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Abstract

Background: Mobile health (mHealth) technology has the potential to support the Chronic Care Model’s vision of closed
feedback loops and patient-clinician partnerships.

Objective: This study aims to evaluate the feasibility, acceptability, and short-term impact of an electronic health record–linked
mHealth platform (Orchestra) supporting patient and clinician collaboration through real-time, bidirectional data sharing.

Methods: We conducted a 6-month prospective, pre-post, proof-of-concept study of Orchestra among patients and parents in
the Cincinnati Children’s Hospital inflammatory bowel disease (IBD) and cystic fibrosis (CF) clinics. Participants and clinicians
used Orchestra during and between visits to complete and view patient-reported outcome (PRO) measures and previsit plans.
Surveys completed at baseline and at 3- and 6-month follow-up visits plus data from the platform were used to assess outcomes
including PRO completion rates, weekly platform use, disease self-efficacy, and impact on care. Analyses included descriptive
statistics; pre-post comparisons; Pearson correlations; and, if applicable, effect sizes.

Results: We enrolled 92 participants (CF: n=52 and IBD: n=40), and 73% (67/92) completed the study. Average PRO completion
was 61%, and average weekly platform use was 80%. Participants reported improvement in self-efficacy from baseline to 6
months (7.90 to 8.44; P=.006). At 6 months, most participants reported that the platform was useful (36/40, 90%) and had a
positive impact on their care, including improved visit quality (33/40, 83%), visit collaboration (35/40, 88%), and visit preparation
(31/40, 78%). PRO completion was positively associated with multiple indicators of care impact at 3 and 6 months.
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Conclusions: Use of an mHealth tool to support closed feedback loops through real-time data sharing and patient-clinician
collaboration is feasible and shows indications of acceptability and promise as a strategy for improving pediatric chronic illness
management.

(JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2020;8(11):e11968) doi: 10.2196/11968
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Introduction

Background
Optimal management of pediatric chronic illness requires a
different type of health care system [1,2]. Current models of
care organized around treating acute, episodic conditions no
longer meet the needs of the growing number of children with
chronic health problems [3,4]. Although, organizationally, care
is focused around the clinic visit, more than 99% of patients’
lives are spent outside of this context. The Chronic Care Model
positions informed, activated patients and prepared, proactive
clinicians as foundational to improved health outcomes.
However, it is difficult for most clinicians to be informed about
what happens outside of the clinic. In turn, most patients have
neither easy, understandable access to their own clinical data
nor systematic ways to reliably measure and communicate
changes in daily functioning. This is a missed opportunity for
optimizing health care. Failing to connect what happens
day-to-day with clinical decision-making leads to reactive
instead of proactive care based on hazy memories, missing
information, and subjective impressions of how things have
been going.

Mobile health (mHealth) technology offers the opportunity to
address these gaps by expanding care beyond the boundaries
of time-limited, infrequent clinical encounters to support data
sharing, communication, and collaborative decision-making
between patients and clinicians [5-9]. This potential has
encouraged considerable attention from the health care and
technology industries; however, we have yet to see mHealth
have a transformative effect on chronic care delivery systems
or outcomes. Although the number of digital health apps, portals,
and dashboards is rapidly increasing, evidence of their impact
has been mixed and modest [10]. Some studies have
demonstrated that mHealth supports improved engagement and
adherence. For example, text messaging interventions have
boosted attendance at pediatric HIV appointments [11] and have
increased adherence in pediatric asthma [12], type 1 diabetes
[13], and cardiac care [14]. Electronic health portals that track
patients’symptoms and provide decision support have decreased
clinic visits and school absences in pediatric ulcerative colitis
[15] and decreased flares and missed parental work in pediatric
asthma [16]. Yet, there are countless other examples of mHealth
technologies that fail to improve self-management behaviors
or clinical outcomes [9,10,16-21]. In fact, a comprehensive
review of mHealth technology for chronic disease management
found that just over half impacted adherence behavior and only
39% impacted clinical outcomes [10]. In addition, studies show
that about half of the individuals that download health apps stop
using them, most soon after initial use [22,23].

Both technological design elements and clinical care integration
likely contribute to an mHealth tool’s success or failure [24].
Tools that only enable tracking and display of user data may
build awareness but are likely insufficient to engage individuals
in health behavior change [24-26] and surmount the burden of
data entry [22]. Rather, mHealth tools that support the Chronic
Care Model’s vision of closed feedback loops and
patient-clinician partnership, through making data relevant,
understandable, and actionable and by facilitating collaboration,
are more likely to be adopted and retained [26,27]. Beyond the
technology itself, purposeful integration with clinical care, so
that both patients and clinicians understand the why and how
of incorporating mHealth tools, is paramount to achieving
impact [10,26,28].

Objectives
The purpose of this study is to test the feasibility, acceptability,
and short-term impact of using an mHealth tool to facilitate the
Chronic Care Model’s vision of closed feedback loops and
patient-clinician partnerships. As there was no available
commercial platform that reliably enabled the functionality
needed to support the Chronic Care Model’s approach to
continuous care, we developed an mHealth tool with patient
and clinician end users to support pediatric chronic care during
and between clinical encounters. The Orchestra platform [29]
was designed to enable proactive and collaborative chronic care
through (a) real-time sharing and visualization of clinical and
patient-generated (ie, patient-reported outcome, PRO) data, (b)
automated symptom surveillance with actionable alerts to signal
changes in patient status based on patient-generated data, and
(c) collaborative previsit planning. As a first step, this
prospective, preliminary pre-post study tested Orchestra in 2
pediatric chronic diseases (cystic fibrosis [CF] and inflammatory
bowel disease [IBD]). We hypothesized that parents, patients,
and clinicians would find Orchestra feasible and acceptable
and that we would see signals of clinically meaningful impact.

Methods

Setting and Patient Population
This study was conducted within the IBD and CF clinics at
Cincinnati Children’s Hospital (CCH; Ohio, United States) and
was approved by the CCH Institutional Review Board
(#2014-0975). We conducted the work at CCH because of our
existing relationships with clinics that had an interest and ability
to partner with us in this proof-of-concept study. We used a
convenience sample of patients and parents from the CCH CF
and IBD clinics. The CF and IBD clinics were chosen to ensure
that our study included conditions that varied in disease course,
management, and time demands associated with daily care.
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Eligible participants were patients with IBD or CF aged between
14 and 21 years and/or a parent or legal guardian of patients
aged between 0 and 21 years. If a patient was less than 14 years
old, only their parent was enrolled in the study and used the
Orchestra app. If a patient was older than 14 years, the family
decided if only the patient, only the parent, or both would enroll
and use the Orchestra app. Participants were English speaking
or reading and had a smartphone (iOS or Android) with a mobile
data plan and/or internet connectivity.

