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Abstract 30 

Objectives: To report the recovery of patients receiving primary allied healthcare after a 31 

COVID-19 infection at a six-month follow-up, and to explore which patient characteristics are 32 

associated with the changes in outcomes between the baseline and six-month follow-up.  33 

Design: Prospective cohort study. 34 

Setting: Allied healthcare in Dutch primary care. 35 

Participants: 1,452 adult patients recovering from COVID-19 and receiving treatment from one 36 

or more primary care allied health professional(s) (i.e., dietitian, exercise therapist, occupational 37 

therapist, physical therapist and/or speech and language therapist). 38 

Results: For participation (USER-P range 0 to 100), estimated mean differences of at least 2.3 39 

points were observed after six months. For HRQoL (EQ-VAS range 0 to 100), the mean 40 

increase was 12.31 at six months. Furthermore, significant improvements were found for 41 

fatigue (FSS range 1 to 7): the mean decrease was –0.7 at six months. For physical functioning 42 

(PROMIS-PF range 13.8 to 61.3), the mean increase was 5.9 at six months. Mean differences 43 

of –0.8 for anxiety (HADS range 0 to 21), and –1.5 for depression (HADS range 0 to 21), were 44 

found after six months. Having a worse baseline score, hospital admission and male sex were 45 

associated with greater improvement between the baseline and six-month follow-up, whereas 46 

age, BMI, comorbidities and smoking status were not associated with mean changes in any 47 

outcome measure.  48 

Conclusions: Patients recovering from COVID-19 who receive primary allied healthcare make 49 

progress in recovery, but still experience many limitations in their daily activities after six 50 

months. Our findings provide reference values to healthcare providers and healthcare policy-51 

makers regarding what to expect from the recovery of patients who received health care from 52 

one or more primary care allied health professionals. 53 

 54 

Trial registration: Clinicaltrials.gov registry (NCT04735744).  55 

  56 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 20, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.03.22280639doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.03.22280639
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


Introduction 57 

 58 

An estimated 32–57% of patients recovering from a COVID-19 infection experience severe and 59 

long-term problems in daily functioning and participation.[1-3] It is becoming increasingly 60 

clear that both patients with mild symptoms and those with serious symptoms during the acute 61 

COVID-19 infection are at risk of developing post-COVID-19 syndrome.[1, 2, 4, 5] Post-62 

COVID-19 syndrome, also referred to as ‘long COVID’, is defined as ‘signs and symptoms that 63 

develop during or after a COVID-19 infection, continuing for more than 12 weeks, [that] are 64 

not explained by an alternative diagnosis’.[6-8] To date, it is unknown what treatment is needed 65 

to support patients in their recovery from COVID-19. 66 

 67 

Patients recovering from COVID-19 often experience persistent problems in their daily 68 

activities related to limitations in physical, nutritional, cognitive and mental functioning.[3, 5, 69 

9-11] Fatigue is the most prevalent and persistent symptom, irrespective of the severity of the 70 

initial infection.[3, 5, 10, 12, 13] Longitudinal data suggest that fatigue does not resolve over 71 

time in many patients, even if they receive healthcare.[3, 9, 10, 13, 14] Increased levels of 72 

fatigue can result in lower levels of physical activity [15] and limit patients in activities of daily 73 

living (e.g., housekeeping and grocery shopping) and outdoor pursuits.[16] Mental problems 74 

such as anxiety and depression are common in patients recovering from COVID-19. A study 75 

by Huang et al. (2021) showed that anxiety, depression and sleep difficulties were present in 76 

approximately 25% of patients six months after the onset of COVID-19 symptoms.[17] Sisó-77 

Almirall et al. (2021) showed that 36% of patients still reported mental problems after three 78 

months, and no significant associations were found with COVID-19 severity.[10] Furthermore, 79 

previous studies observed a worsened health-related quality of life (HRQoL) in patients 80 

recovering from COVID-19, both hospitalised and non-hospitalised, which did not recuperate 81 

after a follow-up period of several months.[9, 18-21] 82 

 83 

Based on the overall effects of primary allied healthcare, it is expected that allied health 84 

professionals (i.e. dietitians, exercise therapists, occupational therapists, physical therapists and 85 

speech and language therapists) can play a role in the recovery of patients with COVID-19 who 86 

experience persistent limitations in daily physical functioning and participation.[22-25] In July 87 

