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Abstract

Background and Objectives: Teleneurology is common in clinical practice partly due to the SARS
CoV-2 pandemic. Impressions about teleneurology from patients and providers alike are generally
favorable; some of the reported benefits include ease of access to specialized healthcare, savings
of time and money, and similar quality of care as an in-person visit. However, comparisons
between patient and provider impressions about the same teleneurology encounter have not been
described. Here we describe patient impressions about a teleneurology encounter and evaluate
concordance with provider impressions about the same encounter.

Methods: Patients and providers at the University of Pennsylvania Hospital Neurology Department
were surveyed about their impressions of teleneurology between April 27" and June 16™, 2020. A
convenience sample of patients, whose providers completed a questionnaire, were contacted by
telephone to solicit their impressions the same encounter. Unique questionnaires for patients and
providers focused on similar themes, such as adequacy of technology, assessment of history
obtained, and overall quality of the visit. Summaries of patient responses are reported with the raw
percent agreement between patients and providers for similar questions.

Results: One hundred thirty-seven patients completed the survey; 64 (47%) were male and 73 were
(53%) female. Sixty-six (47%) patients had a primary diagnosis of PD, 42 (30%) a non-PD
movement disorder, and 29 (21%) a non-movement disorder neurological disease. One hundred
one (76%) were established patient visits and 36 (26%) were new patient visits. Provider responses
from 8 different physicians were included. The majority of patients responded that the ease of
joining their visit, their comfort engaging with their physicians during their visit, understanding
their plan of care after their visit, and the quality of care from their teleneurology visit were
satisfactory. Patients and providers agreed about their impressions of the quality of the history
obtained (87% agreement), patient-provider relationship (88% agreement), and overall quality of
their experience (70% agreement).

Discussion: Patients had favorable impressions about their clinical experience with teleneurology
and expressed an interest in incorporating telemedicine visits into their ongoing care. Patients and
providers were highly concordant for the history obtained, patient-provider relationship, and
overall quality.
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Introduction

Teleneurology, or the delivery of neurological care via telephone or videoconference, was
widely adopted during the severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS CoV-2)
pandemic. This allowed for continuity in patient care despite the challenges posed by technology
access and limited evidence of best practices.>? Prior to the pandemic, research on stroke care via
telemedicine demonstrated improved access and quality of care, leading to telestroke to become
mainstream practice.* These contributions led to telemedicine being applied to other neurological
conditions, such as Parkinson’s Disease (PD), where survey studies conveyed positive impressions
from patients and providers in the outpatient setting.>® The expansion of teleneurology across all
neurology sub-specialties in the United States and abroad during the pandemic allowed for
observations about physician and patient preferences, safety, and shortfalls of teleneurology that
will be informative beyond the pandemic.’

As key stakeholders, patients and their medical care providers have valuable insight into
the teleneurology experience that can inform clinical care and future research studies. Previous
reports of provider impressions of outpatient teleneurology have demonstrated that the time
required for visit, ability to connect with patients, and quality of care delivered during the visit was
perceived similar or equivalent to that of an in-person visit.2° Similarly, patient experiences with
teleneurology in the outpatient setting have conveyed high satisfaction with the quality of care
provided and the convenience of telemedicine, such as time and money saved.01%12

However, few to no studies have reported the experiences of patients and providers from
the same telemedicine encounter to evaluate if there is agreement in their impressions. Examining
linked patient and provider encounters allow us to understand the agreement and disagreement in
clinical evaluations between patients and providers about the same completed teleneurology. In
return, this method of report can justify policies supporting the expansion of telemedicine to
improve access to neurological care and inform clinicians how telemedicine should be integrated
into outpatient care.