Study Design and Protocol
This was a preliminary, prospective pre-post, proof-of-concept
study. Recruitment began in May 2015 and continued for 1 year.
Follow-up data collection was completed in fall 2016. Eligible
participants were identified via clinic rosters and were contacted
by research staff, who were not part of the clinical team, before
or at a clinic visit. Interested participants watched a 3-min video
[30] describing Orchestra while waiting for their visit and then
discussed with their clinicians how they might use Orchestra
as part of their care. Following the visit, participants met with
staff to sign the informed consent form, download the Orchestra
mobile app, and customize settings. Participants were enrolled
for 6 months.

Orchestra Technology Platform
The Orchestra technology platform [29] was developed with
clinicians, patients, and parents via a user-centered, agile design

process. The platform included a patient- or parent-facing mobile
app and a linked clinician-facing web-based dashboard. Patient
or parent functionality included the following (Figure 1):

• Library of PRO measures [31,32] that could be selected for
symptom and general health tracking based on patient goals
and customized for daily or weekly completion. There were
35 predetermined measures available for IBD (eg,
abdominal pain frequency, stool consistency, and fatigue)
and 28 available for CF (eg, energy level, cough severity,
and appetite). Participants could also create custom
symptoms with their clinician if needed (Multimedia
Appendix 1).

• Real-time visualization of PRO data.
• PRO data point annotation and journal entry features for

recording observations.
• Previsit health report showing disease-specific laboratory

data (ie, C-reactive protein and hematocrit) and health
metrics (ie, weight and pulmonary function tests) with
simple visualizations and text descriptions of results and
trends as well as personalized suggestions for topics to
discuss with clinicians.

• Previsit plan (PVP) completion to inform clinical teams
about patient symptoms, goals, and questions before a clinic
visit.

Figure 1. “Orchestra” participant mobile app example screens. PRO: patient-reported outcome; PVP: previsit plan.

The clinician-facing web-based dashboard was accessed via
Epic (Epic Systems Corporation), the electronic medical record,
using a customized configuration that enabled one-click, single
sign-on authentication. Clinical users included physicians and
nurses in IBD and physicians, nurses, dietitians, a social worker,
a respiratory therapist, and a psychologist in CF. The clinician
dashboard enabled the following (Figure 2):

• Real-time visualization of PRO data and review of PVPs.

• Addition of notes to a patient’s account visible by the
patient or parent and other clinical staff.

• Notification if a patient’s symptoms met prespecified
criteria based on PRO data. Alert triggers were customizable
and based on meeting a threshold value and/or meeting
standard statistical process control criteria of 8 data points
above or below the median after a 20-data point baseline
was established [33]. If alerts were triggered, clinicians
were notified via the Orchestra dashboard and email.
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Figure 2. “Orchestra” clinician dashboard example screens. PRO: patient-reported outcome; PVP: previsit plan.

Orchestra Intervention
Use of the Orchestra technology platform was accompanied by
a delivery system intervention to integrate the technology into
clinical workflows and patients’ lives, personalize goals for use,
and establish accountability for system use between participants
and clinicians. All clinicians who cared for patients, including
physicians, nurses, dietitians, a respiratory therapist, a social
worker, and a psychologist, received training on the use of
Orchestra [29]. Participants and clinicians used shared
decision-making during the baseline clinic visit to discuss their
preferences and goals for Orchestra use, select which PROs to
complete and at what frequency, and decide who (patient and/or
parent) would use the tool. Clinicians discussed health concerns
and goals with patients (eg, reducing symptoms, reducing
medications, and preventing exacerbations) and identified
whether using Orchestra would help achieve these goals. The
clinician and family then reviewed the PRO and symptom
measures available in Orchestra and determined which measures
were most relevant to addressing the identified goals. They also
established a social contract to set expectations regarding
between-visit data completion (by participant), review (by
clinician), and communication (participant-clinician). Clinicians
chose whether to set data alerts and customized trigger points
based on the PROs selected and patient needs.

To reinforce the use of Orchestra by demonstrating that data
collected between visits were reviewed, a designated clinical
team member was asked to review the data entered into the
Orchestra platform each week and within 1 day of receiving a
data alert. In addition, clinicians were asked to review PVP and
PRO data before all clinic visits. At visits, clinicians were
encouraged, at least, to verbally acknowledge reviewing the
data and ideally to use the data for discussion and decision
making.

Data Collection
Participants completed study assessments at baseline and 3- and
6-month follow-up visits during regularly scheduled clinic
appointments. As this tool was designed to be used as part of
clinical care, if a patient did not have a clinic appointment within

±1 month of a follow-up time point, the assessment was not
completed. Participants were still included in the study if they
did not have an appropriately timed follow-up visit, but that
specific assessment was considered missing.

Health status indicators, including the Physician Global
Assessment (PGA) Score (IBD) and forced expiratory volume
in 1 second (FEV1) percent predicted (CF), were collected from
the electronic health record to understand the baseline health
of participants. The PGA score is an indicator of disease severity
that is rated at each clinic visit by the physician and is based on
symptoms, clinical exam, and laboratory measures [34]. PGA
is used to classify disease as in remission, mild, moderate, or
severe. FEV1 is calculated as part of pulmonary function testing
and is an established marker of disease progression in CF [35].
The lower the FEV1 percent predicted, the more severe the lung
disease.

Clinicians and research staff reported on baseline technology
discussion and set-up time via a paper and pencil measure
completed immediately following the patient visit. In addition,
the patient’s physician and, if applicable, a second clinical team
member involved in using Orchestra completed surveys after
each visit regarding their assessment of the patient and parent’s
engagement in the visit and their experience using Orchestra.
However, due to an inability to obtain responses in a timely
manner from clinicians, the data were not analyzed.

Outcomes
The feasibility of implementing and supporting Orchestra in
care was assessed by measuring the percentage of eligible
patients with access to a smartphone with data plan or internet
connectivity, minutes spent discussing Orchestra (self-reported
by the clinician at baseline), minutes spent enrolling and setting
up the Orchestra app (self-reported by research staff), and
participants’ report of whether Orchestra was used during
follow-up visits. One facet of acceptability was assessed by
measuring usage of the app including PRO completion (ie,
percentage of PROs a participant answered), weekly engagement
with the mobile app (ie, percentage of weeks a participant input
data at least once), and PVP completion (percentage of PVPs
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that were submitted in the app). We examined the short-term
impact of Orchestra on disease self-efficacy, visit engagement,
and care impact, including perceived care quality,
patient-clinician collaboration, visit preparation, disease insight,
treatment plan quality, and perceived usefulness. As we did not
expect health outcomes to change over the 6-month study period,
we focused on measures of short-term meaningful clinical
impact that reflected participants’ perceptions of their ability
to manage their illness (efficacy) as well as their perceptions of
their clinic visit and interaction with their clinicians. Disease
self-efficacy was measured using the validated Self-Efficacy
for Managing Chronic Disease 6-Item Questionnaire [36,37].
Each item uses a 1 (not at all confident) to 10 (totally confident)
scale, and a mean of all items is calculated. Visit engagement
was measured using an 8-item survey examining visit
preparation, knowledge, and involvement given at baseline and
at the 3- and 6-month follow-up (Multimedia Appendix 2). As
one item assessed the use of tracked data at clinic visits, it was
assessed only at 3 and 6 months and was not included in the
analysis. At 3 and 6 months only, participants completed a
20-item care impact survey that measured the impact of
Orchestra on care quality (4 items), patient-clinician
collaboration (2 items), visit preparation (6 items), disease
insight (3 items), treatment plan quality (3 items), and perceived
usefulness (2 items; Multimedia Appendix 2). Both the visit
engagement and care impact surveys were developed
theoretically by a team of experts for this study, used a 6-point
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree),
and were tested in a convenience sample for understandability.
The 3- and 6-month surveys also included a single question
measuring overall satisfaction: “How likely are you to
recommend Orchestra to other parents/patients like you?”, which
respondents answered on a 10-point scale from 10 (very likely)
to 1 (not at all likely). Impact on the treatment plan was
measured by chart review examining the percentage of data
alerts that led to documented clinical action including phone
calls, emails, or messages to check status; expedited clinic
appointments or laboratory tests; referrals; or treatment changes.