2020, the Dutch Ministry of Health, Welfare and Sports instated a temporary regulation in 88 

primary allied health care to facilitate the treatment of patients recovering from COVID-19 and 89 
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to stimulate research. This regulation enables the reimbursement of primary allied health care 90 

for every patient from basic health insurance coverage. With a referral from a general 91 

practitioner (GP) or medical specialist, primary allied healthcare treatment is reimbursed for a 92 

period of six months. If recovery during this period is insufficient, an extension by a second 93 

six-month period is possible upon referral by a medical specialist.  As COVID-19 is still a novel 94 

condition and the evidence base for allied health treatment in patients with post-COVID-19 95 

syndrome is small, it is vital that new data and insights are shared as soon as they are available; 96 

therefore, the aim of the current paper is to present the results of recovery by patients receiving 97 

primary allied healthcare after a COVID-19 infection. We provide outcomes at three- and six-98 

months follow-ups regarding participation, HRQoL, physical functioning, fatigue and 99 

psychological well-being. In addition, we explore which baseline characteristics are associated 100 

with changes in these outcomes between the baseline and six-month follow-up.    101 
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Methods 102 

 103 

Study design and setting 104 

As part of a nationwide project to evaluate the recovery of patients receiving primary allied 105 

healthcare after a COVID-19 infection, a prospective cohort study was set up in collaboration 106 

with various patient organisations (i.e., the Lung Foundation Netherlands, the Netherlands 107 

Patient Federation and Harteraad) and with input from patients contacted through these 108 

organisations.[26] In this prospective cohort study, patients were included at the start of their 109 

treatment with one or more allied health professionals. The patients received follow-ups at 110 

three-month intervals for one year after inclusion. All treatment trajectories offered by allied 111 

health professionals in daily practice were part of usual care, and were preferably based on 112 

recommendations and guidelines published by the professional bodies of the respective care 113 

providers as available at the start of the research.[22-25] The inclusion period for the cohort 114 

study was between 29th March 2021 and 19th June 2021. Primary outcome measures were 115 

assessed at the baseline (T0), and again after three months (T1), six months (T2), nine months 116 

(T3) and 12 months (T4). The primary endpoint of the study was set at six months (T2). In the 117 

present paper, we will report the results of our primary outcome measures at the three- and six-118 

month follow-ups.  119 

 120 

The study protocol was reviewed and approved by the medical ethics committee of Radboud 121 

university medical centre (Registration #2020-7278). The study has been registered in the 122 

clinicaltrials.gov registry (NCT04735744). Informed consent was obtained from all patients 123 

before enrolment in the study.  124 

 125 

Participants 126 

Adult patients (aged ≥18 years) were eligible for inclusion in the cohort if they were recovering 127 

from COVID-19 and started treatment with one or more primary care allied health professionals 128 

(i.e., a dietitian, exercise therapist, occupational therapist, physical therapist and/or speech and 129 

language therapist). Patients may have followed trajectories with one or more allied health 130 

professionals during the course of the study. Patients were included regardless of their hospital 131 

admission status during the acute phase of COVID-19. Patients who were unable to complete 132 

questionnaires in Dutch and patients who were receiving palliative care were excluded from the 133 

study. 134 
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 135 

Data collection 136 

Patients could enrol in the study by a) signing up after an invitation by their treating allied 137 

health professional, or b) signing up on their own initiative, upon which the research team also 138 

invited the treating allied health professional to participate. The enrolment procedure of this 139 

study is described in detail in the published study protocol.[26] Both patients and allied health 140 

professionals reported data via the specifically designed YourResearch® application. Patients 141 

were asked to download an application on their smartphones or make use of a web application. 142 

Questionnaires were sent out through this application at the start of the treatment (baseline), 143 

and after three, six, nine and 12 months. Patients unable to participate via digital methods were 144 

given the opportunity to complete the questionnaires on paper and return them by post. Allied 145 

health professionals were asked to use a web application and report data on patient 146 

characteristics and profession-specific outcome measures. These profession-specific outcome 147 

measures are not included in the present paper but will be reported elsewhere. 148 

 149 

 150 

Outcome measures 151 

Data on patient characteristics were collected by the treating allied health professional at the 152 

start of the treatment. Patient-reported outcome domains participation, HRQoL, fatigue and 153 

physical functioning were assessed at the baseline, and after three and six months. Data on 154 

psychological well-being were collected at the baseline and after six months.  155 

 156 

Patient characteristics 157 

Patient characteristics were collected via an online record form and contained the following 158 

items on demographics: age, sex, height (in cm), weight (in kg) both at the start of treatment 159 

and before COVID-19 infection, living status and whether the patient had an informal caregiver. 160 

Furthermore, data on symptom severity at the onset of treatment (i.e., mild to moderate (mild 161 

symptoms up to mild pneumonia), severe (dyspnoea, hypoxia, or <50% lung involvement on 162 

imaging), or critical (respiratory failure, shock, or multiorgan system dysfunction), definitions 163 

as described in [27]), as well as hospital admissions during the acute phase of COVID-19 (i.e., 164 

no hospital admission, admission to hospital ward or intensive care unit), were recorded. The 165 

following items were included about the allied healthcare treatment trajectory: referring 166 

physician, treatment goals, and mono- or multidisciplinary treatment. Additionally, data on 167 

comorbidities (i.e., cardiovascular disease, chronic lung disease, diabetes mellitus, kidney 168 
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disease, liver disease, immune disease, oncological disease, chronic neuromuscular disorders) 169 

and smoking status were collected. Body weight and height were used to calculate each 170 

patient’s body mass index (BMI) (weight/height2) and was categorised as defined by the World 171 

