medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.01.21262696; this version posted September 3, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

The COVID-19 pandemic and ophthalmic care: a qualitative study of patientswith neovascular age-

related macular degeneration (hHAMD)

Sedn R O Connor?, Charlene Treanor’, Elizabeth Ward 2, Robin A Wickens?, Abby O'Connell®, Lucy A
Culliford?, Chris A Rogers?, Eleanor A Gidman?, Tunde Peto®, Paul C Knox®*, Benjamin J L Burton®, Andrew J

Lotery®, Sobha Sivaprasad ’, Barnaby C Reeves’, Ruth E Hogg', Michael Donnelly!, MONARCH Study Group

Affiliations

ICentre for Public Health, Queen's University of Belfast, Belfast, BT12 6BA, UK.

2Bristol Trials Centre (CTEU), University of Bristol, Bristol Royal Infirmary, Bristol, BS2 8HW, UK.

3 Exeter Clinical Trials Unit (EXECTU), University of Exeter, St Lukes Campus, Exeter, EX1 2LT
“Department of Eye and Vision Science, University of Liverpool, Liverpool, L7 8TX, UK.

®James Paget University Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust, Norfolk, NR31 6LA, UK.

®Department of Clinical and Experimental Sciences, Faculty of Medicine, University of Southampton,
Southampton, SO16 6Y D, UK.

"NIHR Moorfields Biomedical Research Centre, Moorfields Eye Hospital NHS Foundation Trust, London,

EC1V 2PD, UK.

Corresponding author:

Seédn R O’ Connor PhD

Centre for Public Health, Institute of Clinical Sciences, Block B, Queen's University Belfast.
Royal Victoria Hospital, Belfast, Northern Ireland, UK, BT12 6BA

Telephone: 00 44 28 90 97 6350

Email: s.oconnor@qub.ac.uk

Synopsis
Perspectives of patients with neovascular age-related macular degeneration regarding the COVID-19 pandemic
identified important issues regarding access to, and experience of ophthalmic care. These findings have

implications for future planning of services.

1

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.01.21262696
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.01.21262696; this version posted September 3, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

ABSTRACT

Backgr ound/aims

Concerns have been expressed about the relationship between reduced levels of health care utilisation and the
COVID-19 pandemic. This study aimed to elicit and explore the views of patients with neovascular age-related

macular degeneration (NnAMD) regarding the COVID-19 pandemic and their ophthalmic care.

Methods

Between April 29th and September 4th 2020, semi-structured telephone interviews were conducted with thirty-
five patients with NAMD taking part in a larger diagnostic accuracy study of home-monitoring tests. Participants
were recruited using maximum variation sampling to capture a range of key characterigtics including age,
gender and time since initial treatment. Transcribed interview data were analysed using a deductive and

inductive thematic approach.

Results

Three themes emerged from the analysis: i. access to eye clinic care. ii. COVID-19 mitigating factors and care
delivery and iii. social and personal circumstances. Participants reported anxieties about cancelled or delayed
appointments, limited communication from clinic-based services about appointments, and the impact of thison
their ongoing care. Despite these concerns, there was apprehension about attending appointments due to
infection risk and a perception that NAMD patients are a *high risk’ group. Views of those who attended clinics
during the study period were, however, positive, with social distancing and infection control measures providing

reassurance.

Conclusions
These findings contribute to our understanding about experiences of patients with nAMD during the COVID-19
pandemic and have potential implications for future planning of care services. Innovative approaches may be

required to address issues related to access to care, including concerns about delayed or cancelled appointments.
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BACKGROUND

