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Abstract  
Background  

People with severe and multiple disadvantage (SMD- combinations of homelessness, substance 

misuse, violence, abuse and poor mental health) have high health needs and poor access to primary 

care.  

Aim 

To explore perceptions and experiences of improving access to general practice for people with SMD 

in healthcare staff and people with lived experience. 

Design and Setting 

Bridging Gaps is a collaboration between healthcare staff, researchers, women with lived experience 

of SMD and a charity that supports them in a UK city. We co-produced a project to improve access to 

general practice for marginalised patients, that was further developed with 3 inner city general 

practices.   

Method 

We observed six collaborative service improvement meetings at three general practices and 

conducted documentary analysis of minutes of a further three meetings. We interviewed nine 

practice staff and four participants with lived experience. Three participants with lived experience 

and one staff member who supports them participated in a focus group. Data was analysed 

inductively and deductively using thematic analysis.  

Results 

Enabling motivated general practice staff with time and funding opportunities, galvanised by lived 

experience involvement, resulted in sustained service changes. These included: care coordinators 

and patient lists to support access to patients in greater need and an information sharing tool. The 

process and outcomes improved connections within and between general practices, support 

organisations and marginalised patients. 
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Conclusion 

These co-produced strategies could be locally adapted and evaluated elsewhere. Investing in this 

different way of working may improve inclusion of marginalised groups, health equity and staff 

wellbeing.  

 

How this fits in 
This study builds on previous work showing that continuity of care, being able to develop a trusting 

relationship and being proactive are of particular importance in providing care to highly marginalised 

patients(4, 5, 6, 7, 8). This work describes co-produced strategies including using care coordinators, 

patient lists and an information sharing tool to support access and continuity to patients in greater 

need, in addition to rich contextual information on how to shift ways of working to achieve this. In 

addition to a small team focused on marginalised patients, this study supports the literature 

highlighting the need for a trauma-informed approach throughout the whole practice team. These 

co-produced strategies could be adapted and piloted in other practices and areas. Investing in this 

focused way of working may improve inclusion of marginalised groups, health equity and staff 

wellbeing.  

Introduction 
The concept of access in this study has four key aspects- availability (included direct and indirect 

costs to the patient), utilisation, service relevance and effectiveness, and equity (the extent to which 

resources are mobilised to reflect need)(9). Severe and multiple disadvantage (SMD) is defined here 

using the gender-sensitive conceptualisation of experiencing at least two out of four primary 

domains of disadvantage: homelessness, substance misuse, victim of interpersonal violence and 

abuse, and poor mental health), see figure 1(11). In England 2.3 million adults (5.2% of the 

population) experience two or more of these primary domains in a single year(11). The combined 

and intersecting effect of multiple sources of severe disadvantage carries an extremely high burden 

of mortality, multi-morbidity and frailty(12, 13, 14). Despite this need, people with SMD encounter 

significant barriers to accessing primary care and lower enablement (the impact of the encounter on 

patients’ ability to understand and manage their health problems)(7, 15, 16). People with SMD are 

more likely to have negative experiences of healthcare, including stigma and discrimination, which 

can act as a lasting deterrent to help seeking; appointment systems are often incompatible with 

their help seeking behaviours(7, 17). These patients are highly marginalised and most general 

practice does not effectively include them(7, 18, 19, 20, 21). 
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Figure 1- Primary and secondary domains of disadvantage. Reproduced from Sosenko et al 2020(11). Severe and multiple 

disadvantage (SMD) is defined as experiencing at least two out of four primary domains of disadvantage.  

Specialist homeless healthcare centres have emerged in most major cities in the UK to provide 

primary care to homeless people, but this is only part of the solution.  Many people experiencing 

SMD are not homeless, or may only be homeless temporarily and certain groups such as street sex 

workers often do not access homeless services due to safety concerns(7).  Specialist clinics and 

outreach are important and useful resources for marginalised communities, but they are often 

unable to offer the full spectrum of mainstream primary healthcare and often with limited staffing 

and opening hours.  There are also challenges in supporting people to transition from specialist 

services into mainstream care as  crisis situations stabilise and health problems improve (22). 

Limited outreach or homeless health specialist provision is not enough; there is a need for 

mainstream primary care to be more inclusive, integrated and accessible to marginalised patients. 

General practice is a stretched system in the UK which can be hard for marginalised patients to 

access, current provision is not proportionate to need(16). Access to care is more than just being 

registered at a general practice; it requires the ‘human fit’ between the patient and healthcare 

staff(23). Not being able to provide adequate care to disadvantaged patients contributes to GP 
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stress and burnout(16). Improving the ‘human fit’ between general practice and those most in need 

is good for patients and staff.   

Co-production, where researchers and stakeholders, including professionals and people with lived 

experience, develop collaborative partnerships, means that marginalised patients can become more 

equal partners, sharing decision making roles(24). Co-production may result in more implementable 

interventions and lead to better outcomes(25, 26, 27). The priorities and abilities of marginalised 

patients and the organisation of health services are poorly aligned and inequalities in access, quality 

and outcomes in care are worsening(28), creating and exacerbating vulnerabilities(29). Co-

production involving people with lived experience and general practice staff offers an opportunity to 

challenge this discord and bring marginalised patients and health services together. 

