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ABSTRACT (293 words) 

Background 

Co-location of primary care services with Emergency Departments (ED) is one initiative aiming to 

reduce the burden on EDs of patients attending with non-urgent problems. However, the extent to 

which these services are operating within or alongside EDs is not currently known.  

This study aimed to create a typology of co-located primary care services in operation across 

Yorkshire and Humber (Y&H) as well as identify early barriers and facilitators to their 

implementation and sustainability.  

Methods 

A self-report survey was sent to the lead consultant or other key contact at seventeen EDs in the 

Y&H region to establish the extent and configuration of co-located primary care services. Semi-

structured interviews were then conducted with urgent and unscheduled care stakeholders across 

five hospital sites to explore the barriers and facilitators to the formation and sustainability of these 

services. 

 

Results 

Thirteen EDs completed the survey and interviews were carried out with four ED consultants, one ED 

nurse and three General Practitioners (GPs).  Three distinct models were identified: ͚Primary Care 

Services Embedded within the ED͛ (7 sites), ͚Co-located Urgent Care Centre͛ ;Ϯ ƐŝƚĞƐͿ ĂŶĚ ͚GP ŽƵƚ-of-

ŚŽƵƌƐ͛ ;ϵ ƐŝƚĞƐͿ. Qualitative data was analysed using Framework Analysis. Four interview themes 

emerged (Justification for the service, level of integration, referral processes, and sustainability) 

highlighting some of the challenges in implementing these co-located primary care services. 

 

Conclusion  

Creating a service within or alongside the ED in which GPs can utilise their distinct skills and 

therefore add value to the existing skill mix of ED staff is an important consideration when setting up 

these systems. Effective triage arrangements should also be established to ensure appropriate 

patients are referred to GPs. Further research is required to identify the full range of models 

nationally and to carry out a rigorous assessment of their impact.   
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Section 1: What is already known on this subject 

ͻ Typologies of GP co-located services exist in the literature but the extent to which they are 

operational within the UK is unknown. 

ͻ Little is known about the challenges associated with introducing co-located GP services into 

the Emergency and Urgent Care system. 

Section 2: What this study adds 

ͻ Three distinct co-ůŽĐĂƚĞĚ ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ ĐĂƌĞ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ŵŽĚĞůƐ ǁĞƌĞ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ͗ ͚PƌŝŵĂƌǇ CĂƌĞ SĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ 
EŵďĞĚĚĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ED͛, ͚Co-ůŽĐĂƚĞĚ UƌŐĞŶƚ CĂƌĞ CĞŶƚƌĞ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚GP ŽƵƚ-of-ŚŽƵƌƐ͛͘ 
ͻ There was variation in the operation of the first two GP co-located models, with limited out-

of-hours coverage across both models and the services were hampered by a lack of available GPs. 

The third model was more established but there was no free flow of patients from the ED to these 

services. 

ͻ Two factors which may contribute to the success and sustainability of these models are: (1) 

Facilitating GPs working as distinct practitioners in the hospital environment so that they can add 

value to the care of low-acuity patients; (2) Ensuring effective triaging arrangements are established 

to ensure appropriate patients are referred to GPs. These two factors are likely to be key to the 

recruitment and retention of GPs working in the hospital environment 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Primary care services co-located with Emergency Departments (ED) are one initiative aiming to 

reduce the burden on EDs of patients attending with non-urgent problems.[1-2] Studies profiling ED 

demand have identified the proportion of patients suitable for management by General Practitioners 

(GP) ranging from 10% to 62%.[3-5] Although precise figures are lacking, these studies demonstrated 

that large numbers of patients are potentially suitable for care at an alternative service. 

Four UK medical colleges  produced a report recommending the co-location of primary care services 

at every ED in the UK to ensure patients requiring urgent primary care are assessed and managed 

appropriately.[6] However, a follow-up review found less than half of EDs in the UK have a fully 

implemented out-of-hours primary care facility co-located with their ED and a third have no co-

located out-of-hours primary care at all.[7] Of the co-located primary care services that are in 

operation, there is mixed evidence regarding their impact on attendance rates, process time, costs 

of running the service and outcomes of care.[1, 8-11] 

We aimed to establish the proportion of EDs across Yorkshire and Humber (Y&H) that have co-

located primary care services and to identify barriers and facilitators to setting up and running these 

services.  