The World Heath Organization (WHO) formally declared Coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) as a
pandemic on 11 March 2020.) COVID-19 is an infectious acute respiratory disease caused by a novel
coronavirus (SARS-CoV-2).2 Older people and those with underlying health conditions are at increased risk of
developing more serious illness that may have significant longer-term health effects.®> Ophthalmology clinics
may be impacted by COVID-19, as clinicians often perform assessments, examinations and deliver treatments to
patients in close proximity. Methods of remote care in place of clinic-delivered treatment may therefore be less
viable in comparison to other areas of clinical practice.* As a result of this and other structural factors, many
clinic services stopped or substantially reduced the usual schedule of clinical appointments and procedures. This
decrease in service provision subsequently led to indirect health effects during the COVID-19 pandemic.®
Indirect effects tended to be associated with increased patient morbidity because of restricted preventative care
services, diagnostic delays and reduced intervention delivery.® More broadly, national level and localised
lockdowns, and social distancing measures, contributed further in terms of restricted patient access to ongoing
care. Furthermore, public information and advice that was designed to mitigate the effects of COVID-19
transmission appeared to influence a perception that attending a hospital appointment or an unscheduled clinic
visit could increase the risk of contracting the virus.” Neovascular age-related macular degeneration (NAMD) is
a chronic, progressive condition and the commonest cause of vision loss in older adults,® with global prevalence
predicted to increase from 196 million in 2020, to 288 million in 2040.° Ongoing surveillance is necessary to
manage disease activity since NnAMD can recur following periods of treatment.’® Therefore, it is important to
examine any changes to clinic-based services in relation to patient outcomes. This qualitative study elicited and
explored the views of patients with NnAMD regarding the COVID-19 pandemic and changes to their ophthalmic

care.

MATERIALSAND METHODS

Quialitative methods were used to explore patients’ responses, views and experiences, and to examine variations
in personal contexts™ Participants were interviewed at least one month after the COVID-19 pandemic was
declared by the WHO' and once public health measures were in place in the UK.*2 This was during the first UK
he study followed the consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative research (COREQ).*® Ethical approval was

acquired from the National Research Ethics Service (IRAS ref: 232253 REC ref; 17/N1/0235).
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Participants

Remote, semi-structured interviews were conducted between April 29th and September 14th 2020, covering the
period during the first national lockdown in March 2020 and the easing of restrictions in August 2020. The
study included a subset of NAMD patients who were taking part in a larger diagnostic accuracy study of home-
monitoring tests (MONARCH).* Participants were recruited from four sites within the UK. Maximum variation
sampling was used to ensure that a range of perspectives were captured in relation to age category (young-old
50-69 years and older-old 70+years), gender, laterality of nAMD (unilateral and bilateral) and time since first
treatment (6-17 months, 18-29 months and 30-41 months). Participants were given a minimum of one week to
consider the study information and discuss it with family members before agreeing to take part. Informed
consent to participate in the study was obtained verbally prior to interviews and following a full explanation of

study procedures.

Data collection

All participants were given the option of completing the semi-structured interview using video-conferencing
software, or via telephone. The interview schedule (see Supplementary file 1) was developed based on the
experience of the research team and and was informed by relavent theoretical models including the Theoretical
Framework of Acceptability.”> Members of the team who collected and analysed the data (CT, SOC, MD) had
extensive experience in the application of qualitative methods in healthcare research. No participant was known

to the researchers who conducted the interviews.

Data analysis

Interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed. A directed content analysis approach based on deductive and
inductive coding was used.’® Coding underwent iterative development as individual transcripts were reviewed
and re-reviewed during data familiarisation (CT, SOC, MD) (See Supplementary file 2). Following line-by-line
coding of each transcript (CT, SOC), findings related to views on usual care, the impact of COVID-19 on care,
and views about the COVID-19 pandemic in general were summarised. Transcripts were cross-coded and
discussed to ensure rigour and reflexivity. Related codes were clustered and grouped into themes that were
reviewed and refined to ensure coherence. NVivo version 12 was used to manage data and facilitate the analysis

process. This process, in summary, included the following stages: i. independent transcription, ii. data


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.01.21262696
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.01.21262696; this version posted September 3, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

familiarisation, iii. independent coding, iv. development of an analytical framework, v. indexing, vi, charting

and vii. interpreting data.

