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23 Abstract

24

25 Background

26

27 Online triage and consultation platforms are being increasingly used by healthcare providers 

28 in the UK for patient/clinician interactions. COVID-19 accelerated the shift towards the use 

29 of these platforms to maintain healthcare provision and reduce transmission. Strict directives 

30 were introduced by the UK Government to avoid in-person contact wherever possible in 

31 March 2020. 

32

33 Aim

34

35 To examine patients’ experiences of online triage and consultation in UK primary care during 

36 the COVID-19 pandemic and offer considerations for their continued use.

37

38 Design

39

40 This study follows the PRISMA framework and includes qualitative studies conducted in UK 

41 primary care based on the experiences of patient users of any such online platform during the 

42 period of March 2020 to April 2023. Studies were included using the PICO format. Three 

43 literature databases were searched for relevant studies: PubMed, Science Direct and 

44 EMBASE. CASP is used to assess data quality.

45

46 Results

47

48 540 studies were reviewed and reduced to 12 studies that met the inclusion criteria. Study 

49 characteristics were identified as: year of study, study population, disease types/conditions, 

50 patient response themes and the study’s data capture method. A thematic inductive approach 

51 identifies three overarching themes (Accessibility, Care delivery, System functionality) and 

52 10 sub-themes (Affordability, IT literacy, Communication, Convenience, Care quality, 

53 Patient safety/privacy, Usability, Continuity of care, Inequality and Media influence). 

54

55 Conclusion

56
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57 This review highlights aspects of patient satisfaction and benefit but also those most 

58 concerning for patients. This study reviews the rapid, compulsory adoption of these systems 

59 during COVID-19 with implications for their future implementation beyond the pandemic.
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60 Introduction

61

62 The use of online triage and consultation platforms is increasingly used amongst healthcare 

63 providers in the UK.1 These platforms are provided by private sector vendors, from an 

64 approved National Health Service (NHS) supplier list, and they allow patients to remotely 

65 communicate, synchronously or asynchronously, with a healthcare practitioner.2 Key features 

66 of the online platforms can include message exchange, appointment booking, symptom 

67 checking, photo sharing, signposting to other services and direct video consultation3,4.

68

69 The use of these online tools has been driven by increasing workload pressures facing the 

70 NHS, increasing patient acceptance of and accessibility to technology, and a downward trend 

71 in patient satisfaction5,6.

72

73 During the COVID-19 pandemic, the shift towards the use of these platforms was accelerated 

74 due to viral transmission mitigation measures introduced by the UK Government and 

75 guidance from healthcare authorities to implement more of these remote systems to maintain 

76 levels of healthcare provision7,8. By April 2020, 90% of all consultations in primary care 

77 were delivered remotely9.

78

79 Results

80

81 The literature search yielded a total of 540 results. 12 studies met the inclusion criteria using 

82 the PRISMA checklist framework 20 .

83
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84              
85

86 Figure 1 - PRISMA Flow Diagram of study selection

87

88 Study characteristics

89

90 UK-based studies were limited. The studies spanned a pandemic timeframe between January 

91 2020 and April 2023. Populations represented in the studies were broadly inclusive and 

92 predominantly undertaken within the primary care landscape of England. Four of the twelve 

93 studies examined patient experiences within specific disease or condition types. 10 themes 

94 emerged. In all but one of the studies patient experience data was captured either by survey, 

95 interview or focus group. In the exception, data was gathered from social media comments 

96 posted on the platform Twitter (now known as X). Study characteristics are captured in Table 

97 3.