Statistical Analyses
Descriptive statistics, including means and ranges for continuous
variables and percentages for categorical variables, were used
to describe the study population, feasibility, acceptability,
satisfaction, and perceived impact. A mean score of 4 or higher
on the visit engagement survey and care impact survey subscales

was defined as an indicator of engagement in the visit and
improvement in care experience, respectively. t tests were used
to assess the impact of condition (CF or IBD), person using
Orchestra (parent or patient), and baseline health status in CF
(FEV1: ≥70% predicted or <70% predicted) on PRO completion.
Cohen d measured the effect size. Univariate analysis of
variance tests was used to evaluate differences in acceptability
measures across study clinicians and across IBD baseline health
status (PGA: continuous remission, remission, mild, and
moderate). Paired t tests examined the impact on disease
self-efficacy and visit engagement from baseline to 6-month
follow-up. Pearson correlation coefficients examined the
relationships between PRO completion and perceived impact
on care. Analyses were conducted using the Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences v23 (SPSS, IBM Corp).

We aimed to enroll 100 participants. Our target was based on
knowledge of the eligible population in each clinic, frequency
of clinic visits, available research resources, and a desire to
complete the study while the technology remained current. As
efficacy was not the primary endpoint, we did not perform an
a priori power calculation.

Results

Overview
Of the 127 families approached, 88 (69.2%) agreed to
participate. A total of 92 participants (CF: n=52 and IBD: n=40)
from 88 families enrolled in the study (Figure 3). In 38 families
(38/88, 43%), an adolescent patient participated; in 46 families
(46/88, 52%), a parent participated; and in 4 families (4/88;
5%), both participated. At 3 months, 71 of the original 92
participants (77%) remained in the study; at 6 months, 67 of
the original 92 participants (73%) remained (Figure 3). The
6-month retention rate was higher among IBD clinic participants
(32/40, 80%) than among CF clinic participants (35/52, 67%).
Eight different attending physicians had participants enrolled
on the platform, 2 from IBD and 6 from CF. This included all
attending physicians in the CF clinic and the physicians who
most frequently saw patients with IBD in the gastroenterology
clinic. Table 1 describes the demographic and health status
characteristics of the participants. Characteristics of the
participants mirrored the general demographics of the clinic
populations. Participants selected an average of 4.96 PROs
(range: 1-13) to track in the app.
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Figure 3. Participant flow diagram. Of the 127 eligible families, 88 were enrolled (92 participants). At 3 months, 77% (71/92) of participants remained
in the study and 66% (47/71) completed the 3-month follow-up within the specified study time window. At 6 months, 74% (67/92) of the participants
remained in the study and 63% (42/67) completed the 6-month follow-up within the specified study time window.
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Table 1. Baseline demographic and health status characteristics of the patients for each enrolled family.

Full sample (N=88)Inflammatory bowel disease (n=37)Cystic fibrosis (n=51)Patient characteristics

12.72 (5.82)15.70 (4.02)10.55 (6.01)Patient age (years), mean (SD)

8 (9)1 (3)7 (14)0-2, n (%)

33 (38)9 (24)24 (47)3-12, n (%)

47 (53)27 (73)20 (39)12-21, n (%)

Patient gender, n (%)

46 (52)22 (60)24 (47)Female

42 (48)15 (40)27 (53)Male

Patient race, n (%)

84 (96)35 (95)49 (96)White

2 (2)2 (5)0 (0)Black or African American

2 (2)0 (0)2 (4)Other

Disease indicators, mean (SD)

—c—c96.89 (19.69)Mean forced expiratory volume in 1 second percent predict-

eda,b (cystic fibrosis only, n=38)

—d—dDisease type (inflammatory bowel disease only) • Crohn: 29 (78%)
• Ulcerative Colitis: 8 (22%)

—d—dPhysicians global assessment score (inflammatory bowel
disease only)

• Continuous Remission: 10
(27%)

• Remission: 14 (38%)
• Mild: 11 (30%)
• Moderate: 2 (5%)

Family income (US $), n (%)

7 (8)3 (8)4 (8)<25,000

13 (15)1 (2)12 (24)25,000 to 49,999

13 (15)5 (14)8 (15)50,000 to 74,999

16 (18)7 (19)9 (18)75,000 to 99,999

29 (33)14 (38)15 (29)≥100,000

10 (11)7 (19)3 (6)Unknown

aScores ranged between 48 and 127.
bNot all participants were old enough to reliably complete pulmonary function testing.
cMeasure not applicable for patients with inflammatory bowel disease.
dMeasure not applicable for patients with cystic fibrosis.

Feasibility
Access to technology was not a significant barrier to
participation. Of the families approached, 119 of 127 (94%)
had regular access to an eligible device and internet connectivity.
Most participant-clinician conversations about Orchestra (40/83,
48%) required 5-10 min, with 34% (28/83) taking <5 min and
18% (15/83) requiring >10 min. Orchestra enrollment and app
installation took 14 min on average (SD 7; 95% CI 13-16),
ranging between 2 and 43 min (data available for n=84 families).
Longer set-up times were related to technical issues or need for
more thorough instruction. It was feasible to incorporate
Orchestra into follow-up clinic visits—participants reported
discussing Orchestra in 83% (34/41) of visits at 3 months and
in 71% (29/41) of visits at 6 months.