Health Organisation (WHO).[28] 172 

 173 

Participation 174 

Participation was assessed with the Utrecht Scale for Evaluation of Rehabilitation-Participation 175 

(USER-P). The USER-P is a 31-item self-administered questionnaire reflecting a patient’s 176 

participation in daily life, divided over three subscales: frequencies, restrictions and 177 

satisfaction. The total scores range from 0 to 100 for each subscale, with higher scores 178 

indicating better participation (higher frequency, fewer restrictions and higher satisfaction).[29] 179 

We arbitrarily assumed a 5.0-point difference on one of these USER-P scales to be clinically 180 

relevant for patients recovering from COVID-19.  181 

 182 

Health-related quality of life 183 

HRQoL was assessed with the EQ-5D-5L, a five-item questionnaire measuring a person’s status 184 

in five dimensions of health: mobility, self-care, usual activities, pain/discomfort and 185 

anxiety/depression.[30] Furthermore, the EQ visual analogue scale (VAS) was recorded by the 186 

patients. The EQ-VAS provides a quantitative measure of the patient’s perception of their 187 

overall health in a score ranging from 0 to 100, with higher scores indicating a higher HRQoL. 188 

A difference of 8.0 points on the EQ-VAS was considered clinically relevant.[31]  189 

 190 

Fatigue 191 

Fatigue was assessed with the Fatigue Severity Scale (FSS), a nine-item scale measuring the 192 

severity of fatigue and its effect on patients’ activities and lifestyle. the scoring of each item 193 

ranges from 1 to 7, where 1 indicates strong disagreement and 7 indicates strong agreement. 194 

The total score is calculated by the mean value of the nine items, with a score of 4 or more 195 

indicating severe fatigue.[32] A difference of 0.45 points on the FSS mean score was considered 196 

clinically relevant.[33] 197 

 198 

Physical functioning 199 

Limitations in physical functioning were assessed with the PROMIS Physical Functioning 200 

Short Form 10b (PROMIS-PF-10b), a 10-item questionnaire measuring the self-reported ability 201 

to perform the activities of daily life. Items reflect four subcategories: upper extremities 202 
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(dexterity), lower extremities (walking or mobility), and central regions (neck and back), as 203 

well as instrumental activities of daily living, such as running errands.[34] Total scores range 204 

from 13.8 (severely physically impaired) to 61.3 (not physically impaired), with a mean score 205 

of 50 (SD 10) representing the mean score of a reference population.[35] A difference of 3.6 206 

points was considered clinically relevant.[36] 207 

 208 

Psychological well-being  209 

The Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale (HADS) was used to assess psychological well-210 

being. This 14-item self-administered questionnaire describes symptoms of anxiety and 211 

depression. The HADS is divided into an Anxiety score (HADS-A) and a Depression score 212 

(HADS-D), each containing seven items. The total score ranges from 0 to 21 for both subscales, 213 

where a total score of 11 or more indicates a probable clinical diagnosis of depression or 214 

anxiety.[37, 38] A difference of 1.7 points was considered clinically relevant.[39] 215 

 216 

Statistical analyses 217 

Descriptive statistics were used to describe the patient population and to analyse the primary 218 

outcome measures at the baseline and after three and six months, using numbers and proportions 219 

for categorical variables, means with standard deviations (SD), and medians with interquartile 220 

ranges (IQR) for continuous variables. Linear mixed model analyses were used to evaluate 221 

recovery over time for participation, HRQoL, fatigue and physical functioning. This analysis 222 

accounts for correlation between repeated measures on the same subject and uses all available 223 

data from this subject. A model with a random intercept and all other variables fixed was also 224 

generated. The primary outcomes were used as dependent variables, while time (categorical: 225 

baseline, three and six months) was used as a fixed factor. Paired samples t-tests were performed 226 

to evaluate recovery of psychological well-being at the six-month follow-up. 227 

 228 

Uni- and multivariate regression analyses were used to explore which baseline characteristics 229 

were associated with the change in score for the main outcome measures between the baseline 230 