540 Records identified from:

EMBASE (n = 160)
PubMed (n = 150)
Science Direct (n = 14)
Health Foundation (n = 126)
Nuffield Foundation (n = 17)
The Kings Fund (n = 67)
Health Watch (n=6)

Records removed before 
screening:

Duplicate records removed  
(n = 49)

Records screened (title and 
abstract):
(n = 491)

Records excluded: 
(Reasons: quantitative 
(aggregated scores) studies, 
non-UK, remote teaching 
studies, pre-covid, veterinary, 
technical system studies
(n = 443)

Reports assessed for eligibility 
(full text):
(n = 48)

Reports excluded:
Data collected pre-covid 
(n = 4)
Quantitative study (n = 15)
Non-UK study (n = 17)

Studies included in review:
(n = 8)
Reports of included studies:
(n = 4)

Identification of studies via databases and registers
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98

Study/Year Population Disease 

types/Conditions

Themes 

identified

Data 

capture 

method

Health Watch, 

2020

Adults >18yrs 

(England only)

Any Convenience, 

communication, 

usability, IT 

literacy 

Online 

surveys, 

interviews, 

focus 

groups

Karavadra et 

al., 202029

Pregnant 

women

Any Accessibility, 

communication, 

media influence

Online 

surveys

Ladds et al., 

202030

UK-wide Long Covid patients Accessibility, 

care quality, 

patient 

safety/privacy

Interviews, 

online 

focus 

groups

Oxleas NHS 

Foundation 

Trust, 202032

Patients 

accessing 

Adult Mental 

Health (AMH), 

Adult

Community 

Health (ACH), 

and Children 

and Young 

People (CYP) 

services

Mental health, 

learning disabilities, 

other

Convenience, 

care quality, 

patient 

safety/privacy

Surveys

Ainley et al., 

202123

UK-wide Any Accessibility, 

convenience, IT 

literacy

Social 

media 

comments

Duncan & 

Cheng, 202124

Adults >18yrs 

(England only)

Any Accessibility, 

communication, 

IT literacy

Online 

surveys
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Howells et al., 

202225

Homelessness 

(UK-wide)

Any Accessibility, 

affordability, 

inequality

Semi-

structured 

interviews

Health 

Foundation, 

202231

Adults >18yrs 

(England only)

Ambulatory care 

sensitive conditions 

(such as asthma, 

diabetes, epilepsy, 

hypertensive 

disease, dementia 

and heart

failure)41

Continuity of 

care, care 

quality

2 x surveys 

(study start 

& end), 

Interviews, 

focus 

groups

Turner et al., 

202233

Adults >18yrs 

(England only)

Any Accessibility, 

communication, 

continuity of 

care, patient 

safety/privacy

Semi-

structured 

interviews

Health Watch, 

2021

Adults >18yrs 

(England only)

Any Accessibility, 

IT literacy

Online 

surveys

Haun et al., 

202326

Adults >18yrs Mental health 

(anxiety, depression)

Usability, 

connectivity

Semi-

structured 

interviews

Verity & 

Brown, 202334

Under-

represented 

groups (Gypsy, 

Roma and 

Traveller 

communities, 

sex workers, 

vulnerable 

migrants, and 

homelessness)

Any Accessibility, 

IT literacy, 

affordability

Semi-

structured 

interviews

99

100 Table 3 – Study characteristics from earliest to most recently published.
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101

102 Data quality

103

104 Seven out of eight studies of the academic literature sources used in this review were sourced 

105 from journals with a high impact factor, ranging from 2.908 to 7.077. The four grey literature 

106 sources used are credible21,22. A quality appraisal of the selected literature was undertaken 

107 using the CASP framework (Table 4). Risk of bias was identified in five of the 12 selected 

108 studies.

109

 

A
inley et al., 2021

23

D
uncan &

 C
heng, 2021

24

H
aun et al., 2023

26

H
ealthW

atch, 2020
27

H
ealthW

atch, 2021
28

H
ow

ells et al., 2022
25

K
aravadra et al., 2020

29

Ladds et al., 2020
30

H
ealth Foundation, 2022

31

O
xleas N

H
S

Foundation Trust, 2020
32

Turner et al., 2022
33

V
erity &

 B
row

n, 2023
34

Was there a 

clear 

statement of 

the aims of 

the 

research?

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Is a 

qualitative 

methodolog

y

appropriate?