The aim of this research was to collaborate with people with lived experience, a charity that 

supports them and general practice staff to co-produce improved access to primary care for people 

with severe and multiple disadvantage (hereafter referred to as marginalised patients). We sought 

to articulate  the perspectives of marginalised patients, those who support them, and general 

practice staff participants on their experience of co-producing service improvements and improved 

access. We focused on the answers to two practical questions: 

• What are the key issues and challenges in improving access to primary care for people with 

marginalised patients? 

• What are the potential strategies to improve access to primary care for people with 

marginalised patients? 

 

Bridging Gaps Project Development 
We used a co-production approach, where people with lived experience are involved in 

decision-making throughout the process(1). The co-production group (Bridging Gaps) was 

started in May 2019 by LP and women with lived experience of SMD who had been supported 

by One25 (a Bristol charity which reaches out to some of the city’s most marginalised women). 

As a GP, author LP had delivered a once a week outreach clinic at the drop-in centre of One25 

for two years before the start of the project and had built up a number of trusted relationships. 

One25 is a women-only safe space and the lived-experience team decided to continue this way. 

Co-production meetings were held every two weeks and took place in well-known community 

spaces. Participants were offered shopping vouchers as a thank you for their time. We provide a 

detailed account of our co-production experience elsewhere(2, 3). Much of Bridging Gaps work 

focuses on how to make services more trauma-informed(3). Trauma informed care “realises the 

widespread impact of trauma and understands potential paths for recovery; recognises the signs 

and symptoms of trauma in clients, families, staff and others involved within the system; and 

responds by fully integrating knowledge about trauma into policies, procedures and practices, 

and seeks to actively resist re-traumatisation”(10). 

After team building, we contacted general practices identified in areas with higher 

concentrations of marginalised patients. We held face-to-face sessions with 2 general practices 

and 1 with the GP training scheme. We held 5 online sessions with general practices during the 

COVID-19 pandemic. When possible, the group opted to resume face-to-face collaborative work 

with general practices. We held 3 service improvement meetings at each of 3 GP practices (n=9), 

this second phase of GP service improvements meetings is the main focus of this paper.  
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Method 
The second phase of the Bridging Gaps project ran between July 2021 and August 2022.  Researcher 

TS joined the project to conduct interviews/ observations with little prior involvement to provide a 

more independent perspective. Service-improvement meetings at general practices were facilitated 

by LP and included members of the Bridging Gaps co-production team, a support worker from an 

organisation that supports them, researchers and selected staff from the general practice. The first 

meeting at each practice introduced access to general practice for marginalised patients and 

participants shared their experiences and perspectives, subsequent meetings focused on co-

designing plans to improve this. Data collection comprised semi-structured interviews with four lived 

experience participants; semi-structured interviews with nine GP staff; observations of six of the 

nine collaborative service improvement meetings by TS (total 12 hours, total 22 participants) with 

documentary analysis of meeting minutes of the remainder; and a focus group with three lived 

experience participants and one staff member of an organisation that supports them (by LP and MF).  

Data analysis 
Interviews were fully transcribed and coded using QSR NVivo software. Data were analysed (by LP 

and TS) using reflexive thematic analysis(30). The first two transcripts were coded independently 

and discussed to explore differences in interpretation and maximise rigour. We used a mix of 

inductive and deductive (based on project aims) coding and collated the data into themes. 

Overarching themes were developed by transferring between visual mind maps, narrative text and 

discussion with the research team.  

Several authors had been involved in the co-production team for 2-3 years (LP, MF, FC, MC, HM), 

lived experience participants who were once marginalised patients over time became colleagues. 

Reflexivity was essential in harnessing the value of the in-depth involvement of personal experience 

in this work. Exploring access to general practice for marginalised patients while challenging power 

relations is complex; reflexive thematic analysis allowed the flexibility to follow an iterative path in 

order to better understand these. The close involvement of several of the research team including 

facilitating collaborative meetings meant we were highly familiar with the data and enabled critical 

engagement throughout.  

Results  
30 participants from a range of roles contributed to this phase of the study, including 14 participants 

in the co-production team and 16 primary care staff, as detailed in Table 1.  

Table 1- Participant roles 

Role Number of participants Category used in quotations 

Co-production team (Bridging 

Gaps) 

  

Patient with lived experience  8 Bridging Gaps (BGW) 

Support worker  2 Partner organisation (Ptn) 

Academic GP  2 Researcher (Res) 

Researcher 2 Researcher (Res) 

General practice participants   

General practitioner 6 General practitioner (GP) 

Nurse 2 Nurse (Nurse) 

Drug and alcohol worker 3 Drug and alcohol (D&A) 
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Care coordinator/ link worker/ 

social prescriber 

5 Care coordinator (CC) 

Total 30  

 

We have distilled the results into three main themes and a summary table (table 2) of the system 

problems and changes implemented to improve access and care of marginalised patients: 

1. Time and funding opportunities enabled motivated individuals and teams to improve 

general practice with marginalised patients.  

2. Participants shifted ways of working: to provide proactive continuity of care from trusted 

professionals. 

3. Improving connections within and between general practice, support organisations and 

marginalised patients was enjoyable, encouraged empathy and was beneficial to patients 

and staff.  

