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Abstract

Background: Telemedicine has been adopted in the inpatient setting to facilitate clinical interactions between on-site clinicians
and isolated hospitalized patients. Such remote interactions have the potential to reduce pathogen exposure and use of personal
protective equipment but may also pose new safety concerns given prior evidence that isolated patients can receive suboptimal
care. Formal evaluations of the use and practical acceptance of inpatient telemedicine among hospitalized patients are lacking.

Objective: We aimed to evaluate the experience of patients hospitalized for COVID-19 with inpatient telemedicine introduced
as an infection control measure during the pandemic.

Methods: We conducted a qualitative evaluation in a COVID-19 designated non–intensive care hospital unit at a large academic
health center (Stanford Health Care) from October 2020 through January 2021. Semistructured qualitative interviews focused on
patient experience, impact on quality of care, communication, and mental health. Purposive sampling was used to recruit participants
representing diversity across varying demographics until thematic saturation was reached. Interview transcripts were qualitatively
analyzed using an inductive-deductive approach.

Results: Interviews with 20 hospitalized patients suggested that nonemergency clinical care and bridging to in-person care
comprised the majority of inpatient telemedicine use. Nurses were reported to enter the room and call on the tablet far more
frequently than physicians, who typically entered the room at least daily. Patients reported broad acceptance of the technology,
citing improved convenience and reduced anxiety, but preferred in-person care where possible. Quality of care was believed to
be similar to in-person care with the exception of a few patients who wanted more frequent in-person examinations. Ongoing
challenges included low audio volume, shifting tablet location, and inconsistent verbal introductions from the clinical team.

Conclusions: Patient experiences with inpatient telemedicine were largely favorable. Although most patients expressed a
preference for in-person care, telemedicine was acceptable given the circumstances associated with the COVID-19 pandemic.
Improvements in technical and care team use may enhance acceptability. Further evaluation is needed to understand the impact
of inpatient telemedicine and the optimal balance between in-person and virtual care in the hospital setting.
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Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic created an unprecedented challenge
for health systems to provide high-quality care to potentially
contagious patients while simultaneously keeping their
workforce and uninfected patients safe [1]. In response,
telemedicine was widely adopted worldwide in outpatient
settings [2]. Some further adopted “inpatient telemedicine” in
acute care settings to facilitate clinical interactions between
on-site clinicians and isolated inpatients for the purpose of
infection control and to reduce the use of personal protective
equipment (PPE) [3-7]. Early evidence points to the feasibility
of inpatient telemedicine as an infection control measure [3-5],
but formal evaluations into their use and practical acceptance
among stakeholders, particularly patients, are limited.

In the outpatient setting, robust literature suggests overall patient
satisfaction with telemedicine, including in general medicine
[8], urgent care [9], and specialized settings [10-12]. Factors
driving increased patient satisfaction include improved
outcomes, decreased travel time, and improved communication
[13]. Adequate training of the staff providing telemedicine
services can also improve patient satisfaction [14]. Patient
acceptance of telemedicine has persisted through the pandemic
[15-18], with the highest levels of adoption observed among
young patients [19]. However, high rates of patient satisfaction
with telemedicine in the outpatient setting do not necessarily
translate to the inpatient setting, given significant differences
in the clinical environment, acuity of disease, frequency of
clinical interactions, and the multidisciplinary team required to
care for the patient.

Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, the use of telemedicine in
inpatient settings was limited to connecting rural areas with
remote expertise [20,21], particularly specialty care [14,22-24].
The COVID-19 pandemic removed traditional barriers to
telemedicine adoption, including staff resistance to change, and
lack of reimbursement [13]. Since the pandemic, hospitalists
[3,5], intensivists [4,6], and specialists [25,26] have used
inpatient telemedicine to continue their clinical duties while
minimizing pathogen spread. This novel use of inpatient
telemedicine is still being explored: in one academic medical
setting, the technology was broadly accepted by clinicians and
staff but required nurses to drastically alter their workflow
practices [27]. In another setting, in-room video technology saw
the greatest adoption among patients who used it to
communicate with their loved ones [28]. Little else is formally
known about how patients perceive inpatient telemedicine,
particularly under isolation conditions that a COVID-19
diagnosis necessitates.

This is unfortunate, as the patient perspective is integral to
ensuring robust patient–provider communication, the lack of
which can propagate diagnostic errors and adverse patient
outcomes [29-31]. Isolated patients may be more likely to
receive substandard care, particularly related to patient safety

[32] and staff responsiveness to time-sensitive needs [33,34].
Further, patients hospitalized under isolation precautions face
unique challenges, including negative feelings associated with
loneliness, stigma, and fear [31-37]. Incorporating patient
insights into the design of technological solutions within the
patient environment is needed to support patient autonomy,
human connection, and a sense familiarity that is otherwise lost
during isolation [36-38].

We therefore aim to understand patient experience as it relates
to clinical use and patient acceptance of inpatient telemedicine
for infection control in order to optimize technical setup and
clinical workflows.

Methods

Methods Overview
We conducted a qualitative evaluation of inpatient telemedicine
use on a COVID-19 designated inpatient unit at a large academic
medical center. We analyzed qualitative interviews with stable
patients hospitalized for COVID-19 to understand the
implementation outcomes related to the practical use and
acceptance of the inpatient telemedicine solution from the
patients’ perspective.