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Was the 

research 

design 

appropriate 

to address 

the aims of 

Y Y Y ? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
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the 

research?

Was the 

recruitment 

strategy 

appropriate 

to the aims 

of the 

research?

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y ? ? Y Y

Was the 

data 

collected in 

a way that 

addressed 

the research 

issue?

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Has the 

relationship 

between 

researcher 

and 

participants 

been 

adequately 

considered?

Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y Y ? Y Y

Have ethical 

issues been 

taken into 

consideratio

n?

? Y Y ? Y Y Y Y N ? Y Y

Was the 

data analysis 
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
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sufficiently 

rigorous?

Is there a 

clear 

statement of 

findings?

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Is the 

research 

valuable?

? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

110

111 Table 4 - Summary of CASP quality appraisal of selected literature

112

113 Data analysis

114

115 This review adopts a data-led, inductive thematic analysis framework to derive themes and 

116 codes reflective of the data represented in the studies35,36. The data were categorised into 

117 three overarching themes with 10 sub-themes under each. The frequency of each thematically 

118 coded data point is shown in the QDA Miner extract (figure 2).

119

120
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121

122 Figure 2. Number of data points by theme using QDA Miner

123

124 Main themes

125

126 Accessibility - Affordability

127

128 Eight data points around the theme of Affordability were revealed. This theme was most 

129 prominent in Verity34 who examined the remote primary care experiences of minority and 

130 high-need groups (Gypsy and Travellers, sex workers, vulnerable migrants, and those 

131 experiencing homelessness). Within the 21 data points, respondents reported financial 

132 barriers to access due to having non-contract, ‘top-up’ mobile phones with limited credit and 

133 limited data allowance to transfer multi-media files, such as photographs, requested by GPs 

134 to adequately provide care34. Affordability crossed over with the theme of IT Literacy, with 

135 one participant stating that even with access to technology they did not possess the skills to 

136 effectively use it.

137

138 In Howells25 (experiences of homeless people), similar themes emerged from two 

139 participants. One respondent reported ‘on hold’ phone delays at their GP would use up 

140 available call credit and another that a shared computer managed by a homeless hostel was 

141 unavailable due to Covid restrictions25. Similarly, in HealthWatch27 one participant expressed 

142 cost constraints over call waiting times with their GP after being unable to use the online 

143 booking system.

144

145 Accessibility - IT Literacy

146

147 The theme of IT Literacy featured most prominently in HealthWatch27 and Verity34, the 

148 former a study consisting of a high proportion of over 60s (63%) and the latter consisting of 

149 marginalised groups. Every response under this theme in HealthWatch27 stated a reliance on 

150 someone else, predominantly a family member, to use the online systems with one participant 

151 suggesting the implementation of a volunteer-led programme of support. The need for 

152 support for elderly patients unfamiliar with technology was echoed by one participant in 

153 Turner33, as well as a social media comment captured in Ainley23. In Verity34 similar support 

154 was sought from friends, interpreters or support workers. Duncan24 reported a patient using 
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155 online system instructions from another GP practice to access their own GPs system 

156 effectively. A HealthWatch27 participant highlighted IT illiteracy, exacerbated by a language 

157 barrier, as the reason they were unable to navigate their GPs online system.

158

159 Accessibility – Inequality

160

161 All four participants coded under Inequality in Verity34 expressed frustration that online 

162 systems marginalised them further for reason of a lack of formal identification to use the 

163 health service, low written literacy levels and a perceived discriminatory reluctance for 

164 physical health examination. Inequalities over access to care were also raised by 

165 breastfeeding women, mental health patients31 the elderly23,32, dementia patients and blind or 

166 deaf patients without interpretation assistance.27

167

168 Care Delivery - Care Quality

169

170 The theme of care quality was the third highest reported in the literature and was evident in 

171 11 out the 12 studies included. This theme featured heavily (23 out of 54 responses) in 