 

1. Time and funding opportunities enabled motivated individuals and teams to improve 

general practice with marginalised patients.  

Lived experience and general practice participants shared experiences of barriers to access  for 

marginalised patients. All participants were motivated to tackle these barriers. Protected, facilitated 

meeting time with lived experience involvement galvanised professionals who were already 

interested in improving care for marginalised patients. General practice staff used Primary Care 

Network care coordinator and Enhanced Access funding to make service-improvements (outlined in 

Table 2), which have continued beyond this project. This included two practices recruiting a care 

coordinator to support marginalised patients who struggle to access mainstream general practice, 

and one practice co-designing an inclusion health clinic. This clinic included support from the care 

coordinator with appointment booking, reminders and non-clinical support, and longer 

appointments with one of two GPs experienced in inclusion health. This additional capacity enabled 

motivated GPs and care coordinators to collaborate on providing better care for marginalised 

patients.    

“So it was partly GP13 from the partners and partly the local contract funding 

that fitted together. So then me and another GP with an interest in inclusion 

health were given a mandate… to crack on with it and so we did. Then Bridging 

Gaps was there as a really useful opportunity for people with lived experience 

who were doing relevant work around improved access for people with 

experience of trauma. So it felt like a very ideal synergy”- GP5 

When GPs were asked what the hardest part of providing care to marginalised patients was, the 

most frequent answer was ‘not enough time’. GP participants were conscious of the heightened 

vulnerability of marginalised patients and referenced really wanting to ‘do a good job’ in providing 

care for them. Participants had some knowledge of how to do this, but described being limited when 

simultaneously trying to safely manage high volumes of clinical demand.   

“if you’re trying to deal with someone with really complex needs in the middle of 

an absolutely overbooked on-call clinic with 50 calls, and you’re just trying to get 

through the session safely..., you are going to really struggle to provide the 

empathetic, whole person care that you might want to provide. So structurally, 

you need to put clinicians in a place where they’ve got the headspace and the 
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opportunity to be kind and trauma-informed and aware of that person’s needs. 

Otherwise, it’s just not fair on either person.”- GP5 

Some participants recognised the potential for overwhelm or burnout in professionals who do not 

have sufficient capacity for the work, how that can detriment the compassion people feel able to 

offer and risk staff leaving.  

“I think that staff are really tired… they’re very kind of stretched and I think that 

impacts on people’s compassion… staff burnout is I think quite common at the 

moment”-NURSE1 

One GP who delivered the inclusion health clinic developed during the project in addition to 

mainstream general practice highlighted how enjoyable it was to have protected time to ‘do a good 

job’ for patients who really need it.  

“I think as well as hopefully being good for the patients. It’s quite joyful for us, it’s 

really improved our work”- GP1 

Another GP who delivered the inclusion health clinic developed during the project in addition to  

mainstream general practice shared the potential of the inclusion health clinic to improve efficiency 

and reduce stress elsewhere in the system, as standard clinics are not appropriately timetabled for 

managing high levels of complexity that could be managed in the inclusion health clinic.  

“I think, overall, that [colleagues] were supportive of [the inclusion health clinic]… 

allowing a space for patients who needed more time where it was really stressful 

to try and do that within a general clinic with 15 patients. So hopefully, it 

offloaded some of the stress.” -GP5   
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Table 2- System problem and change implemented to improve access and care of marginalised patients 

System problem Change implemented Illustrative quotes 

General practice and 

lived experience 

participants both 

highlighted that 

marginalised patients 

often fall through the 

gaps of mainstream 

general practice.  

 

1. Care coordinator and patient list 

Two mainstream practices independently used the opportunity of 

care coordinator funding to have an individual or team to provide 

additional support for marginalised patients at their practices. Both 

practices have continued these roles beyond the project and one is 

recruiting for a second care coordinator to also do this, because of 

high levels of need. Participants recognised the value in these 

individuals maintaining and advocating for a list of marginalised 

patients. Care coordinators proactively communicate with patients on 

the list (without ‘nagging’), provide continuity and help clinicians to 

provide appropriate care to them (see Theme 2- Shifting ways of 

working- provide proactive continuity of care from trusted, supported 

professionals). 

“The role that (CC1) has is developing into 

something that’s quite essential to the practice for 

this particular group of people with complex needs, 

and not only them, but for the staff… it gives us 

somewhere to put our thinking in terms of how we 

behave with people with complexity, people we 

can’t get hold of, certain types of vulnerability”-GP2 

 

“the doctors will send me tasks and say, ‘This one 

needs to be on your radar,’”-CC1 

Mainstream appointment 

systems are often 

inaccessible to 

marginalised patients 

who often require rapidly 

responsive, easily 

accessible routes in to 

care.  

2. Prioritise flexible access and longer appointments to 

patients in greater need 

One practice dovetailed the care coordinator role with a specialist 

inclusion health clinic for marginalised patients; in the other the care 

coordinator had a direct telephone line they provided to patients and 

priority access to appointments when needed. One practice also had 

protected appointment slots that could be used by drug and alcohol 

workers who could use this for one of their clients if needed.  