 

METHODS 

 

Design and setting 

We used self-reported surveys and semi-structured interviews with urgent and unscheduled care 

stakeholders across Y&H, in this pragmatic service evaluation. This area represents 14 acute hospital 

trusts, with 19 EDs (over 10% of EDs in England). It serves a population of 5.5 million and is a mixture 

of large urban, smaller urban, suburban and rural settings.  

The survey was designed to ascertain the characteristics of any primary care services in operation 

within or alongside EDs in the region. Interviews were used to identify barriers and facilitators to the 

establishment and sustainability of these services.  
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Institutional ethical approval was sought but we were advised that the study met the criteria for 

͚ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ƌĞǀŝĞǁ͘   

Survey 

Prior to this study the authors already had a limited picture about the types of alternative urgent 

care provision in EDs across Y&H. Using this baseline information a  survey was created for each ED  

in the region. [See supplementary material] The purpose of the survey was to confirm the validity of 

baseline information and to collect additional information, which included: service model type (e.g. 

location); service provider; length of time in operation; working hours; triage; and referral processes. 

The survey was sent to the lead ED consultant or other key contacts across 17 EDs in Y&H. A 

pragmatic decision was taken not to send the survey to two sites. In one site the authors were aware 

that they did not have a co-located primary care service. The other site was a specialist ED only 

seeing patients under 16 years old. If sites did not respond to the initial request for information, 2 

further attempts were made. If still no response then the site was excluded. Data collection took 

place between May and July 2015.  

 

Interviews 

Using information collected from the survey, five sites were selected to reflect the various models of 

primary care services within or alongside the ED across Y&H. Lead consultants within selected sites 

assisted in the initial identification of key staff for interview based on their involvement and 

knowledge of the service with further identification of staff via these interviewees. Potential 

participants were contacted via e-mail inviting them to take part in an interview to discuss their 

experiences of the co-located primary care service. 

A semi-structured interview guide was developed in consultation with an expert in the field (SR), and 

following review of relevant literature. It was refined after initial pilot interviews. The interview 

guide covered: description of the primary care service, barriers and facilitators to setting up and 

running co-located primary care services and views on the future of these services.  

Written informed consent was obtained from all participants. One on one interviews were 

conducted by two of the authors (SA and SR) trained in interview techniques. All interviews were 

audio recorded and took place at the participants place of work or via telephone.  
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Data from the interviews were transcribed verbatim and analysed thematically. NVivo (QSR 

International 10) software was used to help structure the analysis with systematic efforts to check 

and refine developing categories of data. The data was interpreted using Framework Analysis. This 

followed the five stages of Framework Analysis including familiarization, identifying a thematic 

framework, indexing, charting, mapping and interpretation.[12] 

One author (SA) reviewed a sample of transcribed narratives and developed the initial framework. 

Two authors (SA and COK) then independently coded a sample of data using the framework and 

checked for consistency. Consistency was high between coders but following review of the process, 

minor amendments to the framework were introduced. One of the authors (SA) then coded the rest 

of the data using the amended framework.  

 

RESULTS 

 

Survey 

Thirteen EDs completed and returned the survey to the research team. Twelve EDs had a primary 

care service within or alongside their ED. Three distinct models were identified: 

ϭ͘ ͚PƌŝŵĂƌǇ ĐĂƌĞ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ED͛ (7 sites): GPs work within the ED alongside ED 

staff.  In this model patients attend the ED and are triaged into separate streams (e.g. primary care 

or emergency medicine) by the ED triage nurse. (Figure 1) 

 

Figure 1. An example of patient flow through the primary care services embedded within the ED 

model 

[Insert figure 1] 

 

Ϯ͘ ͚CŽ-located Urgent Care Centre͛ (2 sites): separate primary care service located next to the ED. 

Patients either directed there via a streaming nurse based in the ED or through NHS 111. (Figure 2) 

 

Figure 2. An example of patient flow through the co-located Urgent Care Centre model 
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[Insert figure 2] 

Both service types were in the early stages of set-up, often with only ad hoc coverage of GP shifts.  

ϯ͘ ͚GP ŽƵƚ-of-ŚŽƵƌƐ͛ ;ϵ ƐŝƚĞƐͿ:  located next to the ED, on the same hospital site. These services were 

more established but only available out-of-hours and only accepted referrals from the ED in a few 

instances. FŝǀĞ ƐŝƚĞƐ ŚĂĚ ƚŚŝƐ ŵŽĚĞů ŝŶ ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ͚ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ ĐĂƌĞ ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ 

ED͛ ŵŽĚĞů͘ 

Table 1 outlines the working hours and establishment of the different models. 