Here, we present comparisons between patient and provider impressions about the same,
distinct teleneurology encounter at the Pennsylvania Hospital Department of Neurology. Our
hypothesis-generating, quality improvement observations aim to describe patient impressions
about their teleneurology experience and to evaluate the level of concordance between patient and
provider opinions of teleneurology.
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86 Methods
87  Survey Design
88 A novel questionnaire was developed by authors M.S., A.S., J.P., LW., and T.F.T, to be

89  administered to patients after their teleneurology encounter. The patient survey questions were
90 designed to solicit feedback on clinical impressions, technology adequacy, and perceived benefits
91 from their teleneurology experience with the goal of quality improvement. Questions on this
92  survey were similar to a provider questionnaire we previously reported.® However, wording on the
93  similar questions between the surveys were adjusted to be administered to patients. See Table 1
94  for all questions and possible responses on the patient questionnaire.
95 After 73 patient responses were collected, five questions were updated or removed at the
96 discretion of the authors to improve comprehension and reporting by the patients. Three questions
97  asking “Would you have preferred to go to a local clinic where someone could have set up the
98 technology for you (assuming COVID was not a risk)?”, “Would you be more likely to participate
99 in a support group if it were available via video versus in-person (so you didn't have to drive to
100 it)?”, and “If your primary doctor referred you to a specialist in the city, would you be more likely
101  to see them if they could do a video visit instead of an in-person visit?” were removed because of
102  poor wording resulting in confusion among the respondents. One question asking, “I prefer in-
103  person visits to telemedicine visits.” was modified to ask, “For future visits with your provider,
104  would you like to use in-person visits, telemedicine visits, or a combination of the two?”. One
105  question asking to report the amount of time required during the teleneurology visit compared to
106  an in-person visit was only asked to returning patients. Data reported are based on the available
107  data.

108
109  Survey Distribution and Collection
110 A convenience sample of patients who completed an outpatient audiovisual teleneurology

111  visit at the Pennsylvania Hospital Department of Neurology between May 5 to June 24, 2020 were
112  contacted within 14 days to complete the survey over the telephone. A single research coordinator
113 (J.P.) administered all surveys and recorded data directly into the patient questionnaire created on
114 REDCap, as shown in Supplementary Table 1.1 Patients were selected and contacted about
115  participation only if their provider completed a teleneurology questionnaire from the same
116  audiovisual encounter, as previously reported.® Every patient survey collected had a linked
117  provider survey pertaining to the same encounter. Survey responses of patients collected >14 days
118  after their visit and audio/telephone-only telemedicine encounters were excluded from the analysis
119 (13, 8.66%).

120
121  Statistical Analyses
122 Descriptive statistics are reported for patient demographics. Omnibus Pearson y? analyses

123 were conducted to compare the frequency of responses with patient and visit characteristics. Where
124  similar questions were asked of patients and providers, the raw percent of similar responses was
125  used to measure the level of agreement between groups.# Due to slight differences in the wording
126  and response options, the possible response options for history obtained, patient-provider
127  relationship, and overall quality of telemedicine visit were adjusted to allow for this comparison.
128  Multiple author perspectives were included (J.G.J., T.F.T, M.S., L.W.) when comparing the patient
129  and provider response questions and options to proceed with concordance analysis.
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130 Data were analyzed using R Studio.® Figures were created in GraphPad Prism Version 9
131  (GraphPad Software; San Diego, CA; www.graphpad.com). Alpha was set at 0.05 without
132 correction for multiple testing.

133
134  Standard Protocol, Approvals, Registrations, and Patient Consents
135 This project was reviewed and determined to qualify as quality improvement by the

136  University of Pennsylvania’s Institutional Review Board. Therefore, informed consent was not
137  obtained. Revised Standards for Quality Improvement Reporting Excellence (SQUIRE 2.0)
138  reporting guidelines were followed.'®
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139  Results
140  Cohort Summary
141 Surveys were completed by providers and patients between April 27 to June 16, 2020, and

142  May 5 to June 24, 2020, respectively. A total of 1255 (78.63%) videoconference visits were
143  conducted during this time at Pennsylvania Hospital, while 1596 total outpatient visits (341,
144  21.37% in-person) were conducted. One hundred and fifty patients who completed audiovisual
145  teleneurology visits were contacted and completed the survey, and 13 (8.66%) entries were
146 removed from the analysis. See Figure 1 for a summary of included participants.

