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Primary care clinicians working in or near hospital emergency departments in the UK:  

A mixed methods systematic review 

 

Abstract  

Objectives: To synthesise evidence about primary care clinicians treating patients in or 

adjacent to hospital emergency departments in the UK.  

Study design: Mixed methods narrative systematic review. 

Methods: Eligible studies were in English and described primary care services (general 

practitioners, GPs, or nurse practitioners) that treat patients within or adjacent to hospital 

Emergency Departments (ED).  Searches were conducted on Medline, EMBASE, Cochrane 

Library and CINAHL databases. The search included extraction from an international review 

updated from 2020 to October 2022, and grey literature from inception to October 2022. The 

methods were informed by consultation with members of the public. 

Results: From 4189 studies screened, 20 met inclusion criteria.  Four studies assessed 

typology and streaming of services.  Seven studies reported patient and public involvement. 

Ten studies reported differences in clinical outcomes between primary care and emergency 

services, but not definitive benefit for either.  Likewise, results were equivocal for economic 

evaluations.  Diverse delivery formats complicate evaluation and may explain why clinicians 

had mixed opinions about the utility of such services.  Patients were generally satisfied with 

the service they received, in either primary care or emergency services.   

Conclusion: Diversity of implementation complicate conclusions that can be drawn.  

Existing evaluations provide little evidence that primary care services in or near emergency 

departments offers any system advantages for clinical outcomes, or cost savings. Process 

evaluation in future evaluations is essential to understand what aspects of primary care at 

emergency departments are likely to improve system and patient care. 

 

Keywords 

Primary care; emergency care; patient care; UK 

 

 

 

 

 . CC-BY 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 (which was not certified by peer review)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 August 20, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.19.24312212doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.19.24312212
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Review: Primary care at UK emergency departments 
 

Page | 3  

 

Implications for the profession and/or patient care:  The systematic review assessed 

outcomes arising due to primary care clinicians providing treatment in or near Emergency 

Departments (ED) in the UK. There were no consistent benefits for having primary care 

clinicians in or near EDs. This research highlights the need for healthcare leaders and policy 

makers to provide more clarity in developing primary care services in or near EDs. It will 

have impact for leaders in healthcare to consider whether primary care clinicians in or near 

EDs are providing ‘best value’ healthcare, or whether other models could provide patients 

appropriate NHS resources according to their health need. 

 

Patient and public involvement: Three focus groups (with 13 public advisors) were 

conducted to understand patients’ priorities and perspectives for attending EDs with 

relatively minor health conditions. This helped to guide study design, data extraction and 

analysis of this review. 
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Introduction 

Unscheduled health care seeking at NHS emergency departments (EDs) has been growing at 

a pace that exceeds population growth (Baker, 2017).  Many interventions to improve patient 

flow and to meet service performance targets, have been tested and continue to be trialled in 

the NHS.  Before the pandemic, estimates were that 15-44% of Emergency Department (ED) 

attenders in Britain present with conditions that can be addressed by primary care clinicians 

(Ismail et al., 2013; O'Keeffe et al., 2018).  In response, embedding primary care clinicians 

into care pathways available to ED attenders has become widespread practice in the NHS. 

Our systematic review seeks to assess the efficacy of primary care in or near ED’s in the UK.    

 

A recent systematic review (searches through January 2020) scoped interventions where 

patients were triaged and/or treated by primary care professionals to reduce overcrowding in 

EDs globally (Jeyaraman et al., 2021). Many outcomes, time to provider initial assessment, 

time to triage, proportion of patients leaving without being seen, number of repeat ED visits, 

and patient satisfaction, favoured the primary care initiatives. However, the UK has some 

distinctive urgent care system features.  The NHS provides free care at point of delivery.  

Whether payment is required (or not) at care delivery point is known to distort health care 

seeking choices in other settings (Pekerti et al., 2017; Reich and Shibuya, 2015).  NHS EDs 

are expected to discharge, admit or refer 95% of all service users within four hours of 

presentation (Mortimore and Cooper, 2007).  There are potential financial penalties levied on 

NHS providers for failing to meet this target, thus the 4-hour key performance indicator 

(KPI) itself is thought to distort patient experiences and care pathways, potentially to patient 

detriment (Black, 2022).    

 

We were interested in trying to summarise evidence about potential service benefits where 

the additional care pathway was likely to be truly primary care as opposed to provision of 

additional professionals to treat high numbers of arrivals some of whom are low acuity.  We 

took this perspective because of the possible differences in diagnostic strategy and risk 

management that may distinguish primary care (Heneghan et al., 2009) from ED (Medford-

Davis et al., 2018) clinicians.  Our data extraction therefore was not simply about service 

activity and system impacts, but also considered aspects of whether appropriate care 

(proportionate and not escalating, rather than over-investigation or over-treatment) was 

provided. 
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This systematic review was prompted by the merits of considering the unique aspects of 

urgent health care provision in the UK as well as publication (since 2020) of several UK-

focused original research studies about primary care health care pathways at EDs.  We 

adopted a holistic approach to cover all aspects of primary care in or near EDs in the UK; 

thus, we expected high heterogeneity in the relevant studies. To accommodate the variations 

in study subject matter, a mixed method, narrative review study design was the most 

appropriate (Mays et al., 2005).   

 

Methods 

The systematic review was conducted in line with Cochrane Review guidelines (Higgins, 

2022). A protocol was developed to guide the systematic review. We benefited from a 

previous scoping review (Jeyaraman et al., 2021) that had overarching inclusion criteria, in 

that it included initiatives that involved primary care staff in streaming or treatment of 

arrivals at EDs.  We therefore screened all included studies in Jeyaraman et al. (2021) for 

potential inclusion in our review, as well as adapted their search strategy to find additional 

eligible studies published after their last search date (January 2020) and by our search date, 

10 October 2022. 

 

Patient and public involvement 

Our synthesis was informed by parallel public and patient involvement (PPI) undertaken in 

three focus group discussions with community members.  Among other topics, our groups 

discussed patient priorities and perspectives when deciding whether to attend emergency 

departments with relatively minor health conditions.  The PPI advisors described 

determinants of patient satisfaction which helped to inform our choices of what information 

to extract and summarise in this review. 

 

Ethical Approval 

Ethical approval was not required for PPI as the community members were advisors to 

inform our research. Likewise ethical approval was not required for the systematic review as 

it included secondary data. 
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Clinical carers 

It was unexpectedly challenging to define who is a primary health care professional and who 

is not.  The distinction mattered because our focus was on exactly who delivered treatment or 

care, rather than if the clinician operated only in a triage role.  We wanted to focus on 

possible merits of service models which involved treatment being delivered by ‘generalists’ 

rather than specialists.  We ultimately defined primary carers as individuals who were 

described as general practitioners or as nurse practitioners (NP) or advanced NP, when not 

acting in the role of emergency nurse practitioner (ENP).  This distinction (about functional 

role of ENPs) was made because the role of ENP only emerged in the mid-1990s.  In early 

articles, ENP was often described as a slightly enhanced role for nurse practitioners who were 

being asked to work according to ED protocols and diagnostic options.  ENP since then has 

become its own role with unique qualifications.  To exclude from our review NPs and only 

include GP-administered care was not desirable because many primary-care-at-ED initiatives 

in the UK feature a mixed staff of GPs and NPs.  Under advice of co-authors PE (experienced 

GP) and DP (ED consultant), it was agreed that nurse practitioners placed in an ENP role 

would deliver care more in line with protocols expected of ENPs than ANPs working in a 

purely primary care setting.  Therefore, any ANPs put in role of ENPs we treated as 

emergency care specialists, not primary care clinicians. We were advised, however, that the 

very different (and long) training that British GPs experienced made them much more likely 

to ‘think like a generalist’ and not like an ED specialist.  Therefore, GPs were classified as 

primary care clinicians regardless of how they were integrated into urgent care pathways.  