172 Oxleas32 patient survey of health service users in the Southeast London region during the first 

173 few months of the pandemic. Participants broadly felt the remote delivery of care matched 

174 that of in-person care quality. This perception was aided by the availability of a video 

175 consultation option with several respondents positively reporting that this enabled them to 

176 effectively communicate symptoms and pain, removed stress and anxiety of in-person 

177 attendance and delivered satisfactory treatment and outcomes32. This was balanced by some 

178 negative perceptions that included: an aggravation of mental health conditions, a lack of 

179 emotional connection and an over-reliance on outdated patient records which, due to a lack of 

180 physical examination, were perceived as not reflecting patients’ current condition.

181

182 Elsewhere in the literature some patients commented positively on GPs transition to the 

183 remote model27, whilst negative care quality comments related to impersonal 

184 communication28, lack of empathy25 and no access to physical examination32,34. Thematic 

185 cross-over was revealed between Care Quality and Continuity of Care whereby a lack of the 

186 latter negatively affected the former in Ladds30. Notably, one respondent in Ladds30 

187 recognised a pattern in the online system’s logic processing to ensure the query was met with 

188 a direct GP response as opposed to being redirected to other support services. The patient felt 
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189 it necessary to knowingly enter inaccurate health information which subsequently led to 

190 concern over the care that was received.

191

192 Care Delivery - Patient Safety/Privacy

193

194 10 participants across the studies who gave positive responses related it to their reluctance to 

195 attend in-person appointments, which were exacerbated by COVID-19, due to having 

196 mobility constraints, chronic tiredness, frequent panic attacks or other multi-morbidities. 

197 Three respondents reacted positively to patient safety citing health benefits of not being 

198 potentially exposed to the COVID-19. Three patients were concerned about their privacy 

199 when using online consultation platforms; two relating to hesitancy using the platform at 

200 home for fear of revealing sensitive health information and another with concerns over who 

201 would have access to their health information once submitted to the online system. 

202

203 Care Delivery - Continuity of Care

204

205 Seven patients experienced frustration or dismay at having to explain, often complex, health 

206 history as the online system did not allow patients to seek care from a familiar practitioner, 

207 with one patient in Health Foundation31 who perceived patients were seen as “faceless 

208 creatures”. Conversely, five patients relayed positive continuity of care sentiments where 

209 online systems allowed patients to consult with a GP familiar to them and their health history. 

210 Notably, one respondent in Health Foundation31 reported using an online system with a 

211 published rota of practitioner availability but found it was not always accurate.

212

213 System Functionality – Usability

214

215 Seven of the 12 included studies surfaced comments relating to the usability and functionality 

216 of the online system. The frequency of positive (6) and negative (6) patient views were 

217 balanced in the studies. Elements of frustration included a lack of system notifications, 

218 unfamiliar software within the bespoke platforms, restrictions on certain types of devices, the 

219 use of jargon, and disparate points of access requiring multiple login credentials. Causation of 

220 positive Usability views were unclear, for example, one participant commented, ‘it’s 

221 simple’34. Other positive sentiments related to the ability to upload attachments and the 

222 availability of support resources such as YouTube links.27
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223

224 One contentious system feature was the facility to enter triage information by text before 

225 video consultation. Three patients commented negatively that the triage questioning was 

226 unnecessarily ‘very lengthy’27, ‘quite laborious’32 and ‘death by a thousand questions’28. 

227 Contrary to these statements, two patients felt the process meant they were more ‘prepared’ 

228 and had enabled the patient to ‘collect [their] thoughts’ prior to consultation.27 In relation to 

229 information gathering prior to consultation, two patients perceived the process as redundant if 

230 practitioners already hold their medical records.27

231

232 System Functionality – Convenience

233

234 This was the most prominent factor throughout all of the selected literature with 83 

235 respondents alluding to it and featured in nine out the 12 studies. Comments were largely 

236 positive citing reasons of ease, speed, efficiency, and affording patients the ability to fit 

237 appointments around family and work commitments. The largest volume of comments 

238 around time savings related to a reduction in travel times and waiting room attendances. Only 

239 one patient conveyed a negative response to ‘convenience’ which related to at-work 

240 restrictions on accessing an online device28.

