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Abstract  

Problem Statement: 

During the COVID-19 pandemic, health care services were limited by the restrictive measures 
implemented. As an adaptation mechanism, telemedicine was introduced for ambulatory care at the 
Honorio Delgado Hideyo Noguchi National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH). This study aimed to 
estimate the survival function (SF) for loss to follow-up (LTFU) over two years before and after the onset 
of the COVID-19 pandemic, and its association with clinical and sociodemographic variables. 

Study Design: 

A single-cohort study was conducted, following a random sample of adult ambulatory patients at NIHM 
from April 15, 2018, to April 15, 2022. Patients were followed until LTFU, referral to another institution, 
death, or the end of study. The main analysis involved estimating the SF for LTFU for the overall follow up 
period, as well as separately for the periods pre and post implementation of telemedicine. Also, risk 
factors hypotheses were tested using Cox’s regression. 

Results: 

Data from 4887 visits of 356 patients were collected. A total of 118 (33.1%) presented LTFU, with SF of 
53.9% during the overall four years of follow-up. After two years of follow-, those starting treatment at 
NIMH before the implementation of telemedicine had a higher SF (77.3 vs 63%). A higher hazard ratio 
(HR) for LTFU was found in the group that started care at NIMH after the implementation of telemedicine, 
compared to those who started previously (HR=2.53; 95% CI: 1.55-4.51). Additionally, receiving care in 
the anxiety disorders (HR=1.86; 95% CI: 1.03-3.33) and personality disorders programs (HR=1.81; 95% 
CI: 1.02-3.22) was associated with a higher risk of LTFU compared to the psychosis program. No 
significant difference was found in the risk of LTFU between telemedicine vs. face-to face attention.  

Conclusions: 

A significant association was found between LTFU and starting treatment at NIMH after the onset of the 
COVID-19 pandemic and implementation of telemedicine. However, no evidence supports that this might 
be due to the practice of telemedicine. A different clinical profile of patients that started treatment at NIMH 
following the government implementation of changes to the public health system might explain these 
findings and should be studied.  

Keywords: COVID-19, telemedicine, psychiatry, health services 

Significant Outcomes: 

- A moderate association was found between starting treatment at NIMH and loss to follow up in 
the period after the implementation of telemedicine due to the onset of COVID-19.  
 

- This, however, does not seem to be related to the practice of telemedicine, but to changes in the 
characteristics of patients across pre and post COVID 19. 

Limitations: 

- The reason for loss to follow up (death, return to a lower-level health service, improvement of 
symptoms, etc.), our main outcome variable, could not be determined using the clinical and 
administrative data available.  
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Introduction 

The COVID-19 pandemic resulted in a significant challenge to public health systems worldwide, 
especially in developing countries [1–3]. The uncertainty, increased stress related to health issues that 
characterized this period saw an increase in the development of symptoms of depression, anxiety and 
sleep disorders in different populations such as adults, children and adolescents and elderly [4–10]. Also, 
there was concern for the continuation of care of patients on chronic antipsychotic and antidepressant 
treatments that were known to be at higher risk of severe illness from SARS-CoV-2, as they frequently 
present comorbid metabolic disorders and greater difficulties with self-care and proper application of 
hygiene measures [11,12]. 

The control measures adopted by governments around the world ranged from case tracing to prolonged 
quarantines, aiming to decrease the transmission of SARS-CoV-2.  The Peruvian government adopted 
one of the longest and widespread mandatory social isolation, starting on March 15th, 2020; and reported 
one of the highest per capita mortality rates globally [1,13,14]. At the same time, most health facilities 
from first to third (highest) level of attention were mandated to suspend any service that was not 
considered an emergency. The National Institute of Mental Health “Honorio Delgado-Hideyo Noguchi” 
(NIMH) complied with this measure, starting the use of telemedicine for ambulatory patients.  

Before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, telemedicine in psychiatry was studied, showing good 
consistency in the assessments between remote and face-to-face attention [15,16].  Some research 
showed that the adaptation of regulations and administrative mechanisms seemed to be the main barriers 
to adopting telemedicine in psychiatry. Even in developed countries, adopting this form of care appeared 
to improve service volume and reduce barriers to receiving care [17–19]. However, in countries with more 
variation in the development of health systems, the integration of this modality has been more variable 
[18]. 