 

Eligibility criteria 

A participant, intervention, comparator, outcomes, study design (PICOS) table was designed 

to identify appropriate studies.  Inclusion criteria required studies to be conducted in the UK 

where primary care clinicians (GPs, NPs or ANPs) provided treatment to patients who 

presented in person to EDs, Table 1.  

Table 1 here 

Data sources 

Updated searches were conducted on Medline (Ovid), EMBASE, Cochrane Library (Wiley) 

and CINAHL (EBSCO) databases from January 2020 to October 2022, as well as screening 

all 268 studies included in the Jeyaraman et al. (2021) review.  
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Search strategy 

A published search strategy (Jeyaraman et al., 2021) with last search date January 2020 was 

adapted as this recent publication had inclusion criteria that encompassed our own inclusion 

criteria. Our own search (Table 2) was run to include additional searches for studies 

published January 2020 to October 2022.  Reference lists of included studies were also 

checked for any studies that were not found by the searches. Grey literature was sought from 

inception to December 2022, using BMJ Open Quality and a Google custom search of the 

following websites: Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality, NHS Improvement, and 

International Society for Quality in Health Care. 

Table 2 here 

Study selection 

Studies were screened against the inclusion and exclusion criteria, Table 3. Two reviewers 

(SHW and JB) independently screened all abstracts identified through the search strategy and 

then conducted independent full text screening on the selected studies. Any disagreements 

were moderated by other research team members (SH, PE, or DP). 

Table 3 here 

Data extraction 

Data were extracted by one reviewer (SHW) and checked by JB or SH. Data extracted 

included details of the service; study design; PPI activity (if any), taxonomies described (if 

any); types of streaming (if any); clinical outcomes (wait time; investigations, attendance 

counts; prescriptions; statistics about patients leaving without being seen; reattendance), 

adverse outcomes; patient experiences and views; staff perceptions; and economic outcomes.   

 

Synthesis methods 

A mixed methods narrative systematic review was used with descriptive statistics. The 

findings were synthesised to provide a comprehensive overview of research on primary care 

treatment in or near EDs in the UK.  

 

Quality assessment 

Quality assessment of included studies was determined with the Mixed Method Appraisal 

Tool (MMAT; Hong et al., 2018).  MMAT was selected to cover the range of methodologies 

included in the review and has five questions pertinent to potential bias for each 
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methodology.  Studies were categorised as qualitative, quantitative, or mixed methods by the 

reviewers based on the evidence presented in the paper, rather than on the authors 

descriptions. Two reviewers (JB and SHW) independently conducted the quality assessment. 

Disagreements were discussed including with a third reviewer (SH) to reach consensus. 

 

Results 

Study selection 

From 4189 studies identified in the searches, 20 met the inclusion criteria, study selection 

procedure is shown as Figure 1.  

Figure 1 here 

 

Study characteristics 

Study characteristics are shown in Table 4.  All studies were about primary care clinicians 

treating patients in or near EDs.  Five studies used mixed methods (Aldus et al., 2022; 

Coleman et al., 2001; Jones, 2011; Scantlebury et al., 2022; Brant et al., 2021), ten studies 

were quantitative (Dale et al., 1995; Dale et al., 1996; Gaughan et al., 2022; James et al., 

2019; Leigh et al., 2021; McCarron et al., 2019; Salisbury et al., 2007; Uthman et al., 2018; 

Ward et al., 1996; Chalder et al., 2007), and five were qualitative (Ablard et al., 2017; 

Anderson et al., 2021; Edwards et al., 2020; Edwards et al., 2022; Edwards et al., 2021). 

Seven publications (Anderson et al., 2021; Brant et al., 2021; Edwards et al., 2020; Edwards 

et al., 2022; Edwards et al., 2021; Gaughan et al., 2022; Scantlebury et al., 2022) reported 

different perspectives of primary care services within EDs that originated from a large, multi-

strand project across ten sites in England (Benger et al., 2022). Two studies used the same 

data for different analyses (Chalder et al., 2007; Salisbury et al., 2007). 

Table 4 here 

Patient and public involvement 

Five of the seven studies originated from a large, multi-strand project across ten sites in 

England (Benger et al., 2022), and reported PPI (Brant et al., 2021; Anderson et al., 2021; 

Edwards et al., 2020; Edwards et al., 2021; Edwards et al., 2022). Ten people formed the 

stakeholder PPI group for the project and contributed to all parts of the research (design, tool 

development, analysis, theory development, dissemination).  Uthman et al. (2018) and Ward 

et al. (1996) also included PPI in research design, analysis, and dissemination.  
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Models used for service delivery  

Some taxonomies have been applied to describe the care delivery models available.   Ablard 

et al. (2017) described three models in 13 hospitals in Yorkshire and Humber : primary care 

embedded in ED (n=7); Co-located centres (n=2); GP out-of-hours located next to EDs (n=9, 

of which 5 sites concurrently offered primary care-embedded in ED).  Brant et al. (2021) 

described how delivery formats changed between 2017 and 2019.  They proposed a 4-group 

taxonomy: 1) inside/integrated, 2) inside/parallel, 3) outside/onsite, 4) outside/offsite.  Brant 

et al. (2021) observed that inside/parallel primary care services increased by 49% in 2017-

2019, while ‘Inside/integrated’ models fell to just 9% of initiatives that included GP services 

in or alongside EDs in England.  They suggest these changes transpired after funding became 

available to separate primary care services from EDs.  Neither Ablard et al. (2017)  nor Brant 

et al. (2021)  presented data to assess effectiveness of these diverse models.     

Types of streaming 

Edwards et al. (2021) developed a taxonomy to describe four streaming systems of patients in 

ten hospitals based on where streaming took place and who did it.  Their divisions were: 1) 

Front door streaming (patients streamed by a nurse at the front of the emergency department 

– before being booked in at reception), 2) Streaming inside the emergency department 

(patients streamed by a nurse working inside the emergency department– after being booked 

in at ED reception), 3) No primary care streaming (a traditional style triage, with GPs using 

clinical judgement to select patients they would treat) 4) Combined streaming pathways 

(combinations of 1–3 within the emergency department or across the ED and primary care 

services, varying at different times). Streaming could and sometimes was mixed with triage, 

leading to staff disquiet about what their clinical objectives should be at specific points in the 

care pathway (Anderson et al., 2021). Other studies echoed these findings about the 

inconsistent service objectives at specific pathway points (Ablard et al., 2017; Aldus et al., 

2022; Edwards et al., 2020; Edwards et al., 2022; Jones, 2011; Scantlebury et al., 2022).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 . CC-BY 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 August 20, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.19.24312212doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.19.24312212
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Review: Primary care at UK emergency departments 
 

Page | 10  

 

Clinical outcomes 

Ten studies provided reportable data, replicated in Table 5.   

Table 5 here 

 

Wait time 
Eight studies assessed wait times. Most patients were seen or treated within four hours, 

irrespective of the site they visited.  However, patients in ED streams waited longer than 

those in primary care streams.  Leigh et al. (2021) reported that patients waited less than an 

hour in primary care, but 2.75 hours in ED. Similarly James et al. (2019) reported 1.25 hours 

wait in primary care and 2.75 in ED.  

 

Investigations conducted 
Six studies provided details of investigations. One study presented primary care stream data 

only (Aldus et al., 2022). Of the five studies providing comparisons between primary care 

and EDs, only two presented significant differences in patients having investigations.  Dale et 

al. (1995) showed 38.3% of patients went for investigations by ED compared to 17% in 

primary care. Similarly Ward et al. (1996)  reported  29.6% ( ED) vs 16% (primary care).  

 

Referral rates 

Five studies provided data on referral of patients to other services or hospital admittance. 

Aldus et al. (2022) only presented referral information for primary care services (64.2%). An 

approximate referral rate of 25% for primary care services was extrapolated for Jones (2011). 