RESULTS

Two participants who were approached declined to take part. A total of 35 interviews were completed.
Interviews took place in the context of organisational and structural changes to clinic services including the
cancelation of routine appointments and prioritisation of urgent care. In some cases, virtual methods were used
to ‘triage’ patients and identify if there was a need to attend an urgent appointment. All participants opted to
complete the remote interviews by telephone. The demographics of participants are shown in Table 1. The
majority of participants were female (69%) with a mean age of 77 years. Interviews lasted an average of 48

minutes (range: 39 to 78 minutes).

With respect to their experiences of COVID-19, one participant reported having had a negative test for COVID-
19 and two reported that they had experienced suspected coronavirus related symptoms previously. Three
participants were advised to self-isolate due to close contact with a person diagnosed with COVID-19. No

participants were diagnosed with COVID-19 at the time of their interview.

Three overarching themes emerged from the analysis and revolved around: i. access to eye clinic care, ii.
COVID-19 mitigating factors and care delivery, and iii. social and personal circumstances. Aspects of the three
themes overlapped. Each theme is presented in the section below. Selected illustrative quotes from participants

are shown in Tables2 and 3.

Themei. accessto eyeclinic care

Participants became concerned when their access to eye clinic care was restricted as a result of changes to
services during the COVID-19 pandemic and worried that clinics would remain closed during the pandemic —
the vast majority had expected or previously arranged appointments cancelled by the time of their qualitative
research interview. Greater concerns about not attending an appointment were apparent among patients who
described having attended clinic appointments at regular intervals (e.g. every four to six weeks) before the
pandemic and who were, therefore, expecting to attend an appointment when changes to clinical services were

implemented. More specifically, patients reported fears about potential worsening of symptoms or deterioration
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in their vision and uncertainty about what to do in this event. Some participants described how they felt that
deterioration had occurred. This was reported typically by patients who had continued to receive treatment
during ther pandemic, and was therefore attributed by these patients to normal disease progression and not to the
impact of the pandemic on services. It was also highlighted that participants missed the face-to-face contact and
reassurance that clinic visits provided, but the need for organisational changes due to infection risk during the
the pandemic, resulting in limited access to services, was acknowledged. It was also assumed that these changes
were aresult of clinical staff being temporarily redirected to other areas, as this was something that participants

described noticing in other areas of the health service.

The importance and value of effective communication was emphasised particularly in relation to information for
patients about delayed appointments and their rescheduling. Actual experiences of communication from clinics
were mixed. Some participants, who had not been contacted about appointments, were unsure why this was the
case, and were not aware that prioritisation of urgent care was in place. In some cases, participants had initiated
contact with services and enquired about the rescheduling of appointments, though others did not feel able or

willing to contact their clinic. Those participants who contacted services tended to be younger and female.

Although no participants had taken part in any remotely delivered or virtual eye clinic appointments, some had
done 0 in other care contexts, primarily as part of primary care. It was highlighted that these methods could be
apossible, albeit temporary solution which might be used by services to enquire about and *assess’ any changes
in vision. Other ‘models’ of care were suggested by participants to ensure access to ongoing care, included the
use of community-based optometry services for assessing nAMD progression. These treatment delivery
arrangements were also viewed as possible ways in which to relieve the burden on hospitd eye services beyond

the COVID-19 pandemic.

Themeii. COVID-19 mitigating factor sand car e delivery

While there were fears around deterioration in vision, or worsening of other symptoms, participants were often
apprehensive about attending hospital appointments as part of their eye care, or for management of co-
morbidities or other existing conditions. This was due to the perceived risk of COVID-19 infection, and the risk
of severe illness if infected due to the older age of NAMD patients. Despite this, the opinions of the small