Table 1. Description of the working hours and establishment of the service for each of the primary 

care models located within or next to the ED 

Model  Working hours Establishment of service 

Primary care services 

embedded within the ED (7 

sites) 

Model operated Monday to 

Friday (all sites) and at 

weekends (4 sites).  

Predominantly operated during 

working hours (08:00-18:00) 

with limited out-of-hours 

coverage. Services 

characterised by inconsistent 

staffing.  

Most sites had established this 

service after 2012 with only 2 

sites operating this model 

before 2012.  

Co-located urgent care service 

(2 sites) 

One site operated 24 hours a 

day, 7 days a week. The other 

site operated during the out-of-

hours period, Monday to Friday 

but this was dependent on staff 

availability.  

One site set-up in 2015; other 

site set-up for over 6 years.  

GP out-of-hours (9 sites) In all sites that provided data 

on working hours (8 sites) the 

model operated during the out-

of-hours period (18:00-08:00) 

Monday to Friday and at 

weekends. 

In all sites the service had been 

set-up before 2011. 
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Interviews 

Interviews lasting between 30 minutes and 1 ½ hours were carried out with four ED consultants, one 

ED nurse and three GPs across five EDs covering a range of co-located primary care services. (Table 

2) 

Table 2. Description of the primary care service models co-located with each of the hospital sites 

Site(s) Model(s) 

1 Primary care service embedded in the ED 

2,3,4 Primary care service embedded in the ED and GP out-of-hours 

5 GP out-of-hours 

 

Four themes emerged: Justification / rationale for the service; level of integration; triage and referral 

processes; and sustainability. 

 

Justification / rationale for the service 

 

Most participants stated the reason the co-located primary care service was set-up was due to 

increasing numbers of patients attending the ED with non-urgent problems. There was an 

appreciation that GPs have a different approach to risk management compared with ED staff and 

this approach was better suited to patients presenting with low acuity problems. 

 ͚I ŐƵĞƐƐ ŽƵƌ ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇ ŵĞĚŝĐŝŶĞ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ŝƐ ǁĞ͛ƌĞ ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ĚƌĞĂĚĨƵů ĂŶĚ Ă GP 

ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ŝƐ ǀĞƌǇ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ ŵŽƐƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƚŝŵĞ ƚŚĞǇ ŬŶŽǁ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ŵŝŶŽƌ ƐƚƵĨĨ Žƌ ͙ ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞ ƐƚƵĨĨ ƚŚĂƚ 

is self-ůŝŵŝƚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƐŽ ͙ ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ ůŽŽŬŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĨŝŶĚ ƐǇŵƉƚŽŵĂƚŝĐ ƌĞůŝĞĨ ĂŶĚ ŚŽǁ ĐĂŶ ǁĞ ŐĞƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚ 

home and away from hoƐƉŝƚĂů͛͘ ;CŽŶsultant) 

Interviewees did not refer to any specific guidance or policy upon which they based their decision to 

implement a particular co-located primary care service model. Decisions were based on what they 

thought would be best for their department and what was achievable.  
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Level of integration 

 

From the ED perspective, when GPs were embedded within the ED they worked closely with ED 

staff. However, a downside to this was that GPs were sometimes expected to take on responsibilities 

beyond the normal scope of a GP practice (e.g. interpreting x-rays) for which they did not necessarily 

have the correct training. Rather than offering a distinct service with alternative skills and 

approaches to patient care they were sometimes just an ͚ĞǆƚƌĂ ƉĂŝƌ ŽĨ ŚĂŶĚƐ͛͘ 

 ͚OŶĐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ƐƚĂƌƚ ďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐ ůŝŬĞ ĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ ĞůƐĞ ƚŚĞŶ ƚŚĞǇ ƐƚŽƉ ďĞŝŶŐ ůŝŬĞ Ă GP ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ 

necessarily work quickly and effectively which is supposed to be the whole benefit of having them 

ƚŚĞƌĞ͛͘ ;CŽŶsultant) 

This contrasted with the more established ͚GP out-of-hours͛ ŵŽĚĞů, which was a separate service. In 

this model there were difficulties with communication between GPs and ED staff with limited 

ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ ĂďŽƵƚ ĞĂĐŚ ŽƚŚĞƌ͛Ɛ ǁŽƌŬůŽĂĚƐ Žƌ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĐĂƵƐĞĚ ĨƌƵƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽŶ ďŽƚŚ ƐŝĚĞƐ͘ 