These findings have been found consistent in studies performed during the COVID-19 pandemic [20,21]. 
In Peru, Gayoso et al. reported that most patients surveyed from a third level hospital where they 
received psychiatry consultation via telemedicine perceived improved health access (79.8%), time 
savings (89.6%), and found the procedure simple (80.3%) and comfortable to use (72.3%). The number 
of electronic devices and education level were positively associated with higher satisfaction, with a high 
proportion expressing a desire to continue this type of consultation [22]. From the caregiver's point of 
view, Valle et al. reported results from a study that collected data immediately after the implementation of 
telemedicine in another specialized health center in Lima, Perú. This report showed that the majority 
(68.6%) identified teleconsultations as a quick form of care and found that time was generally not an 
issue (77.1%). On the other hand, most psychiatrists surveyed (57.1%) had no prior experience with 
telemedicine before the pandemic, there was no established protocol for this type of care in their 
institution (62.9%), and they found it problematic not to access the patient's medical record (71.4%). Most 
proposed improvements on infrastructure and establishing a standardized workflow [23].  

Despite the evidence in favor of the use of telemedicine, some important outcomes, such as loss to follow 
up (LTFU) was not reported for populations with a higher degree of severity of mental disorders, and, as 
far as we know, there is no study that compared this outcome in scenarios, pre and during the onset of 
the COVID-19 pandemic. In this study, we aim to estimate the survival function for LTFU in ambulatory 
patients during the period from April 15, 2018, to April 15, 2022; a period that includes two years before 
and after the start of telemedicine care at the NIMH. Additionally, we aim to identify sociodemographic 
and clinical variables that might modify the risk for LTFU during this period.   

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.27.24312689doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.27.24312689
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Methods 

Study Design 

This research followed a single cohort study design. Clinical data from adult ambulatory patients was 
collected from April 15th, 2018, two years before the start of use of telemedicine due to COVID or the date 
of first ambulatory consultation afterwards. Follow up finished in the date of the last consultation before 
patients were LTFU, were reported as deceased in any section of the clinical chart, or April 15th, 2022, 
when the study period ended.  This design allowed to collect information in two different periods, the first, 
a pre-pandemic period (from April 15th, 2018, to April 15th, 2020) in which telemedicine was not used for 
ambulatory consultation; and a pandemic period (from April 15th, 2020, to April 15th, 2022), in which 
telemedicine was used as the only mode of attention for ambulatory patients, due to the nationwide 
adaptation strategies used to manage the COVID pandemic.  

Data analysis followed a time to event approach, in which the main event of interest was LTFU. We 
estimated survival function for LTFU during the total follow-up period and for the pre-pandemic and 
pandemic periods. Afterwards Cox regression was used to assess the association of clinical variables, 
including type of attention (telemedicine vs. face to face), period in which each participant started 
attention at the NIMH-P, disease group, as well as other common sociodemographic variables such as 
age, sex, marital and education status.  

Sample Design 

The population under study included adult ambulatory patients at the National Institute of Mental Health 
“Honorio Delgado – Hideyo Noguchi” (NIMH) that registered at least one appointment between April 15, 
2018, and April 15, 2022. The NIMH is a specialized institution that acts as the reference center for the 
public health system in the northern region of Lima, capital of Peru; and provide ambulatory, 
hospitalization, rehabilitation and emergency services. During the follow up, we can identify two different 
periods. From April 15th, 2018, to April 15th, 2020, ambulatory attention was provided only in the 
traditional, face-to-face mode; and from April 15th, 2020, to April 15th, 2022, in which, as part of the 
country-wide adaptations to the COVID pandemic, telemedicine became the only mode for ambulatory 
attention for at least until the early days of 2022, in which face-to-face ambulatory care was progressively 
re-implemented.  

In this study, we included adult (18-year-old or older) ambulatory patients that had at least one scheduled 
appointment with a psychiatrist during the follow up period, and their main diagnosis was of any 
psychosis, affective, anxiety and personality disorders. No exclusion criteria were applied. Eligible 
individuals were randomly selected from a list provided by the statistics department of NIMH until sample 
size was achieved. Data was collected from both physical and electronic clinical charts using Google 
Forms. Data form 375 individuals were required to detect a difference of at least 15% in the survival 
function between two categorical variables, assuming 5% types I and 20% type II error probability.  

 

Measures 

Outcome Variable 

The main outcome variable was loss to follow-up (LTFU) and was defined as missing an appointment for 
a scheduled ambulatory attention during the follow-up period, and not attending any scheduled 
appointment thereafter. If the clinical chart showed information that the patient stopped attending their 
medical appointments due to medical indication (such as being discharged), informing of their deceased, 
or was transferred to another medical center to continue their treatment, this was not considered as 
LTFU. 
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Sociodemographic and clinical covariates: 

Sociodemographic variables included age, gender (male/female), educational attainment (less than 
elementary/complete elementary/complete high school/complete and incomplete higher education), 
marital status (single/married/cohabitant/divorced/widow). Clinical covariates included the program of care 
(psychoses, elderly, affective, anxiety and personality disorders), mode of first admission to INSM 
(ambulatory/emergency), date of first attention at INSM (previous or after April 15th, 2020), period of 
attention (previous or after April 15th, 2020), mode of appointment (ambulatory face-to-face/ambulatory 
telemedicine/emergency), severity of evolution (no change, improvement, worsening).  