147

148  Visit Summary

149 The majority of teleneurology visits were completed through BlueJeans (132, 96.35%), the
150 preferred video conference platform for telemedicine visits by UPHS; however, encounters
151  recorded were also conducted through FaceTime (3, 2.19%) or Doximity (2, 1.46%). The most
152  common devices used by patients for their visits included smartphones (51, 37.23%) and laptops
153 (50, 36.50%), while tablets (24, 17.52%) and desktop computers (12, 8.76%) were less frequently
154  chosen.

155 Patients assessed the quality of the video to be satisfactory for 95% of encounters and the
156  audio to be satisfactory in 91% of encounters. Moreover, for the majority of patients, their
157  neurological problem did not make it difficult to operate the device (115, 83.94%) or make it more
158  difficult, compared to in-person visit, to communicate (123, 89.78%) or understand their doctor
159 (130, 94.89%) through their device during the telemedicine visit.

160
161  Provider and Patient Characteristics
162 Patient respondent demographic and visit summaries are found in Table 2. Of the 137

163  unique patient encounters included, questionnaires were completed by patients (116, 84.67%),
164  caregivers (15, 10.95%), or together by patient and caregiver (6, 4.38%). The age of patients
165 ranged from 18 to 86, with a mean age of 58.5 (SD * 17.87). The primary diagnoses of patients at
166  the time of visits were recorded from their electronic medical record and then categorized as
167  follows: PD/Parkinsonism Movement Disorder (66, 48.18%), Non-PD/Parkinsonism Movement
168  Disorder (42, 30.66%), and Non-Movement Neurological Disorder (29, 21.17%). The diagnoses
169 included in these categories are provided in Supplementary Table 2. The median time from visit
170  completion to survey completion was 8 days (Interquartile Range [IQR] 5-11 days), with 14 days
171 (2, 1.46%) being the longest.

172 The provider respondents in this analysis are a subset of the full provider survey completed
173  as previously reported.® Eight physician respondents were included in this analysis: 3 (37.50%)
174  were male and 5 (62.50%) were female. The median years of provider experience (calculated as
175  the time in years since their medical degree was received) was 14 years (range 9-28 years). The
176  median number of surveys completed per provider was 18 (interquartile range [IQR] 9.75-22).
177  Two different departmental divisions were represented in the provider cohort: Movement
178  Disorders (6, 75.00%) and General Neurology (2, 25.00%). The Movement Disorder providers
179  completed 108 (79.00%) surveys while the General Neurology providers completed 29 (21.00%).
180  Ninety-four (68.61%) providers completed the survey response on the same day as the encounter,
181  while 43 (31.39%) completed it within 3 days.

182

183  Patient Impressions of Teleneurology
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184 Patients’ impressions about the teleneurology experience are summarized in Figure 2 and
185  Supplementary Table 3. Patient gender, age group, distance from neurology clinic, visit type,
186  device used, and primary diagnosis category did not affect the frequency of patients’ responses in
187  exploratory analyses regarding patient impressions of the history obtained, patient-provider
188  relationship, amount of time required, or the overall quality of the teleneurology visit (P > 0.05).
189  See Supplementary Tables 4-7 for frequency of responses per category explored in analysis.