(T0) and the six-month follow-up (T2). This analysis used data from complete cases, and 231 

missingness at random (MAR) was tested (Supplemental File 1). Univariate analyses were 232 

performed to determine which baseline characteristics (i.e., age, sex, BMI, hospitalisation, 233 

comorbidities, baseline score and smoking status) were associated with the mean change in 234 

each outcome measure. Comorbidities were coded into three categories: none, 1, and 2 or more 235 

comorbidities. Variables with p < 0.157 in the univariate regression were included in the 236 
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multivariate model [40]. The backward elimination of variables was then performed in order of 237 

statistical significance until only factors that were significantly associated with the outcome 238 

remained. A p-value <0.05 was considered statistically significant for all analyses, based on 239 

two-sided testing. All data were analysed using SPSS statistics 25(IBM). 240 

 241 

Patient and public involvement 242 

During the development of the current study, we involved patients to give feedback on the 243 

readability and appropriateness of proposed measures. The usability of the smartphone and 244 

web-based applications was also tested by patients. Participating patients received updates on 245 

the status of the study via their smartphone or the web application. Furthermore, various patient 246 

organisations (i.e., the Lung Foundation Netherlands, the Netherlands Patient Federation and 247 

Harteraad) participated during routine research meetings.   248 
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Results 249 

 250 

Patient characteristics 251 

In total, 1,452 patients were included in this study (Figure 1), receiving 1,708 different allied 252 

healthcare treatment trajectories. Their mean age was 49 (SD 13) years, and 64% of the patient 253 

population was female (Table 1). The majority (77%) had not been hospitalised for COVID-254 

19, and 76% had experienced a mild to moderate severity of symptoms during the infection 255 

period. The mean (SD) BMI was 28 (6) kg/m2, and 69% of the patient population was classified 256 

as being overweight or obese (BMI > 25 kg/m2). One comorbidity was reported by 31% of the 257 

patients, and two or more comorbidities were reported by 12% of the patients. Cardiovascular 258 

disease (15%) and chronic lung disease (14%) were the most prevalent comorbidities. Most 259 

patients (82%) had been referred for primary allied healthcare by their GP. 260 

 261 

Figure 1. Flow diagram inclusion of patients recovering from COVID-19 receiving primary allied healthcare, with 262 

follow-ups after three and six months from the start of treatment. Abbreviations: USER-P: Utrecht Scale for 263 

Evaluation of Rehabilitation Participation. EQ-VAS: EuroQol Visual Analogue Scale. FSS: Fatigue Severity 264 

Scale. PROMIS: Patient-Reported Outcomes Measurement Information System. HADS: Hospital Anxiety and 265 

Depression Scale. 266 
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Table 1. General characteristics of patients recovering from COVID-19 receiving primary allied 267 

healthcare. 268 

 Total group 

(n = 1452) 

Treatment trajectories, n (%) 

     Physical therapy/exercise therapy 

     Occupational therapy 

     Dietary care 

     Speech and language therapy 

1708 

1005 (59) 

364 (21) 

224 (13) 

115 (7) 

Sex, n (%) 

     Male 

     Female  

an = 1330 

482 (36) 

848 (64) 

Age, mean ± SD an = 1331 

49 ± 13 

COVID-19 severity, n (%) 

     Mild/moderate 

     Serious 

     Very serious 

an = 1311 

1002 (76) 

271 (21) 

38 (3) 

Admission to hospital for COVID-19 infection, n (%) 

     Hospitalised including intensive care 

     Hospitalised 

     Not hospitalised 

an = 1315 

87 (7) 

213 (16) 

1015 (77) 

BMI, mean ± SD 

     

     Underweight (<18.5 kg/m2) 

     Normal weight (18.5–25 kg/m2) 

     Overweight (25–30 kg/m2) 

     Obesity (>30 kg/m2) 

an = 1071 

28 ± 6 

10 (1) 

323 (30) 

404 (38) 

334 (31) 

Smoking status, n (%) 

     Current  

     Former  

     Never 

an = 1305 

63 (5) 

166 (13) 

1076 (82) 

Living status, n (%) 

     Alone 

     Cohabiting 

an = 1322 

212 (16) 

1110 (84) 

Informal carer, n (%) 

     Yes 

     No 

an = 1319 

526 (40) 

793 (60) 

Comorbidities, n (%) 

     No comorbidities 

     One comorbidity 

     Two or more comorbidities 

an = 1331 

766 (57) 

410 (31) 

155 (12) 
aData were not fully available for all patients: the n within the table denotes the number of patients with available 269 

data.   270 
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Primary outcome measures 271 

Table 2 presents data on the outcome measures at the baseline, and at the three- and six-month 272 

follow-ups. Additionally, clinically relevant improvements at the six-month follow-up are 273 

presented in Supplemental File 2. After six months, the majority of patients showed a clinically 274 

relevant improvement on the USER-P restrictions and satisfaction scales (65% and 61% of 275 

patients, respectively), while 60% of patients showed a clinically relevant improvement on the 276 

EQ-VAS (mean 67.4 (SD 19.1) points) compared with the baseline (55.5 (SD 17.8) points). 277 

Severe fatigue was reported by 94% of patients at the baseline, persisting after six months in 278 