 

Data analysis 

Data analysis followed the usual process of exploring and describing variables individually as proportions 
and means; then, we estimated the survival function for LTFU during the entire follow up period and then 
for those that started their attention at NIMH before and after April 15th, 2020 (start of the use of 
telemedicine). Bivariate and multivariate analyses were performed using Cox regression and stratification 
was further used to explore differences in magnitude of hazards by key clinical variables, including period 
of initial treatment at NIMH and program care. 

 

Ethical considerations  

This study received approval from the NIMH Institutional Review Board before data collection started. To 
preserve the confidentiality of the information, a database linking the clinical chart numbers with an 
alphanumeric code was created, separated from the data to be analyzed. Only the main investigators had 
access to the database with the identities, and this information was used only to verify information during 
the data analysis.  

 

  

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.27.24312689doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.27.24312689
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Results 

Sample characteristics 

Data of 4,887 ambulatory attentions, corresponding to 356 individuals was collected between April 15, 
2018, and April 15, 2022. The mean age in the sample was 36.7 years (SD=17.3), with 52.9% of the 
patients being female. The most common level of education was complete high school (41.8%), followed 
by complete elementary school (22.2%) and complete higher education (18.8%). Also, 77.7% were 
single, and 18.6% were married or cohabiting. The psychosis program provided care for 41.4% of 
patients, the affective disorders program for 20.8%, the anxiety disorders program for 11.8%, the 
personality disorders program for 12.9%, and the older adults program 12.9% of patients.  

A total of 270 (76.1%) patients had their first attention at NIMH before April 15th, 2020; while 85 (23.9%) 
started their treatment at NIMH later. The type of first attention at NIMH was ambulatory for 149 (65.1%) 
patients, while 77 (33.6%) patients received the first attention at the emergency department. During 
follow-up, data were collected from a total of 1,933 (39.6%) face-to-face ambulatory consultations, 2,281 
(46.7%) telemedicine ambulatory consultations, and 668 (13.7%) emergency consultations. Finally, 118 
(33.1%) of 356 patients experienced LTFU during the study period. Details in Table 1. 

Table 1. Sample characteristics     
Variable  n  %  
Sex       
Female 188  52.9  
Male 167  47.1  
Age* 356  38.7 (17.3)  
Instruction attained       
Less than complete elementary school 23  6.5  
Complete elementary school 78  22.2  
Complete high school 147  41.8  
Complete higher education 66  18.7  
Non-complete higher education 38  10.8  
Marriage status       
Single 275  77.7  
Married 48  13.6  
Cohabitant 18  5.1  
Divorced 6  1.7  
Widowed 7  1.9  
Program of care       
Psychoses 147  41.4  
Affective disorders 74  20.8  
Anxiety disorders 42  11.8  
Personality disorders 46  13.0  
Elderly  46  13.0  
First attention at NIMH       
Before April 15th, 2020 270  76.0  
After April 15th, 2020 85  24.0  
Mode of admission to NIMH       
Ambulatory care 149  65.1  
Emergency department 77  33.6  
Nonregistered 3  1.3  
Type of attentions during follow up     
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Ambulatory face-to-face 896  33.9  
Ambulatory telemedicine 1,261  47.7  
Emergency department 434  16.4  
Ambulatory, non-specified 34  1.3  
Others, non-specified 17  0.6  
Period of ambulatory consultation     
Before April 15th, 2020 2,175  44.5  
After April 15th, 2020 2,712  55.1  
Evolution of symptoms        
Unchanged 1,814  61.3  
Improved 665  22.5  
Worsened 480  16.2  
Loss to follow up       
No  238  66.9  
Yes 118  33.1  
* Mean (standard deviation)     

Survival function 

The survival rate for the full follow up time was 53.9% (95%CI: 42.0-64.4%). When stratified by the period 
of first appointment at the NIMH, the survival function for those who started attention at NIMH after April 
15th, 2020, was 63.0% (95%CI: 47.6-74.9%); while the survival function for those who began treatment at 
NIMH before April 15th, 2020, was 56.2% (95%CI: 43.7-67.0%). In the latter group, the survival function 
for a 2-year follow-up was 77.6% (95%CI: 71.9-82.3%). Detailed information can be found in Table 2 and 
Figure 1. 