Setting and Population
In March 2020, a large academic health center (Stanford Health
Care) designated an inpatient non–intensive care unit to care
for admitted patients with confirmed or suspected COVID-19.
Each patient received a tablet (iPad; Apple Inc) set up to
automatically receive web conference calls (Zoom Video
Communications, Inc) from one of two desktops in private
workrooms on the unit, all with dual audio and video
functionality. Other setting details have been previously
described [3] and can be found in Multimedia Appendix 1.

The target population included stable patients who were
admitted to the non–intensive care COVID-19 unit. Purposive
sampling methods were used to recruit participants representing
diversity across age, sex, race and ethnicity, and language until
thematic saturation was reached [39].

Data Collection and Analysis
The semistructured patient interview protocol, analysis, and
presentation of findings were informed through deductive
themes drawn from prior qualitative work [27] and the
Implementation Outcomes Framework (Multimedia Appendix
1) [40]. Interview transcripts were reviewed independently by
the lead author (SV), and key themes and inductive coding that
emerged were then validated using a consensus approach that
included the analytic (DP, MS, JHL, and RG) and interview
(SS, EA, and EEW) teams.

Ethical Considerations and Informed Consent
The Stanford Institutional Review Board determined that this
project did not qualify as human subjects research (protocol
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55927). All participants provided verbal consent to proceed and
were informed their participation was voluntary and confidential.

Results

Participant Characteristics
A total of 20 interviews were conducted with inpatients
undergoing treatment for COVID-19 without intensive care
needs. Participants tended to be male (11/20, 55%); aged 50-69
years (15/20, 75%); Latino, White, or Asian, Indian, or Pacific
Islander (6/20, 30% each), and spoke primarily English (16/20,
80%) (Multimedia Appendix 1).

Reported Use and Acceptance of Inpatient
Telemedicine From the Patients’ Perspective
Telemedicine use varied on the basis of the clinical context and
the type of clinician providing care, though it was broadly
accepted by patients given the COVID-19–related isolation
precautions (Table 1). Predominant use included nonemergency
clinical care and bridging to in-person care—such as when a
patient triggered the bedside alert button. In this setting, one
nurse was reported to initiate a telemedicine encounter to
visually connect with the patient while another donned PPE to
evaluate the patient in person.

Typical frequency of virtual encounters ranged from 1 to 3 times
a day, though one patient reported being contacted up to 10
times per day via the tablet device and 10 times per day in
person. Nurses were reported to both enter the room and call
on the tablet more frequently than physicians. However, most
patients reported at least one in-person encounter daily from
their doctor, with a few reporting multiple in-person encounters

when their needs were greater. A few patients reported their
physician primarily communicated via the tablet device, and a
minority perceived there were some days on which they did not
speak with their doctor either in person or via the tablet device.

Patients generally accepted the use of inpatient telemedicine
given their circumstances requiring isolation precautions. A
desire to prevent infection transmission was recognized by
several patients: “It’s helpful that I can talk to multiple doctors
without having to expose them to COVID” [Patient 9]. Some
felt that telemedicine offered superior convenience, and the
visual component was seen as adding value beyond an
audio-only telephone encounter. The virtual interactions
provided reassurance, which was reported to positively impact
patient mood and mental health: “I love to hear from my doctors,
it brought such great comfort for them to be updating me”
[Patient 6].

Patients broadly reported that the quality of care they received
with the integration of telemedicine into their hospitalization
was similar to what they might have received without it.

However, some were in favor of an in-person encounter in
accordance with the concern that some aspects of their care
could be missed, particularly related to the in-person
examination and human connection. Some felt that telemedicine
changed the way they communicated with their care team: “In
person is better…I can have a more in-depth dialogue, ask
questions…When they’re physically here, they can be there for
me” [Patient 18]. Older patients, in particular, seemed to prefer
in-person encounters. Only a handful of patients felt
telemedicine did not compromise their connection with their
care team.
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Table 1. Patient perspectives on the use and acceptance of inpatient telemedicine in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Example quotationsLearnings

Reported use of inpatient telemedicine

Used primarily for nonemergency care and as a
bridge to in-person care

• “We run the visits based on my bladder which is about every hour and a half. They
[nurses] bring breakfast and then I pee and then they do my meds and stuff. Normally
they don’t come in first, [instead] they check on me on [the tablet] and then come in.”
[Patient 20]

Nurses reported to both enter the room and call on
the tablet device

• “Five or six times a day [in-person nurse visits] and they [nurses] also call on the iPad…”
[Patient 9]

Physicians sometimes used telemedicine to replace
in-person encounters

• “At least once maybe twice a day [in-person physician encounter]. There were some
days though where I didn’t have any doctors come in and talk to me. They were just
conversing with the staff regarding my wellbeing.” [Patient 6]

Acceptance of inpatient telemedicine

Generally accepted given the circumstances sur-
rounding the COVID-19 pandemic

• “Of course there’s nothing more effective than the person to person contact, but this is
the safest, and the tech is so advanced it’s like you’re right in front of me” [Patient 15]

Telemedicine seen as improving convenience • “I think it's great because we have more contact with [the] medical providers than any
other time. You normally have to wait till they have time to come and talk to you…[but
this way] seems to be a lot more efficient way to handle things” [Patient 2]

Immediate accessibility to clinical team via
telemedicine offered reassurance

• “On the first day I went to sleep, woke up with anxiety real bad, feeling as though I
was on my last breath. I pushed the [bedside alert] button and the nurses came on and
then after that the [tablet] did come on they were looking at me, talking to me, and
helped me calm down right away. They were like, ‘Just breathe, someone’s coming
right in’.” [Patient 16]

Visual component seen as adding value over a
telephone call

• “…they [clinicians] are right there when I need them and I can physically see them
versus waiting to talk to them via the phone.” [Patient 8]