All comparison studies showed greater referral rates for  primary care compared to ED 

pathways, Dale et al. (1995) reported 93.2% vs 84%, Uthman et al. (2018) reported 32.5% vs 

25.3% and  Leigh et al. (2021) reported 30.3% vs 17.6%. 

 

Prescription rates 
Of the four studies providing prescription rates, only James et al. (2019) presented significant 

differences in prescription rates between primary care (17.6%) and ED (36.8%) pathways.   

 

Left before being seen 

Two studies compared how many patients left primary care or ED pathways before being 

seen data. Leigh et al. (2021) reported 9.7% of people left ED compared to 1.2% leaving 

primary care before being seen, while Uthman et al. (2018) reported similarity between the 
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pathways (2.2% versus 3.9%).Two studies compared how many patients left primary care or 

ED pathways before being seen data. Leigh et al. (2021) reported 9.7% of people left ED 

compared to 1.2% leaving primary care before being seen, while Uthman (2018) reported 

similarity between the pathways (2.2% versus 3.9%). 

 

Other outcomes 
Salisbury et al. (2007) found that patients were more likely to be seen by a nurse in walk-in 

centres (WICs) but also concluded that their evaluation of WICs was hampered because the 

WIC model was limited in the hospitals included in the study, thus limiting comparison of 

attendance rates, process, outcomes, and costs. Similar findings were in Coleman et al. 

(2001).  Gaughan et al. (2022) analysed a dataset of 4.4 million attendances to 40 English 

EDs from April 2018 to March 2019, concluding that GP services in these EDs had had no or 

negligible impact on these outcomes: percentage of patients discharged within 4 hours of 

arrival; ED attendances that resulted in hospital admission; patients who left without being 

seen; unplanned reattendance at the ED within 7 days; 30-day mortality; non-urgent ED 

attendances; volume of ED attendances. 

 

Adverse clinical outcomes 

No adverse outcomes were reported.  Scantlebury et al. (2022) suggested streaming staff may 

err on the side of caution when patients are streamed to primary care, while Aldus et al. 

(2022) reported that staff felt that they were being required to be too cautious about who 

could be streamed to GP care. 

 

Patient experience 

There was little change in the number of patients attending walk-in centres (WIC) rather than 

EDs, even when they were located nearby. Chalder et al. (2007) found that patients (79%) 

with injuries attended ED first and 55% were unaware they had been redirected to WIC. Most 

patients found both pathways convenient. Most patients were satisfied with the care they 

received, but more people were dissatisfied with the ED due to duration of visit, facility 

cleanliness, time to discuss healthcare, involvement in decision making and privacy (Chalder 

et al., 2007).  
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Similarly, Coleman et al. (2001) found that many patients (62%) were unaware of other 

services and considered availability of other services problematic (38%). Patients (48%) 

thought they needed a radiograph and other people (43%) advised patients to attend ED. 

Overall patients (70%) had a positive experience in ED and 76% perceived their health 

condition as serious, while 38% wanted reassurance.  

 

Ward et al. (1996) reported that 15% of UK residents attending an ED in London were not 

registered with a GP, and almost 14% more attendees were tourists. Reasons patients gave for 

attending ED included the health condition was considered serious and required ED attention 

(27.1%), convenient to go to ED (22.4%), they were advised by healthcare professional 

(11.5%), problems with getting GP appointments (13.6%), and/or had dissatisfaction with GP 

(4.4%).  

 

Aldus et al. (2022) found patients were satisfied with the wait time and treatment they 

received in primary care situated in or near an ED, however, they had no comparator data 

from patients treated in the co-located ED.  Dale et al. (1996) found high levels of patient 

satisfaction for all aspects of primary care or ED consultation: satisfied with clinical 

assessment (77%); happy with treatment (75%); happy with consulting doctor's manner 

(88%).  

 

Staff perceptions 

Overall, there were diverse views about the utility of primary care in or near EDs, possibly 

due to variations in the models, patient variations, and governance provision (Scantlebury et 

al., 2022).  Some staff queried the justification for using primary care within EDs (Ablard et 

al., 2017; Scantlebury et al., 2022). Perceived challenges and facilitators of primary care in or 

near EDs, included staff engagement, governance, space, recruitment, training, funding, and 

service demand (Edwards et al., 2020; Scantlebury et al., 2022).  It was felt that primary care 

in ED improved patient flow and allowed clinicians to spend more time with acute patients, 

but it also posed the risk of encouraging patients to attend ED (Aldus et al., 2022; Jones, 

2011). The wellbeing of staff in Norwich was unaffected by the new way of working and 

they felt satisfied due to the streamlined service and reduced patient waiting, however, they 

were frustrated by the working environment and refusal of some departments to co-operate 

with GP staff (Aldus et al., 2022).  
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Economic outcomes 

Three studies presented costs of primary care versus ED care (Leigh et al., 2021; Dale et al., 

1996; Salisbury et al., 2007).  Each study evaluated costs differently, however, only one 

concluded that primary care cost less than ED, due to differences between clinician salaries 

(Dale et al., 1996), Table 6 

Table 6 here 

 

Quality assessment 

The summary of Quality assessment is in Table 7.  Results from applying the MMAT 

(MMAT; Hong et al., 2018) showed an initial 75% agreement between reviewers. After 

consensus was reached quality assessments scores were applied to define high quality studies 

to be those with four or five ‘yes’ responses and lower quality studies were those ≤ 3 ‘yes’ 

responses.  All five qualitative studies and three out of five mixed methods studies (Aldus et 

al., 2022; Coleman et al., 2001; Scantlebury et al., 2022) were deemed to be high quality 

(5/5) (refs), while Brant et al. (2021) and Jones (2011) were low quality (3/5). Five of the 

quantitative studies were considered high quality (4/5) (Uthman et al., 2018; Leigh et al., 

2021; James et al., 2019; Ward et al., 1996; Gaughan et al., 2022), and five were low quality. 

Dale et al. 1995/1996 and McCarron et al. (2019) scored three and Salisbury et al. (2007) 

scored just two. Overall, 13 studies were deemed to be good quality. 

Table 7 here 

 

Discussion 

Twenty diverse studies assessed various aspects of primary care services in or near EDs. Our 

review provided a detailed focus of research conducted thus far on the topic and indicates that 

primary care services in or near EDs have little clinical effect on target outcomes and are not 

cost effective.   

 

Conclusions in the international scoping review by Jeyaraman (2021) were positive about 

potential benefits of deploying primary care professionals to reduce ED overcrowding.  The 

difference between their positive conclusions and our equivocal findings is partly because we 

confined our evidence summary to when primary care professionals specifically provided 

treatment, and only included studies conducted in the UK.  Our divergent findings may also 
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arise from the heterogeneity of the research and the small number of (UK) studies available at 

present. Our conclusions concur with seven studies arising from a single UK-focused project, 

in which no clear net benefits for providing primary care at EDs were found (Benger et al., 

2022).  Many deficiencies can be easily identified in the existing literature.  Wait times and 

indeed many other outcomes are only reported relatively.  Reporting on adverse outcomes 

was not thorough and data about patient outcomes after attendance were missing. There is a 

lack of obvious research about whether such initiatives especially help vulnerable 

communities and as such reduce inequalities in access to health care. Whether they have the 

potential to contribute to widen inequalities warrants further research. 

 

How primary care is incorporated into EDs raised concerns from staff. Many staff expressed 

concern over whether there is an actual need for primary care services in EDs, criticised how 

the service is integrated, how patients are streamed and whether they are effective and cost-

effective (Ablard et al., 2017; Aldus et al., 2022; Anderson et al., 2022; Brant et al., 2021; 

Edwards et al., 2020; Edwards et al., 2022; Edwards et al., 2021; Scantlebury et al., 2022).  