“I’ve also got the authority, the clearance, to book 

appointments in when I need to, whereas the staff, 

they’d have to say, ‘Okay, we haven’t got any more 

for today and the next one’s in two weeks,’ I can 

change a slot with the doctor.”-CC1 
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Several participants 

reflected the variability in 

behaviour or prejudice 

from different staff 

members and this was a 

deterrent as they 

wouldn’t know if they 

would get ‘a nice one’.  

3. Trauma-informed approach throughout the whole practice 

in addition to small team focused on marginalised patients 

Both of the mainstream practices we collaborated with on service-

improvements requested training for all staff and reflected on the 

importance of a whole team approach to improving access for 

marginalised patients. 

Additionally it was valuable to have a small team of clinicians and care 

coordinator for patients to have continuity and trust in who they were 

communicating with. One care coordinator offered patients on her list 

a direct phone number that would only be answered by her so 

patients had the security of knowing who they would speak to (see 

Theme 2- Shifting ways of working- provide proactive continuity of 

care from trusted, supported professionals). 

“So I think a lot of my barriers was around the way 

I’d been treated in GP surgeries before. Like I said, 

not about the GPs, but the receptionists”- BGW2 

 

“that first meeting was a whole team meeting 

because I do feel like access to healthcare is very 

much a whole team issue. It’s not just about GPs.”- 

GP1 

Lived experience 

participants raised the 

need to re-tell their story 

to multiple staff members 

as a barrier to accessing 

general practice.  

 

4. Personal Snapshot document as a tool to share information 

with general practice (see Appendix 1) 

Participants co-developed a tool to try and mitigate this, a Personal 

Snapshot document that is completed with a support worker and 

emailed securely to the practice, with an alert on electronic notes to 

see the document prior to consultation. It is optional, but includes 

information that the individual may want to share with the practice, 

whether they would like to be asked about these or not, and best 

ways of working with them. This uses a trusted connection with a 

support worker, to help with building a relationship with general 

practice staff. 

“there’s so many services that support people but so 

few of them are actually able to support people in 

[general practice]… if you’ve got one good 

relationship and somebody can just do that with 

one person then they’ve got a much higher chance 

of being able to communicate what they need”-Ptn2 

 

“It's really helpful to the GPs to have the 

background before doing consultations with 

patients and it gives the patient more confidence 

and trust in us that we've listened to them and 

adjusted things to help them.”- CC1 

Participants raised 

serious concern about 

women not feeling safe 

to access homeless health 

or drug and alcohol 

services as the locations 

are targeted by 

perpetrators. 

5. Exploring potential changes including healthcare outreach 

clinics in women’s only safe spaces  

Participants discussed ideas of collaborating with women’s only safe 

spaces in the city such as women’s only hostels or locations that 

weren’t focused on drug use or homelessness to host a regular clinic 

for an outreach clinician to support marginalised women. Homeless 

health staff were enthusiastic to support this. As yet funding has not 

been secured to try this.  

“it’s hard to get normality into your life, access 

accommodation services, when these people (men) 

are there.  The idea of ‘drop in’ is great but there 

are all these blokes outside.”-BGW2 
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2. Participants shifted ways of working: to provide proactive continuity of care from trusted 

professionals. 

Several lived experience participants described negative experiences, including feeling judged by or 

discriminated against by authority figures, that were barriers to accessing care. Examples included 

having to wait longer than other patients if attending the surgery to collect opiate substitution 

prescriptions, or having this called out publicly in the waiting room, exacerbating feelings of shame 

around substance dependence. These feelings mattered and persisted for people; building trust 

seemed to be key in enabling engagement. Most professional and lived experience participants 

highly valued continuity as a strategy to achieve this.   

“Trust is won in small moments, isn’t it, over a period of time? In terms of 

structural things that facilitate that… continuity really matters. Yeah, it does, 

particularly for this group of patients.”- GP5 

“[W]hen you are ready, you’re gonna go to that person ‘cause you’ve built that 

trust along the way. I trust that they’re not gonna railroad me into something”-

BGW2 

Some participants referred to the variability of behaviour marginalised patients might receive from 

different staff members, and therefore it was important to know who they were going to speak to. 

One care coordinator had a designated phone number which she gave out to patients for direct 

access to a known contact. Despite fears from colleagues that she would be overwhelmed with calls, 

this did not happen. The coordinator saw it as a valued tool that helped marginalised patients feel 

more comfortable to access. 

“People aren’t over-using it, not at all, but I think it’s just knowing that it’s there, 

that they feel a lot safer, that they can have that line and it’s only on my desk; 

nobody else will answer it.”- CC1 

Several participants recognised the benefit of building on existing trusted relationships to encourage 

engagement with other professionals, or help with the practicalities of getting to appointments.  

“so we actually get that person to feel that it’s okay, if we’re all singing from the 

same hymn-sheet and saying, ‘You need to go there. Just ask for this person. 

You’ll be absolutely fine’”- CC1 

Healthcare professionals who deliver enhanced care to marginalised patients highlighted the 

importance of proactively contacting marginalised patients. They emphasised not being too pushy, 

and listening to patients' priorities first before using opportunities to offer assessment or 

management that might be of the healthcare provider agenda. Proactive, person-centred 

communication was valued by both professionals and patients, it offered a way to show compassion, 

and a way to build relationships. 