80% of patients. A clinically relevant improvement on the FSS mean score was found in 54% 279 

of patients. Based on PROMIS-PF-10b scores, over two thirds of the patients reported to be 280 

more than 60% impaired, limited or restricted in physical functioning at the baseline, which 281 

decreased to 38% after six months; 57% of patients experienced a clinically relevant 282 

improvement in physical functioning. The majority of patients scored less than 7 points on the 283 

HADS anxiety and depression scores both at the baseline and at six months, which indicates no 284 

anxiety disorder or depression. At the baseline, the HADS anxiety score indicated a probable 285 

clinical diagnosis of anxiety disorder in 23% of the patients, which decreased slightly to 18% 286 

after six months. A probable clinical diagnosis of depression was indicated by the HADS 287 

depression score in 22% of the patients at the baseline, decreasing to 15% at the six-month 288 

follow-up. 289 

 290 

Table 2. General outcome measures at the baseline, and after three and six months in patients 291 

recovering from COVID-19 receiving primary allied healthcare 292 

 Baseline  

(T0) 

Three 

months (T1) 

Six months 

(T2) 

Participation, mean ± SD 

     USER-P frequencies scale 

     USER-P restrictions scale 

     USER-P satisfaction scale 

an = 1271 

27.5 ± 10.3 

65.8 ± 20.1 

48.6 ± 17.8 

an = 945 

30.5 ± 10.5 

73.6 ± 19.4 

54.8 ± 19.5 

an = 921 

31.3 ± 10.1 

77.3 ± 19.8 

58.1 ± 19.9 

Health-related quality of life 

     EQ-VAS, mean ± SD 

an = 1289 

55.5 ± 17.8 

an = 954 

64.3 ± 18.2 

an = 932 

67.4 ± 19.1 

Fatigue 

   FSS mean score, mean ± SD 

      ≥4 points, n (%) 

an = 1281 

5.6 ± 1.0 

1205 (94) 

an = 951 

5.2 ± 1.2 

815 (86) 

an = 929 

4.9 ± 1.3 

742 (80) 

Physical functioning 

   PROMIS-PF T-score, mean ± SD 

     100% impaired, limited or restricted 

     80–99% impaired, limited or restricted 

     60–79% impaired, limited or restricted 

     40–59% impaired, limited or restricted 

     20–39% impaired, limited or restricted 

     1–19% impaired, limited or restricted 

an = 1279 

37.7 ± 6.0 

2 (0) 

427 (33) 

452 (35) 

259 (20) 

97 (8) 

39 (3) 

an = 951 

41.5 ± 7.6 

2 (0) 

176 (19) 

276 (29) 

227 (24) 

133 (14) 

95 (10) 

an = 929 

43.5 ± 8.5 

0 

140 (15) 

211 (23) 

202 (21) 

157 (17) 

150 (16) 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted February 20, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.03.22280639doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.03.22280639
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


     0% impaired, limited or restricted 4 (0) 42 (4) 72 (8) 

Psychological well-being 

   HADS anxiety score, mean ± SD 

     ≤7 points, n (%) 

     8–10 points 

     ≥11 points 

   HADS depression score, mean ± SD 

     ≤7 points, n (%) 

     8–10 points 

     ≥11 points 

an = 1271 

7.1 ± 4.5 

746 (59) 

233 (18) 

292 (23) 

7.3 ± 4.2 

689 (54) 

297 (24) 

285 (22) 

 an = 926 

6.3 ± 4.7 

613 (66) 

143 (16) 

170 (18) 

5.7 ± 4.3 

638 (69) 

151 (16) 

137 (15) 

Abbreviations: USER-P: Utrecht Scale for Evaluation of Rehabilitation Participation. EQ-VAS: EuroQol Visual 293 

Analogue Scale. FSS: Fatigue Severity Scale. PROMIS: Patient-Reported Outcomes Measurement Information 294 

System. HADS: Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale. SD: Standard Deviation.  295 

aData were not fully available for all patients: the n within the table denotes the number of patients with available 296 

data.  297 

 298 

Patient-reported recovery over time 299 

Table 3 shows the effect of time on the outcome measures. For all dependent variables, a 300 

random intercept model was the best-fitting model. No variables were significantly related to 301 

missing values in the outcome measures at any point in time. A significant effect of time was 302 

observed for all outcome measures at the three- and six-month follow-ups (p < 0.001). For 303 

participation, estimated mean differences of at least 2.9 points (p < 0.001) were observed for 304 

all three scales at all time points. For HRQoL, the mean increase was 9.0 points (95% CI 7.8 to 305 

10.2) at three months and 12.3 points (95% CI 11.1 to 13.6) after six months. Furthermore, 306 

significant improvements were found for fatigue and physical functioning at all time points. 307 