Table 2. Survival function for LTFU 
Time At risk Events SF 95%CI 

0 0 32 1 - 
0.5 288 17 0.9 0.87-0.93 
1 248 23 0.85 0.80-0.88 

1.5 194 8 0.76 0.71-0.81 
2 168 8 0.73 0.68-0.78 

2.5 150 6 0.69 0.64-0.75 
3 132 4 0.67 0.61-0.72 

3.5 76 5 0.64 0.58-0.70 
4 2 0 0.54 0.42-0.64 

Start treatment at NIMH before April 15th, 2020 
0 0 19 1 .-. 

0.5 242 10 0.93 0.89-0.95 
1 223 22 0.89 0.84-0.92 

1.5 187 5 0.8 0.74-0.84 
2 176 11 0.78 0.72-0.82 

2.5 150 6 0.72 0.66-0.78 
3 132 4 0.69 0.63-0.75 

3.5 76 5 0.67 0.61-0.73 
4 2 0 0.56 0.44-0.67 

Start treatment at NIMH after April 15th, 2020 
0 0 13 1 .-. 

0.5 46 7 0.81 0.69-0.88 
1 25 1 0.67 0.52-0.77 
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1.5 7 0 0.63 0.48-0.75 
2 1 0 0.63 0.48-0.75 

 
 
Figure 1. Kaplan-Meier survival estimates. The grey area corresponds to 95% confidence intervals. 
Central line punctual estimates.  

 

Bivariate analysis 

Compared to those who began their attention at INSM before April 15th, 2020, those who did it later had 
2.53 times the instantaneous risk (IR) of LTFU (95%CI: 1.55-4.51). Neither having an appointment later 
than April 15th, 2020, (HR=1.26; 95%CI: 0.80-2.04), nor the type of ambulatory attention (telemedicine vs. 
face-to-face) (HR=1.10; 95%CI: 0.68-1.78) were associated with LTFU. Also, compared to those treated 
in the psychosis program, those treated in the anxiety (HR=1.85; 95%CI: 1.03-3.33) and personality 
(HR=1.81; 95% CI: 0.02-3.22) programs had a statistically significant increased IR of LTFU. We found no 
evidence of an association between patients' evolution from consultation to consultation or between 
sociodemographic variables, including sex, age, level of education, or marital status, and LTFU. Details 
can be found in Table 3. 

Tabla 3. Bivariate and mulitple analysis       
Variables  HR  95%CI HR  95%CI 
First attention at NIMH         
Before April 15th, 2020 1.00  - 1.00  - 
After April 15th, 2020 2.53*  1.51 – 4.25  3.93* 1.41-10.94 
Period of ambulatory consultation         
Before April 15th, 2020 1.00  - 1.00  - 
After April 15th, 2020 1.28  0.80 – 2.04  1.17 0.18-7.51 
Sex         
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Female 1.00  - 1.00  - 
Male 0.83  0.56 - 1.26  0.73 0.43-1.27 
Age 1.01  0.99 - 1.02  1.04* 1.01-1.06 
Instruction attained         
Less than complet elementary 
school 0.70  0.27 – 1.78  1.47 0.44-4.95 

Complete elementary school 1.24  0.75 – 2.09  1.15 0.55-2.37 
Complete high school 1.00  - 1.00  - 
Complete higher education 1.42  0.84 - 2.41  1.26 0.63-2.53 
Non-complete higher education 1.12  0.66 – 1.35  1.66 0.71-3.87 
Marriage status         
Single 1.00  - 1.00  - 
Married 1.40  0.80 – 2.43  0.83 0.37-1.88 
Cohabitant 1.12  0.51 - 2.43  2.04 0.87-4.78 
Divorced 1.21  0.30 – 4.96  1.85 0.41-8.33 
Widowed 1.49  0.27 - 4.56  0.63 0.13-3.03 
Program of care         
Psychoses 1.00  - 1.00  - 
Affective disorders 1.49  0.83 - 2.56  1.56 0.73-3.36 
Anxiety disorders 1.86*  1.03 – 3.33  2.57* 1.1-6.00 
Personality disorders 1.81*  1.02 – 3.22  2.41* 1.01-5.76 
Elderly  1.43  0.78 - 2.63  0.56 0.22-1.46 
Mode of admission to NIMH         
Ambulatory care 1.00  - - - 
Emergency department 0.83  0.50 - 1.40  - - 
Type of attentions during follow 
up         

Ambulatory face-to-face 1.00  - 1.00  - 
Ambulatory telemedicine 1,10  0.68 – 1.78  0.49 0.086-2.79 
Emergency department 0,41  0.16 - 1.04  0.41 0.066-2.56 
Evolution of symptoms          
Unchanged 1.00  - 1.00  - 
Improved 1.01  0.54 – 1.90  0.93 0.49-1.77 
Worsened 0.62  0.29 - 1.31  0.78 0.33-1.83 
* p<0,05          