190

191  Linked Patient-Provider Teleneurology Impressions

192 A summary of linked impressions between patients and providers from the same
193 teleneurology encounter are summarized in Figure 3.
194 To assess the quality of the history obtained, providers were asked, “Compared to an in-

195  person visit, the history obtained in this encounter was...” with the options Worse, Same, or Better,
196  while patients were asked, “My doctor was able to understand my symptoms and problems as well
197  via video as they would have in person,” with a 5-point Likert-scale, ranging from Strongly
198  Disagree to Strongly Agree. The response options were adjusted to compare patient and provider
199 impressions. A provider responding Worse was equated to a Neutral, Disagree, or Strongly
200 Disagree response by the patient, and a provider responding Same was aligned with Agree or
201  Strongly Agree by the patient. The providers responding with Better and corresponding linked
202  patient responses were excluded (N=4, 2.92%) for better concordance between response options,
203  leaving 133 (97.08%) paired patient-provider responses included for analysis. One hundred and
204  seventeen (87.97%) patients and 132 (99.25%) providers responded that the history obtained was
205 the same, while 16 (12.03%) patients and 1 (0.75%) provider reported that it was worse. The raw
206  percent agreement showed 87% (116) of linked patient-provider encounters conveying agreement.
207  Of the patient-provider responses in agreement, 100% (116) reported that the quality of the history
208  obtained in their teleneurology visit was the Same as an in-person visit.

209 In assessing the quality of the patient-provider relationship, providers were asked, “Please
210 rate the quality of the physician-patient relationship during this telemedicine encounter...” with
211  the options Poor, Fair, Good, or Excellent, while patients were asked, “lI was satisfied with the
212 personal connection with my provider during this visit,” with a 5-point Likert-scale, ranging from
213 Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. The response options were again adjusted to compare patient
214  and provider impressions. Patients responding Disagree or Strongly Disagree were aligned with a
215  provider response of Poor, a Neutral response by the patients were aligned with a provider
216  responding Fair, and patients responding Agree or Strongly Agree were aligned with a provider
217  responding Good or Excellent. No patient or provider responses were removed for analysis of this
218  question, including all 137 (100%) linked patient-provider responses. One hundred and twenty-six
219  (91.97%) patients and 131 (95.62%) providers reported that the quality of the relationship was
220  Good/Excellent, while 9 (6.57%) patients and 6 (4.38%) providers reported it was Neutral/Fair
221 and 2 (1.46%) patients and 0 (0.00%) providers reported it was Poor. The raw percent agreement
222 showed 120 (88%) paired patient-provider responses agreed. Ninety-six percent (115) of the
223  patient-provider responses in agreement reported that the quality of the patient-provider
224  relationship was Good/Excellent and 4% (5) responded it was Neutral/Fair.

225 To compare the time spent in this teleneurology visit, providers were asked, “Compared to
226  anin person visit, the time required for this telemedicine visit was...” with the options Less, Same,
227  or More. Only follow-up or existing patients were asked the question, “Did your doctor spend less
228  time, more time, or the same amount of time with you as they usually do in person?”” with the same
229  options Less, Same, and More. Forty-seven (34.30%) new patient visit patient-provider surveys
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230 responses were excluded; 90 responses (65.69%) were included in this analysis. Sixty-four
231  (71.11%) patients and 52 (57.78%) providers responded that the amount of time spent during the
232 telemedicine visit was the Same as an in-person visit, while 17 (18.89%) patients and 32 (35.56%)
233 providers reported it was Less, and 9 (10.00%) patients and 6 (6.67%) providers sharing it was
234 More. The raw percent agreement showed that 56% (50) of patients-provider responses from the
235  same encounter agreed. Of the patient-provider responses in agreement, 80% (40) reported that it
236  required the same amount of time, 16% (8) said it required less time, and 4% (2) responded it took
237  more time.