              ͚TŚĞƌĞ ǁĞƌĞ ƚŝŵĞƐ ǁŚĞŶ ƚŚĞ ŽǀĞƌŶŝŐŚƚ ĚŽĐƚŽƌ ǁŚŽ ǁĂƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ŽǁŶ ŚĂĚ ŐŽne out to do 2 or 3 

ŚŽŵĞ ǀŝƐŝƚƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ͛Ě ĐŽŵĞ ďĂĐŬ ƚŽ ĨŝŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ AΘE ŚĂĚ ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌƌĞĚ ŽǀĞƌ ϯ Žƌ ϰ ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐŝƚƚŝŶŐ 

room waiting for them and A&E had no idea how many visits that doctor had or how long they would 

ďĞ ŐŽŶĞ ͙ ǁĞ ĨĞůƚ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĂƐ ŝŶĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ͕ ƐŽ ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĂƐ ͙ Ă ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚĞ ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͛͘ 

(GP) 

Participants mentioned that ED and GP services should remain separate but with a single entry 

(triage) point for patients. Patients should be triaged to one of the two services depending on their 

presenting complaint.  

 ͚IĨ ƚŚĞǇ ĐŽƵůĚ ũƵƐƚ ƚƌŝĂŐĞ ƚŚĞŵ ƚŽ ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞ ƐƚƌĞĂŵƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ ĐŽƵůĚ ũƵƐƚ ďĞ ƐƚĂĨĨĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƉĞŽƉůĞ 

ǁŝƚŚ ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ ŝŶ ƚŚŽƐĞ ĂƌĞĂƐ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ƚŽŽ ŵƵĐŚ ĐƌŽƐƐŽǀĞƌ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ͙ ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ ϭϬй ŽĨ ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚƐ ǁŚŽ 

turn out to be more complicated or ƐƵŝƚĂďůĞ Žƌ ͙ ǁĞ ĐĂŶ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐ ƚŚĞŵ͛͘ ;CŽŶsultant) 

Within this model of single entry and separate patient streams, ED consultants remarked they would 

like to have good communication with GPs to develop positive long-term working relations. 

 ͚IĨ ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ Ăůů ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ͙ ŝƚ͛Ɛ ĨĂƌ ĞĂƐŝĞƌ ͙ ƚŽ ƉŽƉ ŽǀĞƌ ĂŶĚ ƐĂǇ ͙ ĐĂŶ I ĂƐŬ ǇŽƵ Ă 

ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚŝƐ ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚ͛͘ ;CŽŶsultant) 
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Triage and referral processes  

 

Some ED triage nurses worked with a guideline to help identify patients eligible for the GP service. 

One ED nurse mentioned that the triage guidelines are too restrictive.  

͚There were certain things that we could send to the GP and there were things that we could 

not send. So like your chest pains, short of breath, things like that, even if you knew that some of the 

ĐŚĞƐƚ ƉĂŝŶƐ ǁĞƌĞ ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ ũƵƐƚ Ă ĐŽůĚ Žƌ͙ ǇŽƵ Ɛƚŝůů ĐŽƵůĚŶ͛ƚ ƐĞŶĚ ƚŚĞŵ͛͘ ;NƵƌse) 

However, some triage nurses find it difficult to decide whether patients should be seen by the GP 

because they have to use their clinical judgement which they may not be comfortable with.  

 ͚EǀĞŶ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁĂƐ Ă ŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞ ŽďǀŝŽƵƐůǇ ƚŚĞǇ ŚĂĚ ƚŽ ƵƐĞ Ă ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ĂŵŽƵŶƚ ŽĨ ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚ 

and it seemed they would often try and find a reason a reason not to send it to the GP so clearly they 

ĨĞůƚ ƵŶĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ ͙ TŚĞƌĞ ǁĂƐ Ă ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƚƌŝĂŐĞ ŶƵƌƐĞƐ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ǇŽƵ ĐĂŶ͛ƚ ĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇ 

ŽǀĞƌĐŽŵĞ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞ͛͘ ;CŽŶsultant) 

Furthermore, criteria for accepting patients often differed between individual GPs generating 

reluctance amongst triage nurses to send patients to GPs to avoid having them sent back to the ED 

again. A common reason for patients being sent back to the ED was because some GPs were unable 

to request (or lacked the skills required to interpret) certain investigations. 

  ͚WĞ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŚĂǀĞ ŽƵƚ-of-hours access to ECG͛Ɛ Žƌ ďůŽŽĚƐ Žƌ X-rays so if we thought they needed 

that or it was something that needed a scan or some further investigation then we would refer them 

ďĂĐŬ͛͘ ;GPͿ 

An ED nurse suggested that co-located primary care models could include support staff (e.g. 

healthcare assistants) that could assist GPs in taking blood samples.  