 

Exploratory and multiple analyses 

In the multiple regression analysis, we found that, after controlling for sex, age, instruction attained, 
marriage status, program of care, mode of admission to NIMH, type of attention and the clinical evolution 
of symptoms, the magnitude of the association between LTFU and beginning attentions at NIMH after the 
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institution of telemedicine remained statistically significant (HR=3.93; 95% CI: 1.41-10.94). Additionally, 
older age (HR=1.04, 95% CI: 1.01-1.06) and receiving treatment in the anxiety (HR=2.57, 95% CI: 1.10-
6.00) and personality disorders programs (HR=2.41, 95% CI: 1.01-5.76) increased the IR of LTFU (See 
Table 3) 

Using stratification, potential interaction effect between the period in which treatment at NIHM started and 
the type of attention (telemedicine/face-to-face/emergency) was performed. We found that among the 
population who started treatment before April 15th, 2020, both receiving telemedicine care (HR=0.42; 95% 
CI: 0.20-0.86) and emergency consultations (HR=0.25; 95% CI: 0.85-0.74) reduced the IR for LTFU, 
compared to face-to-face attention. No statistically significant differences were found between face-to-
face and telemedicine or emergency care in the group that started treatment after April 15th, 2020 
(HR=0.41; 95% CI: 0.50-3.06). 

When the association between the program of care and LTFU was stratified by the period of first attention 
at NIMH, no statistically significant differences in IR of LTFU was found among those who began care at 
NIMH before April 15th, 2020. However, in the group that started care afterwards, a higher IR of LTFU 
was found in those receiving treatment for affective disorders (HR=8.91; 95% CI: 1.09-72.82) and anxiety 
(HR=12.16; 95% CI: 1.41-104.62) programs compared to participants in the psychosis group. 

Then, we explored the association between program of care and LTFU. This association was first 
stratified by type of attention, where, only in the telemedicine use group a higher IR for LTFU was found 
in the anxiety (HR=3.03; 95% CI: 1.33-6.92) and personality (HR=2.68; 95% CI: 1.17-6.16) programs, 
when compared to the psychosis group. Further, when stratifying by time when attention at NIMH started, 
we found that in the group that started treatment at NIMH after April 15th, 2020, and received ambulatory 
care using telemedicine, those in the anxiety (HR=13.70; 95% CI: 1.59-118.23) and personality 
(HR=8.43; 95% CI: 1.01-70.21) programs had a significantly higher risk of LTFU. 

Finally, a sub-analysis of the profile of the population by the date of first attention at NIMH, showed that 
those that had their first attention after April, 15th 2020, were on average younger, with a higher tendency 
toward having completed at least high school degree of education, more likely to be treated in the 
affective and personality disorder programs, and have been classified as a favorable evolution. The 
overall proportion of LTFU was not found statistically different between these groups. Details can be 
found in Table 4. 

 

Table 4. Differences in sociodemographic and clinical 
variables by First attention at NIMH 

Variable 

First attention at NIMH 

Before April 
15th, 2020 

After April 
15th, 2020 

n % n % 
Sex         
Female 139 51.29 51 58.62 
Male 132 48.71 36 41.38 

Age* 117 42.2 
(1.5) 87 

34.7 
(2.0) 

Instruction attained*       
Less than complet elementary 21 7.84 2 2.33 
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school 

Complete elementary school 67 25 11 12.79 
Complete high school 97 36.19 51 59.3 
Complete higher education 51 19.03 15 17.44 
Non-complete higher education 32 11.94 7 8.14 
Marriage status       
Single 211 78.15 65 74.71 
Married 31 11.48 18 20.69 
Cohabitant 18 6.67 1 1.15 
Divorced 4 1.48 2 2.3 
Widowed 6 2.22 1 1.15 
Program of care*       
Psychoses 129 47.6 18 20.69 
Affective disorders 47 17.34 28 32.18 
Anxiety disorders 30 11.07 11 12.64 
Personality disorders 30 11.07 18 20.69 
Elderly  35 12.92 12 13.79 
Type of attentions during follow up*     
Ambulatory face-to-face 1925 44.96 4 0.67 
Ambulatory telemedicine 1810 42.27 471 79.03 
Emergency department 547 12.77 121 20.3 
Evolution of symptoms*       
Unchanged 1590 64.63 220 44.44 
Improved 478 19.43 187 37.78 
Worsened 392 15.93 88 17.78 
Loss to follow up       
No 77 65.81 55 63.22 
Yes 40 34.19 32 36.78 
* p<0,05          
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Discussion 