Acceptability
Among those who used the PRO feature (n=80), 19,954 PROs
were completed. The average PRO completion rate by
participants was 61% (range: 6%-100%; 95% CI 55-68). There
was no difference in mean PRO completion rates between CF
(n=47, 58%; 95% CI 50-67) and IBD (n=33, 66%; 95% CI
58-75; P=.19). Parents (n=41) had significantly higher rates of
PRO completion (67%; 95% CI 59-76) than patients (n=39;
55%; 95% CI 46-64; P=04; Cohen d=0.46). Participant PRO
completion rates varied significantly across different physicians
(n=8), ranging between 38% and 77% (P=.02; partial eta
squared=0.20). PRO completion was not related to baseline
health status in CF (FEV1 percent predicted) or IBD (PGA
score), data not shown.
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Average weekly engagement, a measure of app stickiness that
indicates the participants’ willingness to return to the app, was
80% (n=80; range: 21%-100%; 95% CI 75-85). No significant
differences in weekly engagement were observed between CF
(n=47; 80%; 95% CI 73-87) and IBD (n=33; 80%; 95% CI
72-88; P=.99) or based on participants’physicians (n=8; P=.06).
Parents (n=41) had a higher rate of weekly engagement (87%;
95% CI 81-92) compared with patients (n=39; 73%; 95% CI
65-81; P=.005; Cohen d=0.64). Patients with IBD in continuous
remission for ≥1 year based on PGA (n=6) showed lower weekly
engagement (55%; 95% CI 28-83) than patients in current
remission for <1 year (n=13; 84%; 95% CI 71-96) or those rated
as having mild (n=12; 86%; 95% CI 75-98]) or moderate (n=2;
93%; 95% CI 2-184) disease activity (P=.02; partial eta
squared=0.28). No differences were found in the average weekly
engagement based on FEV1 status in CF (n=35).

Participants received three PVPs on average (range: 0-6) and
completed 49.4% (94/190). Most families who received a PVP
(56/76, 74%) completed the information at least once.

Short-Term Impact
Participants reported significant improvement in disease
self-efficacy from baseline (7.90, SD 1.63; 95% CI 7.70-8.34)
to the 6-month follow-up (n=40; 8.44, SD 1.34; 95% CI
8.01-8.87; P=.006; Cohen d=0.36). The majority of participants
reported feeling engaged in their clinic visit at baseline (87/92,
95%) and 6-month follow-up (38/40, 95%), and there was no
change in self-reported visit engagement scores from baseline
(5.13, SD 0.74; 95% CI 4.84-5.22) to 6-month follow-up (n=40;
5.29, SD 0.66; 95% CI 5.06-5.50; P=.12). Most participants
reported that incorporating Orchestra into care was useful and
had a positive impact on care quality, visit collaboration,
participant visit preparation, participant disease insight, and
treatment plan quality. Table 2 shows the percentage of
participants who responded that Orchestra improved their care
experience. Participants who used Orchestra more were more
likely to report greater perceived impact on care. As shown in
Table 3, the higher a participant’s PRO completion, the more
useful they found Orchestra and the more impact it had on
reports of care quality, visit collaboration, participant visit
preparation, and treatment plan quality at 3- and 6-month
follow-up visits.

Table 2. Percentage of Orchestra users reporting that the tool improved their care experience.

6-Month follow-up (n=40)b, n (%)3-Month follow-up (n=44)a, n (%)Impact on care experience

33 (83)40 (91)Improved care quality

35 (88)37 (84)Improved collaboration

31 (78)35 (80)Improved participant preparation for visit

29 (73)33 (75)Improved participant disease insight

32 (80)38 (86)Improved treatment plan

36 (90)40 (91)Perceived useful for visit

a44 out of 47 participants completed the care impact survey at the 3-month follow-up.
b40 out of 42 participants completed the care impact survey at the 6-month follow-up.

Table 3. Pearson correlation coefficients between patient-reported outcome completion rate and impact of Orchestra on care experience.

P value6-Month follow-up (n=39)bP value3-Month follow-up (n=43)aImpact on care experience

.040.33<.0010.52Improved care quality

.020.38.0090.39Improved collaboration

.040.34.0020.47Improved participant preparation for visit

.670.07.030.33Improved participant disease insight

.030.36<.0010.51Improved treatment plan

.180.22<.0010.51Perceived useful for visit

a44 out of 47 participants completed the care impact survey at the 3-month follow-up, and 43 out 47 participants received regular patient-reported
outcomes (n=1, used tool for previsit plan only).
b40 out of 42 participants completed the care impact survey at the 6-month follow-up, and 39 out of 42 participants received regular patient-reported
outcomes (n=1, used tool for previsit plan only).

Participants reported moderately high satisfaction (ie, likelihood
of recommending to others) with using Orchestra at the 3-month
(mean 8.16, SD 1.76; n=45) and 6-month follow-ups (mean
8.55, SD 2.05; n=40).

Clinicians set optional alerts for 49 of 92 (53%) participants. A
total of 192 alerts were triggered among 35 of the 49 (71%)
patients. On the basis of the clinician report and medical record
review, 39% (74/192) of alerts led to documented, actionable
clinician behavior. For example, in one case, the CF team was
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signaled about a change in mucous production and cough based
on Orchestra alerts. This prompted a phone call to the family
who had noted the symptoms but had not acted on them. The
clinical team was able to initiate early treatment (antibiotics
and increased airway clearance) and potentially avoid an
inpatient admission for pulmonary exacerbation. More than half
(65/111, 59%) of alerts in IBD led to action as compared with
only 11% (9/81) in CF.

Discussion

Principal Findings
We tested a technology platform and care delivery system
intervention designed to support the Chronic Care Model’s
vision of informed patients and prepared clinicians working in
partnership with closed feedback loops. This proof-of-concept
study suggests that the mHealth platform is feasible, acceptable,
and shows promise for clinically meaningful impact. The
average PRO completion rate by participants across the 6 months
of the study was 61%, and the average weekly platform use was
80%, suggesting reasonable acceptability. Participants reported
significant improvement in self-efficacy from baseline to 6
months. At 6 months, most participants reported that the
platform was useful and had a positive impact on their care,
including improved visit quality, visit collaboration, and visit
preparation. PRO completion rate was moderately associated
with participant-reported visit preparation, care quality,
treatment plan quality, collaboration, disease insight, and
usefulness at 3 months. All relationships, except disease insight
and usefulness, remained significant, although weaker, at 6
months.