The greatest improvements were seen after just three months for all outcome measures 308 

measured at both three and six months. Paired-samples t-tests showed mean differences at six 309 

months of –0.8 (95% CI –1.0 to –0.5) on the HADS anxiety score and –1.5 (95% CI –1.8 to –310 

1.3) on the HADS depression score.  311 

  312 
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Table 3. Results of linear mixed model analysis for the outcome measures participation, health-related quality of life, fatigue and physical 313 

functioning. 314 

 Baseline (T0)  Three months 

(T1) 

 Six months 

(T2) 

 Estimated mean difference (95% CI); p-value 

 Mean SE  Mean SE  Mean SE  At three months p-value At six months p-value 

Participation 

    USER-P frequencies scale 

    USER-P restrictions scale 

    USER-P satisfaction scale 

 

27.5 

64.6 

48.7 

 

0.3 

0.6 

0.5 

  

30.5 

73.7 

54.7 

 

0.3 

0.6 

0.6 

  

31.5 

77.6 

58.4 

 

0.3 

0.6 

0.6 

  

2.9 (2.3, 3.7) 

9.1 (7.9, 10.3) 

5.9 (4.8, 7.2) 

 

<0.001 

<0.001 

<0.001 

 

3.9 (3.3, 4.7) 

13.0 (11.8, 14.2) 

9.7 (8.5, 10.9) 

 

<0.001 

<0.001 

<0.001 

Health-related quality of life 

    EQ-VAS 

 

55.6 

 

0.5 

 

 

 

64.6 

 

0.6 

 

 

 

67.9 

 

0.7 

  

9.0 (7.8, 10.2) 

 

<0.001 

 

12.3 (11.1, 13.6) 

 

<0.001 

Fatigue 

    FSS mean score 

 

5.6 

 

0.03 

  

5.2 

 

0.04 

  

4.9 

 

0.04 

  

–0.4 (–0.5, –0.4) 

 

<0.001 

 

–0.7 (–0.8, –0.6) 

 

<0.001 

Physical functioning 

    PROMIS-PF T-score 

 

37.7 

 

0.2 

  

41.6 

 

0.2 

 

 

 

43.7 

 

0.2 

  

3.9 (3.5, 4.3) 

 

<0.001 

 

5.9 (5.6, 6.4) 

 

<0.001 

Psychological well-being* 

    HADS anxiety score 

    HADS depression score 

 

7.1 

7.3 

 

0.2 

0.1 

     

6.3 

5.7 

 

0.2 

0.1 

    

–0.8 (–1.0, –0.5) 

–1.5 (–1.8, –1.3) 

 

<0.001 

<0.001 
Abbreviations: USER-P: Utrecht Scale for Evaluation of Rehabilitation Participation. EQ-VAS: EuroQol Visual Analogue Scale. FSS: Fatigue Severity Scale. PROMIS: 315 

Patient-Reported Outcomes Measurement Information System. SE: Standard error. CI: Confidence interval.  316 

*A paired-samples t-test was used to evaluate recovery at the six-month follow-up because the HADS was only assessed at the baseline (T0) and at six months (T2)317 
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Factors associated with the change in score in the main outcome measures 318 

Multivariable regression models were estimated to identify factors associated with the change 319 

in scores between the baseline and the six-month follow-up in each outcome measure. Table 4 320 

provides an overview of the final regression models. All univariable and multivariable 321 

regression models are shown in Supplemental Files 3 and 4. Having a worse baseline score was 322 

related to greater improvements for all outcome measures. For all three scales of the USER-P 323 

and physical functioning, patients admitted to hospital during the infection period of COVID-324 

19 showed greater improvements in scores than non-hospitalised patients, even when correcting 325 

for the baseline scores. In terms of HRQoL, patients admitted to a hospital ward showed greater 326 

improvements than patients who had not been hospitalised, although no associations were found 327 

with ICU admission. Male participants showed greater improvements than female participants 328 

on all outcome measures, except for psychological well-being, for which no association was 329 

found for sex. The baseline age, BMI, comorbidities and smoking status were not significantly 330 

associated with the mean change in any of the outcome measures in our patient population.  331 

 332 

Table 4. Multivariable linear regression models on the outcome measures.  333 

Outcome measure / Factor β 95% confidence interval p-

value 

Participation (USER-P frequencies scale) 

Hospital admission 

     No 

     Hospital ward 

     ICU  

Baseline score 

 

 

ref 

2.556 

3.079 

–0.496 

R2 overall model: 0.272 (p < 0.001) 

 

 

0.851 – 4.262 

0.611 – 5.547 

–0.558 – –0.435 

 

.001 

 

.003 

.015 

.000 

Participation (USER-P restrictions scale) 

Sex 

     Male 

     Female 

Hospital admission 

     No 

     Hospital ward 

     ICU 

Baseline score 

 

 

ref 

–5.337 

 

ref 

3.581 

9.165 

–0.462 

R2 overall model: 0.277 (p < 0.001) 