238 The overall quality of the telemedicine experience compared to an in-person visit was
239  evaluated by patients and providers being asked, “Compared to an in person visit, the overall
240  telemedicine experience was...” and responding with Worse, Same, or Better. Responses with
241  Same or Better were combined for improved interpretation and comparison. Nine (6.57%) patient-
242  provider responses were excluded from the analysis due to missing responses. One hundred and
243 three (80.47%) patients and 112 (87.50%) providers responded that the overall experience was the
244  Same or Better, while 25 (19.53%) patients and 16 (12.50%) providers reporting it was Worse.
245  The raw percent agreement showed that 70% (89) of linked patient-provider responses agreed. Of
246  the patient-provider responses in agreement, 99% (115) reported that the overall teleneurology
247  experience was the “Same/Better” and 1% (1) pair responded it was “Worse” compared to an in-
248  person visit.
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249  Discussion

250 In this study, we report on patient impressions of outpatient teleneurology encounters
251  during the SARS CoV-2 pandemic. We showed that patients had highly favorable impressions on
252 several aspects of their clinical experience. Moreover, patients overwhelmingly agreed that using
253  telemedicine allowed them to save money and time compared to an in-person visit. When asked if
254  they would use telemedicine again, the majority of patients responded that they would and that
255  they would prefer a hybrid model of in-person and telemedicine for future care versus an in-person
256  or telemedicine visit alone. Additionally, we leveraged data collected and previously reported on
257  regarding providers impressions from the same encounter to assess concordance between patient
258 and provider.® The rates of agreement between patients and providers were high for the quality of
259 the history obtained (87% raw agreement), the patient-provider relationship (88% raw agreement),
260 and the overall experience of the visit (70% raw agreement). The high concordance of positive
261  impressions of teleneurology encounters is evidence that teleneurology is effective and palatable
262  to both providers and patients alike. The results of this study should encourage physicians to
263  integrate teleneurology as well as endorse policies that expand coverage and use of teleneurology
264 in the outpatient setting.

265 Previous reports assessing telemedicine evaluated the experiences and impressions from
266 either patients or providers, but not both. Prior reports on outpatient providers’ teleneurology have
267  demonstrated positive impressions about the clinical experience, relationship and connection with
268 their patients, and delivery of care.®° On the other hand, prior reports on patient impressions about
269 teleneurology have shown general satisfaction with the experience or convenience reported as time
270  and money saved.'%1112 We were unable to find any reports or surveys that gather impressions
271  from patients evaluating clinical aspects of their teleneurology visit, such as their provider
272 understanding their health history, their engagement with their clinician regarding treatment plans
273 for their diagnosis, or their understanding of their plan of care after their visit. Capturing this
274  information from patients is key to understanding the value of teleneurology beyond just patient
275  satisfaction and convenience.

276 It also helps to identify where teleneurology is insufficient. For example, patients were
277  queried on what about their teleneurology experiences could be improved, and the most frequent
278 comments made by patients concerned communication prior regarding what they would be
279  expected to do during the teleneurology visit and regarding any delays as to when their provider
280  will log on. For instance, as one patient describes their response, “[1] would prefer if there was an
281  emphasis and explanation that there needs to be room for walking (during assessment) and that,
282  as a Parkinson's patient, laptop should be preferred.” Other comments provided insight on how
283  the infrastructure of telemedicine consultations can be improved, such as implementing a virtual
284  waiting room to communicate any delays as to when the provider will log on and adding live closed
285  captioning during the virtual consultations for further clarity during conversations with providers.
286 Patients were also asked to summarize what their plan of care was after their visit. While
287  the majority of existing patients reported a modification in their medications (49, 48.51%), several
288  new patients (11, 29.73%) were asked by their provider to complete further scans or tests, such as
289  brain imaging, genetic testing, or blood work. When comparing these patient reports to their
290 provider’s response assessing whether there were elements of the examination that might have
291  changed their assessment and plan if performed in-person, we found that 64% (7) providers of new
292  patients who requested further testing responded yes to this question. Specifically, the providers
293  noted that they would have benefited from performing hands-on motor, sensory, reflexive, or gait
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294  assessments. This infers that new patients may benefit more from an in-person consultation over
295 teleneurology in obtaining a comprehensive examination and direction of care.