“I text people a lot… sometimes I’ll just send a text saying, ‘I hope you’re okay’… 

especially when people aren’t engaging, just keeping that relationship going and 

then when you meet up with them, they will sometimes say, ‘oh you know, I like 

getting your texts, thank you’.”-NURSE2 

Lived experience participants encouraged general practice staff to remember ‘the quiet ones’, 

patients who might not actively ask for or advocate for their needs and are often left behind by 
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general practices that require people to actively seek care and overcome common obstacles like 

limited appointment slots. This resonated with several practice staff.  

“don’t forget the people who are traumatised and go quiet and disappear, but at 

the same time, we mustn’t hound people… allowing the patient autonomy and 

control where possible”- GP1 

The importance of honest communication and human connection with marginalised patients was 

highlighted by professional and lived experience participants and enabled progress of patient and 

professional agendas. 

“as a service user you walk in and I know when they’re putting on a voice… just be 

yourself, do you know what I mean?… I think CC1 to me seems, when you meet 

her in the surgery is how she would talk at home do you know what I mean? It’s 

just her”- BGW2 

 

3. Improving connections within and between general practices, support organisations and 

marginalised patients was enjoyable, encouraged empathy and was beneficial to patients 

and staff.  

Both the process of co-production and the service-improvements that were developed (see Table 2) 

initiated or strengthened teamwork and connectedness both within and between general practice 

teams. Some participants noted the value of relationships and teams within general practice who 

were focused on delivering better care for marginalised patients. One participant described relief at 

feeling part of a wider team of practices also motivated to tackle health inequalities.  

“it’s really kind of encouraging for us to know that there are other GP practices 

that are kind of passionate about health inclusion that’s you know, refreshing and 

a relief!”- NURSE1  

Co-producing service-improvements encouraged empathy, human connection and was rewarding to 

professionals and marginalised patients. Patients and staff were enthusiastic about the benefits of 

the changes they had made and outcomes for patients, primary care and collaborating 

organisations. 

“there is people behind these labels and there is humans and human behaviour 

and I think we have made the difference. I think we made the difference like in 

Practice2, I think we made a difference in Area8… I love that and I think that’s a 

massive thing”- BGW2 

A couple of lived experience participants reflected that their experience of collaborating with 

general practice staff helped them empathise with them and feel more comfortable and empowered 

to engage with general practice. 

“it’s actually kind of broken down my own barriers towards GPs… it’s made me a 

little bit more confident to speak up and sort of put my view across and know that 

I’m able to do that; this is just another human being I’m talking to” -BGW1 

General practice participants highlighted the value of meaningful collaboration between those with 

lived experience and providers in improving contextual understanding. Collaboration improved 
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empathy, challenged assumptions, enabled those with lived experience to feel listened to, and 

increased the relevance of services to the local population. This new way of working had a different 

balance of power which general practice participants found insightful and constructive.  

“when you change the power dynamic and have a meeting like that, where we’re 

all on an equal footing, I often find that you have unexpected insights… they’ve 

challenged the way that we’ve thought about things and given us a fresh way of 

thinking… it’s improved things for us as doctors as well as for our patients” -GP1 

 

Discussion 
This study presents an example of using highly collaborative and inclusive methods to develop 

sustained service changes to improve access to general practice for and with highly marginalised 

patients. The service changes were achieved by enabling and galvanizing motivated individuals and 

teams with protected time, funding opportunities and the involvement of patients with lived 

experience. Co-produced service improvements (see Table 2) included: 

• using care coordinators to hold and advocate for a marginalised patient list 

• prioritising flexible access and longer appointments to patients in greater need 

• promoting a trauma-informed approach throughout the whole practice team in addition to a 

small team of clinicians and care coordinator focused on supporting and providing continuity 

to marginalised patients 

• the development of a Personal Snapshot document as a tool to share information with the 

general practice.  

With protected time and proactive support from care coordinators, GPs enjoyed ‘doing a good job’ 

for patients who really needed it. The process and outcomes of this work improved connections 

within and between general practices, support organisations and marginalised patients which was 

beneficial to all. 

Strengths and limitations 

A key strength of this work is the significant involvement of patients with lived experience and those 

who work closely with them throughout the study. This provided a refreshing and connecting 

experience for both general practice and lived experience participants and has helped galvanise 

change focused on what is important to those it is intended to help.  

Men were not included in the lived experience co-production team (this was the decision of the 

team and organisation that supports them). The project was considering how to improve access to 

all marginalised patients to general practice and the service changes weren’t restricted by gender. 

The individuals involved cannot represent the full diversity of opinion of marginalised patients. 

Marginalisation is more damaging to women than men(14) and women who have experienced street 

sex work/ prostitution are often the least well heard of the inclusion health groups(5), prioritising 

their involvement and safety took priority. Gender-sensitivity is a vital component of trauma-

informed care(10), and seems to be particularly so in SMD.  

Comparison with existing literature 
There is currently insufficient systematic review evidence to make clear recommendations on how to 

improve access to primary care(9). This study is in keeping with other work showing that proactive 

and continuity of care, and being able to build a trusting relationship are of particular importance in 
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providing care to marginalised patients(4, 5, 6, 7, 8), but furthers this buy demonstrating how these 

can be achieved in practice alongside other service improvements to improve access for and with 

marginalised patients.  