There were also practical issues around the working environment, infrastructure, governance, 

communication, poor working relationships and staff recruitment (Aldus et al., 2022; 

Anderson et al., 2022; Edwards et al., 2020; Edwards et al., 2022; Edwards et al., 2021; 

Jones, 2011). Yet, some staff acknowledged the benefits of having primary care staff working 

alongside ED clinicians because there is a sharing of information, different way of diagnoses 

and learning opportunities (Ablard et al., 2017; James et al., 2019).  There is an under-

exploited opportunity when primary care clinicians are working in parallel to emergency 

department staff to compare diagnostic and risk management strategies deployed by the 

respective types of clinicians and which one is more appropriate for low acuity presentation 

patients.   

 

Research should assess how best to implement primary care services in or near EDs for 

effective delivery of clinical outcomes. Also, which primary care clinicians are best to deliver 

the care. Nurses already have a role in WICs (Salisbury et al., 2007) and research could 

assess different diagnostic and treatment regimens of each pathway.  The potential scope for 

harms or benefits are much wider than individual patient experiences, though.  For instance, 

there is potential harm if diagnosis and treatment are delayed for high-risk patients, and 

potential benefit if other conditions are treated quickly. Also, offering primary care at acute 
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hospital settings may undermine demand for and quality of care received at conventional GP 

services (Anderson et al., 2022).  Research should also provide comprehensive cost-benefit 

analyses to help clarify the benefits and risks of primary care services in or near EDs.  

 

A diversity of reasons was described for why patients attended ED rather than take the NHS 

preferred route through primary care  (Aldus et al., 2022; Chalder et al., 2007; Coleman et al., 

2001; Dale et al., 1995; Ward et al., 1996). The 4-hour wait at ED was acceptable and few 

rated difficulties in getting a GP appointment as a reason to go to ED.  Shorter wait times for 

patients in primary care was advocated by the patient advisors in our research and this may be 

more generally appreciated. Patients were satisfied with the service they received, 

irrespective of which service pathway. Better understanding of why patients attend ED rather 

than attend primary care services might support development of behaviour change 

programmes to encourage patients to persist on more appropriate pathways, including 

attendance to their registered GP surgery but also care-seeking at pharmacies, telephone 

consultations and walk-in centres.   

 

Stratification of outcomes by patient type (gender, age, socio-economic status) was not 

possible in the included studies; in reality, patient health care seeking behaviours may well 

vary with these demographic traits. Process evaluation (Meysman et al., 2022) may be 

required to truly understand which aspects of GP in or near ED services have the best chance 

of providing the most benefits, to both patients and health care systems. Over time, an 

optimal service delivery format may emerge.  It may be that prior GP-in or near-ED 

implementations should be seen as part of a natural evolution and selection process to arrive 

at an optimal service delivery format. 

 

Limitations  

Our review only included studies looking specifically at primary care in or near EDs and 

included only UK studies. These criteria were adopted for the purpose of providing a holistic 

assessment of these NHS services but could also result in exclusion of studies that are 

somewhat similar and could offer additional information on primary care in or near EDs.  

Despite a comprehensive search strategy, it is possible that some studies were not located or 

available.   

 

 . CC-BY 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 August 20, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.19.24312212doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.19.24312212
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Review: Primary care at UK emergency departments 
 

Page | 16  

 

 

Conclusion 

Overall, the evidence collected in this systematic review suggests that primary care clinicians 

providing treatment in or near EDs has had negligible effect (good or bad) on clinical 

outcomes, or economic evaluations. Clinicians have mixed opinions about the effectiveness 

of siting primary care services in or near EDs.  Patients are generally satisfied with the 

healthcare they receive and do not seem to be aware of the different care pathways. This may 

be due to the general lack of consensus in service provision about what constitutes primary 

care in or near EDs.  
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Table 1: PICOS table developed for the systematic review on primary care in Emergency  
Departments 

 

 

 

  

Population Any patient population (children and adults of any age) 
visiting ED where GDAE services are offered 

Exposure/Intervention Treatment provided by primary healthcare professionals (GP, 
NP or ANP) acting in a primary care treatment role (not 
merely providing triage, not providing treatment at same 
point as triage, and not substituting as ENPs or other 
emergency/urgent care providers). 

Comparator (if data are 
available) 

Other treatment pathways (“usual care”) for ED attenders 

Outcomes All ED clinical outcomes that reflect the impact of primary 
care clinicians providing treatment (e.g., proportion of 
patients that leave ED without being seen (LWBS), ED 
length of stay (LOS), mean/median patient wait times in ED, 
percentage of patients with reduced wait times in ED, 
prescription, referral rates, and volume of patients visiting 
ED), re/admission to ED). Patient satisfaction and staff views 
of the service. Cost evaluations 

Study design All study designs will be included which record original data 
about patient or staff experiences because of patients who 
present for Face-to-Face non-urgent care and are provided it 
almost immediately on site. 

Publication  Published studies and grey literature 
Date of studies Database inception to October 2022 
Publication Published studies and grey literature 
Language English only 
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Table 2: Inclusion/exclusion criteria for study selection for the systematic review on primary 
care in Emergency Departments 
 

Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria 
Face-to-face visits Telemedicine 

Patients receive healthcare in unplanned 
care settings where emergency/urgent 
treatment is an immediate alternative/usual 
care pathway 

Patients for whom no other pathway exists 
at the setting 

Patients receiving treatment from primary 
care staff (NPs, GPs, ANPs) in an 
unplanned, within/adjacent to ED clinical 
setting 

Patients who receive non-urgent treatment 
from emergency care professionals 

Patients who receive care after triage from 
primary care clinical staff 

Patients who only receive care at same time 
point as triage 

GPs, NPs, ANPs providing care ANPs asked to ‘act up’ as Emergency nurse 
practitioners in ED, or in a role that would 
be recognised in 2022 as that of ENP, even 
if the role was described as ANP in the past 
(typically in 1990-2005 documents).  Other 
types of health care professionals such as 
mental health nurses, physiotherapists, 
pharmacists, etc. are ineligible. 

UK studies Studies from other countries 
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Table 3: Search strategy on Medline (Ovid) for the systematic review on primary care at ED  
 