296 Teleneurology only allows for a limited neurological examination that may affect the plan
297  of care and treatment decisions. This may affect diagnosis groups differently. Movement Disorders
298 s the largest subspeciality at Pennsylvania Hospital and, therefore, 48% of the participants in this
299 report have PD or parkinsonism. We included patients with PD/parkinsonism alongside non-
300 PD/parkinsonism movement disorders and non-movement neurological disorders to evaluate how
301 different disease group may affect the teleneurology impressions. Supplementary Tables 4-7
302 illustrate that these categories of primary diagnosis did not have any association in the frequency
303  of patients’ impressions to of the history obtained, patient-provider relationship, amount of time
304 required, or the overall quality of the teleneurology visit. Our results demonstrate that the lack of
305 equivalent motor examination to an in-person visit did not impact the patients’ satisfaction or
306 clinical impressions with their teleneurology consultation.

307 The strengths of our study should be noted. First, our study is unique in that we compare
308 patient and provider impressions regarding telemedicine from the same outpatient encounter.
309 Furthermore, the breadth of topics covered in the patient questionnaire included information
310  assessing aspects of the clinical experience, components of the patient-provider interaction, and
311 advantages and challenges of telemedicine in neurological care. Capturing information about cost,
312 time saved, and effectiveness of teleneurology for patient care are useful preliminary data to justify
313  further study and expansion of telemedicine. There are several limitations that should be
314  acknowledged within our survey. First, among the 137 provider questionnaires completed, 23%
315  were completed by a single provider (M.S.). This may result in sampling bias with more favorable
316  views of teleneurology being surveyed more frequently. Second, selection bias may have been
317 introduced due to our patient respondents being selected and contacted in a non-random manner.
318  The lack of random sampling or other methods to reduce bias in selection may lead to our cohort
319 sample not being representative of the population. This was a convenience sample as part of a
320 quality improvement project. Third, comparisons between patient and provider responses could
321 not be completely aligned due to the differences in ways that the patients and providers were
322 surveyed. Questions compared concerning the quality of the history obtained or the patient-
323  provider relationship were asked differently to patients and providers intentionally to allow
324  patients and providers to better understand the questions being asked. Nonetheless, to address this,
325  multiple author perspectives were included (J.G.J., T.F.T, M.S., L.W.) when comparing the patient
326 and provider response questions and options. Finally, the small sample size in this quality
327 improvement, exploratory study resulted in low response frequencies in some categories. The
328 Cohen’s Weighted Kappa statistic, a commonly used measure of agreement, underestimates the
329 true agreement with low response frequencies. Additionally, raters were physicians and patients
330  who were untrained, meaning this was their first experience rating their teleneurology visit, which
331 increases risk of guessing on responses. In this scenario of low response rates and untrained raters,
332  percent agreement is the most appropriate statistic to detect agreement between raters.’

333 Here we report the first comparison of patient and provider impressions regarding
334 teleneurology from the same outpatient encounter. Beyond our results illustrating patients’ overall
335 satisfaction with their telemedicine experience, we demonstrate that their impressions are highly
336  concordant with their providers’ opinions of the quality of the history of the patient obtained, the
337  patient-provider relationship, and the overall experience of the visit. Further analysis to identifying
338  Dest uses of teleneurology should be explored to identify patient, provider, and visit characteristics
339  associated with successful encounters. Although teleneurology may not be best for all outpatient
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340  scenarios, we think these observations will shed light on optimal use of teleneurology as part of
341  the treatment paradigm.
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Table 1. Teleneurology Patient Questionnaire