241

242 System Functionality – Communication

243

244 Communication was the second most prominent factor and featured in 10 of the 12 studies. 

245 Comments were overwhelmingly negative in tone with patients referencing communication 

246 deficiencies in the transition to the triage and consultation processes during COVID-19, a 

247 lack of advanced notice before appointments, no indication of when preferred practitioner 

248 was available, inability to get through by phone when experiencing system problems, and 

249 predominantly, a lack of physical communication cues when compared to face-to-face 

250 consultations. Only three positive comments were retrieved to suggest that the online 

251 platform was equitable to face-to-face contact with their GP. A notable thematic cross-over 

252 was observed between Communication and Patient Safety/Privacy and Care Quality, whereby 

253 the former impacted negatively on the latter two factors.

254

255 Media Influence 

256
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257 One participant in Ainley23 delayed contact with primary care due to a media-influenced 

258 perception of an over-stretched health service and another in HealthWatch28 thought face-to-

259 face GP contact should resume in-line with other businesses following a media-reported 

260 relaxation of ‘lockdown’ rules.

261

262 Discussion

263

264 Summary

265

266 Examination of the 12 studies included in this review presented no clear evidence that 

267 patients’ experiences were generally positive or negative. This review’s thematic analysis, 

268 however, does indicate elements of satisfaction or frustration through an inductive thematic 

269 investigation that provides useful considerations for future online platform development.

270

271 The largest number of positive patient responses in the literature fell under theme of 

272 ‘Convenience’. The majority of these responses were seen in Oxleas32, a study conducted 

273 during the early phase of the pandemic. Due to the swift adoption of online systems, at scale, 

274 this intervention may have been seen as a novel approach to primary healthcare delivery 9, 

275 contributing to positive sentiments around ‘convenience’. The largest study included in this 

276 review, Oxleas32 captured responses from, principally, the 35-54 age demographic, many of 

277 whom welcomed the implementation of online GP access, citing reasons of convenience due 

278 to work and family commitments. Whereas in Verity34 and Turner33, studies which recruited 

279 older patients, the theme of convenience failed to feature. These studies were also conducted 

280 later during the pandemic, possibly once the novelty of online GP access had somewhat 

281 waned.

282

283 This review has also highlighted regional variation within the same themes. In 

284 HealthWatch28, patients from Northern and Southern counties of England reported varying 

285 care quality perceptions of their regional online systems. Different responses were also 

286 evident depending on socio-demographic factors. Two of the studies25,34 captured responses 

287 from marginalised groups where themes of affordability and inequality featured prominently 

288 in contrast to the other included studies.

289

290 Strengths 
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291

292  This is the first time online triage and consultation systems have been systematically 

293 reviewed based on qualitative, experiential data from patients during COVID-19. 

294  The literature sourced for this review contained data from multiple modalities of data 

295 capture (surveys, focus groups, interviews).

296  Includes data on high-need health groups.

297  The selected literature provided evidence from across the significant periods of the 

298 COVID-19 pandemic timeframe (March 2020 to May 2023). 

299

300 limitations

301

302  Small volume of patient experience data available perhaps indicative of the ‘all-

303 hands-on-deck’ approach to swiftly containing Covid-19 or limited access to patients 

304 for research purposes42.

305  Some socio-demographic and specific health conditions not accounted for in the 

306 available literature. 

307  Limited evidence from the UK’s devolved nations which could overlook variances as 

308 health care delivery is devolved, however, evidence suggests a similar approach was 

309 adopted across nations37.