exp primary health care/  
physicians, family/  
family practice/  
Physicians, Primary Care/  
general practice/  
general practitioners/  
(primary adj2 (care or health*)).ti,ab,kf.  
((general or family) adj (practice* or practitioner*)).ti,ab,kf. 
(GP or GPs).ti,ab,kf.  
nurse practitioners/  
primary care nursing/  
family nursing/  
community mental health services/  
((family or community or primary or ambulatory or triage) adj2 (medic* or doctor* or 
physician* or health* or nurs*)).ti,ab,kf.  
Ambulatory Care/  
(ambulatory adj2 care).ti,ab,kf.  
Health Services, Indigenous/  
Cultural Competency/  
Culturally Competent Care/  
Medicine, Traditional/  
(trauma adj inform*).ti,ab,kf.  
(aborigin* or indigenous or native).ti,ab,kf.  
((after or out) adj2 hour*).ti,ab,kf. 
or/1-23 
exp Emergency Service, Hospital/  
Emergency Medical Services/  
emergency treatment/  
Trauma centers/  
Triage/  
((emergency or emergent or urgent) adj2 (care or healthcare or department? or unit or units 
or room* or treatment* or ward or service)).ti,ab,kf.  
("accident and emergency" or "accident & emergency" or ED or EDs or ER or 
A&E).ti,ab,kf.  
(triage adj2 (centre or centres or center or centers or department? or unit or units)).ti,ab,kf.  
(emergency adj2 (care or healthcare or department? or unit or units or room? Or treatment? 
or care or visit? or utilization or admit or admission?)).ti,ab,kf.  
("accident and emergency" or "accident & emergency" or emergency service?).ti,ab,kf. 
(trauma adj2 (centre or centres or center or centers or department? or unit or units)).ti,ab,kf. 
(triage adj2 (centre or centres or center or centers or department? or unit?)).ti,ab,kf.  
(emergency adj2 (visit? or care or admit or admission?)).ti,ab,kf.  
(urgent adj2 (care or healthcare or health care)).ti,ab,kf.  
((semiurgent or semi-urgent or nonemergen$ or non-emergen$) adj2 (treatment? Or care or 
visit?)).ti,ab,kf.  
((emergency or non-emergency or nonemergency or urgent or non-urgent or nonurgent or 
semi-urgent or semiurgent) adj2 patien*).ti,ab,kf.  
or/25-40    
organizational efficiency/  
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workflow/  
Waiting lists/  
((wait or waiting) adj2 (time or times or list or lists)).ti.  
((wait or waiting or throughput or service or treatment) adj2 (time or times or list or lists) 
adj10 (reduce? or reduction or eliminat$ or lower or fewer or intervention or policy or 
policies or reform$ or effectiveness or impact or improv$ or organi?ational$ or quality or 
save or saving)).ab.  
((decrease or reduce or streamline or less or minimi?e or shorten or eliminate or cut or 
enhance or facilitate or speed or better or accelerate or optimi?e or reform or delay or 
change or faster or impact$ or assess$ or eliminat$ or improv$ or lower$ or reduc$) adj3 
patient? wait*).ti,ab,kf.  
CROWDING/  
crowd$.ti,ab,kf.  
congest*.ti,ab,kf.  
overcrowd$.ti,ab,kf.  
gridlock$.ti,ab,kf.  
queue$.ti,ab,kf.  
overload$.ti,ab.  
"access block$".ti,ab,kf.  
(throughput or through-put).ti,ab,kf.  
warehouse$.ti,ab,kf.  
("left without being seen" or "without being seen" or lwbs).ti,ab,kf.  
(patient adj2 elop$).ti,ab,kf.  
ambulance$ adj2 (redirect$ or diver$).ti,ab,kf.  
"fast track$".ti,ab,kf.  
delay$.ti,ab,kf.  
("patient flow$" or "flow of patient$").ti,ab,kf.  
defer$.ti,ab,kf.  
(over* adj3 (capaci$ or occupanc$)).ti,ab,kf. 
(lama or (leave$ adj4 ("medical advice" or treatment$)) or (left adj4 ("medical advice" or 
treatment$))).ti,ab,kf.  
((hallway or corridor) adj2 (care or medicine)).ti,ab,kf. 
or/42-67 
24 and 41 and 68 
limit 69 to yr="2020 - 2023" 
 
Source: Adapted from Jeyaraman et al. (2021). 
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First 
author 
(date) 

Area (number of 
targeted EDs) 

Service 
Description 

Research 
methods/ 

data 

Analysis/ 
theory 

Outcomes – ED 
pathway 

Outcomes - GP 
pathway Outcomes-costs Others 

Ablard 
(2017) 

York and Humber 
(17) 

Co-located 
primary care 

services 

Survey (13 
EDs), staff 

interviews (8) 

thematic 
analysis 

n/a n/a n/a 

Three models: Primary Care 
Services Embedded within 
the ED (7 sites); Co-located 
Urgent Care Centre (2 sites); 

‘GP out-of-hours’ (nine 
sites): located next to the ED, 
on the same hospital site (9 

sites). Challenges to the 
system: justification for the 
service, level of integration, 

referral processes and 
sustainability 

Aldus 
(2022) 

Norfolk (1) 
Streaming to co-
located services 

Patient 
interviews (5), 

clinician 
interviews (6), 

patient 
satisfaction 

questionnaire; 
Short 

Warwick 
Edinburgh 

Mental 
Wellbeing 

Scale 

Context, 
Mechanism, 

and Outcomes 
(CMO) 

framework 

n/a 

 
100% seen in 1.5 
hours; 96% within 

one hour. 
108 (14%) streamed 
to ED; 271 (41%) no 
follow-up required: 

150 (22.7%) referred 
to own GP; 61 (9.2%) 

required further 
investigations; 131 
(19.8%) referred to 

for further diagnostic 
tests; 45 (6.8%) other 

outcome; 3 (0.1%) 

n/a 

Patients were satisfied with 
wait time and treatment 

No reported safety issues. 
Advantages: Staff were 

positive about the streaming 
and seeing patients. 

Inclusion/exclusion criteria 
was unclear/too restrictive. 

Staff felt good care was 
given. Good communication 

and working across the 
streams. Staff had 

professional satisfaction due 
to reduced wait times and 

streamlined service. 
Disadvantages: Staff were 
frustrated by the physical 

environment, refusal of other 
departments to work with ED 
staff. Frustration caused by 

confusion of roles at 
streaming. Staff wellbeing 

was not affected by the new 
system. 

*Anderson 
(2021) England (10) 

Streaming to 
GPs in or near 

EDs. 

 Non-
participant 

observations 
(186), semi-

Thematic 
analysis of 

staff opinions 
on to identify 

 
 

n/a 
n/a n/a 

Streaming was considered 
central to the success of GPs 
in/parallel to EDs and relied 
on skills of streaming nurses 
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First 
author 
(date) 

Area (number of 
targeted EDs) 

Service 
Description 

Research 
methods/ 

data 

Analysis/ 
theory 

Outcomes – ED 
pathway 

Outcomes - GP 
pathway Outcomes-costs Others 

structured 
interviews 
(226) with 
191 health 

professionals 
(ED and GP). 

PPI-
development, 

design, 
steering 
group, 

analysis 

factors in 
relation to 
streaming 

processes and 
experiences 

in delivering an optimal and 
safety critical service, skillset 
of GPs and interprofessional 
relationships between these 

clinicians. Challenges: 
Inappropriate’ streaming was 

identified as a problem. 
Issues with IT as GP and ED 

services were not 
compatible/accessible. 
Environment - privacy. 

Patient safety -responsibility 
of streamers to get it right. 

Training for streamers. Need 
for clear clinical pathways. 
Language barriers between 

clinician/patients 

*Brant 
(2021) 

England (177) 
Different types 
of GP model at 

ED 

Survey (163 
EDs), online 

data, 
interviews. 

PPI for 
design, 
project 

management 
and 

dissemination. 

Pairwise 
comparison. 
Two-sided T 

tests. 

n/a 

No significant 
(p<0.05) difference 

between group means 
by the type of GPED 
model adopted and 

the observable 
characteristics of 

included EDs:  
 
 

Capital funding 
was received by 

87% (142/163) of 
the EDs sampled. 

‘Inside/parallel’: 30% 
(44/149) in 2017, rising to 
49% (78/159) in 2019. The 

adoption of 
‘Inside/integrated’ models 
fell from 26% (38/149) to 

9% (15/159) 

Chalder 
(2007) 

England (16) 

Hospitals with 
new co-located 
EDs & walk-in 
centres vs. EDs 
without walk-in 

GP services 

intervention 
ED (8), 

control ED (8) 
sites 

Observation, 
survey (704) 

Controlled 
mixed 

methods 
evaluation. 
Regression 
modelling, 

cost analysis 

Attendance (362): 
Control ED =333 

(92.3%); NHS 
WIC=12 (3.0%); 

Elsewhere=17 
(4.4%)  

 
Table 2 

Attendance (n=333): 
Intervention ED=265 

(82.7%); NHS 
WIC=55(13.4%); 

Elsewhere=13 (3.9%) 

n/a 

Most patients accessed care 
for injuries.  Most patients 

(79%, 170/220 attended ED 
first and were redirected to 
WIC. Patients found both 

pathways convenient. 
Patients unaware that they 
attended a walk-in centre = 

55% (117/215). Most 
patients satisfied with the 

access to care. Dichotomised 
data revealed more 

dissatisfaction co-located ED 
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First 
author 
(date) 

Area (number of 
targeted EDs) 

Service 
Description 

Research 
methods/ 

data 

Analysis/ 
theory 

Outcomes – ED 
pathway 

Outcomes - GP 
pathway Outcomes-costs Others 

than those attending the co-
located walk-in centre-visit 
duration, cleanliness of the 

facility, time given to discuss 
healthcare problems, 

involvement in decision-
making, discussion of fears 

and anxieties; privacy during 
the consultation. 