Category Question Response Options
ey . -
Who is answering the questionnaire? Patu_ant, Caregiver, Patient &
Caregiver, Other
Logistics Did you have another person with you for the visit? Yes, No
. . . T Provide information about patient
?
What did that person do to help with the visit" history, Operate the device, Other
=
What device did you use? Phone, Desktop, Laptop, Tablet,
Other
L Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
Technical It was easy to connect for the telemedicine visit. Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree
Aspects s - . . . - Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
I was satisfied with the video quality of the visit. Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree
g . . . - Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
s
I was satisfied with the audio quality of the visit. Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree
Did your neurological problem make it hard to have a
telemedicine visit because it was...
i) Difficult to operate the device?
ii) Difficult to communicate through the device, moreso No, Yes
than in person?
iii) Difficult to understand your doctor, moreso than in
person?
| felt comfortable asking my doctor questions about my Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
diagnoses, treatment options, and research via video. Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree
Clinical 1 was satisfied with the personal connection with my Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
Aspects provider during this visit. Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree
*Did your doctor spend less time, more time, or the same L
- . : i ess, Same, More
amount of time with you as they usually do in person?
My doctor was able to understand my symptoms and Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
problems as well via video as they would have in person. Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree
I understood my plan of care and provider Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
recommendations by the end of the visit. Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree
| was satisfied with the care provided during my Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
telemedicine visit. Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree
+ - - -
Compared to an in-person visit, the overall telemedicine Worse, Same Better
experience was...
| saved money using telemedicine compared to an in- * Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
person visit. Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree
I saved time using telemedicine compared to an in-person * Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
Opinions visit. Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree
and . . - Strongly Disagree, Disagree,
Preferences I would use telemedicine again for future visits. Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree
For future visits with your provider, would you like to use - -
. . L R " In-Person Visits, Telemedicine
in-person visits, telemedicine visits, or a combination of the - L
W02 Visits, Combination
What could be improved about the telemedicine visit? [Optional Free Text]
Free What did you like best about the telemedicine visit? [Optional Free Text]
Response Do you think there were any advantages for your doctor

getting to see you in your home environment?

[Optional Free Text]

Survey timestamps, date of visit, gender, race, age were also recorded. Responses were required unless otherwise noted.
 Similar question asked in provider teleneurology questionnaire.
t Optional free text included.
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Table 2. Patient Cohort Characteristics
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Non-Movement

Whole PD/Parkinsonism Non-PD/Parkinsonism Neurological
Cohort Movement Disorder Movement Disorder 3 9
Disorders
137 66 (48) 42 (31) 29 (21)
Gender
Male 64 (47) 38 (58) 18 (43) 8 (28)
Female 73 (53) 28 (42) 24 (57) 21 (72)
Age Groups
18-29 5(4) 0 (0) 1(2) 4 (14)
30-49 18 (13) 1(2) 9 (21) 8 (28)
50-69 68 (50) 37 (56) 20 (48) 11 (38)
70-89 46 (34) 28 (42) 12 (29) 6 (21)
Race
White 103 (75) 55 (83) 29 (69) 19 (66)
Black 16 (12) 4 (6) 5(12) 7 (24)
Asian 1) 1(2) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Hispanic Latino 1) 1(2) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Other 1() 0(0) 0 (0) 1(3)
Unknown 15 (11) 5 (8) 8 (19) 2(7)
Distance (miles) from Clinic
0-19 83 (61) 36 (55) 27 (64) 20 (69)
20-39 31 (23) 14 (21) 10 (23) 7 (24)
> 40 23 (17) 16 (24) 5 (12) 2(7)
Visit Type Status
Existing/Follow-Up 101 (76) 54 (82) 30 (71) 17 (59)
New 36 (26) 12 (18) 12 (29) 12 (41)
Device Used
Phone 51 (37) 24 (36) 19 (45) 8 (28)
Laptop 50 (36) 24 (36) 13 (31) 13 (45)
Tablet 24 (18) 15 (23) 2 (5) 7 (24)
Desktop 12 (9) 3(5) 8 (19) 1(3)

Data reported as N (%) of total cohort.
Abbreviations: PD, Parkinson’s Disease.



https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.07.22283213
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.07.22283213; this version posted December 9, 2022. 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 .