The addition of shared mHealth technology into the process of
managing chronic disease enabled frequent, timely, and
problem-focused information and communication. We posit
that these types of real-time, bidirectional shared data potentiate
a fundamental shift in the interaction between clinician and
patient—a shift from clinician as the expert delivering care to
a relatively passive patient, to clinician and patient contributing
to shared work in which the expertise of both is needed. Our
findings are consistent with the small number of mHealth studies
specifically designed to facilitate patient-clinician collaboration
that also show early evidence of effectiveness [16,38] and, as
hypothesized, demonstrate that collaboration is associated with
sustained use [26]. For example, a pilot study compared pediatric
patients with asthma receiving standard care versus access to a
portal that included symptom tracking, sharing of concerns and
goals, and symptom threshold–based prompts [16]. In this study,
more than half of the parents completed >80% of monthly
surveys, and they reported improved communication, fewer
asthma flares, and less missed work compared with standard
care. Orchestra achieved similar rates of engagement (80%
average weekly engagement) and sustained use (almost 60% of
participants engaged for ≥24 weeks). Our work extends these
results by demonstrating high rates of use in two other chronic
pediatric diseases. We were also able to show that incorporating
processes to support patient-clinician collaboration and closed
feedback loops, including shared decision-making to establish
goals for technology use and reinforcement of PRO completion

through regular review and use of the data, is feasible to
implement in a busy clinical setting. The benefits of focusing
on mHealth users’ goals and their commitment to these goals
were also underscored in a longitudinal study of mHealth app
usage. This study showed that the key to successful use of
mHealth technology revolved around persisting at goals while
using the right system that fits users’ needs [23].

A key strength of our approach was that we focused not only
on user-centered technology but also on the processes to support
integration into workflow, closed feedback loops, and
patient-clinician collaboration. This attention to helping our end
users (ie, patients and clinicians) understand the value of
between-visit data and feel comfortable with using it was critical
to the tool’s acceptability and sustained use. Although mHealth
apps alone often function as sophisticated data collection and
delivery mechanisms, when well-integrated into care, they may
support patients and clinicians in moving beyond traditional
role expectations to learning to work together in new ways that
transform their interactions, health care, and outcomes [39,40].

Given that participants were delivered PROs to complete once
per day, the greater than 60% PRO completion rate seen in this
study means that participants recorded health data on average
about 4 days per week between clinic visits, resulting in a
significant amount (almost 20,000 completed PROs) of
previously untapped information that was available to inform
care. Although technology enables easy data collection, more
data are not always better, and it can easily overwhelm clinical
teams [9]. Giving clinicians the ability to set data alerts was
done as a way to help manage the volume of data in busy clinical
workflows by highlighting potentially actionable information.
Incorporating statistical process control methods to assist with
identifying meaningful changes from the patient’s unique
baseline was a novel approach. Although alerts were only set
for about half of the patients, almost 40% of the alerts that fired
led to documented action between clinic visits. Interestingly,
more alerts were acted upon in IBD versus CF. Several factors
may explain this finding, including more experience among our
IBD physicians in selecting and using daily PROs; the complex,
multisystem nature of CF; and the sensitivity of the alert
threshold chosen by the physicians. Additional work is needed
to understand how to balance sensitivity to detect meaningful
changes in patient status with the volume of alerts generated.
We speculate that the right balance will differ by condition and
by patient.

Our data suggested that participants who used Orchestra more
reported greater perceived impact on care. We found that the
higher a participant’s PRO completion rate, the more they
reported that Orchestra had a positive impact on care quality,
visit collaboration, participant visit preparation, and treatment
plan quality. We hypothesize that PROs, PVP data, real-time
visualizations, and alerts better enabled patients and clinicians
to work together between and during visits, leading to
improvements in short-term outcomes. Specifically, we posit
that by responding to daily or weekly PROs, participants had a
systematic way to learn, remember, and communicate with
clinicians between visits. In turn, the data potentiated clinicians
being more informed during clinical contacts and better able to
proactively address problems between visits. Another reason
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participants who completed more PROs may have reported
greater benefits relates to the potential for closed feedback loops
that reinforce platform use. Use of shared decision-making at
the onset may have increased the likelihood that the data
collected had relevance to both the clinician’s and participant’s
goals, creating greater potential for relevant, actionable data.
In turn, the potential for relevant, actionable data could have
increased the probability that participants entered it and that
clinicians reviewed it and talked about it at visits (reported in
83% of visits at 3 months and in 71% of visits at 6 months). As
clinicians used tracked data, we believe that participants’ efforts
were reinforced, leading to sustained data collection and more
actionable results. A stronger relationship between tool use and
care impact was found at 3 months as compared with 6 months.
We hypothesize that this may be related to the length of the
intervening time between the goal for tool use being discussed
and PROs selected and the subsequent clinic visit. Patients and
clinicians determined how and why the tool would be used at
baseline only. It may be that 6 months later, the data are less
valuable due to essential learning already occurring (perhaps at
a prior visit) and/or areas of concern changing. More frequent
recalibration between patients and clinicians (ie, every visit)
may be needed to sustain the relevance of mHealth tool use in
chronic care.

Our findings reveal several factors that may contribute to
improved engagement with mHealth technology. Involvement
of the clinical team in supporting participants’ platform use is
critical [26]. Differences in PRO completion rates across
physicians and a tendency for participants’ weekly engagement
to vary by physician is consistent with observations that
clinicians varied in skill at helping patients identify goals for
tool use and integrating Orchestra data into follow-up visits.
Understanding how to help clinicians maximize patients’
engagement and use of mHealth technology will be important
for future interventions. Not surprisingly, parents showed higher
levels of overall PRO completion and weekly app engagement
as compared with teens. However, teens completed over half
of the PROs they were sent. With realistic expectations for app
use, this type of mHealth technology could support adolescent
care transition. The finding that health status predicted weekly
engagement in IBD but not CF suggests that disease course may
lead to different patterns of app use. In IBD, participants in
continuous remission used the app less than those who were
not. Frequent PRO completion during periods of sustained
wellness is likely a low-value behavior. In CF, a condition with
periods of exacerbation but no remission, app use was not related
to health status, suggesting that PRO completion behavior may
be influenced by the interplay of disease course and current
functioning. Although these two conditions differ significantly
in required time for daily self-management, with CF typically
being more intensive, average app use across the diseases did
not differ, suggesting feasibility even in the context of high
disease self-management demands.

Limitations
This study had some limitations. Our evaluation of app use and
impact is based on participants’perspectives only. We attempted
to collect clinician data on tool use and impact following clinical
encounters but were unsuccessful in getting clinicians to

complete surveys in a timely manner. Rather than asking
physicians to complete the surveys immediately after the visit,
we allowed them to answer them later by email. In future work,
we will gather the data as soon as the physician leaves the clinic
room or consider obtaining clinicians’ perspectives via
qualitative interviews. As this study focused on proof of concept,
we did not include a contemporaneous control group, so it is
unclear how those receiving standard care felt about their visits
and ability to communicate with their providers in between
visits or whether self-efficacy would have gradually improved
over time even without the use of Orchestra. It is not possible
to rule out that either natural history led to the clinical impact
observed or that selection bias led to those who were most
interested in technology and collaboration choosing to
participate, stay in the study, and show benefit. By using limited
exclusion criteria, a pragmatic approach that utilized existing
clinic visits (rather than research study visits), and studying
more than one chronic disease, we attempted to lessen the impact
on these potential threats to validity. Although our participants
spanned the economic spectrum, one-third of the families
included in this study had incomes above US $100,000.
Although convenience sampling made sense in this early work,
in future studies, using sampling techniques to ensure
appropriate representation across the economic spectrum is
critical. It will also be important to ensure that this type of
technology and intervention does not increase health disparities.
Some measures were developed for this study because of the
lack of validated instruments to evaluate visit engagement and
the impact of the mHealth tool on care. These measures had
face validity and were tested for understandability, but we did
not conduct psychometric testing to examine factor structure,
reliability, or validity. As this was designed as a pragmatic
study, we only attempted to collect follow-up data from
participants if they had a clinical visit during the follow-up
window. As a result, we do not have the follow-up questionnaire
data on the full sample at either time point. For example, at 6
months, approximately two-third of the participants (42 of 67)
who remained in the study had a clinic visit. There could have
been systematic differences between participants who returned
to the clinic more and less often. However, given that the intent
of the study was as a proof of concept, identifying a tool that
may have had a meaningful impact for even a fraction of the
patients who used it is beneficial learning.