Key findings 

Briefly, the main results of this study were that survivor function for LTFU after 2 years of follow up seems 
to be higher for those that began their attention at NIMH before April 15th, 2020, (0.78) than for those that 
started afterwards (0.75), while the survival function for the 4-years follow up was estimated to be 0.54. 
Overall, LTFU was found to be associated with beginning treatment at NIMH before April 15th, 2020; and 
to receiving care in anxiety and personality programs, compared to being at the psychosis. Further 
analyses suggested that in the group that started treatment at NIMH before April 15th, 2020, receiving 
telemedicine attention slightly decreased the IR of LTFU; while in the group that began treatment at NIMH 
afterwards, a higher IR for LTFU was found for those in the affective and anxiety disorders programs, 
when compared to those in the psychosis program. Finally, the subgroup of patients that started 
treatment at NIMH after April 15th, 2020, and received telemedicine attentions showed a markedly higher 
IR for LTFU in those in the anxiety and personality programs, when compared to those in the psychosis 
program. No association between the mode of attention (telemedicine/face-to-face), or the period of 
attention (Before or after April 15th, 2020) was found.  

Before more detailed discussion of these findings, several limitations must be considered. Of central 
concern is the definition of the outcome variable. For the purpose of this study, LTFU was considered 
when an individual with at least one complete attention with a psychiatrist at NIMH during the follow up 
period, did not have a follow-up psychiatric appointment afterwards; however, it is not possible to 
determine whether this lack of clinical follow up was due to clinical improvement, a change of healthcare 
provider without formal referral, or the patient's death (when a referral or information of death was 
recorded in the clinical chart, it was not considered LTFU). Also, our sample size might not allow to detect 
mild to low effect size associations, particularly in the variables with multiple categories.   

The analyzed data do not suggest that having the attention delivered by telemedicine in contrast to face-
to-face, nor having an ambulatory appointment before or after April 15th, 2020, increases the risk for LTFU 
in the overall sample. However, starting to receive mental healthcare at the NIMH before or after April 
15th, 2020, might be an important variable to understand the behavior of LTFU. On this date and forward, 
all psychiatric ambulatory attentions for adults at the NIMH started being delivered exclusively via 
telemedicine, due to a series of measures designed to adapt to the COVID-19 pandemic in Peru. During 
this period a substantial part of lower-level mental healthcare centers in Lima suffered a decrease in the 
number of attentions starting from March, where the first case of COVID-19 was detected in Lima, 
recovering roughly 9 months later, by November 2020. At the same time, a possible increase of 
depressive and anxiety symptoms was described in Peru, mirroring the reporting globally, with an excess 
of demand for mental healthcare [4–8].  

These epidemiological phenomena, including the reduction in the offer of specialized healthcare in the 
lower levels of the health system, coinciding with an increment of demand might have shifted the profile of 
persons starting attention at NIHM, and thus modifies the risk for LTFU. For example, our results suggest 
that the proportion of persons with affective disorders increases from 18.5% in the period before April 
15th, 2020, to 28.9% afterwards; with a similar in magnitude decrease in the proportion of persons with 
psychosis. Furthermore, the IR for LTFU might behave differently in both groups, with evidence of a lower 
IR in persons receiving attention by telemedicine in comparison to face-to-face, for those in the group that 
began treatment at NIMH before April 15th, 2020, and an increased risk for those beginning afterwards. 

These differences might be explained by divergence in the severity and evolution of symptoms of 
individuals that started being treated at NIMH after April 15th, 2020, thus, due to the saturation of 
healthcare centers with capacity to treat mental disorders due to the COVID-19 pandemic, patients with 
milder forms of affective disorders, mainly depressive and anxiety disorders, might have starting seeking 
attention at NIMH, and recovered as social, work and health conditions improved. Also, as the capacity 
for attention of the lower-level mental health centers returned to pre-pandemic levels, as Villareal-Zegarra 
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et al. described, it is feasible that patients stopped their appointments at NIMH without any 
communication; this would be perfectly possible as formal reference needs to be made from lower-level 
mental health centers to the NIMH, but not vice-versa, and no formal obligation of communicating the 
continuation of treatment exists for the patients or the lower-level mental healthcare centers [24].  

 

Implications 

Our results show that the use of telemedicine as a delivery tool for mental health care is not associated 
with a higher risk of LTFU, except in the group of patients that started their treatment at NIMH during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. This latter group has been shown to present distinct clinical characteristics, with a 
higher proportion of affective disorders, that might not be consistent with the usual profile of individuals 
treated at a specialized institution. In future research that builds from these findings, it should be 
necessary to study LTFU in a post COVID-19 scenario and to identify sub-populations of patients that 
benefit the most from the use of telemedicine and face-to-face attention; and the feasibility of procedures 
directed toward early identification and profiling of LTFU . 