358  Figure 1: Flowchart of Patient Cohort Included in the Study

359
Patients contacted and completed a
survey (n=150)
Excluded (n=13, 9%)
> n=9 w/ no linked provider survey
* n=1 w/ duplicate entry for a single visit
» n=3 w/ survey entry difference >14 days
Linked Patient and Provider
Experiences for Analysis (n=137)
v I
Non-Movement
Movement Disorder Entries Neurological Disorder
(n=108, 79%) Entries (n=29, 21%)
* See Suppl. Table 2 for dx. list
\4 A 4
PD/Parkinsonism (n=66) Non-Parkinsonism (n=42)
*n=59, PD » See Suppl. Table 2 for dx. list
* n=3, Secondary Parkinsonism
+ n=4, Atypical Parkinsonism
360

361  Flowchart illustrating the patient cohort contacted and included in completing the teleneurology
362  questionnaires.

363  Abbreviations: PD = Parkinson’s Disease.

364

365
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Figure 2: Patient Impressions of Teleneurology Experience

Savings Clinical Experience
OEEOOO

Future

Ease of Joining Visit:
It was easy to connect for the
telemedicine visit.

Patjent Comfort:

| felt comfortable asking my doctor
guestions about my diagnoses, treatment
options, and research via video.

| understood my- plan of care and provider
recommendations by the end of the visit.

Quality of Care:

| was satisfied with the care provided
during my telemedicine visit.

Money Saved:

| saved money using telemedicine
compared to an in-person visit.

Time Saved:
| saved time using telemedicine compared
to an in-person visit.

_Future Care:
I'would use telemedicine again for future

visits.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree
Missing/NA

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Patient impressions evaluating the clinical aspects and personal benefits of their teleneurology experience.
The percent of patients responding to each response category for each question is illustrated in the colored,
horizontal bars.
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373  Figure 3: Agreement Between Patient and Provider Clinical Impressions of
374 Teleneurology
375
Patient Survey Question: Provider Survey Question:
. " : ! N=133 Providers
Quality of History Obtained: t 3 G 3
My doctor was able to understand my Raw % Agreement = 87% (‘)"’(‘:;:) 5;": g:ﬂ::,:; H(':":? ?]b:'f::: visit, the history
symptoms and problems as well via video as Neutral, Disagree, Strongly Disagree bl as.
they would have in person. ; Patients Agree, Strongly Agree 1 116 (100%) obtalned in this encourter was:
:* N=137 Providers
Patient-Provider Relationship Quality: Raw % Agreement = 88% Poor Fair Efcm{“ Patient-Provider Relationship Quality:
| was satisfied with the personal connection Disagree, Strongly Disagree 0 (0%) 0 2 Please rate the quality of the physician-patient
with my provider during this visit. Patients Neutral 0 5 (4%) 9 relationship during this telemedicine encounter:
Agree, Strongly Agree 0 6 115 (96%)
e N=90 Providers
Amoun( of Visit Time: ) » Raw % Agreement = 56% Less Same More Amount of Visit Time:
Did your doctor spend Igss time, more time, or Disagree, Strongly Disagree 8 (16%) 7 2 Compared to an in person visit, the time
Lh;;;r;g i:x;z;g’ tme with.you 88/ they Patients Neutral 22 40 (80%) 2 required for this telemedicine visit was:
Agree, Strongly Agree 2 5 2 (4%)
N=128 Providers
Overall Experience Quality: Raw % Agreement = 70% Worse same/Better | Overall Experience Quality:
Compared to an in-person visit, the overall Worse 1(1%) 22 Compared to an in-person visit, the overall
telemedicine experience was... Patients Saine/Batter 15 88 (99%) telemedicine experience was...
376
377  The raw percent agreement comparing the teleneurology clinical impressions of patients and providers from
378 the same visit encounter. Raw percent agreement reported as percent agreement of the entire cohort
379  responding to the corresponding question. Highlighted diagonals illustrate the frequency and percentage of
380  paired patient-provider responses that respond the same in each category.
381 T Provider responses and corresponding patient response with “Better” were removed for concordance analysis.
382 T Response options were modified for concordance analysis.
383 it Established patient responses only included for concordance analysis.

384
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