Lessons Learned
The lessons learned in this process are important for future work
on mHealth tools for chronic illness. First, the value of working
iteratively and in concert with patient and clinician end users
cannot be overstated. Through collaborative development, they
showed us their pain points and thus the necessary functionality
to sustain engagement. Second, the one-click, single sign-on
with the electronic medical record was critical for our clinicians
to sustain use. Although for a short time they were excited by
the novelty of a new platform, its use was not sustainable in
their workflow if it was not reachable from the electronic
medical record. Third, the automated data signals were critical
in facilitating clinician comfort with between-visit data
collection and thus having multiple patients on the platform.
Fourth, both clinicians and patients needed time to learn the
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value of between-visit data. Structuring workflow to encourage
using the data facilitated the learning and was key. Finally,
reliable and low-friction technology is necessary, but not
sufficient, to support engagement over time. Rather,
understanding patients’and clinicians’needs and goals and then
using technology to support achieving them is essential for
impacting health care and outcomes.

Conclusions
We have shown that the use of an mHealth technology designed
to facilitate the Chronic Care Model’s vision of closed feedback

loops and patient-clinician partnerships is feasible, acceptable,
and shows promise as a strategy for improving pediatric chronic
illness management. These encouraging early results reinforce
the potential of mHealth technology to support collaboration
and real-time data sharing. Although the start-up company that
developed Orchestra is no longer supporting the platform, this
proof-of-concept study identifies key components necessary in
any mHealth platform designed to support continuous data and
patient-clinician collaboration, important processes necessary
to include in clinician and patient workflows to facilitate
technology use, and lessons for future studies.

Acknowledgments
The authors acknowledge the contributions of all patient and family participants as well as the parent partner, nurses, respiratory
therapists, dietitians, social workers, psychologists, and physicians in the CCH IBD and CF clinics. The authors would also like
to thank Pamela Schoettker, MS, for her editorial assistance in preparing this manuscript. This study was funded in part by the
Robert Wood Johnson Foundation (72313) Enabling Uptake of a Registry-Supported Learning System in the United States. The
funder had no role in the design, methods, participant recruitment, data collection, analyses, or preparation of this manuscript.

Conflicts of Interest
Orchestra was developed via a joint effort between Vital Labs, Inc and CCH. IE, HK, PM, and LO were coinventors of Orchestra
and are entitled to proceeds from the successful commercialization of the technology; however, Vital Labs, Inc is no longer
pursuing the development of this intellectual property. Following study completion, HK, PM, and LO ended their research
relationship with Vital Labs, Inc. IE maintains an interest in Vital Labs. The other authors have not reported any financial
disclosures.

Multimedia Appendix 1
Library of patient-reported outcome measures for cystic fibrosis and inflammatory bowel disease.
[DOCX File , 29 KB-Multimedia Appendix 1]

Multimedia Appendix 2
Parent visit engagement and parent care impact surveys.
[DOCX File , 44 KB-Multimedia Appendix 2]

References

1. Seid M, Margolis PA, Opipari-Arrigan L. Engagement, peer production, and the learning healthcare system. JAMA Pediatr
2014 Mar;168(3):201-202 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1001/jamapediatrics.2013.5063] [Medline: 24446048]

2. Wagner EH, Austin BT, Von Korff M. Organizing care for patients with chronic illness. Milbank Q 1996;74(4):511-544.
[Medline: 8941260]

3. Margolis PA, Peterson LE, Seid M. Collaborative chronic care networks (C3Ns) to transform chronic illness care. Pediatrics
2013 Jun;131(Suppl 4):S219-S223 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1542/peds.2012-3786J] [Medline: 23729764]

4. Spiegel B. 2015 American journal of gastroenterology lecture: how digital health will transform gastroenterology. Am J
Gastroenterol 2016 May;111(5):624-630. [doi: 10.1038/ajg.2016.68] [Medline: 27045930]

5. Finkelstein J, Knight A, Marinopoulos S, Gibbons MC, Berger Z, Aboumatar H, et al. Enabling patient-centered care
through health information technology. Evid Rep Technol Assess (Full Rep) 2012 Jun(206):1-1531. [Medline: 24422882]

6. Free C, Phillips G, Watson L, Galli L, Felix L, Edwards P, et al. The effectiveness of mobile-health technologies to improve
health care service delivery processes: a systematic review and meta-analysis. PLoS Med 2013;10(1):e1001363 [FREE
Full text] [doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.1001363] [Medline: 23458994]

7. Kvedar J, Coye MJ, Everett W. Connected health: a review of technologies and strategies to improve patient care with
telemedicine and telehealth. Health Aff (Millwood) 2014 Feb;33(2):194-199. [doi: 10.1377/hlthaff.2013.0992] [Medline:
24493760]

8. L'Engle KL, Mangone ER, Parcesepe AM, Agarwal S, Ippoliti NB. Mobile Phone Interventions for Adolescent Sexual and
Reproductive Health: A Systematic Review. Pediatrics 2016 Sep;138(3):e20160884. [doi: 10.1542/peds.2016-0884]
[Medline: 27553221]

9. Steinhubl SR, Muse ED, Topol EJ. The emerging field of mobile health. Sci Transl Med 2015 Apr 15;7(283):283rv3 [FREE
Full text] [doi: 10.1126/scitranslmed.aaa3487] [Medline: 25877894]

JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2020 | vol. 8 | iss. 11 | e11968 | p. 11https://mhealth.jmir.org/2020/11/e11968
(page number not for citation purposes)

Opipari-Arrigan et alJMIR MHEALTH AND UHEALTH

XSL•FO
RenderX

https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=mhealth_v8i11e11968_app1.docx&filename=e8274729cc6865e3bf1f1cfd6b29e7c8.docx
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=mhealth_v8i11e11968_app1.docx&filename=e8274729cc6865e3bf1f1cfd6b29e7c8.docx
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=mhealth_v8i11e11968_app2.docx&filename=3bd5e27cee66904ded85846bc464a1a5.docx
https://jmir.org/api/download?alt_name=mhealth_v8i11e11968_app2.docx&filename=3bd5e27cee66904ded85846bc464a1a5.docx
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/24446048
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2013.5063
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24446048&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=8941260&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/23729764
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.2012-3786J
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23729764&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ajg.2016.68
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27045930&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24422882&dopt=Abstract
https://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1001363
https://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1001363
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1001363
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23458994&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2013.0992
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24493760&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.2016-0884
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27553221&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/25877894
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/25877894
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/scitranslmed.aaa3487
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25877894&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