In the UK, GPs experience high stress levels, particularly in having ‘insufficient time to do the job’ 

and large numbers are leaving or considering leaving the profession(31). The increased burden of ill 

health and multimorbidity in socioeconomically deprived areas and fewer GPs per head of need-

adjusted population in deprived than in affluent areas, results in high demands on primary care and 

increased GP stress(16, 32). There is a risk of moral distress in healthcare: the experience of knowing 

the right thing to do while being in a situation in which it is nearly impossible to do it(33). This study 

outlines strategies that can offer hope: professional participants who had additional resources and 

time to better care for patients who really needed it were enthusiastic about the process and 

outcomes for both patient care and the staff team.  

With limited resources, there is an imperative to make decisions on the principles of proportionate 

universalism, that health actions must be with a scale and intensity that is proportionate to the level 

of disadvantage(34). The service-improvements co-produced here represent positive selectivism, 

where targeted approaches (that sit alongside universal services) are used to cater for specific 

needs(35). The positive selectivism of marginalised patients was managed by small teams in the 

practices, with the care coordinator holding the patient list and providing proactive connection and 

advocacy, working alongside a small number of GPs who were experienced and committed to 

improving care for marginalised patients. This technique, working particularly with those who are 

most committed to make changes for patients, fits with social movement and healthcare 

improvement literature(36). Another study has highlighted the opportunity of support roles such as 

care coordinators, in facilitating timely access to care and embedding relationship-based care into 

and across routine general practice(37). There are similarities with efforts to implement reasonable 

adjustments for people with intellectual disabilities and/or autism in healthcare(38) and the 

potential for shared learning in improving inclusion across marginalised groups. 

In addition to small team focus, all participating practices raised the need for an empathetic trauma-

informed approach throughout the whole practice team. Marginalised patients need to feel safe that 

any staff member they encounter will treat them respectfully. The experiences shared by 

participants and the fact that one care coordinator saw the need for a direct phone line that nobody 

else would answer for patients to feel safe to call suggests the experience of judgement, stigma and 

prejudice are still present in health care interactions. This is consistent with  other studies(39, 40) 

but having only one trusted staff member clearly is a precarious connection. While the influence of 

societal prejudice against addictions, mental ill-health and homelessness alongside other potentially 

intersecting biases are undoubtedly challenging to tackle, there is evidence that staff training can 

improve trauma-informed knowledge, attitudes and behaviours(41).    

Implications for research and/or practice 
Healthcare access has been recently described as the ‘human fit’ between the needs and abilities of 

people in the population and the abilities and capacity of people in the healthcare workforce, in the 

context of particular societal conditions and organisational structures and processes(23). Our 

findings support and extend this by highlighting the structural, personal and relational elements that 

support improved access for marginalised patients. This highly inclusive work helps us move towards 

a better human fit and relationship between general practice and marginalised patients.  

As occurred in our study, co-production can bring fresh thinking to complex problems(25, 26, 27). 

Some general practices or networks may wish to try similar highly inclusive methods of collaborating 
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with local support organisations and people with lived experience to develop context-specific service 

improvements. The investment in doing this properly should not be under-estimated: Bridging Gaps 

has been a four-year project in the making that started from already established trusted 

relationships(2, 3). A more feasible strategy would be to use or adapt the strategies we have 

developed here, outlined in table 2, with important contextual understanding contained in the 

results and discussion. We would encourage others to strive for a level of meaningful engagement 

with marginalised patients, perhaps in collaboration with a local support organisation, as part of 

adapting these interventions locally.  

Further research is needed on understanding how to achieve trauma-informed care across the 

whole practice, what processes and outcomes are important in improving access and care of 

marginalised patients in general practice, and a more nuanced and rigorous understanding of what 

works for whom and in what circumstances.  

 

Conclusion 
Building on the foundation of a highly inclusive co-production project, enabling motivated general 

practice staff with time and funding opportunities, our  intervention resulted in service changes to 

improve access to general practice for marginalised patients. Practices created small focused teams 

in addition to striving for a whole team trauma-informed empathetic approach. Professional 

participants found joy in doing ‘a good job’ for patients who really need it and that prioritising 

continuity for patients who really need it may ease pressure on other general practice clinics. These 

co-produced strategies could be locally adapted and evaluated elsewhere. Investing in this different 

way of working may improve inclusion of marginalised groups, health equity and staff wellbeing.  

 

 

Ethics approval  
This research was granted approval by the University of Bristol Faculty of Health Sciences Research 

Ethics Committee, references 93802 and 110882. Health Research Authority approval REC reference: 

21/HRA/5057. 