No perceived impact on quality of care overall with
a minority concerned about the reduction in in-
person examinations

• “Honestly I don’t think it has changed the care because the nurse is always reporting
to the doctor and then the doctor looks at all my labs and things so they are pretty on
top of it and then they call me to let me know the plan…But I wouldn’t say it’s better
it’s like the same.” [Patient 1]

• “Most of time when we see doctors normally, they use the stethoscope, to listen to
lungs, heart…That’s the normal way to see a patient, so I just wonder, I’m completely
okay with the [tablet], but somehow the doctor can’t see [me] in person…the nurse
never uses the [stethoscope] to listen to my lungs/heart. So that is something I am not
comfortable with.” [Patient 4]

Some reported loss of human connection • “…on the internet you can say whatever you want; telemedicine is close to internet
separation…the non-word ways of communication are much different than in person,
tone, intonation…like I’m here but I don’t see your whole body and vice versa. [It]
changes [one’s] mood...” [Patient 3]

Technical Factors Impacting Patient Acceptance
In general, the technology was reportedly “very simple to use”
[Patient 5]. However, certain technical setup considerations
impacted patient acceptability, including audio volume, tablet
position both within the room and in relation to the patient, and
the automatic turn-on feature. Several patients remarked that
despite turning the tablet volume up to its maximum capacity,
they still had difficulty hearing the clinical team, particularly
if someone was speaking further away from the source
microphone.

Furthermore, the tablet location and angle relative to the patient
sometimes posed challenges. The tablet device was reportedly
moved frequently to allow space for nurses doing their clinical

work. This lack of a stable location worsened the experience
for some patients:

Mostly I don’t like it. I don’t understand them
sometimes. Sometimes they move it towards my feet.
It’s too far from me, it should be near my face...
[Patient 19]

There was not a clear consensus on where the tablet should be
placed within the room, as another patient preferred it near the
feet to optimize the visual component of the encounter.

Finally, patients were asked to comment on the automatic
turn-on feature of the tablet device, which did not allow them
to screen calls. Nearly all were comfortable with this feature,
likening it to standard hospital care in which a clinician would
simply walk into the room, only sometimes following a quick
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knock. The one patient in his 20s, who expressed some concern
over privacy, devised his own solution to turn the camera toward
the wall temporarily while he showered.

Care Team Use Factors Impacting Patient Acceptance
The clinical team’s use of the technology also impacted patient
acceptance, specifically around patient orientation to technology,
clinician etiquette regarding encounter introductions and use,
and visual connection with each speaker. Patients described
minimal or no orientation to the tablet. “They never told me
about the iPad; I noticed when they came on-- ‘Hello hello
hello’” [Patient 10]. Where an orientation was reported to take
place, it was minimal: “They pointed it out to me and said…this
is the [tablet] for nurses and doctors to call you” [Patient 11].
While this brief orientation would have been preferred, it did
not bother most patients. A preference for an orientation was
more prevalent among patients who did not have prior
familiarity with using tablet devices or web conferencing
technology.

Opportunities were also noted for improved etiquette around
introducing each member of the team and positioning the tablet
toward the speaker:

I have a bunch of different doctors on my care
team…[it is] much harder to remember each one, [as
I] don’t have visual clues. I see [them] only as 2D
and honestly [there is an] unwillingness for everyone
to get in front of the screen…one [clinician] is on the
side, I hear their comments but I don’t know who that
is… [Patient 3]

This concern was not prevalent among all patients but may have
improved acceptability among the few patients who voiced it.

Discussion

Principal Findings
Patients’ experience with telemedicine during an inpatient
admission for COVID-19 was largely favorable. While most
patients expressed a preference for in-person care where
possible, telemedicine was an acceptable alternative given
COVID-19 isolation precautions. Both nurses and physicians
regularly used the technology to communicate with patients,
thus validating past work [27] in which the balance of in-person
versus telemedicine workflows was guided by acuity of clinical
need. Telemedicine appeared to serve as a supplementary point
of contact between in-person encounters, which patients
primarily saw as a benefit to their overall experience and mental
health. The technology reportedly played a meaningful role in
mitigating the fear and anxiety associated with isolation
precautions [31-37], though additional evaluation is needed to
quantify this impact. Finally, with the exception of a desire by
some patients for more hands-on examination and in-person
interaction, patients felt their quality of care was no different
as a result of inpatient telemedicine.

Direct and implied recommendations to improve inpatient
telemedicine include increasing audio volume, allowing for a
digital “knock” to serve as a warning prior to automatic turn-on,
establishing an unobtrusive stable location for the tablet, adding
a call-out button to the nursing team, increasing focus on
physical touch, improving clinical team introductions, and
standardizing patient orientation to the technology (Table 2).

These data are consistent with the past literature, which suggests
that providers may overestimate their communication ability
[41]. Given that a physician is required to evaluate each inpatient
at least once per day, the frequency of physician encounters less
than once per day reported by some patient suggests suboptimal
communication and role confusion. A strong introduction
includes the name, role, and responsibilities of each member of
the care team, information that is often not shared even in
nondigital clinical settings [42,43]. Training related to the
importance of verbal introductions [44,45] and best practices
to foster the patient–provider connection in the virtual setting
may help mitigate the challenge of role confusion [46]. Clear
badges or face cards [38,43,47,48] can also help, but these tools
are not available in the digital setting. Instead, facial recognition
technology is being explored to solve other problems in health
care [49,50] and could be used to automatically display a virtual
name badge.