310

311 Recommendations

312

313 These interconnected themes should be considered for the longevity and successful 

314 development of online platforms. This review provides crucial evidence towards reversing a 

315 stark decline in levels of patient satisfaction with healthcare services38. Public trust is 

316 important for healthcare and public bodies because it can improve population health through 

317 increased patient engagement with consultations, treatments and therapies thereby reducing 

318 costs and improving efficiency39. An absence of public trust can also contribute towards 

319 vaccine hesitancy, making it difficult for public authorities to manage public health crises, 

320 such as COVID-19, in the future40. 

321

322 The broad range of themes presented suggests a wholistic approach to online care delivery is 

323 needed, one that considers system selection and adoption, staff training for preparedness and 
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324 adequate communication with patients about process changes. More data pertaining to patient 

325 experience to facilitate further research would be advantageous.

326

327 Method

328

329 Study design 

330

331 This systematic review follows the PRISMA study design framework which establishes a 

332 robust approach to scientific literature review10,11,12.

333

334 Inclusion and exclusion criteria 

335

336 This review includes qualitative studies conducted in the UK primary care landscape that 

337 have generated data based on the experiences of patient users of any online triage and 

338 consultation platform during the COVID-19 pandemic period of March 2020 to April 2023. 

339 Literature was assessed for inclusivity using the PICO framework (Table 1).

340

PICOs Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria

Population UK primary care 

patients

GPs, nurses, receptionists or other clinical staff

Intervention Direct or indirect 

experience of using any 

online triage or 

consultation tool during 

the COVID-19 

pandemic

Patients with no knowledge of using online triage 

or consultation tools during COVID-19 and 

patients with solely pre-COVID-19 experiences.

Comparison None - No comparison 

is made with pre-

COVID-19 use of these 

tools

 N/A

Outcome First-hand experiences, 

positive or negative, of 

using the intervention

Aggregated, quantitative scores of qualitative 

patient responses.
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341

342 Table 1 - PICO Framework of inclusion and exclusion criteria

343

344 Information sources and search strategy

345

346 Three databases were searched: PubMed, Science Direct and EMBASE. Sources of grey 

347 literature included The Nuffield Trust, The Kings Fund, The Health Foundation and Health 

348 Watch. Searches were conducted between March and April 2023. The search term ‘Covid’ 

349 was used as a proxy for restricting by date. A combination of Boolean operators and specific 

350 phrase search terms were used for each database (Table 2).

351

PubMed and EMBASE literature search terms: 

 

("online triage"[Title/Abstract] OR "online consultation"[Title/Abstract] OR 

"telehealth"[Title/Abstract] OR "remote consultation"[Title/Abstract]) AND 

("covid"[Title/Abstract] OR "coronavirus"[Title/Abstract] OR "SARS-COV-

2"[Title/Abstract]) AND ("primary care"[Title/Abstract] OR "general 

practice"[Title/Abstract]) AND ("experience"[Title/Abstract] OR 

"experiences"[Title/Abstract] OR "views"[Title/Abstract] OR 

"perceptions"[Title/Abstract])

Science Direct literature search terms:

 

("online triage" OR "online consultation" OR "telehealth" OR "remote 

consultation") ("covid" OR "Coronavirus" OR "SARS-COV-2") ("primary care" OR 

"general practice") ("experience" OR "views" OR "perspective")

Grey literature search terms:

 ‘primary care covid experience’

352

353 Table 2 – Search terms for each literature source database.

354

355 Selection process

356

357 Results of the literature search were reviewed using the Critical Appraisal Skills 

358 Programme’s (CASP) checklist16,17.
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359

360 Data collection process

361

362 Qualitative data from selected literature were captured in QDA Miner18 to code themes from 

363 ingested data19. Data from literature sources came from the ‘results’ section of each 

364 publication and for grey literature were gathered from a complete review of the document. 

365 ‘Discussion’ sections were examined to indicate main themes. In papers with a mixed-

366 methods approach patient experience data was carefully evaluated to ensure comments were 

367 not from quantitative aggregates of patient surveys that used Likert scaling for instance. Risk 

368 of bias was minimised using the CASP framework. 

369
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