 

 

–7.813 – –2.861 

 

 

0.316 – 6.845 

4.522 – 13.809 

–0.520 – –0.405 

 

<0.001 

 

<0.001 

<0.001 

 

.032 

<0.001 

<0.001 

Participation (USER-P satisfaction scale) 

Hospital admission 

     No 

     Hospital ward 

     ICU 

Baseline score 

 

 

ref 

3.577 

6.728 

–0.402 

R2 overall model: 0.159 (p < 0.001) 

 

 

0.356 – 6.798 

2.144 – 11.311 

–0.467 – –0.338 

 

.003 

 

.030 

.004 

<0.001 

Health-related quality of life (EQ-VAS) 

Sex 

     Male 

     Female 

Hospital admission 

     No 

     Hospital ward 

     ICU 

 

 

ref 

–4.855 

 

ref 

3.594 

2.106 

R2 overall model: 0.245 (p < 0.001) 

 

 

–7.378 – –2.333 

 

 

0.231 – 6.957 

–2.615 – 6.827 

 

<0.001 

 

<0.001 

.097 

 

.036 

.381 
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Baseline score –0.524 –0.589 – –0.459 <0.001 

Fatigue (FSS mean score) 

Sex 

     Male 

     Female 

Baseline score 

 

 

ref 

0.284 

–0.301 

R2 overall model: 0.070 (p < 0.001) 

 

 

0.130 – 0.438 

–0.381 – –0.222 

 

<0.001 

 

<0.001 

<0.001 

Physical functioning (PROMIS-PF T-score) 

Sex 

     Male 

     Female 

Hospital admission 

     No 

     Hospital ward 

     ICU 

Baseline score 

 

 

ref 

–2.342 

 

ref 

1.149 

2.917 

–0.125 

R2 overall model: 0.064 (p < 0.001) 

 

 

–3.341 – –1.343 

 

 

–0.165 – 2.463 

1.064 – 4.771 

–0.203 – –0.046 

 

<0.001 

 

<0.001 

 

.004 

.087 

.002 

.002 

Psychological well-being (HADS anxiety) 

Baseline score 

 

–0.354 

R2 overall model: 0.160 (p < 0.001) 

–0.407 – –0.301 

 

<0.001 

Psychological well-being (HADS depression) 

Baseline score 

 

 –0.392 

R2 overall model: 0.179 (p < 0.001) 

–0.447 – –0.337 

 

<0.001 

Abbreviations: USER-P: Utrecht Scale for Evaluation of Rehabilitation Participation. EQ-VAS: EuroQol Visual 334 

Analogue Scale. FSS: Fatigue Severity Scale. PROMIS: Patient-Reported Outcomes Measurement Information 335 

System. SE: Standard error. CI: Confidence interval. Ref: Reference value. 336 

 337 

  338 
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Discussion 339 

 340 

This study presents the first results of our evaluation of the recovery of our unique cohort of 341 

patients with COVID-19 receiving primary allied healthcare until their six-month follow-up. 342 

We explored which baseline characteristics were associated with the change in scores for the 343 

main outcome measures over this six-month period. Most patients showed a clinically relevant 344 

improvement in all outcome measures; however, despite improvement, many patients still 345 

experienced persistent problems in their daily lives, with limitations in physical and mental 346 

functioning. Having a worse baseline score, hospital admission and, for some outcome 347 

measures, male sex were associated with greater improvement  between the baseline and the 348 

six-month follow-up; however, age, BMI, comorbidities and smoking status were not 349 

associated with the mean change in any of the outcome measures.  350 

 351 

Comparison with other studies 352 

The majority of our patient population showed a clinically relevant improvement six months 353 

after starting treatment provided by one or more primary care allied health professional(s); 354 

nevertheless, a large group of patients experienced persistent problems in their daily lives. The 355 

mean EQ-VAS score of our patient population (67 points) remained well below the population 356 

norm in the Netherlands, which is 82 points.[41] These results are consistent with previous 357 

findings that HRQoL was impaired in the majority of post-COVID-19 patients.[12, 15, 17, 42-358 

45] Persistent fatigue was highly prevalent among the patients included in our study, with 80% 359 

still reporting severe fatigue (measured with the FSS) after six months. These results are 360 

consistent with previous studies in patients recovering from COVID-19 showing that fatigue 361 

was the most common complaint,[5, 10, 14, 44, 46-48] even after six months.[13, 15, 49-51] 362 

The mean PROMIS T-score of our population (43.5 (SD 8.5)) remained well below the 363 

population norm in the Netherlands (mean score of 50 (SD 10)). These results are also 364 

consistent with previous studies,[15, 44] and indicate that persistent symptoms due to COVID-365 