Some patients were also concerned that aspects of their care
may be missed owing to the lack of a hands-on examination.
The importance of a hands-on physical examination—both for
diagnostic and therapeutic purposes—is evidenced in the
literature [51,52], but how to best adapt these learnings to
patients are under isolation precautions remains an open
question. Nurses were reported to use telemedicine more
frequently than physicians, while also maintaining a frequent
physical presence within the room, which is perhaps
unsurprising given that nurses spend approximately 6-fold more
time at the patient bedside than physicians in non–COVID-19
settings [53,54]. These COVID-19 data further validate past
qualitative work, which suggests that nurses use telemedicine
as a bridge to in-person care and “batch” care activities, such
that physical assessment, medication delivery, meal delivery,
and sanitation protocols all occur in a single room entry [27,55].
The impact of this shift, alongside the reported reduction in
in-person physician assessments, on clinical outcomes is an
area for future research.

To this end, inpatient telemedicine risks exacerbating
pre-existing clinician reliance on technology over hands-on
examination. Substitutes for an in-person examination, such as
directing patients toward a self-examination with a digital
stethoscope [56], pulse oximeter, or other technologies capable
of remote transmission of data, even if appropriate from a
diagnostic perspective [57], may be less acceptable to patients
in the inpatient setting. Additional evaluation is therefore needed
to determine the optimal ratio of in-person to virtual encounters.
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Table 2. Implied technical and protocol recommendations to improve inpatient telemedicine in accordance with patient interviews.

Possible solutionsPatient concern

Telemedicine technical setup

Low audio volume • Improve the audio with more powerful provider-side microphone
and patient-side speaker technology

Tablet position is suboptimally angled or too far from the patient • Stable, unobtrusive “home” for the tablet device within the patient
room at an optimal distance and angle; standardized within all
patient rooms with telemedicine capabilities

Tablet device automatically turns on without warning • Announcement of an incoming call with a digital “knock” and a
visual and audible countdown prior to automatic web conference
turn-on or “entry” into a room

Emergency situation where the patient wants immediate contact with the
care team

• Callout button direct to the nurse from the tablet device and the
web conferencing system

Care team protocol when using telemedicine

Desire for physical examination on a regular basis • Hands-on physical examination by the physician or nursing team
with a dedicated stethoscope

• Exploration of patient self-exam using enabled devices such as
stethoscope with remote transmission capabilities

Poor understanding of who is on the care team and their respective roles
when using the web conferencing tool

• Clinical team training emphasizing improved verbal introductions
at each virtual encounter

• Automatic caption with the name or title based on facial recogni-
tion technology

Insufficient patient orientation to tablet use • Standard orientation to telemedicine, including self-directed ex-
ploration

Limitations
Insights from this evaluation are drawn from a small sample of
patients within a single institution and therefore cannot be more
broadly generalized. These exploratory interviews provide
insight into an otherwise difficult-to-reach patient population
with currently limited available data, though future work will
benefit from expansion to diverse institutions and patient
populations. Including patients who required intensive care may
be particularly informative; safety and feasibility constraints
limited our ability to capture these perspectives in this
assessment. In addition, we purposefully sought a diverse set
of voices in our sampling protocol, and our final sample
overrepresented non-White participants on the basis of local
demographics [58]. Increasing sample diversity in terms of
languages spoken, given the predominance of English speakers
in this sample, may benefit future work. Finally, these qualitative
data may also complement and inform ongoing and future
quantitative work that explores the impact of inpatient

telemedicine on clinician workflows and, by extension, infection
control and resource use [59].

Conclusions
Inpatient telemedicine adopted for the purposes of infection
control during the COVID-19 pandemic presents a novel use
case of the technology, and our understanding of its impact on
clinical workflows, patient outcomes, and the patient experience
continues to evolve. This qualitative evaluation suggests that
while patients still prefer in-person interactions in the hospital
setting, inpatient telemedicine is broadly accepted given the
need for COVID-19 isolation precautions. Perceived benefits
include increased access to the clinical team and reduced
anxiety, yet challenges around the technical setup, clinical team
introductions, and physical examination remain. Further
evaluation is needed to understand the impact on clinical
outcomes and the optimal balance between in-person and virtual
care in the hospital setting.

Acknowledgments
We would like to acknowledge the Stanford Health Consulting Group course and associated course directors for their support in
this study and evaluation. We would also like to thank Lauran Miklosey and the nursing team on hospital unit M7 for facilitating
the interviews.

Conflicts of Interest
None declared.

JMIR Form Res 2022 | vol. 6 | iss. 3 | e32933 | p. 6https://formative.jmir.org/2022/3/e32933
(page number not for citation purposes)

Vilendrer et alJMIR FORMATIVE RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


Multimedia Appendix 1
Semi-structured patient interview protocol.
[DOCX File , 19 KB-Multimedia Appendix 1]

References

1. Hollander JE, Carr BG. Virtually perfect? Telemedicine for Covid-19. N Engl J Med. Apr 30, 2020;382(18):1679-1681.
[doi: 10.1056/NEJMp2003539] [Medline: 32160451]

2. Ohannessian R, Duong TA, Odone A. Global telemedicine implementation and integration within health systems to fight
the COVID-19 pandemic: a call to action. JMIR Public Health Surveill. Apr 02, 2020;6(2):e18810. [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/18810] [Medline: 32238336]

3. Vilendrer S, Patel B, Chadwick W, Hwa M, Asch S, Pageler N, et al. Rapid deployment of inpatient telemedicine in response
to COVID-19 across three health systems. J Am Med Inform Assoc. Jul 01, 2020;27(7):1102-1109. [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1093/jamia/ocaa077] [Medline: 32495830]