number of patients (approximately one third) who did attend eye clinic appointments during the study period
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were typically very positive. Participants highlighted the professionalism of clinic saff, and felt reassured that
mitigating factors including social distancing and infection control measures were being strictly adhered to.
Appointments were compared to the experience of visiting clinics prior to the pandemic. Previous visits were
often described as being lengthy, involving long waiting times and held in busy and sometimes crowded
environments. As a result of COVID-19 mitigating factors, appointments during the pandemic were seen as
involving markedly shorter waiting times, clear social distancing and with appropriate use of personal protective
equipment. One negative aspect for participants was that partners or relatives who usually attended
appointments with patients were unable to do so and therefore could not provide support during visits, or if
usually provided, practical assistance such as providing transport to clinic appointments. An additional concern
raised was that participants worried about the risk of partners or family members contracting coronavirus

infection after they had visited hospital sites.

Themeiiii. social and personal circumstances

Participants reported experiencing a sense of social isolation, as well as generalised anxiety related to the impact
of the pandemic, and ambiguity about the long-term effects on their care and overall quality of life. Many
described how the pandemic had a sgnificant effect on their routines and felt that lockdowns and social
distancing requirements, and the need to self-isolate, had a major influence on their social interactions and in
some cases, employment status. In afew cases, participants described having to move temporarily and live with
other family members. It was felt by some that measures were applied without sufficient information being
provided around how long they might be in place, and for these participants, this increased their sense of
uncertainty. Despite feeling that health information was conflicting, participants also felt strongly about
adhering to health measures. This was most apparent in those participants with comorbidities, including cancers,
and respiratory conditions who stated that they felt at increased risk. There was a clear understanding around the
reasons for health measures, even if it resulted in changes to routines, and views were strongly negative towards

those who do not adhere to public health measures.

DISCUSSION
In the present study, initial evidence is provided which can contribute towards an improved understanding of the
impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on patients with nAMD. The importance of conducting qualitative research

during the COVID-19 pandemic has been highlighted.”” Qualitative methods are essential to provide in-depth
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exploration of patient perspectives and can also be used alongside longitudinal or retrospective study designs to

assess the effect of COVID-19 on patient outcomes.

Three themes emerged from the analysis. These related to access to care, the effect of mitigating factors on care
delivery, and the influence of patients social and personal circumstances. Concerns were reported about limited
access to care, and missed or delayed eye clinic appointments, but there was a common understanding around
the reasons for the organisational changes to services because of the pandemic. Participants reported
experiencing a sense of social isolation, as well as generalised anxiety related to the impact of the pandemic, and
uncertainty about the long-term effects on their care and overall quality of life. While there were fears around
deterioration in vision, or worsening of other symptoms, participants were also often apprehensive about
attending hospital appointments as part of their eye care, or for management of co-morbidities or other existing
conditions. This apprehension was related to perceived infection risks and a view that nAMD patients as an
older population were therefore a ‘higher risk’ group. An additional concern raised was that participants worried
about the risk to partners or family members of contracting coronavirus infection after they had visited hospital
sites. Despite these observations, the opinions of patients who did attend clinical appointments during the study
period were positive. Participants highlighted the professionalism of clinic staff, and their strict adherence to
measures to mitigate the risk of infection, including social distancing and personal protective equipment. In an
earlier study,'® information and support, as well as additional factors which influence service delivery, such as
appointment and waiting times, were highlighted as potential targets to improve patients experience of being
assessed for and receiving treatment for AMD. In the present study, the importance and value of effective
communication with services was aso emphasised. This was seen as important particularly in relation to
patients being provided with information on delayed appointments, and when they might be rescheduled. It was
interesting that only some participants felt it was important to contact services to enquire about future
appointments and others did not. This may have been related to the stage of nAMD, e.g. whether patients were
receiving active treatment before the pandemic or surveillance only. These different reactions to their

circumstances would merit more detailed examination.