 ͚Healthcare Assistant or a nurse would be nice as well for them to be able to have blood tests 

ĂŶĚ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ůŝŬĞ ƚŚĂƚ ͙ ƐŽ ƚŚĞǇ ĨĞĞů ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƚĞĂŵ͕ ƐŽ ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ ŶŽƚ ũƵƐƚ ŝŶ Ă ƌŽŽŵ͛͘ ;Nurse) 

In general, there was limited consensus with regards to the types of patients GPs should be expected 

to see. Consequently, one ED consultant stated that their GP service had seen fewer patients than 

expected. 

 ͚WĞ͛ǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƵŶĚĞƌƉĞƌĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ ƌĞĂůůǇ͕ ĨƌŽm the amount we potentially thought we might be 

ĂďůĞ ƚŽ ƐĞĞ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚƐ ǁĞ͛ƌĞ ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ ƐĞĞŝŶŐ ͙ ŝĨ ǇŽƵ ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ ƚĂůŬ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ GP͛Ɛ ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ 
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ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ ƐĂǇŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŚŽƌƚ ŽĨ ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ ƐƵŝƚĂďůĞ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ͛ƌĞ 

minŽƌ ŝŶũƵƌŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ǁĞ͛ƌĞ ŶŽƚ ƚƌĂŝŶĞĚ ŝŶ ŵŝŶŽƌ ŝŶũƵƌŝĞƐ͛͘ ;CŽŶsultant) 

It was suggested that ED and GP teams should work together to develop clearer referral strategies. 

͚WĞ Ăůů ũƵƐƚ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ Ɛŝƚ ĚŽǁŶ ĂŶĚ ƐĂǇ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ǁŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ǁŝůů ĂŶĚ ǁŽŶ͛ƚ ƐĞĞ͛͘ ;CŽŶsultant) 

 

Sustainability 

 

PƌŽďůĞŵƐ ǁĞƌĞ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ƌĞĐƌƵŝƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ GP͛Ɛ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚ GP ŵŽĚĞů͘ AƐ Ă ƌĞƐƵůƚ ƚŚŝƐ 

service was often provided on an ad hoc basis, with many shifts being left unfilled. The contrasting 

patient case workload between EDs and primary care were cited as part of the problem with 

recruiting GPs. For example, GP͛Ɛ ƐĂǁ ŵŽƌĞ ĂĐƵƚĞ ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŽ ŝŶ ŐĞŶĞƌĂů ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ and this 

contributed to reluctance to work in the ED environment. .  

͚I ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇ ŬŶŽǁ Ϯ Žƌ ϯ ŽĨ ƚŚŽƐĞ ǁŚŽ͛ǀĞ ƐƚŽƉƉĞĚ ĚŽŝŶŐ ŝƚ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ĨĞůƚ ƚŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ ďĞŝŶŐ 

ƉƵƐŚĞĚ ƚŽŽ ĨĂƌ ŝŶƚŽ ǁŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ŚŽƐƉŝƚĂů ŵĞĚŝĐŝŶĞ ͙ ĚĞĂůŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞĚ ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚƐ ͙ ƐĞǀĞƌĞ 

pneumonias and that sort of patients who were very very poorly, more poorlǇ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇ ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ 

ƵƐĞĚ ƚŽ ĂŶǇǁĂǇ͕ ďĞŝŶŐ ǇĞĂƌƐ ĂŶĚ ǇĞĂƌƐ ŽĨ Ă GP͛͘ ;GPͿ 

There appears to be particular characteristics of GPs who would be willing to work within the ED and 

this is associated with the amount of previous experience they have with ED patients. One ED 

consultant said it would be hard to sustain such a model in the future because of the shortage of GPs 

who would be suitable for this working environment.  

