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Patient Experiences of Access to Remote GP Consultations in the UK: A Scoping Review

Topic, review question and objectives
This scoping review asks: “What barriers and facilitators to accessing remote GP consultations are reported by adult patients in the UK?” It will bring together patient experiences, compare consultation types and patient groups, and identify evidence gaps to inform more inclusive practice.
Background and rationale
Telephone, video and online consultations allow patients to receive care without attending a surgery. Their use expanded rapidly during COVID-19, making patients’ experiences of these services an important consideration for UK general practice (de Visser et al., 2024). PMC
Although convenience is a potential benefit, it does not necessarily mean that everyone can access care equally. De Visser et al. (2024) identified difficulties with technology, communication and privacy alongside positive experiences. Verity and Tzortziou Brown (2023) similarly reported time-saving benefits, but highlighted language barriers and digital exclusion among socially excluded patients. Humphrey et al. (2025) extends this discussion by showing how unpredictable call times made arranging privacy difficult for marginalised patients. These studies suggest that improving access requires attention to patients’ circumstances as well as the technology provided.
However, de Visser et al. (2024) conducted interviews online in English, which may have overlooked people facing substantial digital or language barriers. The review will therefore consider whose experiences are represented when interpreting the evidence.
Methods
JBI guidance supports planning a transparent scoping review by setting out the question, eligibility criteria and methods in advance (Peters et al., 2022). Its Population Concept Context framework will define the focus: adults, barriers and facilitators, and UK general practice. PubMed
PubMed and CINAHL will be searched using subject headings and keywords covering remote consultations, patient experiences, access and UK settings. Search strategies and dates will be recorded. Eligible studies will be peer reviewed, published in English within five years preceding the search, and report qualitative findings about adult patients in UK general practice.
Duplicates will be removed before screening titles, abstracts and full texts. Editorials, policy documents and clinician-only studies will be excluded, with reasons recorded. Five studies will be selected using predefined criteria prioritising relevant patient accounts and varied populations and consultation types.
Following Pollock et al. (2023), a piloted table will organise study details and findings. Descriptive thematic analysis will compare similar and contrasting experiences, considering recruitment methods, study dates and settings. Limited coverage, English-language restrictions and single-reviewer screening will be acknowledged.
Ethical considerations
Only published findings will be used, without accessing identifiable patient records. University ethics requirements will be checked. Accurate referencing and fair representation of participants’ accounts will support research integrity, while recording decisions and reflecting on assumptions will help reduce selective interpretation.
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