  

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.27.24312689doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.27.24312689
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


1.  Munayco C V., Tariq A, Rothenberg R, Soto-Cabezas GG, Reyes MF, Valle A, et al. 
Early transmission dynamics and control of COVID-19 in a southern hemisphere setting: 
Lima-Peru, February 29th-March 30th, 2020 . medRxiv. 2020; 2020.04.30.20077594. 
doi:10.1101/2020.04.30.20077594 

 
2.  Nanda M, Aashima, Sharma R. COVID-19: A Comprehensive Review of Epidemiology 

and Public Health System Response in Nordic Region. International Journal of Health 
Services. 2021;51: 287–299. 
doi:10.1177/0020731421994840/ASSET/IMAGES/LARGE/10.1177_0020731421994840
-FIG4.JPEG 

 
3.  Xie G, Wang L, Zhang J. How are countries responding differently to COVID-19: a 

systematic review of guidelines on isolation measures. Front Public Health. 2023;11: 
1190519. doi:10.3389/FPUBH.2023.1190519/BIBTEX 

 
4.  Ruiz-Frutos C, Palomino-Baldeón JC, Ortega-Moreno M, Villavicencio-Guardia M del C, 

Dias A, Bernardes JM, et al. Effects of the COVID-19 Pandemic on Mental Health in 
Peru: Psychological Distress. Healthcare 2021, Vol 9, Page 691. 2021;9: 691. 
doi:10.3390/HEALTHCARE9060691 

 
5.  Krüger-Malpartida H, Pedraz-Petrozzi B, Arevalo-Flores M, Samalvides-Cuba F, Anculle-

Arauco V, Dancuart-Mendoza M. Effects on Mental Health After the COVID-19 
Lockdown Period: Results From a Population Survey Study in Lima, Peru. 
https://doi.org/101177/1179557320980423. 2020;11: 117955732098042. 
doi:10.1177/1179557320980423 

 
6.  Wu T, Jia X, Shi H, Niu J, Yin X, Xie J, et al. Prevalence of mental health problems 

during the COVID-19 pandemic: a systematic review and meta-analysis. J Affect Disord. 
2021;281: 91–8. doi:10.1016/j.jad.2020.11.117 

 
7.  Ahmed N, Barnett P, Greenburgh A, Pemovska T, Stefanidou T, Lyons N, et al. Mental 

health in Europe during the COVID-19 pandemic: a systematic review. Lancet Psychiatry. 
2023;10: 537–556. doi:10.1016/S2215-0366(23)00113-X/ATTACHMENT/3E4CF1E2-
2E4D-4FC9-9D6B-5EEE65DA8FFE/MMC1.PDF 

 
8.  Deng J, Zhou F, Hou W, Heybati K, Lohit S, Abbas U, et al. Prevalence of mental health 

symptoms in children and adolescents during the COVID-19 pandemic: A meta-analysis. 
Ann N Y Acad Sci. 2023;1520: 53–73. doi:10.1111/NYAS.14947 

 
9.  Leung CMC, Ho MK, Bharwani AA, Cogo-Moreira H, Wang Y, Chow MSC, et al. 

Mental disorders following COVID-19 and other epidemics: a systematic review and 
meta-analysis. Translational Psychiatry 2022 12:1. 2022;12: 1–12. doi:10.1038/s41398-
022-01946-6 

 
10.  Cénat JM, Blais-Rochette C, Kokou-Kpolou CK, Noorishad PG, Mukunzi JN, McIntee 

SE, et al. Prevalence of symptoms of depression, anxiety, insomnia, posttraumatic stress 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.27.24312689doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.27.24312689
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


disorder, and psychological distress among populations affected by the COVID-19 
pandemic: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Psychiatry Res. 2021;295: 113599. 
doi:10.1016/j.psychres.2020.113599 

 
11.  Pijls BG, Jolani S, Atherley A, Derckx RT, Dijkstra JIR, Franssen GHL, et al. 

Demographic risk factors for COVID-19 infection, severity, ICU admission and death: a 
meta-analysis of 59 studies. bmjopen.bmj.comPaperpile. 2021;11: 44640. 
doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2020-044640 

