts with recommendations within the national standard operating
procedures for COVID-19 remote home monitoring services [27-28], which indicate that pathways
should encourage patients to self-escalate care.

Some patients felt that they were able to engage with the service due to having manageable
symptoms and feeling comfortable with tasks. This indicates different levels of remote monitoring
support are needed for different individuals. This supports previous research indicating that the
success of telehealth services including remote home monitoring may rely on the fit between
individuals’ needs and services [9,33].

Strengths and limitations

Integration of mixed-methods data helped to provide in-depth perspectives on experiences of, and
engagement with, COVID-19 remote home monitoring services. A large team of researchers (from a

16


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.17.21267968
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.17.21267968; this version posted December 17, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .
Running title: Patient experience and engagement with COVID-19 remote home monitoring services

range of disciplines, with extensive expertise in qualitative and quantitative methods) were involved,
thus strengthening interpretation of findings. Findings were shared with clinical and academic
stakeholders. Our study sampled a large range of sites with a range of characteristics, thus
enhancing generalisability of findings.

Compared with patient onboarding data, our patient sample was under-representative of some
groups (e.g. older patients, Black, Asian and minority ethnic (BAME) communities and most
deprived) and over-representative of other groups [49]. The response rate for the survey was fairly
low (17.5%). Additionally, we were unable to recruit interview or survey participants who had
declined the service, dropped out from the service, and those who were unable or did not want to
take part in surveys and interviews. Therefore, findings may not be representative of all patient
groups and experiences.

While we did include carers within our sample, the focus of our research as on patient experiences
of remote home monitoring services. Therefore, it is possible that we have not captured carers’
experiences in detail. However, some carers shared their own experiences during the interviews and
in responding to the survey.

Implications

Burden of treatment may not only affect those with multimorbidity or chronic conditions, but can
also affect those with acute conditions. Findings indicate that remote monitoring may increase
treatment burden for some patients and families.

COVID-19 remote home monitoring services aimed to target patient groups at higher risk from
COVID-19, yet many of these groups appear more likely to report difficulties in engagement with
these services, e.g., older patients, and patients with health problems. Remote monitoring may not
be appropriate for everyone (e.g., those without support). Services need to gauge a person’s support
network and any concerns surrounding remote home monitoring when assessing eligibility for these
services. Services must then tailor the healthcare offer to enable patients to engage (e.g. providing
further support for those from at-risk groups or who do not have informal support, or linking
patients with care networks if needed). All patients should be contact details to contact the service
should problems arise. Face-to-face support (e.g. for monitoring) from staff and families has
implications for infection transmission.

Our findings may have implications for remote home monitoring services more generally. Service
developers should consider the type of condition when designing pathways. For example, services
for acute conditions may require support from staff to ensure that patients are escalated for further
care as necessary. Services must plan logistics for delivery and collection of equipment, ensure
sufficient information provision and that patients know what they need to do and that they feel able
to engage with the service. Some patients felt that the service offered was too narrow and does not
consider wider social, emotional or condition related needs. Service adaptations may be necessary
for those receiving remote home monitoring for acute conditions in addition to care for other
chronic conditions.

Future research

Further research is needed to explore the experiences of those who decide not to use remote home
monitoring services, or disengage from these services. Further research should explore the burden
of treatment for chronic conditions compared with acute conditions. Additionally, it would be
helpful to further explore which groups are able to tolerate burden associated with remote home

17


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.17.21267968
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.17.21267968; this version posted December 17, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .
Running title: Patient experience and engagement with COVID-19 remote home monitoring services

monitoring pathways, and the impact of treatment burden from informal caring responsibilities on
families.

Conclusions

COVID-19 remote home monitoring services place a large responsibility on patients and carers in
relation to monitoring and escalating care. Whilst patients and carers found the service reassuring
and a positive experience, many factors influenced their ability to engage with the service. This
indicates that the service may be conditional on a range of factors relating to the patient (e.g.
knowledge and memory), their support and resources (e.g. support from family, friends and staff)
and service factors (e.g. scope of the service and frequency of monitoring).
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