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[bookmark: _Toc241498087]Review Question
How is diagnostic uncertainty managed through safety-netting in NHS remote primary care consultations, and what patient-safety concerns are reported in UK evidence?
[bookmark: _Toc241498088]Aim
The study aims to document UK evidence to demonstrate the management of diagnostic uncertainty and safety-netting in NHS remote primary care consultations.
[bookmark: _Toc241498089]Objectives
· To determine reported strategies for safety-netting where a diagnosis is not certain during a remote consultation.
· To identify patient-safety concerns associated with insufficient safety-netting and diagnostic uncertainty.
· To explore implications for safer remote consultations in NHS primary care.
[bookmark: _Toc241498090]Rationale
When conducting a remote consultation, physical examination may be limited, and clinical decisions could be more difficult (Khanji et al., 2023). Limited clinical assessment and insufficient safety-netting are amongst different factors associated with missed or delayed diagnosis in UK primary care identified by Payne et al. (2024). Russell et al. (2024) also investigated primary care physician communication and management of diagnostic uncertainty within a UK study. This mapping of evidence can support health professionals' decision-making for follow-up, escalation, and safer remote care.
[bookmark: _Toc241498091]Methods
A scoping review will be conducted, in accordance with the Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) guidelines (Pollock et al., 2026), and will be reported using the PRISMA-ScR (Tricco et al., 2018). A pragmatic research philosophy will support numerical evidence mapping and qualitative analysis, with an overall focus on a primarily inductive approach to describe patterns in the literature. The methodological approach will involve descriptive quantitative summaries and content analysis (Tricco et al., 2016). Primary and secondary studies published in the PubMed/MEDLINE and Scopus databases from 2020 to 2026 will be searched for peer-reviewed studies. Titles, abstracts and full texts will then be subjected to a screening based on pre-established eligibility criteria after the deduplication process. Data will be charted on a structured spreadsheet to document study characteristics, consultation types, safety-netting approaches and reported safety concerns. Data analysis will include (1) frequencies of study designs, type of consultation, and safety concerns raised; (2) coding safety/situation findings into categories of consultation, such as giving follow-up advice, instructing escalation and missed opportunities for safety-netting; and (3) comparing categories across studies looking for common themes and gaps in evidence. Results will be discussed in the form of tables and a descriptive story. Formal quality appraisal will not be conducted as this is not an objective of the review to evaluate quality of studies or effects of interventions.
[bookmark: _Toc241498092]Ethical Considerations
This review is based on published literature and no recruitment or identifiable patient information is accessed; therefore, there is no need for formal approval, subject to university requirements. Exact referencing, appropriate screening and fair reporting will maintain research integrity.
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