4. Umoren RA, Gray MM, Handley S, Johnson N, Kunimura C, Mietzsch U, et al. In-hospital telehealth supports care for
neonatal patients in strict isolation. Am J Perinatol. Jun 2020;37(8):857-860. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1055/s-0040-1709687]
[Medline: 32268382]

5. Meyer BC, Friedman LS, Payne K, Moore L, Cressler J, Holberg S, et al. Medical undistancing through telemedicine: a
model enabling rapid telemedicine deployment in an academic health center during the COVID-19 pandemic. Telemed J
E Health. Jun 2021;27(6):625-634. [doi: 10.1089/tmj.2020.0327] [Medline: 33030985]

6. Pilosof NP, Barrett M, Oborn E, Barkai G, Pessach IM, Zimlichman E. Telemedicine implementation in COVID-19 ICU:
balancing physical and virtual forms of visibility. HERD. Jul 2021;14(3):34-48. [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1177/19375867211009225] [Medline: 34075789]

7. Wosik J, Fudim M, Cameron B, Gellad ZF, Cho A, Phinney D, et al. Telehealth transformation: COVID-19 and the rise
of virtual care. J Am Med Inform Assoc. Jun 01, 2020;27(6):957-962. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1093/jamia/ocaa067]
[Medline: 32311034]

8. Polinski JM, Barker T, Gagliano N, Sussman A, Brennan TA, Shrank WH. Patients' satisfaction with and preference for
telehealth visits. J Gen Intern Med. Mar 2016;31(3):269-275. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1007/s11606-015-3489-x] [Medline:
26269131]

9. Aungst LA. Can telemedicine improve triage and patient satisfaction in urgent care settings? J Am Assoc Nurse Pract. Mar
2019;31(3):162-166. [doi: 10.1097/JXX.0000000000000117] [Medline: 30431551]

10. Pruthi S, Stange KJ, Malagrino GD, Chawla KS, LaRusso NF, Kaur JS. Successful implementation of a telemedicine-based
counseling program for high-risk patients with breast cancer. Mayo Clin Proc. Jan 2013;88(1):68-73. [doi:
10.1016/j.mayocp.2012.10.015] [Medline: 23274020]

11. Staicu ML, Holly AM, Conn KM, Ramsey A. The use of telemedicine for penicillin allergy skin testing. J Allergy Clin
Immunol Pract. 2018;6(6):2033-2040. [doi: 10.1016/j.jaip.2018.04.038] [Medline: 29751152]

12. Taylor L, Capling H, Portnoy JM. Administering a telemedicine program. Curr Allergy Asthma Rep. Sep 15, 2018;18(11):57.
[doi: 10.1007/s11882-018-0812-8] [Medline: 30220060]

13. Kruse CS, Krowski N, Rodriguez B, Tran L, Vela J, Brooks M. Telehealth and patient satisfaction: a systematic review
and narrative analysis. BMJ Open. Aug 03, 2017;7(8):e016242. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2017-016242]
[Medline: 28775188]

14. Qiang JK, Marras C. Telemedicine in Parkinson's disease: A patient perspective at a tertiary care centre. Parkinsonism
Relat Disord. May 2015;21(5):525-528. [doi: 10.1016/j.parkreldis.2015.02.018] [Medline: 25791380]

15. Hong Z, Li N, Li D, Li J, Li B, Xiong W, et al. Telemedicine during the COVID-19 pandemic: experiences from Western
China. J Med Internet Res. May 08, 2020;22(5):e19577. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/19577] [Medline: 32349962]

16. Bokolo AJ. Exploring the adoption of telemedicine and virtual software for care of outpatients during and after COVID-19
pandemic. Ir J Med Sci. Feb 2021;190(1):1-10. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1007/s11845-020-02299-z] [Medline: 32642981]

17. Khairat S, Pillai M, Edson B, Gianforcaro R. Evaluating the telehealth experience of patients with COVID-19 symptoms:
recommendations on best practices. J Patient Exp. Oct 2020;7(5):665-672. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1177/2374373520952975]
[Medline: 33294596]

18. Ramaswamy A, Yu M, Drangsholt S, Ng E, Culligan PJ, Schlegel PN, et al. Patient satisfaction with telemedicine during
the COVID-19 pandemic: retrospective cohort study. J Med Internet Res. Sep 09, 2020;22(9):e20786. [FREE Full text]
[doi: 10.2196/20786] [Medline: 32810841]

19. Mann DM, Chen J, Chunara R, Testa PA, Nov O. COVID-19 transforms health care through telemedicine: Evidence from
the field. J Am Med Inform Assoc. Jul 01, 2020;27(7):1132-1135. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1093/jamia/ocaa072] [Medline:
32324855]

20. Moeckli J, Gutierrez J, Kaboli PJ. Perceived need and potential applications of a telehospitalist service in rural areas.
Telemed J E Health. Jan 2021;27(1):90-95. [doi: 10.1089/tmj.2020.0018] [Medline: 32316876]

JMIR Form Res 2022 | vol. 6 | iss. 3 | e32933 | p. 7https://formative.jmir.org/2022/3/e32933
(page number not for citation purposes)