 ͚BĞĐĂƵƐĞ ǇŽƵ͛ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƉƌŽĂĐƚŝǀĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ͕ ŝĨ ǇŽƵ ĞǆƉĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞ ƚŽ ǁŽƌŬ ŝŶ Ă ĐĞƌtain 

ǁĂǇ͕ ǇŽƵ͛ƌĞ ŶŽƚ ĂůǁĂǇƐ ŐŽŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚŽƐĞ ƐĂŵĞ ƉƌŽĂĐƚŝǀĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ͛͘ ;CŽnsultant) 

It was suggested when designing a service; efforts should be put into creating an environment in 

ǁŚŝĐŚ GP͛Ɛ ǁŽƵůĚ ĨĞĞů ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ͘ 

 ͚I ůŝŬĞ ƚŽ ƚŚŝŶŬ ŽĨ ĚĞƐŝŐning a service and looking at the set-ƵƉ ͙ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƌŝŐŚƚ ƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ 

ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĚĞƐŝŐŶ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ƐŽ ͙ GPƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŶŽƌŵĂůůǇ ǁŽƌŬ ŝŶ Ă ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ ƐĞƚ-up an 

ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ Ă GP ǁŽƵůĚ ĨĞĞů ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ŝŶ ͙ ŝŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĞŶũŽǇŝŶŐ ǁŽƌking in 

ƚŚĞ ǁĂǇ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ŶŽƌŵĂůůǇ ǁŽƌŬ͕ ŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇ͘ SŽ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ ĂŶ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ƚŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ƐƵŝƚĂďůĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞŶ 
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ŬŶŽǁŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞƌĞ͛Ɛ Ă ƚǁŽ ǁĂǇ ƉŽŝŶƚ ŽĨ ƌĞĨĞƌƌĂů ͬ ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƐƐŝƐƚƐ ƚŚĞŵ ŝŶ ƚŚĂƚ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ I 

ƚŚŝŶŬ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ǀŝƚĂů͛͘ ;CŽŶsultant) 

 

DISCUSSION 

In this study, three types of primary care services co-located with EDs were identified across Y&H. 

Two models: ͚primary care services embedded within the ED͛ and ͚co-located urgent care centre͛ 

were within the early stages of set-up and often only available to patients intermittently. The third 

model ͚GP out-of-hours͛ ǁĂƐ more established but there was no free flow of patients from the ED to 

these services. 

Through interviews with ED and primary care staff we identified issues which are important to 

consider for the success and sustainability of co-located primary care services. These are: clear 

arrangements between ED and primary care services, particularly to support the triage and referral 

of appropriate patients between services; ED and primary care services, while requiring integrated 

working to achieve effectiveness, need to remain sufficiently distinct to allow GPs to utilise their 

skills appropriately. The ability of GPs to work as GPs within the hospital environment is also likely to 

be key to the recruitment of GPs and the sustainability of these services in the future.  

This study has demonstrated the variability in the design of primary care services co-located with 

EDs within one UK region. This has also been highlighted in a number of other studies.[1,13] The  

service models we found correspond to those previously identified.[1,14] Other models identified in 

previous work are a Primary Care Front End Screening (where primary-care practitioners triage non-

emergency patients at the front door, either in person or telephone) and an integrated model 

(where care is provided jointly between ED staff and primary care clinicians for all patients who 

choose to attend the hospital).[14] 

In our study, some GPs working within EDs reported that the demands of the ED meant they were 

required to act as emergency medicine doctors. This has  been highlighted in a previous report which 

found that in around half of co-located primary care services , GPs were expected to see a wider 

range (and often more complex and sicker) of patients than would be seen in General Practice. They 

were also asked to take on extra responsibilities such as interpreting x-rays without receiving extra 

training.[14] 

Problems regarding triaging appropriate patients to primary care services in our study have been 

identified previously.[15-17] Dale et al,[15] found that  10% of patients streamed to the primary care 
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stream were subsequently referred to on-call specialist teams and a further 9% were referred to the 

fracture clinic or  ED for follow-up. 

Our study was a small scoping study limited to one English region. Given the large area this covers 

with geographic and ethnic diversity, we are confident the experiences of service configuration in 

this region are representative of that throughout England. The qualitative interviews were 

conducted on a small sample of NHS stakeholders, which impacts on the generalisability of these 

findings. However, the study interviewers (which included an expert in the field - SR) agreed that 

saturation of themes had been satisfactorily achieved which is evidence that the salient issues were 

identified with regards to the set-up and management of co-located primary care services.  

Conclusion  

A key consideration when setting up co-located primary care services is that GPs should remain 

sufficiently distinct to ensure their skills are utilised appropriately, therefore adding value to the 

existing skill mix of ED staff. Effective triaging arrangements should also be established to ensure 

appropriate patients are referred to GPs. These factors are likely to be key to the recruitment and 

retention of GPs working in hospital environments. Further research is required to identify the full 

range of models nationally and to carry out a rigorous assessment of their impact on patients, staff, 

ED performance and the wider emergency and urgent care system. 
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