Our findings are broadly reflective of those reported in other studies examining the impact of COVID-19 in
patient populations. Concerns about restricted access to care and social isolation as a result of the pandemic

have been reported in different groups, including those with chronic pain disorders,’ diabetes® and obesity®.
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Other studies have confirmed that the pandemic has been associated with reductions in routine assessments and
treatment for various conditions,? as well as in ophthalmology care contexts.>® Going forward, the need for
reorganization of services to reduce the effects of these changes to services on patient outcomes is
acknowledged.?® For example, it is recognised that it is likely that the need for remotely delivered care will
continue to increase.* Other models of care may also be required, including increased use of community-based
optometry services for managing nAMD, to relieve burden on hospital eye service. However, potential barriers
to use of such services have been previously identified, including concerns about potential delaysin referrals for

intervention when it is required.?®

A potential limitation of the study is that use of remote telephone interviews may provide different information
than would be gathered using face-to-face interviews.?®?” This method was however, precluded because of the
COVID-19 pandemic and associated socia distancing measures. The study was also based on interviews
conducted with participants taking part in an ongoing diagnostic accuracy study. Questions around the impact of
COVID-19 were therefore not the only focus of the interviews and the responses may have been less in depth
than if they related only to COVID-19. While participants were recruited to the study using maximum variation
sampling methods (to ensure a balance of important patient characteristics), the sample may also not be
reflective of al patients with nAMD. Participants were also recruited from sites within the UK and findings may
not be applicable to other healthcare systems. Another limitation is that interviews could have been influenced

by the different phases of the pandemic at which the interviews were conducted.

To our knowledge, thisisthe first study to report on the perspectives of nAMD patients regarding the impact of
the COVID-19 pandemic on their care. Three themes emerged from the analysis related to concerns about
access to care, the effect of mitigating factors on care delivery, and the influence of patients individual
circumstances. The most significant factor was the impact on access to care. Participants emphasised the
importance and value of effective communication by services to address these concerns. Participants also
highlighted how alternative models of care could play a part in managing issues around access to care. This
included remote methods of delivery and increased use of other models of care such as optometry services to
reduce the burden on ophthalmology services at times of strain on hospital based systems. In summary, these
findings could be used to understand the experiences of patients with nAMD during the ongoing COVID-19

pandemic, and could have implications for future planning of care services in the event of subsequent waves, or


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.01.21262696
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.09.01.21262696; this version posted September 3, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

future pandemics. Innovative approaches may be required to address the issues raised related to patients
concerns about ensuring adequate access to care. Consideration should also be given to supporting patients to
manage social isolation and anxiety in vulnerable patient groups, including those in older populations, and those
who have existing co-morbidities or chronic health-related conditions such as nAMD. Further sudies examining
the indirect hedth effects of the COVID-19 pandemic in ophthalmology are also essential to improve

understanding of itsimpact on longer-term patient and service level outcomes.
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Table 1. Demogr aphic characteristics of participants

Baseline char acterigtics Sample (n = 35)
n %
Sex Male 11 314
Female 24 68.6
Age Mean (SD) years 774 (8.4) -
Visual acuity*  Mean (SD) LogMAR 0.2(0.2) -
Smoking history Current smoker 3 8.6
Ex-smoker (> 1 month) 21 60.0
Never smoked 11 314

"For patients with two involved eyes, better seeing eye is used
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Table 2. Selected quotes related to views on the impact of COVID-19 on access to care and the effect of

mitigating factorson care delivery

Themei: impact on accessto care

‘... theonly thing s, it has been along, long time since they have called me in. | understand the reason, but |
am concerned because the second eye is getting worse, and | am hoping that they will call mein soon.’