Salisbury 
(2007 

Visit duration 
(arrival to 

admitted/discharg
ed):               

ED=142.2 
minutes            

4-hour target 
compliance 
ED=94.6% 

Visit duration (arrival 
to 

admitted/discharged) 
Walk in Centre = 

107.6 mins (p=0.44) 
4-hour target 

compliance Walk in 
Centre = 95.6% 

Total cost of the 
intervention:        

Combined cost of 
ED 

+WIC=£20,615,0
00; Control 

ED=£18,009,000. 
Differences due 

to increase in 
clinical staff 

costs (up 28% in 
intervention, 15% 

in control).         
Cost per patient: 

Combined 
ED=WIC=£117.1

8; Control 
ED=£121.67 (-
£3.06; 95% CI -
16.50 to 10.39). 

Sensitivity 
analysis showed 
no difference in 
change of cost 
per patient (-

£20.97; 95% CI-
64.98 to 23.04) 

Patients more likely managed 
by a nurse in the Walk in 

Centre (39.5% vs 95.7%) - 
limited due to allocation of 

patients to WICs 

Coleman 
(2001) Sheffield (1) 

Potential impact 
of other services 

on ED 
attendance 

Clinical 
review, 

survey (255) 

Statistics; 
frequency of 

survey 
responses 

Patients could 
have used non-

urgent care 
facilities. GP, 

Overall estimate of 
55% (95% CI 50%, 

62%) could have 
received treatment in 

n/a 

Awareness of other services 
129 (62%); Needed 

radiograph =112 (48%); 
advised to come to ED by 
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First 
author 
(date) 

Area (number of 
targeted EDs) 

Service 
Description 

Research 
methods/ 

data 

Analysis/ 
theory 

Outcomes – ED 
pathway 

Outcomes - GP 
pathway Outcomes-costs Others 

nurse led minor 
injury unit (MIU), 
a walk-in centre, 
with the capacity 

to treat both minor 
injuries and minor 

medical 
conditions, and 

the national 
telephone advice 
line NHS Direct 

non-urgent care 
facilities. Estimates: 
NHS Direct - 13% to 

self-care; walk in 
centre - 25%; GP - 
10%; MIU - 38%. 

Mostly under 35 years 
(66%) and male 

(69%) 

someone else =108 (43%), 
Availability of other services 

78 (38%); Patient 
preferences 32 (11%); 

Positive experiences of ED 
158 (70%); Processes and 
patient’s time 143 (56%); 
Convenience of access 59 

(24%); Perceptions of 
seriousness 190 (76%); 

Seeking reassurance 115 
(38%); Seeking particular 

services 42 (20%). 

Dale (1996) 

London (1) 
Study sessions 

GP vs. ED 
clinicians 

Retrospective 
analysis of 

data collected 
in 1995; 

Survey (567) 

 Table IV in Dale 
Part1 

Identification: 
Further tests = 

1127; Prescription 
= 1160 (0.008); 

Referrals: 
community = 
2167; other 
teams=299; 

ED=198 

Table IV in Dale 
Part1 Identification:  
Further tests = 289; 

(0.002) Prescription = 
640; Referrals: 

community=1509; 
other teams=84; 

ED=27 

Dale 1996: 
Excluding 

admission costs, 
estimated cost of 

treating each 
patient: GP = 
£11.70; ED = 
£18.64 With 

admission costs: 
GP = £32.30; 

ED=£51.50. The 
greatest 

difference in 
costs was 

between general 
practitioners and 

senior house 
officers, with 

patients seen by 
general 

practitioners 
costing about 
40% less. ED 

clinicians more 
likely to order 
investigations 
than GPs. GP 

Patients expressed high 
levels of satisfaction for all 
aspects of the consultation; 

Satisfied with clinical 
assessment = 430/562 (77%); 

Happy with treatment = 
418/557 (75%); Happy with 
consulting doctor's manner = 

434/492 (88%). No 
significant differences in 

recovery between the groups. 
Most patients would respond 
in the same way if a similar 
problem arose, though more 
seen by the GP would self-
treat or go to their own GP. 

Dale (1995) 

Stratified 
random 
sample. 

Consultation 
record and 
tests data - 

Consultations 
primary care 
(2065), ED 

(291) 

Statistics 

Empirical evidence of over-
investigation: Primary care 

consultations made by 
accident and emergency 
medical staff resulted in 

greater utilisation of 
investigative, outpatient, and 
specialist services than those 

made by general 
practitioners. For example, 
the odds ratios for patients 
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First 
author 
(date) 

Area (number of 
targeted EDs) 

Service 
Description 

Research 
methods/ 

data 

Analysis/ 
theory 

Outcomes – ED 
pathway 

Outcomes - GP 
pathway Outcomes-costs Others 

consultation costs 
were higher as 

GPs spent 2 
minutes and 58 
seconds longer 

for each 
consultation and 
were paid about 
twice the hourly 

rate of senior 
house officers. 

receiving radiography were 
2.78 (95% confidence 

interval 2.32 to 3.34) for 
senior house officer v general 
practitioner consultations and 

2.37 (1.84 to 3.06) for 
registrars v general 

practitioners. For referral to 
hospital specialist on call 

teams or outpatient 
departments v discharge to 

the community the odds 
ratios were 2.88 (2.39 to 
3.47) for senior house 

officers v general 
practitioners and 2.57 (1.98 

to 3.35) for registrars v 
general practitioners. 

*Edwards 
(2020) 

England and 
Wales (10) 

GP/ED models 

Interviews 
(21) with 
clinical 

directors.        
PPI-develop 

tools, 
dissemination 

Thematic 
framework 

analysis 
n/a n/a n/a 

Successful aims of service. 
Separate GP service: GP 

focus on primary care 
patients with no access to 
investigations increased 

flow. Frees up ED staff to 
focus on acute patients. 

Integrated service: Shared 
governance enables shared 

patient lists; MDT with wider 
skills to manage demand; 
Opportunities for shared 

learning; Added value to cost 
of GP employment; Use GP 

as autonomous decision 
maker vs information 

collector.  Challenges to 
implementation of GP 
services. Separate GP 

service: Low/inconsistent 
demand for GP; Recruitment 

of GP; Covering rota; 
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First 
author 
(date) 

Area (number of 
targeted EDs) 

Service 
Description 

Research 
methods/ 

data 

Analysis/ 
theory 

Outcomes – ED 
pathway 

Outcomes - GP 
pathway Outcomes-costs Others 

inconsistent service. 
Integrated service:  Low 

demand for GP; Poor 
labelling to integrated model; 

potential for increased 
demand. No GP service:   

Lack of space; lack of funds; 
lack of recruitment; GPs 

behaving like ED clinicians - 
more tests. Facilitators for 

GP streaming. Separate GP 
service: stream children to 

GP; streaming guidance and 
support; senior clinician 
monitoring streaming. 

Barriers to GP streaming:  
lack of shared governance; 
poor working relationships; 
low collaboration; low GP 

demand. Integrated service: 
Shared clinical governance; 
collaboration; flexibility in 

patients seen by GP 

*Edwards 
(2021) 

England and 
Wales (77) 

1) Front door 
streaming 2) 

Streaming inside 
the emergency 
department 3) 

No primary care 
streaming 4) 
Combined 
streaming 
pathways 

Survey (77 
EDs), 

interviews of 
clinical leads, 

(21), case 
studies (13). 