Acknowledgements  
We would like to thank all general practice, support staff and lived experience participants for their 

contributions to the project and efforts to improve access to general practice. Thanks also to Lesley 

Wye for her expertise and encouragement in setting up and supporting the early years of Bridging 

Gaps. Bridging Gaps received funding through the Q Exchange by the Health Foundation and NHS 

England and NHS Improvement and National Institute for Health and Care Research (NIHR); Research 

Capability Funding through the NHS Bristol, North Somerset and South Gloucestershire CCG grant 

number RCF20/21-1LP; the NIHR School for Primary Care Research grant number 465; the National 

Institute for Health and Care Research (NIHR) Applied Research Collaboration West (NIHR ARC West) 

and the National Institute for Health and Care Research Bristol Biomedical Research Centre. LP was 

supported by the Wellcome Trust grant number 23501/Z/21/Z. GF's salary was supported by the UK 

Prevention Research Partnership (Violence, Health and Society; MR-VO49879/1), an initiative funded 

by UK Research and Innovation Councils, the Department of Health and Social Care (England) and 

the UK devolved administrations, and leading health research charities. The views expressed in this 

article are those of the authors and not necessarily those of the NIHR, the Wellcome Trust or the 

Department of Health and Social Care. 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 30, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.24.23290453doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.24.23290453
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


 

1. O’Cathain A, Croot L, Sworn K, Duncan E, Rousseau N, Turner K, et al. Taxonomy of 

approaches to developing interventions to improve health: a systematic methods overview. Pilot 

and Feasibility Studies. 2019;5(1):41. 

2. The Bridging Gaps group MF, Lesley Wye MC, Lucy Potter. Bridging Gaps: how we’ve 

managed digital exclusion during COVID-19 to improve access to healthcare for women who have 

experienced trauma. In: Oli Williams DT, Josephine Ocloo,, Meerat Kaur GH, Michelle Farr, Peter 

Beresford, editors. COVID-19 and Co-production in Health and Social Care Research, Policy and 

Practice. Volume 2: Co-production Methods and Working Together at a Distance. Bristol: Policy 

Press; 2021. 

3. McGeown H, Potter L, Stone T, Swede J, Cramer H, group BG, et al. Trauma informed co-

production: Collaborating and combining expertise to improve access to primary care with women 

with complex needs. medRxiv. 2023:2023.04.21.23288783. 

4. Driscoll DL, Hiratsuka V, Johnston JM, Norman S, Reilly KM, Shaw J, et al. Process and 

Outcomes of Patient-Centered Medical Care With Alaska Native People at Southcentral Foundation. 

The Annals of Family Medicine. 2013;11(Suppl 1):S41. 

5. Luchenski S, Maguire N, Aldridge RW, Hayward A, Story A, Perri P, et al. What works in 

inclusion health: overview of effective interventions for marginalised and excluded populations. The 

Lancet. 2018;391(10117):266-80. 

6. Mercer SW, Fitzpatrick B, Guthrie B, Fenwick E, Grieve E, Lawson K, et al. The CARE Plus 

study – a whole-system intervention to improve quality of life of primary care patients with 

multimorbidity in areas of high socioeconomic deprivation: exploratory cluster randomised 

controlled trial and cost-utility analysis. BMC Medicine. 2016;14(1):88. 

7. Potter LC, Horwood J, Feder G. Access to healthcare for street sex workers in the UK: 

perspectives and best practice guidance from a national cross-sectional survey of frontline workers. 

BMC Health Serv Res. 2022;22(1):178. 

8. Browne AA-O, Varcoe C, Ford-Gilboe M, Nadine Wathen C, Smye V, Jackson BE, et al. 

Disruption as opportunity: Impacts of an organizational health equity intervention in primary care 

clinics. (1475-9276 (Electronic)). 

9. Chapman JL, Zechel A, Carter YH, Abbott S. Systematic review of recent innovations in 

service provision to improve access to primary care. British Journal of General Practice. 

2004;54(502):374-81. 

10.  SAMHSA’s Concept of Trauma and Guidance for a Trauma-Informed Approach. Rockville, 

MD: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration; 2014.  Contract No.: HHS 

Publication No. (SMA) 14-4884. 

11. Sosenko F, Johnson S, Bramble G. Gender Matters: Gendered patterns of severe and 

multiple disadvantage in England. Heriot-Watt University; 2020. 

12. Queen AB, Lowrie R, Richardson J, Williamson AE. Multimorbidity, disadvantage, and patient 

engagement within a specialist homeless health service in the UK: an in-depth study of general 

practice data. BJGP Open. 2017;1(3):bjgpopen17X100941. 

13. Rogans-Watson R, Shulman CE, Lewer D, Armstrong M, Hudson BF. Premature frailty, 

geriatric conditions and multimorbidity among people experiencing homelessness: a cross-sectional 

observational study in a London hostel. Housing, Care and Support. 2020;23:77-91. 

14. Aldridge RW, Story A, Hwang SW, Nordentoft M, Luchenski SA, Hartwell G, et al. Morbidity 

and mortality in homeless individuals, prisoners, sex workers, and individuals with substance use 

disorders in high-income countries: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Lancet. 

2018;391(10117):241-50. 

15. O’Donnell P, Tierney E, O’Carroll A, Nurse D, MacFarlane A. Exploring levers and barriers to 

accessing primary care for marginalised groups and identifying their priorities for primary care 

provision: a participatory learning and action research study. International Journal for Equity in 

Health. 2016;15(1):197. 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 30, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.24.23290453doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.24.23290453
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


16. Mercer SW, Watt GCM. The Inverse Care Law: Clinical Primary Care Encounters in Deprived 

and Affluent Areas of Scotland. The Annals of Family Medicine. 2007;5(6):503-10. 