Vilendrer et alJMIR FORMATIVE RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=formative_v6i3e32933_app1.docx&filename=a0ad7c3efb86b4e4762de1acbf80c5ee.docx
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=formative_v6i3e32933_app1.docx&filename=a0ad7c3efb86b4e4762de1acbf80c5ee.docx
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMp2003539
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32160451&dopt=Abstract
https://publichealth.jmir.org/2020/2/e18810/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/18810
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32238336&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/32495830
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocaa077
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32495830&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/32268382
http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/s-0040-1709687
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32268382&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/tmj.2020.0327
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=33030985&dopt=Abstract
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/19375867211009225?url_ver=Z39.88-2003&rfr_id=ori:rid:crossref.org&rfr_dat=cr_pub%3dpubmed
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/19375867211009225
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=34075789&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/32311034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocaa067
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32311034&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/26269131
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-015-3489-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26269131&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/JXX.0000000000000117
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=30431551&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mayocp.2012.10.015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23274020&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaip.2018.04.038
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=29751152&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11882-018-0812-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=30220060&dopt=Abstract
https://bmjopen.bmj.com/lookup/pmidlookup?view=long&pmid=28775188
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2017-016242
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28775188&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.parkreldis.2015.02.018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25791380&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2020/5/e19577/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/19577
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32349962&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/32642981
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11845-020-02299-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32642981&dopt=Abstract
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/2374373520952975?url_ver=Z39.88-2003&rfr_id=ori:rid:crossref.org&rfr_dat=cr_pub%3dpubmed
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2374373520952975
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=33294596&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2020/9/e20786/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/20786
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32810841&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/32324855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocaa072
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32324855&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/tmj.2020.0018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32316876&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


21. McSwain SD, Marcin JP. Telemedicine for the care of children in the hospital setting. Pediatr Ann. Feb 2014;43(2):e44-e49.
[doi: 10.3928/00904481-20140127-10] [Medline: 24512161]

22. Viers BR, Pruthi S, Rivera ME, O'Neil DA, Gardner MR, Jenkins SM, et al. Are patients willing to engage in telemedicine
for their care: a survey of preuse perceptions and acceptance of remote video visits in a urological patient population.
Urology. Jun 2015;85(6):1233-1239. [doi: 10.1016/j.urology.2014.12.064] [Medline: 25863832]

23. Portnoy JM, Pandya A, Waller M, Elliott T. Telemedicine and emerging technologies for health care in allergy/immunology.
J Allergy Clin Immunol. Feb 2020;145(2):445-454. [doi: 10.1016/j.jaci.2019.12.903] [Medline: 32035604]

24. Keller JJ, Johnson JP, Latour E. Inpatient teledermatology: Diagnostic and therapeutic concordance among a hospitalist,
dermatologist, and teledermatologist using store-and-forward teledermatology. J Am Acad Dermatol. May
2020;82(5):1262-1267. [doi: 10.1016/j.jaad.2020.01.030] [Medline: 31972258]

25. Massey PA, McClary K, Zhang AS, Savoie FH, Barton RS. Orthopaedic surgical selection and inpatient paradigms during
the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. J Am Acad Orthop Surg. Jun 01, 2020;28(11):436-450. [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.5435/JAAOS-D-20-00360] [Medline: 32304401]

26. Griebeler ML, Pantalone KM, Gambino R, Shewmon D, Morrow J, Mendlovic D, et al. The importance of implementing
inpatient virtual coverage in an endocrinology practice: lessons learned thus far from the COVID-19 pandemic. Clin Diabetes
Endocrinol. Feb 09, 2021;7(1):5. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/s40842-021-00118-7] [Medline: 33557919]

27. Safaeinili N, Vilendrer S, Williamson E, Zhao Z, Brown-Johnson C, Asch SM, et al. Inpatient telemedicine implementation
as an infection control response to COVID-19: qualitative process evaluation study. JMIR Form Res. Jun 16,
2021;5(6):e26452. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/26452] [Medline: 34033576]

28. Halabi R, Smith G, Sylwestrzak M, Clay B, Longhurst CA, Lander L. The impact of inpatient telemedicine on personal
protective equipment savings during the COVID-19 pandemic: cross-sectional study. J Med Internet Res. May 19,
2021;23(5):e28845. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/28845] [Medline: 33945494]

29. Bulik RJ. Human factors in primary care telemedicine encounters. J Telemed Telecare. 2008;14(4):169-172. [doi:
10.1258/jtt.2007.007041] [Medline: 18534948]

30. Gruppen LD, Wolf FM, Billi JE. Information gathering and integration as sources of error in diagnostic decision making.
Med Decis Making. 1991;11(4):233-239. [doi: 10.1177/0272989X9101100401] [Medline: 1766327]

31. Barratt RL, Shaban R, Moyle W. Patient experience of source isolation: lessons for clinical practice. Contemp Nurse. Oct
2011;39(2):180-193. [doi: 10.5172/conu.2011.180] [Medline: 22551431]

32. Abad C, Fearday A, Safdar N. Adverse effects of isolation in hospitalised patients: a systematic review. J Hosp Infect. Oct
2010;76(2):97-102. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.jhin.2010.04.027] [Medline: 20619929]

33. Siddiqui ZK, Conway SJ, Abusamaan M, Bertram A, Berry SA, Allen L, et al. Patient isolation for infection control and
patient experience. Infect Control Hosp Epidemiol. Feb 2019;40(2):194-199. [doi: 10.1017/ice.2018.324] [Medline:
30560748]

34. Nair R, Perencevich E, Goto M, Livorsi D, Balkenende E, Kiscaden E, et al. Patient care experience with utilization of
isolation precautions: systematic literature review and meta-analysis. Clin Microbiol Infect. Jun 2020;26(6):684-695. [FREE
Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.cmi.2020.01.022] [Medline: 32006691]