(Male, Age range: 71-75 years, #30)

‘... I know I’'m supposed to be there every four to six weeks, but it'salot longer than that thistime. But, |

understand, they can’'t helpit.” (Male, Age range: 71-75 years, #14)

‘... yes, | notice things are getting worse. Originally, it was just my left eye giving the trouble, and it has got
worse. | am finding it harder to focus. The last time | was there, the right eye was starting to go, so | had an
injection in it too. | am concerned that it is going to get worse the longer this goeson.” (Female, Age range:

61-65 years, #19)

‘... 0 COVID aready had comein, so there was the distancing, things like that there. But, the reason this
time for the delay, was that they had to put in more measures, and | accept that. But, they could have let me

know.” (Male, Age range: 71-75 years, #20)

‘...itwasthe{date} | got my first injection in the left eye and then they brought me back on the {date} Then,
it was the start of August, so | got threein arow. | haven’t heard anything since and to be honest, | ended up
ringing them because | was S0 anxious as both eyes are now wet. | rang, and they did ring me back and sort

out an appointment pretty quick.” (Female, Age range: 61-70 years, #32)

‘... I'm supposed to get injections every six to eight weeks. But with COVID and what have you its overdue
now and | don't know when I'm going to get the next one. It does feel like things improve or are at

least stabilized with the injections.” (Female, Age range: 61-70, #24)

‘... inthe meantime, | have had a visit to the opticians, and he was happy my eyesight had been much the
same as it had been the previous visit to him a year ago. That was {date} | went there, so it's a bit reassuring

to know that.” (Female, Age range: 71-75 years, #09)

Themeii. effect of COVID-19 mitigating factors on care delivery

‘... 1 don't know what’ s going to happen now in the next period of time, becauseit's very difficult in there to
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separate people, they are all crammed into a small unit.” (Female, Age range: 66-70 years, #33)

‘... well, I have been fine with my appointments, everything has went quite straightforward. The last one
after COVID had started, it was all social spacing, and that was excellent at the hospital.” (Female, Age

range: 61-65 years, #07)

‘... I would have preferred to stay at home than be out. | suffer from COPD and going to a place where there
would be alot of people, unlessit isreally necessary, | would have preferred not to have gone.” (Male, Age

range: 66-70 years, #28)

‘... Itisno good saying, oh it is not going to affect me, | am ok. | was worried because | am {age}, which
puts me in the top band. Then, to betold in the last month | also have cancer in my lung, makes me very,

what would you say, nervous about going out.” (Male, Age range: 71-75 years, #14)

‘... everybody at the clinic was, honestly they were so good and so reassuring. No matter how many times
you go to get the injection, you just are really, really nervous. The waiting time, we were usually there for
two hours but then when COVID kicked in, it was actually alot quicker because they can’t have as many in

theclinic.’ (Female, Age range: 71-75 years, #11)

*... they got me an appointment within a week and confirmed what | thought, that it had turned wet.
Obviously, then | got the injection. With the whole Covid thing, my left eye, that happened in the middle of it

all, but the clinic were very good.” (Female, Age range: 66-70 years, #18)

‘... yeah, | have been lucky enough because | had one at the end of April which was cancelled, so that wasiit,
but in fact | got an appointment again in May to come. | found it was fine, it was very different, very few
people there and before you get through the door, you are tested. Nobody is allowed to come with you, you
have to go on your own. Y ou have your temperature taken and if that is ok then you go through the whole
routine, your hands sanitised and everybody there is covered in masks and visors, and aprons. So, it isvery

safe. (Female, Age range: 71-75 years, #04)

‘... | have had two since then, although the last time | did get my eyes scanned, so maybe that was because

things are so different now, there are less staff around certainly.” (Male, Age range: 71-75 years, #22)
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Table 3. Selected quotes related to views on the influence of COVID-19 on social and personal

circumstances

Themeiii. influence of social and per sonal cir cumstances

‘... 0 for six weeks, when they shut down, it all happened very quickly here, in my family they live downin
[town] and it was all abit scary at the beginning. They insisted on me going down there, I* ve stayed with my

son sincethen.” (Male, Age range: 71-75 years, #14)

‘... | suppose | do feel more depressed now with this happening. Every so often itsjust feels difficult, you

know, you just really really need to go and get out of the house.” (Female, Age range: 66-70 years, #18)

‘... | have been getting worried, { partner name} looks like his job is going to end, that means we won’t have

as much support any more.” (Female, Age range: 66-70 years, #03)

‘... we are all paying attention to the precautions and the rules and | do take them. It can be a bit scary at

times but | understand why it’'s needed right now.” (Male, Age range: 66-70 years, #12)

‘... | would prefer to stay at home than be out. | suffer from COPD and going to a place where there would
be a lot of people, unlessit isreally necessary, | would have preferred not to have gone.” (Male, Age range:

66-70 years, #28)
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Supplementary file 1. Interview schedule

I nter view schedule

8.