10. Hamine S, Gerth-Guyette E, Faulx D, Green BB, Ginsburg AS. Impact of mHealth chronic disease management on treatment
adherence and patient outcomes: a systematic review. J Med Internet Res 2015 Feb 24;17(2):e52 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/jmir.3951] [Medline: 25803266]

11. Bigna JJ, Noubiap JJ, Kouanfack C, Plottel CS, Koulla-Shiro S. Effect of mobile phone reminders on follow-up medical
care of children exposed to or infected with HIV in Cameroon (MORE CARE): a multicentre, single-blind, factorial,
randomised controlled trial. Lancet Infect Dis 2014 Jul;14(7):600-608. [doi: 10.1016/S1473-3099(14)70741-8] [Medline:
24932893]

12. Strandbygaard U, Thomsen SF, Backer V. A daily SMS reminder increases adherence to asthma treatment: a three-month
follow-up study. Respir Med 2010 Feb;104(2):166-171 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.rmed.2009.10.003] [Medline:
19854632]

13. Franklin VL, Waller A, Pagliari C, Greene SA. A randomized controlled trial of Sweet Talk, a text-messaging system to
support young people with diabetes. Diabet Med 2006 Dec;23(12):1332-1338. [doi: 10.1111/j.1464-5491.2006.01989.x]
[Medline: 17116184]

14. Khonsari S, Subramanian P, Chinna K, Latif LA, Ling LW, Gholami O. Effect of a reminder system using an automated
short message service on medication adherence following acute coronary syndrome. Eur J Cardiovasc Nurs 2015
Apr;14(2):170-179. [doi: 10.1177/1474515114521910] [Medline: 24491349]

15. Carlsen K, Jakobsen C, Houen G, Kallemose T, Paerregaard A, Riis LB, et al. Self-managed ehealth disease monitoring
in children and adolescents with inflammatory bowel disease: a randomized controlled trial. Inflamm Bowel Dis 2017
Mar;23(3):357-365. [doi: 10.1097/MIB.0000000000001026] [Medline: 28221247]

16. Fiks AG, Mayne SL, Karavite DJ, Suh A, O'Hara R, Localio AR, et al. Parent-reported outcomes of a shared decision-making
portal in asthma: a practice-based RCT. Pediatrics 2015 Apr;135(4):e965-e973 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1542/peds.2014-3167] [Medline: 25755233]

17. Kew KM, Cates CJ. Home telemonitoring and remote feedback between clinic visits for asthma. Cochrane Database Syst
Rev 2016 Aug 3(8):CD011714 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1002/14651858.CD011714.pub2] [Medline: 27486836]

18. Collins F. How to fulfill the true promise of 'mHealth': mobile devices have the potential to become powerful medical tools.
Sci Am 2012 Jul;307(1):16. [doi: 10.1038/scientificamerican0712-16] [Medline: 22779258]

19. Kumar S, Nilsen WJ, Abernethy A, Atienza A, Patrick K, Pavel M, et al. Mobile health technology evaluation: the mHealth
evidence workshop. Am J Prev Med 2013 Aug;45(2):228-236 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.amepre.2013.03.017]
[Medline: 23867031]

20. Noah B, Keller MS, Mosadeghi S, Stein L, Johl S, Delshad S, et al. Impact of remote patient monitoring on clinical outcomes:
an updated meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials. NPJ Digit Med 2018;1:20172 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1038/s41746-017-0002-4] [Medline: 31304346]

21. Tomlinson M, Rotheram-Borus MJ, Swartz L, Tsai AC. Scaling up mHealth: where is the evidence? PLoS Med
2013;10(2):e1001382 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.1001382] [Medline: 23424286]

22. Krebs P, Duncan DT. Health app use among US mobile phone owners: a national survey. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2015
Nov 4;3(4):e101 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/mhealth.4924] [Medline: 26537656]

23. Vaghefi I, Tulu B. The continued use of mobile health apps: insights from a longitudinal study. JMIR Mhealth Uhealth
2019 Aug 29;7(8):e12983 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/12983] [Medline: 31469081]

24. Gee PM, Greenwood DA, Paterniti DA, Ward D, Miller LM. The ehealth enhanced chronic care model: a theory derivation
approach. J Med Internet Res 2015 Apr 1;17(4):e86 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.4067] [Medline: 25842005]

25. Jimison H, Gorman P, Woods S, Nygren P, Walker M, Norris S, et al. Barriers and drivers of health information technology
use for the elderly, chronically ill, and underserved. Evid Rep Technol Assess (Full Rep) 2008 Nov(175):1-1422. [Medline:
19408968]

26. Miyamoto SW, Henderson S, Young HM, Pande A, Han JJ. Tracking health data is not enough: a qualitative exploration
of the role of healthcare partnerships and mhealth technology to promote physical activity and to sustain behavior change.
JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2016 Jan 20;4(1):e5 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/mhealth.4814] [Medline: 26792225]

27. Chen J, Ou L, Hollis SJ. A systematic review of the impact of routine collection of patient reported outcome measures on
patients, providers and health organisations in an oncologic setting. BMC Health Serv Res 2013 Jun 11;13:211 [FREE Full
text] [doi: 10.1186/1472-6963-13-211] [Medline: 23758898]

28. Young H, Miyamoto S, Ward D, Dharmar M, Tang-Feldman Y, Berglund L. Sustained effects of a nurse coaching intervention
via telehealth to improve health behavior change in diabetes. Telemed J E Health 2014 Sep;20(9):828-834 [FREE Full text]
[doi: 10.1089/tmj.2013.0326] [Medline: 25061688]

29. Kaplan HC, Thakkar SN, Burns L, Chini B, Dykes DM, McPhail GL, et al. Protocol of a pilot study of technology-enabled
coproduction in pediatric chronic illness care. JMIR Res Protoc 2017 Apr 28;6(4):e71 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.2196/resprot.7074] [Medline: 28455274]

30. Orchestra Video. YouTube. URL: https://youtu.be/58pkHqLu6cI [accessed 2020-10-13]
31. Lai J, Stucky BD, Thissen D, Varni JW, DeWitt EM, Irwin DE, et al. Development and psychometric properties of the

PROMIS(®) pediatric fatigue item banks. Qual Life Res 2013 Nov;22(9):2417-2427 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1007/s11136-013-0357-1] [Medline: 23378106]

JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2020 | vol. 8 | iss. 11 | e11968 | p. 12https://mhealth.jmir.org/2020/11/e11968
(page number not for citation purposes)

Opipari-Arrigan et alJMIR MHEALTH AND UHEALTH

XSL•FO
RenderX

https://www.jmir.org/2015/2/e52/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.3951
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25803266&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1473-3099(14)70741-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24932893&dopt=Abstract
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0954-6111(09)00324-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rmed.2009.10.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=19854632&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-5491.2006.01989.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=17116184&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1474515114521910
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=24491349&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MIB.0000000000001026
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28221247&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/25755233
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.2014-3167
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25755233&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/27486836
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD011714.pub2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=27486836&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican0712-16
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22779258&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/23867031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2013.03.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23867031&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/31304346
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41746-017-0002-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31304346&dopt=Abstract
https://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1001382
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1001382
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23424286&dopt=Abstract
https://mhealth.jmir.org/2015/4/e101/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.4924
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26537656&dopt=Abstract
https://mhealth.jmir.org/2019/8/e12983/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/12983
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=31469081&dopt=Abstract
https://www.jmir.org/2015/4/e86/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/jmir.4067
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25842005&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=19408968&dopt=Abstract
https://mhealth.jmir.org/2016/1/e5/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/mhealth.4814
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26792225&dopt=Abstract
https://bmchealthservres.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1472-6963-13-211
https://bmchealthservres.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1472-6963-13-211
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-13-211
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23758898&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/25061688
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/tmj.2013.0326
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25061688&dopt=Abstract
https://www.researchprotocols.org/2017/4/e71/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/resprot.7074
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28455274&dopt=Abstract
https://youtu.be/58pkHqLu6cI
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/23378106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11136-013-0357-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=23378106&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/


32. Varni JW, Stucky BD, Thissen D, Dewitt EM, Irwin DE, Lai J, et al. PROMIS pediatric pain interference scale: an item
response theory analysis of the pediatric pain item bank. J Pain 2010 Nov;11(11):1109-1119 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1016/j.jpain.2010.02.005] [Medline: 20627819]

33. Provost LP, Murray SK. The Health Care Data Guide: Learning from Data for Improvement. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass;
2011.

34. Crandall WV, Margolis PA, Kappelman MD, King EC, Pratt JM, Boyle BM, ImproveCareNow Collaborative. Improved
outcomes in a quality improvement collaborative for pediatric inflammatory bowel disease. Pediatrics 2012
Apr;129(4):e1030-e1041 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1542/peds.2011-1700] [Medline: 22412030]

35. Szczesniak R, Heltshe SL, Stanojevic S, Mayer-Hamblett N. Use of FEV in cystic fibrosis epidemiologic studies and clinical
trials: a statistical perspective for the clinical researcher. J Cyst Fibros 2017 May;16(3):318-326 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1016/j.jcf.2017.01.002] [Medline: 28117136]

36. Lorig KR, Sobel DS, Ritter PL, Laurent D, Hobbs M. Effect of a self-management program on patients with chronic disease.
Eff Clin Pract 2001;4(6):256-262. [Medline: 11769298]

37. Ritter PL, Lorig K. The English and Spanish self-efficacy to manage chronic disease scale measures were validated using
multiple studies. J Clin Epidemiol 2014 Nov;67(11):1265-1273. [doi: 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.06.009] [Medline: 25091546]

38. Hsu WC, Lau KH, Huang R, Ghiloni S, Le H, Gilroy S, et al. Utilization of a cloud-based diabetes management program
for insulin initiation and titration enables collaborative decision making between healthcare providers and patients. Diabetes
Technol Ther 2016 Feb;18(2):59-67 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1089/dia.2015.0160] [Medline: 26645932]

39. Gittell JH, Fairfield KM, Bierbaum B, Head W, Jackson R, Kelly M, et al. Impact of relational coordination on quality of
care, postoperative pain and functioning, and length of stay: a nine-hospital study of surgical patients. Med Care 2000
Aug;38(8):807-819. [doi: 10.1097/00005650-200008000-00005] [Medline: 10929993]

40. Cramm JM, Nieboer AP. Relational coordination promotes quality of chronic care delivery in Dutch disease-management
programs. Health Care Manage Rev 2012;37(4):301-309. [doi: 10.1097/HMR.0b013e3182355ea4] [Medline: 22138737]

Abbreviations
CCH: Cincinnati Children’s Hospital
CF: cystic fibrosis
FEV1: forced expiratory volume in 1 second
IBD: inflammatory bowel disease
mHealth: mobile health
PGA: Physician Global Assessment
PRO: patient-reported outcome
PVP: previsit plan

Edited by G Eysenbach; submitted 22.08.18; peer-reviewed by M Ferrer, T Poder, C Maheu; comments to author 07.01.19; revised
version received 08.06.20; accepted 01.09.20; published 26.11.20

Please cite as:
Opipari-Arrigan L, Dykes DMH, Saeed SA, Thakkar S, Burns L, Chini BA, McPhail GL, Eslick I, Margolis PA, Kaplan HC
Technology-Enabled Health Care Collaboration in Pediatric Chronic Illness: Pre-Post Interventional Study for Feasibility, Acceptability,
and Clinical Impact of an Electronic Health Record–Linked Platform for Patient-Clinician Partnership
JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2020;8(11):e11968
URL: https://mhealth.jmir.org/2020/11/e11968
doi: 10.2196/11968
PMID: 33242014

©Lisa Opipari-Arrigan, Dana M H Dykes, Shehzad A Saeed, Sunny Thakkar, Lisa Burns, Barbara A Chini, Gary L McPhail, Ian
Eslick, Peter A Margolis, Heather C Kaplan. Originally published in JMIR mHealth and uHealth (http://mhealth.jmir.org),
26.11.2020. 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 mHealth and uHealth, is properly cited. The complete bibliographic information,
a link to the original publication on http://mhealth.jmir.org/, as well as this copyright and license information must be included.

JMIR Mhealth Uhealth 2020 | vol. 8 | iss. 11 | e11968 | p. 13https://mhealth.jmir.org/2020/11/e11968
(page number not for citation purposes)

Opipari-Arrigan et alJMIR MHEALTH AND UHEALTH

XSL•FO
RenderX

http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/20627819
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpain.2010.02.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=20627819&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/22412030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.2011-1700
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22412030&dopt=Abstract
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1569-1993(17)30005-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcf.2017.01.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=28117136&dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=11769298&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.06.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=25091546&dopt=Abstract
http://europepmc.org/abstract/MED/26645932
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/dia.2015.0160
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=26645932&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00005650-200008000-00005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=10929993&dopt=Abstract
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/HMR.0b013e3182355ea4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=22138737&dopt=Abstract
https://mhealth.jmir.org/2020/11/e11968
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/11968
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&list_uids=33242014&dopt=Abstract
http://www.w3.org/Style/XSL
http://www.renderx.com/