PPI-
development 

of tools, 
recruitment, 

dissemination 

Thematic 
coding 

framework 
using data 
collected 
during a 

realist review 
Triangulated 
data from all 

streams. 

n/a n/a n/a 

Emergency department 
streaming pathways to 
primary care services, 
usually performed by 

emergency care nurses: front 
door streaming; streaming 

inside the emergency 
department (usually as part 

of the triage process); or 
without streaming but 
primary care clinicians 

selecting patients 

*Edwards 
(2022) 

England (10) 

Models: Inside 
Integrated; 

Inside parallel; 
Outside onsite 

Interviews,  
observations. 
PPI-design, 

analysis, 
theory 

Realist 
methodology 
and theory 
building. 

Framework 

n/a n/a n/a 

Streaming to appropriate 
service: Experienced nurses 

are key to for rapid screening 
assessment based on intuitive 

or reflective judgements. 
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First 
author 
(date) 

Area (number of 
targeted EDs) 

Service 
Description 

Research 
methods/ 

data 

Analysis/ 
theory 

Outcomes – ED 
pathway 

Outcomes - GP 
pathway Outcomes-costs Others 

development, 
dissemination 

analysis. 
Psychological 

theory - 
Revised 

Cognitive 
Continuum 

Theory 
(RCCT) 

Local protocols supported 
streaming decisions but 

reliance on these could result 
in inappropriate streaming. 
Positive team-working and 
communication between the 
teams. Waiting times and 

patient flow:  GPs saw and 
treated patients during 

triage/streaming but not 
sustainable of safe. Nurses 

make better decisions; better 
communication with patients; 

improve patient flow. 
Guidance could be too loose 
or too rigid for GPs to work 

effectively. Strategy of senior 
staff to ensure patient flow 
by suspending streaming to 
GPs if need was high. Safe 

streaming decisions: Risk of 
inappropriate screening due 

to inexperienced staff; nurses 
more likely to collaborate 

with other staff for decisions. 

*Gaughan 
(2022) England (40) GP/ED models 

Hospital 
Episode 
Statistics  

Logit and 
Poisson 

regression 
models 

Wait time 
(admission to 

discharge) over 4 
hours=16.49%; 

Unplanned 
reattendance=9.01

%; untreated = 
2.36%; non-urgent 
attendance=11.50

% 

Reduction in 
unplanned 

reattendances within 7 
days (OR 0.968, 95% 

CI 0.948 to 0.989 
unadjusted, 0.935-
1.001 adjusted), 

equivalent to 302 
fewer reattendances 

per year for the 
average ED. No 

impact on volume of 
attendances, ‘non-

urgent’ attendances, 
waiting times over 4 

n/a n/a 
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First 
author 
(date) 

Area (number of 
targeted EDs) 

Service 
Description 

Research 
methods/ 

data 

Analysis/ 
theory 

Outcomes – ED 
pathway 

Outcomes - GP 
pathway Outcomes-costs Others 

hours, patients leaving 
untreated, unplanned 

reattendances within 7 
days, inpatient 

admissions and 30-
day mortality. 

James 
(2019) 

Southampton (1) 

Co-located 
primary care, 

daytime hours, 
at A&E for 
children & 

young people 

Retrospective 
case note 
analysis 

not reported 

 
Wait time - ED = 

2 hours 45 
minutes (p<0.01).    
Investigation rate 
- ED = 77/1338 
(5.75%) (p0.01) 

Drugs given - ED 
= 124/336 
(36.80%)  

Common drugs 
used in both 

streams 

Wait time - PCH = 1 
hour 19 minutes 

(p<0.01)               
Investigation rate - 

PCH = 5/336 (1.48%) 
Drugs given - PCH = 
236/1338  (17.64%) 

(p<0.01) 
Common drugs used 

in both streams 

n/a n/a 

Jones 
(2011) 

York (1) 

GPs, working in  
the ED’s triage 

room. Streaming 
to co-located 
(side by side) 

clinicians 

Staff open-
ended 

questionnaires 
(29) 

Descriptive 
statistics; 
thematic 
analysis 

n/a 

Wait time 604 
patients = 3 hours, 
474 (78 per cent) 
under one hour. 

Discharged home = 
440 (73%); 

Transferred to ED = 
84 (14%); Admitted 

to hospital = 57 (9%); 
Referred to other 

clinics or unseen = 23 
(4%) 

n/a 

Advantages: Improved 
patient flow; Reduced 

waiting times; Allowed 
clinicians to spend more time 

with acute patients.      
Disadvantages: patients may 
attend ED to be seen quickly 

by GP. Suggestions for 
improvement:  GPs should 

work longer/more unsociable 
hours; guidelines should be 

written but consultants 
should be able to decide who 

they see. 

Leigh 
(2021) 

Manchester (1) 
Co-located 
paediatric 

service 

Retrospective 
clinical data 

review of 
children      
(13 099) 

categorised as 
‘GP 

Descriptive 
statistics; Chi-

squared test 
and Mann–
Whitney U 

test 

N=4695 (35.8%) 
Antibiotic 

prescribing: 
ED=10.8%; 

Median duration 
of stay: ED=165 
min (IQR 104–

N=8404 (64.2%)). 
Antibiotic 

prescribing: 
GP=15.1% (OR 1.42; 

95% CI = 1.27 to 
1.58; P<0.001);         

Median duration of 

Mean cost of 
treatment 
episodes: 

GP=£115.24 
(95% CI = 20.50 
to 351.67 GBP), 

ED=£141.16 

Diagnosis GP-
respiratory=2070(24.6%); 

Gastrointestinal=1410(16.8%
); infectious 

disease=1194(14.2%); 
unclassified=530(6.3%); 
ENT=679(8.1%); local 
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First 
author 
(date) 

Area (number of 
targeted EDs) 

Service 
Description 

Research 
methods/ 

data 

Analysis/ 
theory 

Outcomes – ED 
pathway 

Outcomes - GP 
pathway Outcomes-costs Others 

appropriate’ 222 min) 
(P<0.005); 

Discharged or 
admitted within 4-
hours ED=88.4%. 
Discharge status: 

own 
GP=287(6.1%); 

no 
action=3282(69.9

%); 
admitted=374(8%

); other 
services=162(3.5

%); left before 
seen=455(9.7%) 

stay: GP=39 min 
(interquartile range 

[IQR]; Discharged or 
admitted within 4-
hours GP= 88.4% 

(OR 0.10; 95% CI = 
0.08 to 0.13; 

P<0.001). Discharge 
status: own GP=2312 

(27.5%); no 
action=5745 (68.4%); 
admitted=117 (1.4%); 
other services=1111 
(1.4%); left before 
seen=100 (1.2%) 

(95% CI = 11.78 
to 539.94 GBP) 

infection=561(6.7%); 
Dermatological=302(3.6%); 

urological=256(3%); 
allergy=263(3.1%); head 

injury=190(2.3%); 
fever=1289(15.3%).           

Diagnosis ED-
respiratory=1076(22.9%); 

gastrointestinal=696(14.8%); 
infectious 

disease=695(14.8%); 
unclassified=946(20.1%); 

ENT=227(4.8%); local 
infection=305(6.5%); 

dermatological-99(2.1%); 
urological=128(2.7%); 

allergy=100(2.1%%); head 
injury=45(1%); 

fever=643(13.7%). 
 

McCarron 
(2019) 

Sheffield (1) 
Co-located GP 

paediatric 
service 

Clinical data 
review 

Descriptive 
statistics 

Length of 
stay=108.25 

minutes, 
investigation=7.6
%; prescription 

34.9%, 
admission=-

3.15%; 
reattendance=9.7

% 

Length of stay=63.5 
minutes; 

investigation=7.2%; 
prescription=34.3%; 

admission=3.5%; 
reattendance=7.1%. 

n/a n/a 

*Scantlebu
ry (2022) 

England (64) 
GPs in or near 

EDs.  