35. Sun N, Wei L, Wang H, Wang X, Gao M, Hu X, et al. Qualitative study of the psychological experience of COVID-19
patients during hospitalization. J Affect Disord. Jan 01, 2021;278:15-22. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2020.08.040]
[Medline: 32949869]

36. Vottero B, Rittenmeyer L. The hospitalised patients' experience of being in protective/source isolation: A systematic review
of qualitative evidence. JBI Libr Syst Rev. 2012;10(16):935-976. [doi: 10.11124/01938924-201210160-00001] [Medline:
27820463]

37. Fan PEM, Aloweni F, Lim SH, Ang SY, Perera K, Quek AH, et al. Needs and concerns of patients in isolation care units
- learnings from COVID-19: A reflection. World J Clin Cases. May 26, 2020;8(10):1763-1766. [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.12998/wjcc.v8.i10.1763] [Medline: 32518768]

38. Brown-Johnson C, Vilendrer S, Heffernan MB, Winter S, Khong T, Reidy J, et al. PPE portraits-a way to humanize personal
protective equipment. J Gen Intern Med. Jul 2020;35(7):2240-2242. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1007/s11606-020-05875-2]
[Medline: 32410125]

39. Creswell J, Poth C. Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design Choosing Among Five Approaches (4th edition). Thousand
Oaks, CA. Sage Publications; 2016.

40. Proctor E, Silmere H, Raghavan R, Hovmand P, Aarons G, Bunger A, et al. Outcomes for implementation research:
conceptual distinctions, measurement challenges, and research agenda. Adm Policy Ment Health. Mar 2011;38(2):65-76.
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1007/s10488-010-0319-7] [Medline: 20957426]

41. Sethuraman KR. Doctor-Patient Communication: An Overview. In: Communication Skills in Clinical Practice (Doctor-Patient
Communication). New Delhi. Jaypee Digital; 2001:1-11.

42. Dalal AK, Schnipper JL. Care team identification in the electronic health record: A critical first step for patient-centered
communication. J Hosp Med. May 2016;11(5):381-385. [doi: 10.1002/jhm.2542] [Medline: 26762584]

JMIR Form Res 2022 | vol. 6 | iss. 3 | e32933 | p. 8https://formative.jmir.org/2022/3/e32933
(page number not for citation purposes)

Vilendrer et alJMIR FORMATIVE RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://dx.doi.org/10.3928/00904481-20140127-10
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24512161&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.urology.2014.12.064
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25863832&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaci.2019.12.903
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32035604&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaad.2020.01.030
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31972258&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/32304401
http://dx.doi.org/10.5435/JAAOS-D-20-00360
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32304401&dopt=Abstract
https://clindiabetesendo.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s40842-021-00118-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40842-021-00118-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=33557919&dopt=Abstract
https://formative.jmir.org/2021/6/e26452/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/26452
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=34033576&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2021/5/e28845/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/28845
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=33945494&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1258/jtt.2007.007041
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=18534948&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272989X9101100401
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=1766327&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.5172/conu.2011.180
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22551431&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/20619929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhin.2010.04.027
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=20619929&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/ice.2018.324
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=30560748&dopt=Abstract
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1198-743X(20)30047-1
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1198-743X(20)30047-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cmi.2020.01.022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32006691&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/32949869
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2020.08.040
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32949869&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.11124/01938924-201210160-00001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27820463&dopt=Abstract
https://www.wjgnet.com/2307-8960/full/v8/i10/1763.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.12998/wjcc.v8.i10.1763
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32518768&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/32410125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-020-05875-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32410125&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/20957426
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10488-010-0319-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=20957426&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jhm.2542
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26762584&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


43. Hickerton BC, Fitzgerald DJ, Perry E, De Bolla AR. The interpretability of doctor identification badges in UK hospitals:
a survey of nurses and patients. BMJ Qual Saf. Jul 2014;23(7):543-547. [doi: 10.1136/bmjqs-2013-002445] [Medline:
24599731]

44. Allenbaugh J, Spagnoletti CL, Rack L, Rubio D, Corbelli J. Health literacy and clear bedside communication: a curricular
intervention for internal medicine physicians and medicine nurses. MedEdPORTAL. Jan 18, 2019;15:10795. [FREE Full
text] [doi: 10.15766/mep_2374-8265.10795] [Medline: 30800995]

45. Kelly MM, Xie A, Carayon P, DuBenske LL, Ehlenbach ML, Cox ED. Strategies for improving family engagement during
family-centered rounds. J Hosp Med. Apr 2013;8(4):201-207. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1002/jhm.2022] [Medline: 23468375]

46. Zulman DM, Verghese A. Virtual care, telemedicine visits, and real connection in the era of COVID-19: unforeseen
opportunity in the face of adversity. JAMA. Feb 02, 2021;325(5):437-438. [doi: 10.1001/jama.2020.27304] [Medline:
33528520]

47. Lill MM, Wilkinson TJ. Judging a book by its cover: descriptive survey of patients' preferences for doctors' appearance
and mode of address. BMJ. Dec 24, 2005;331(7531):1524-1527. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1136/bmj.331.7531.1524]
[Medline: 16373739]

48. Arora VM, Schaninger C, D'Arcy M, Johnson JK, Humphrey HJ, Woodruff JN, et al. Improving inpatients' identification
of their doctors: use of FACE cards. Jt Comm J Qual Patient Saf. Dec 2009;35(12):613-619. [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1016/s1553-7250(09)35086-2] [Medline: 20043501]