17. Wen CK, Hudak PL, Hwang SW. Homeless People’s Perceptions of Welcomeness and 

Unwelcomeness in Healthcare Encounters. Journal of General Internal Medicine. 2007;22(7):1011-7. 

18. Mastrocola EL, Taylor AK, Chew-Graham C. Access to healthcare for long-term conditions in 

women involved in street-based prostitution: a qualitative study. BMC Fam Pract. 2015;16:118. 

19. Rodgers C. The Kirketon Road Centre - improving access to primary care for marginalised 

populations. Australian Family Physician. 2012;41(4):245-7. 

20. Gunner E, Chandan SK, Marwick S, Saunders K, Burwood S, Yahyouche A, et al. Provision and 

accessibility of primary healthcare services for people who are homeless: a qualitative study of 

patient perspectives in the UK. British Journal of General Practice. 2019;69(685):e526. 

21. Potter L, Horwood J, Feder G. [Pre-print] Access to Healthcare for Street Sex Workers in the 

UK: Perspectives and Best Practice Guidance from the Frontline2021 4/1/22. 

22. Smith KG, Paudyal V, MacLure K, Forbes-McKay K, Buchanan C, Wilson L, et al. Relocating 

patients from a specialist homeless healthcare centre to general practices: a multi-perspective study. 

British Journal of General Practice. 2018;68(667):e105. 

23. Voorhees J, Bailey S, Waterman H, Checkland K. Accessing primary care and the importance 

of ‘human fit’: a qualitative participatory case study. British Journal of General Practice. 

2022;72(718):e342-e50. 

24. Williams O, Sarre S, Papoulias SC, Knowles S, Robert G, Beresford P, et al. Lost in the 

shadows: reflections on the dark side of co-production. Health Research Policy and Systems. 

2020;18(1):43. 

25. Hickey G, Richards T, Sheehy J. Co-production from proposal to paper. Nature. 

2018;562(7725):29-31. 

26. McCarron TL, Clement F, Rasiah J, Moran C, Moffat K, Gonzalez A, et al. Patients as partners 

in health research: A scoping review. Health Expectations. 2021;24(4):1378-90. 

27. Bird M, Ouellette C, Whitmore C, Li L, Nair K, McGillion MH, et al. Preparing for patient 

partnership: A scoping review of patient partner engagement and evaluation in research. Health 

Expectations. 2020;23(3):523-39. 

28. QualityWatch. Quality and Inequality. The Health Foundation and Nuffield Trust 2020. 

29. Dixon-Woods M, Cavers D, Agarwal S, Annandale E, Arthur A, Harvey J, et al. Conducting a 

critical interpretive synthesis of the literature on access to healthcare by vulnerable groups. BMC 

Medical Research Methodology. 2006;6(1):35. 

30. Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology. 

2006;3(2):77-101. 

31. Bolanle Odebiyi BW, Jon Gibson, Matt Sutton, Sharon Spooner, Kath Checkland. Eleventh 

National GP Worklife Survey 

2021. Policy Research Unit in Health and Social Care Systems and Commissioning (PRUComm); 2021 

2021. 

32. Fisher R, Dunn P, Asaria M, Thorlby R. Level or not? Comparing general practice in areas of 

high and low socieconomic deprivation in England. The Health Foundation; 2020. 

33. Jameton A. Nursing practice: The ethical issues: Prentice-Hall; 1984. 

34. Marmot M, Allen J, Goldblatt P, Boyce T, McNeish D, Grady M, et al. Fair Society Healthy 

Lives (The Marmot Review). London: Institute of Health Equity; 2010. 

35. Carey G, Crammond B, De Leeuw E. Towards health equity: a framework for the application 

of proportionate universalism. Int J Equity Health. 2015;14:81. 

36. Bate P, Robert G, Bevan H. The next phase of healthcare improvement: what can we learn 

from social movements? Quality and Safety in Health Care. 2004;13(1):62-6. 

37. Howells K, Amp M, Burrows M, Brown J, Brennan R, Dickinson J, et al. Remote primary care 

during the COVID-19 pandemic for people experiencing homelessness: a qualitative study. British 

Journal of General Practice. 2022:BJGP.2021.0596. 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 30, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.24.23290453doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.24.23290453
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


38. Moloney M, Hennessy T, Doody O. Reasonable adjustments for people with intellectual 

disability in acute care: a scoping review of the evidence. BMJ Open. 2021;11(2):e039647. 

39. O'Donnell P, Tierney E, O'Carroll A, Nurse D, MacFarlane A. Exploring levers and barriers to 

accessing primary care for marginalised groups and identifying their priorities for primary care 

provision: a participatory learning and action research study. International Journal for Equity in 

Health. 2016;15(1):197. 

40. Kovandžić M, Chew-Graham C, Reeve J, Edwards S, Peters S, Edge D, et al. Access to primary 

mental health care for hard-to-reach groups: From ‘silent suffering’ to ‘making it work’. Social 

Science & Medicine. 2011;72(5):763-72. 

41. Purtle J. Systematic Review of Evaluations of Trauma-Informed Organizational Interventions 

That Include Staff Trainings. Trauma Violence Abuse. 2020;21(4):725-40. 

 

 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 30, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.24.23290453doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.05.24.23290453
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/