19 may lead to experienced limitations in physical functioning. 366 

 367 

Relative to other outcome measures, a smaller percentage of patients showed a clinically 368 

relevant improvement in psychological well-being. This was due to an observed ceiling effect, 369 

as 59% and 54% of patients showed no indication of an anxiety disorder or depression at the 370 

baseline, respectively. Data from these patients is still informative however, as they could also 371 
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have deteriorated throughout the follow-up period. With scores indicating a probable clinical 372 

diagnosis of anxiety disorder or depression in 18% and 15% of patients, respectively, after six 373 

months, our findings are similar to those reported in previous studies, which showed prevalence 374 

rates ranging from 11% to 40%.[8, 17, 43, 45, 48, 51-54] 375 

 376 

We found that male participants showed greater improvements than female participants in 377 

participation, HRQoL, fatigue and physical functioning. These results are consistent with 378 

previous studies showing that female participants experience more persistent symptoms after a 379 

COVID-19 infection.[10, 14, 21, 42, 46, 48] Furthermore, patients admitted to the hospital for 380 

COVID-19 showed greater improvements than non-hospitalised patients in terms of 381 

participation, HRQoL and physical functioning, which is in line with previous studies.[12, 21, 382 

42, 48] We observed no associations between fatigue and hospital admission, age, BMI, 383 

comorbidities or smoking status, which is also consistent with other studies,[10, 14, 48, 50, 51] 384 

indicating that fatigue is highly prevalent in patients recovering from COVID-19, irrespective 385 

of the severity of initial infection and patient characteristics. We found that having a worse 386 

baseline score was related to greater improvement in anxiety and depressive symptoms; 387 

however, no associations with any patient characteristics were found. Similar to our results, 388 

previous studies found no associations between the frequency of anxiety or depressive 389 

symptoms and disease severity or hospital admission.[10, 43, 45, 46, 54] In contrast, other 390 

studies found female sex [51, 55, 56] and older age [51, 53] to be predictors of anxiety or 391 

depressive symptoms in patients with COVID-19. 392 

 393 

Strengths and limitations 394 

This is a unique comprehensive study presenting longitudinal results for patients recovering 395 

from a COVID-19 infection treated by one or more primary care allied health professionals. 396 

This large nationwide study used patient-reported outcome measures (PROMs) to evaluate the 397 

primary care allied health recovery trajectories, whereas previous studies mainly reported the 398 

prevalence of persistent symptoms in patients recovering with COVID-19. The use of PROMs 399 

can measure the quality of care based on the perceived health and functioning of patients, and 400 

leads to better communication and decision-making between health professionals and 401 

patients.[57-59] 402 

 403 

Due to ethical considerations, this study did not include a control group to determine the 404 

potential effects of primary allied healthcare by comparing outcome measures with patients 405 
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who did not receive this type of care. In addition, with a lack of available pre-COVID data for 406 

our population, it is difficult to draw conclusions about the impact of pre-existing conditions 407 

versus problems in the daily activities and participation of these patients due to their COVID-408 

19 infection. 409 

 410 

For the interpretation of the results, it is important to consider that the baseline measurement in 411 

this study was taken at the start of the treatment by one or more primary care allied health 412 

professional(s). It is possible that a patient had already experienced symptoms for some time 413 

and only consulted an allied health professional at a later stage. Additionally, it should be taken 414 

into account that not all patients received treatment by one or more allied health professional(s) 415 

during the entire six-month follow-up period of this study. Some patients received short-term 416 

treatment, while others were still receiving treatment at six months. Based on the inclusion 417 

period, which was between March and July 2021, our population most likely had the Wuhan or 418 

Alpha variant of the coronavirus SARS-CoV-2 [60]. Different variants may cause different 419 

symptoms, and the recovery trajectories of patients infected with other variants (e.g., Delta or 420 

Omicron) may differ from our population. A total of 25 patients dropped out during this study 421 

(Figure 1). Although a proportion of the patients did not complete all questionnaires, the 422 

response rates were still sufficient: 93% at the baseline, 68% after three months, and 67% after 423 

six months [61]. There was no selective missingness of data based on patient characteristics 424 

(including disease severity) and scores on the outcome measures (Supplemental File 1).  425 

 426 

Implications and future perspectives 427 

The results of this study show that patients recovering from COVID-19 and receiving primary 428 

allied healthcare make progress in recovery, but many still experience limitations in their daily 429 

activities and participation after six months. The findings of our study provide reference values 430 

for healthcare providers and healthcare policy-makers about what to expect from the recovery 431 

of patients who receive or have received healthcare from one or more primary care allied health 432 

professional(s).  433 

 434 

Future research and in-depth analyses of our data are needed to gain more insight into the 435 

outcome measures and recovery trajectories of patients recovering from COVID-19 who visit 436 

one or more primary care allied health professionals. Future papers will include the results after 437 

a 12-month follow-up, determining the related healthcare costs and the profession-specific 438 

outcomes per allied health discipline.   439 
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