49. Chanda A, Chatterjee S. Predicting Obesity Using Facial Pictures during COVID-19 Pandemic. Biomed Res Int.
2021;2021:6696357. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1155/2021/6696357] [Medline: 33778081]

50. Postma-Nilsenová M, Postma E, Tates K. Automatic detection of confusion in elderly users of a web-based health instruction
video. Telemed J E Health. Jun 2015;21(6):514-519. [doi: 10.1089/tmj.2014.0061] [Medline: 25844904]

51. While A. Touch: knowledge and considerations for nursing practice. Br J Community Nurs. Apr 02, 2021;26(4):190-194.
[doi: 10.12968/bjcn.2021.26.4.190] [Medline: 33797963]

52. Bruhn JG. The doctor's touch: tactile communication in the doctor-patient relationship. South Med J. Dec
1978;71(12):1469-1473. [doi: 10.1097/00007611-197812000-00008] [Medline: 364668]

53. Li RC, Marafino BJ, Nielsen D, Baiocchi M, Shieh L. Assessment of a real-time locator system to identify physician and
nurse work locations. JAMA Netw Open. Feb 05, 2020;3(2):e1920352. [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2019.20352] [Medline: 32022876]

54. Mitchell M, Lavenberg J, Trotta R, Umscheid C. Hourly rounding to improve nursing responsiveness: a systematic review.
J Nurs Adm. Sep 2014;44(9):462-472. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1097/NNA.0000000000000101] [Medline: 25148400]

55. Schroeder K, Norful AA, Travers J, Aliyu S. Nursing perspectives on care delivery during the early stages of the covid-19
pandemic: A qualitative study. Int J Nurs Stud Adv. Nov 2020;2:100006. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.ijnsa.2020.100006]
[Medline: 32864632]

56. Lakhe A, Sodhi I, Warrier J, Sinha V. Development of digital stethoscope for telemedicine. J Med Eng Technol.
2016;40(1):20-24. [doi: 10.3109/03091902.2015.1116633] [Medline: 26728637]

57. Portnoy JM, Waller M, De Lurgio S, Dinakar C. Telemedicine is as effective as in-person visits for patients with asthma.
Ann Allergy Asthma Immunol. Sep 2016;117(3):241-245. [doi: 10.1016/j.anai.2016.07.012] [Medline: 27613456]

58. San Francisco Bay Area. Bay Area Census. URL: http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/bayarea.htm [accessed 2020-12-16]
59. Patel B, Vilendrer S, Kling SMR, Brown I, Ribeira R, Eisenberg M, et al. Using a real-time locating system to evaluate the

impact of telemedicine in an emergency department during COVID-19: observational study. J Med Internet Res. Jul 26,
2021;23(7):e29240. [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/29240] [Medline: 34236993]

Abbreviations
PPE: personal protective equipment

Edited by A Mavragani; submitted 15.08.21; peer-reviewed by B Meyer, A Garg; comments to author 06.09.21; revised version
received 26.01.22; accepted 27.01.22; published 30.03.22

Please cite as:
Vilendrer S, Sackeyfio S, Akinbami E, Ghosh R, Luu JH, Pathak D, Shimada M, Williamson EE, Shieh L
Patient Perspectives of Inpatient Telemedicine During the COVID-19 Pandemic: Qualitative Assessment
JMIR Form Res 2022;6(3):e32933
URL: https://formative.jmir.org/2022/3/e32933
doi: 10.2196/32933
PMID: 35147510

JMIR Form Res 2022 | vol. 6 | iss. 3 | e32933 | p. 9https://formative.jmir.org/2022/3/e32933
(page number not for citation purposes)

Vilendrer et alJMIR FORMATIVE RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjqs-2013-002445
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24599731&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/30800995
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/30800995
http://dx.doi.org/10.15766/mep_2374-8265.10795
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=30800995&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/23468375
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jhm.2022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23468375&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jama.2020.27304
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=33528520&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/16373739
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.331.7531.1524
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=16373739&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/20043501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s1553-7250(09)35086-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=20043501&dopt=Abstract
https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/6696357
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2021/6696357
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=33778081&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/tmj.2014.0061
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25844904&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.12968/bjcn.2021.26.4.190
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=33797963&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00007611-197812000-00008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=364668&dopt=Abstract
https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jamanetworkopen/fullarticle/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2019.20352
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2019.20352
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32022876&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/25148400
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/NNA.0000000000000101
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25148400&dopt=Abstract
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S2666-142X(20)30005-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnsa.2020.100006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=32864632&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/03091902.2015.1116633
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26728637&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.anai.2016.07.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27613456&dopt=Abstract
http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/bayarea.htm
https://www.jmir.org/2021/7/e29240/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/29240
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=34236993&dopt=Abstract
https://formative.jmir.org/2022/3/e32933
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/32933
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=35147510&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


©Stacie Vilendrer, Sarah Sackeyfio, Eliel Akinbami, Roy Ghosh, Jacklyn Ha Luu, Divya Pathak, Masahiro Shimada, Emmanuelle
Elise Williamson, Lisa Shieh. Originally published in JMIR Formative Research (https://formative.jmir.org), 30.03.2022. This
is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License
(https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided the original work, first published in JMIR Formative Research, is properly cited. The complete bibliographic information,
a link to the original publication on https://formative.jmir.org, as well as this copyright and license information must be included.

JMIR Form Res 2022 | vol. 6 | iss. 3 | e32933 | p. 10https://formative.jmir.org/2022/3/e32933
(page number not for citation purposes)

Vilendrer et alJMIR FORMATIVE RESEARCH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