Clinical 
reviews (40 
hospitals). 

Non-
participant 
observation 
(142 clinical 
encounters), 

semi 
structured 

Normalisation 
process theory 

applied to 
map findings 

collected from 
that impact on 

service 
effectiveness 

n/a 

No impact on: ED 
reattendances within 7 

days, patients 
discharged within 4 

hours of arrival, 
patients leaving the 
ED without being 

seen; inpatient 
admissions; non-

urgent ED attendances 

n/a 

Confused purpose and 
potential impact of GPED at 

individual, stakeholder, 
organisational levels 

(coherence). Criticism of 
policy 

development/implementation
/staff engagement hindered 
by tensions between ED and 

GP staff (cognitive 
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First 
author 
(date) 

Area (number of 
targeted EDs) 

Service 
Description 

Research 
methods/ 

data 

Analysis/ 
theory 

Outcomes – ED 
pathway 

Outcomes - GP 
pathway Outcomes-costs Others 

interviews 
(467) 

policymakers, 
service 
leaders, 

clinical staff, 
patients, 

carers. PPI- 
development, 

analysis, 
delivery, 

steering group 

participation). 
Staffing/resource constraints 
influenced whether GPED 

became embedded in routine 
practice. No detectable 
impact on attendance 
(collective action). 

Stakeholders disagreed 
whether GPED was 

successful, due to variations 
in GPED model, site-specific 
patient mix and governance 

arrangements. 

Uthman 
(2018) 

Coventry and 
Warwickshire (2) 

GPs in or near 
EDs. 

Clinical data 
review; 

Propensity 
score 

methods.    
PPI-design, 

analysis, 
dissemination 

Patient 
matching ratio 
1:2; Logistic 

regression 
models 

N=10 852.     
Over 4 

hours=5.3%; 7-
day 

reattendance=5.7
%; left unseen 

3.9%; 
admitted=20.1%; 

referrals other 
services=12.4%; 

any 
investigation=49.3

%; GP follow-
up=16%; 

intervention=27.5
% 

N=5426.              
Over 4 hours=1.9% 

(RR 0.37, 95%CI 0.30 
to 0.45); 

reattendance=5.5%; 
left unseen=2.2% (RR 
0.57, 95%CI 0.46 to 

0.69; admitted=5.5%; 
referrals to other 

services=19.8%; any 
investigation=45.9%; 
GP follow-up=28.5; 
intervention=35.6 

n/a n/a 

Ward 
(1996) 

London (1) 

Nurse triage, 
using decision 
tree to stream 

patients to ED or 
GP 

Clinical data 
review; 

questionnaire 
(399). 

Propensity 
score 

methods.      
PPI-design, 

analysis, 
dissemination 

Chi-squared 
and Fisher's 
exact test 

N=399. No 
investigation=155

(38.8%); 
investigation=118

(29.6%) 

N=561. No 
investigation=382(68.

1%) (p=0.001); 
investigation=90(16%

) (p=0.001) 

n/a 

UK residents (not GP 
registered)=145 (15%); 

tourists=134(13.9%) 
Reasons for going to ED 
(n=339):  problem not GP 
appropriate=92% (27.1); 
inconvenient=76(22.4%); 

advised by health 
professional=39(11.5); 

second opinion=33(9.7%); 
did try GP=33(9.7%); No GP 
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First 
author 
(date) 

Area (number of 
targeted EDs) 

Service 
Description 

Research 
methods/ 

data 

Analysis/ 
theory 

Outcomes – ED 
pathway 

Outcomes - GP 
pathway Outcomes-costs Others 

appointment=25(7.4%); 
unable to contact 

GP=21(6.2%); dissatisfied 
with GP=15(4.4%); 

other=5(1.5%) 
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Table 5: Primary care and emergency department clinical outcomes of included studies for the systematic review on primary care  
              clinicians working in or near Emergency Departments 

 

Study Wait time under 4 
hours-time (%) 

Investigations 
% 

Referrals1 % Prescriptions 
% 

Left without 
being seen % 

Unplanned 
reattendance 

% 
 PC ED PC ED PC ED PC ED PC ED PC ED 
Aldus 2022 1.5 hours 

(100) 
- 26.6 - 64.2 - - - - - - - 

Dale 1995 - - 17 38.3 93.2 84 37.6 39.5 - - - - 
Gaughan 
2022 No impact (83.5) - - - - - - 

No 
impact 2.36 

No 
impact 9.1 

James 2019 1.25 hours 2.75 hours 1.48 5.57 - - 17.6 36.8 - - - - 
Jones 2011 3 hours 

(100) - - - 25* - - - 2* - - - 

Leigh 2021 0.66 hours 
(88.4) 

2.75 hours 
(88.4) 

- - 30.3  17.6  15.1 10.8 1.2 9.7 - - 

McCarron 
2019 1 hour 1.8 hours 7.2 7.6 - - 34.3 34.9 - - 7.1 9.7 

Salisbury 
2007 

1.8 hours 
(95.6) 

2.4 hours 
(94.6) 

- - - - - - - - - - 

Uthman 
2018 

(98.1) (94.7) 45.9 49.3 32.5 25.3 - - 2.2 3.9 5.5 5.7 

Ward 1996 - - 16 29.6 - - - - - - - - 
 

 

Note: 1 Includes referral to other services and admission rates; PC-primary care; ED-emergency department; * approximate values, please 
appendix 4 for detailed values; - no value reported in the study 
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Table 6: Economic evaluations presented in studies included in the systematic review about 
primary care in or near Emergency Departments 

 

 

Table 7: Mixed Method Appraisal Tool quality assessment of included studies for the 
systematic review on primary care in or near Emergency Departments 

 

Yes No Maybe Yes No Maybe Yes No Maybe Yes No Maybe Yes No Maybe

Aldus 

(2022)

*Brant 

(2021)

Coleman 

(2001)

Jones 

(2011)

*Scantleb

ury (2022)

Yes No Maybe Yes No Maybe Yes No Maybe Yes No Maybe Yes No Maybe

Chalder 

(2007)

Dale 

(1996)

*Gaughan 

(2022)

James 

(2019)

Leigh 

(2021)

McCarron 

(2019) 

Salisbury 

(2007)

Uthman 

(2018)

 Ward 

(1996)

Yes No Maybe Yes No Maybe Yes No Maybe Yes No Maybe Yes No Maybe

Ablard 

(2017)

*Anderso

n (2021)

*Edwards 

(2020)

*Edwards 

(2021)

*Edwards 

(2022)

First 

author 

(date)

Mixed Methods

Is there an adequate rationale 

for using a mixed methods 

design to address the research 

question?

Are the different components 

of the study effectively 

integrated to answer the 

research question?

Are the outputs of the 

integration of qualitative and 

quantitative components 

adequately interpreted?

Are divergences and 

inconsistencies between 

quantitative and qualitative 

results adequately addressed?

Do the different components of 

the study adhere to the quality 

criteria of each tradition of the 

methods involved?

Quantitative methods - non-randomised

Are the participants 

representative of the target 

population?

Are measurements appropriate 

regarding both the outcome 

and intervention (or exposure)?

Are there complete outcome 

data?

Is the risk of nonresponse bias 

low?

Is the statistical analysis 

appropriate to answer the 

research question?

Qualitative methods

Is the qualitative approach 

appropriate to answer the 

research question?

Are the qualitative data 

collection methods adequate to 

address the research question?

Are the findings adequately 

derived from the data?

Is the interpretation of results 

sufficiently substantiated by 

data?

Is there coherence between 

qualitative data sources, 

collection, analysis and 

Study Cost of primary care per 

patient 

Cost of ED care per 

patient 

Dale et al. 1996 £11.70 £18.64 

Leigh et al. 2021 £115.24 £141.16 

Salisbury et al. 2007 £117.18 £121.67 
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