 
12.  Bora E, Akdede B, medicine KA-P, 2017 undefined. The relationship between cognitive 

impairment in schizophrenia and metabolic syndrome: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. cambridge.orgPaperpileE Bora, BB Akdede, K AlptekinPsychological medicine, 
2017•cambridge.orgPaperpile. [cited 5 Dec 2023]. Available: 
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/psychological-medicine/article/relationship-
between-cognitive-impairment-in-schizophrenia-and-metabolic-syndrome-a-systematic-
review-and-metaanalysis/08A319FC08A063D166185382D8825BE2 

 
13.  Atzrodt CL, Maknojia I, McCarthy RDP, Oldfield TM, Po J, Ta KTL, et al. A Guide to 

COVID-19: a global pandemic caused by the novel coronavirus SARS-CoV-2. FEBS J. 
2020;287: 3633–3650. doi:10.1111/FEBS.15375 

 
14.  Ahn DG, Shin HJ, Kim MH, Lee S, Kim HS, Myoung J, et al. Current Status of 

Epidemiology, Diagnosis, Therapeutics, and Vaccines for Novel Coronavirus Disease 
2019 (COVID-19). J Microbiol Biotechnol. 2020;30: 313. doi:10.4014/JMB.2003.03011 

 
15.  Hyler SE, Gangure DP, Batchelder ST. Can Telepsychiatry Replace In-Person Psychiatric 

Assessments? A Review and Meta-Analysis of Comparison Studies. CNS Spectr. 
2005;10: 403–415. doi:10.1017/S109285290002277X 

 
16.  Drago A, Winding TN, Antypa N. Videoconferencing in psychiatry, a meta-analysis of 

assessment and treatment. European Psychiatry. 2016;36: 29–37. 
doi:10.1016/J.EURPSY.2016.03.007 

 
17.  Chen J, Chung W, Young S, … MT-G hospital, 2020 undefined. COVID-19 and 

telepsychiatry: Early outpatient experiences and implications for the future. Elsevier. 
[cited 30 Jul 2024]. Available: 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0163834320301031 

 
18.  El Hayek S, Nofal M, Abdelrahman D, Adra A, Al Harthi M, Al Shamli S, et al. 

Telepsychiatry in the arab world: A viewpoint before and during covid-19. Neuropsychiatr 
Dis Treat. 2020;16: 2805–2815. doi:10.2147/NDT.S277224 

 
19.  Di Carlo F, Sociali A, Picutti E, Pettorruso M, Vellante F, Verrastro V, et al. 

Telepsychiatry and other cutting-edge technologies in COVID-19 pandemic: Bridging the 
distance in mental health assistance. Int J Clin Pract. 2021;75. doi:10.1111/IJCP.13716 

 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.27.24312689doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.27.24312689
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


20.  Hatami H, Deravi N, Danaei B, Zangiabadian M, Shahidi Bonjar AH, kheradmand A, et 
al. Tele-medicine and improvement of mental health problems in COVID-19 pandemic: A 
systematic review. Int J Methods Psychiatr Res. 2022;31: e1924. doi:10.1002/MPR.1924 

 
21.  Roncero C, Díaz-Trejo S, Álvarez-Lamas E, García-Ullán Ll, Bersabé-Pérez M, Benito-

Sánchez JA, et al. Follow-up of telemedicine mental health interventions amid COVID-19 
pandemic. Scientific Reports 2024 14:1. 2024;14: 1–8. doi:10.1038/s41598-024-65382-w 

 
22.  Alonso O, Liviac G, Rosas Chávez F, Alberto C, Tuesta O. Percepciones de pacientes 

sobre la telepsiquiatría como alternativa de atención durante la pandemia del COVID-19. 
2021 [cited 5 Dec 2023]. Available: 
https://repositorio.upch.edu.pe/handle/20.500.12866/9684 

 
23.  Valle R, Espinoza L, de FV-G-A de la F, 2021 undefined. Aceptabilidad de la 

telepsiquiatría por psiquiatras en Lima durante la pandemia de COVID-19. 
scielo.org.pePaperpileR Valle, L Espinoza, F Vega-GaldósAnales de la Facultad de 
Medicina, 2021•scielo.org.pePaperpile. [cited 5 Dec 2023]. Available: 
http://www.scielo.org.pe/scielo.php?pid=S1025-
55832021000100034&script=sci_arttext&tlng=en 

 
24.  Villarreal-Zegarra D, Segovia-Bacilio P, Paredes-Angeles R, Vilela-Estrada AL, Cavero 

V, Diez-Canseco F. Provision of community mental health care before and during the 
COVID-19 pandemic: A time series analysis in Peru. International Journal of Social 
Psychiatry. 2023 [cited 4 Dec 2023]. doi:10.1177/00207640231185026/SUPPL_FILE/SJ-
DOCX-1-ISP-10.1177_00207640231185026.DOCX 

  

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 28, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.27.24312689doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.27.24312689
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