9.

. Could you tell me about your experiences of going to the eye clinic for your regular check-ups before March 20207
. Have you attended any clinic appointments since March 2020?

. Could you tell me about your thoughts or experiences of attending clinic appointments since March 20207

. Could you tell me about the types of changes the COVID-19 pandemic has had on your eye care?

. Could you tell me about any changes to appointments since March 2020?

. Could you tell me about the kinds of social activities you or your family took part in before March 2020?

. Could you tell me about effects the pandemic has had on your life in general?

Have you done anything to help deal with any changes that have happened

Do you have any worries or concerns related to the pandemic?

10. Would you like to add anything or ask any questions?
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Supplementary file 2. Coding framewor k

Code Definition

1 Burden/Perceived amount of effort  The perceived amount of effort that is required to participatein a target behaviour

2 Self-efficacy The participant’ s confidence that they can perform a given task; this also includes a lack of confidence

3 Attitude An individual’s evaluative judgement of atarget behaviour on some dimension (e.g. good/bad, harmful/beneficial,
pleasant/unpleasant, also ambivalence)

4 Behavioural intention An individual’s motivation or willingnessto exert effort to perform atarget behaviour

5 Actual behaviour/acceptance The action of undertaking a target behaviour

6 Subjective norm An individual’s perception of the degree to which important other people approve or disapprove of atarget behaviour

7 Image The degree to which an individual perceives that a target behaviour will enhance hisor her statusin hisor her social
system

8 Individual differences Individual difference variablesinclude personality and/or demographics (e.g., traits or states of individuals, gender, and
age) that can influence individuals' perceptions of a target behaviour

9 Reported experience Participant actual experiences

10  General hedth status Participant’s perception of their general health status

11  Perceived threat An individual’s perception of severity and susceptibility that eye health may deteriorate e.g. AMD no longer treatable,
will lose sight or progression of AMD to other eye

12  Heslth beliefsand concernsabout ~ Anindividual’s beliefs and concerns around AMD
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eye health
13  Aging Believes around functional, health, sensory, cognitive and mobility changes
14  Medical Services satisfaction The extent to which participants are satisfied with current health care services for nAMD
15  Affordability of health services Refersto the affordability of health services e.g. private health care within NHS context
16  Comfort with health services Refersto psychological feelings of patients towards health services and hospital environment e.g. cleanliness of hospital
17  Professionalism of healthcare staff =~ Refersto knowledge, skills and interpersonal skills of healthcare staff
18  Safety of healthcare Participant’s perception of healthcare safety e.g. experienced medical teams, complete medical facilities, hospital
security measures
19  Waiting time Patient’ s perception of waiting time for appointments, treatment etc.
20  Information quality Quiality of inforamtion provided on care
21  Healthcare professonal’s Influence of healthcare professionals asthey are perceived to be a point of expert authority
(Doctor’ s) opinion (similar to
Subjective norm)
22 Other influencing factors Participant makes references to factors not otherwise covered by codes within this framework
23 Family support (not Subjective Participant makes reference to the presence of family or a significant other
norms)
24  Emotion Participant describes stress, anxiety or experience of trauma
25 Mgjor life event Participant refersto major life event
47  Social context Participant describes their living space, residential area, whether or not they live with others
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Participant describes how they get to their usual appointments, includes incurred expenses or parking difficulties
21

Participant describes what happens or what has happened when they have been in contact with macular, optometry or

ophthalmologist service

Experience with eye care
Travel

26
27
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