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Abstract: Investigating the public experience of urgent care facilities is essential for promoting community
healthcare development. Traditional survey methods often fall short due to limited scope, time, and spa-
tial coverage. Crowdsourcing through online reviews or social media offers a valuable approach to gaining
such insights. With recent advancements in large language models (LLMs), extracting nuanced perceptions
from reviews has become feasible. This study collects Google Maps reviews across the DMV and Florida
areas and conducts prompt engineering with the GPT model to analyze the aspect-based sentiment of urgent
care. We first analyze the geospatial patterns of various aspects, including interpersonal factors, operational
efficiency, technical quality, finances, and facilities. Next, we determine Census Block Group(CBG)-level
characteristics underpinning differences in public perception, including population density, median income,
GINI Index, rent-to-income ratio, household below poverty rate, no insurance rate, and unemployment rate.
Our results show that interpersonal factors and operational efficiency emerge as the strongest determinants
of patient satisfaction in urgent care, while technical quality, finances, and facilities show no significant inde-
pendent effects when adjusted for in multivariate models. Among socioeconomic and demographic factors,
only population density demonstrates a significant but modest association with patient ratings, while the
remaining factors exhibit no significant correlations. Overall, this study highlights the potential of crowd-
sourcing to uncover the key factors that matter to residents and provide valuable insights for stakeholders to
improve public satisfaction with urgent care.

Keywords: Urgent care, Patient satisfaction, Crowdsourcing, Large language models, Aspect-based senti-
ment analysis, Social determinants.

1 Introduction

Urgent care plays a key role in the healthcare system by offering quick, accessible treatment for non-life-
threatening conditions. It provides a more efficient and cost-effective option for minor injuries and sudden
illnesses compared to primary care, which focuses on long-term health, and emergency rooms, which handle
severe cases but often involve higher costs and longer waits [1]. Therefore, ensuring timely access to urgent
care facilities is crucial for maintaining public health and enhancing community well-being, particularly as
urban populations continue to grow. Customer satisfaction in urgent care is particularly important as it re-
flects the quality, responsiveness, and efficiency of the care provided, directly influencing patient outcomes,
trust in healthcare providers, and decisions regarding future healthcare utilization [2;3].

Conventional approaches to measuring patient satisfaction and experiences with healthcare services [4;5] are
often based on surveys and interviews, such as the Household Pulse Survey (HPS) conducted during the
COVID-19 pandemic [6]. However, these surveys and interviews are typically unable to fully capture the
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nuances and diversity of residents’ experiences due to limitations in time, spatial coverage, and resource
intensity. For example, large-scale surveys like HPS, though thorough, can be resource-intensive and time-
consuming. Such limitations in conventional methods can restrict the ability of healthcare providers and
policymakers to promptly understand and respond to the evolving needs of the local community.

Recent research in crowdsourcing methodologies, especially the ones using social media and online review
platforms, has provided great opportunities for us to understand healthcare services due to the richness of
user-generated content [7;8;9;10]. Current studies have explored the potential of crowdsourcing in multiple
facets, including identifying off-label medication use [11], detecting early signals of adverse effects [12], and
evaluating customer experiences related to healthcare services [13]. Crowdsourcing via social media or online
reviews can capture diverse voices and continuous feedback from customers, providing a more representative
community sentiment about urgent care services and highlighting aspects that residents value most.

However, analyzing crowdsourced data poses unique challenges due to the unstructured format, varying
text length, and differential language use of text data across diverse sources. Traditional natural language
processing (NLP) approaches often fall short of accurately interpreting these data types. Recent advance-
ments in large language models (LLMs) have illustrated the capability to effectively derive insights from
large-scale textual data [14;15]. For instance, researchers have successfully utilized LLMs to extract detailed
clinical information from electronic health records (EHRs) [16] and identify sentiment and key themes from
patient reviews of medical treatments [17]. Additionally, current studies have leveraged LLMs to monitor
public discourse [18], derive consumer insights [19], and predict health decisions [20]. These applications high-
light the potential of LLMs in transforming diverse, unstructured data sources into valuable knowledge that
can support healthcare decision-making.

Despite these promising developments, public perceptions specific to urgent care remain underexplored.
Moreover, interpreting these perceptions necessitates aspect-based sentiment analysis (ABSA) tailored to
healthcare services. Although prior research has demonstrated the effectiveness of LLMs in extracting
valuable insights from social media data [18;20], few studies have assessed LLM’s capability for aspect-based
sentiment analysis in the healthcare domain. Additionally, there is limited understanding of how customer
service factors intersect with social determinants of health in shaping patient satisfaction. To address these
gaps, this study examines patient satisfaction through two primary research questions:

• RQ1: What patterns emerge across distinct sentiment dimensions in urgent care services, as identified by
state-of-the-art LLM analytics?

• RQ2: Which of these sentiment dimensions most strongly drive overall patient satisfaction, and do these
effects persist independent of the facilities’ area-level socioeconomic characteristics?

Our study collects Google Maps reviews to investigate patient satisfaction toward urgent care across diverse
geographical areas. Through analytics leveraging state-of-the-art LLM techniques, we reveal nuanced in-
sights into patient perceptions, uncovering specific components of urgent care services that drive patient
satisfaction. Moreover, by integrating statistical analysis with ABSA, our study advances the understanding
of healthcare services by identifying how localized socioeconomic factors and community demographics
intersect with service quality to influence patient satisfaction. Addressing these two research questions,
we provide a detailed understanding of how critical aspects shape patient experiences in urgent care. In
addition, our study provides useful insights that allow healthcare providers and policymakers to target im-
provements more effectively, ultimately fostering higher-quality urgent care experiences and better public
health outcomes.
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2 Data and Methods

2.1 Data Preparation

Our research framework for analyzing sentiment specifically related to urgent care based on Google Maps
reviews is summarized in Figure 1. In this study, Google Maps reviews constitute our primary source for
measuring patient perceptions. Google Maps enables users to rate and comment on healthcare facilities
freely. We choose Google Maps reviews for two principal reasons. First, Google Maps has witnessed a
substantial increase in the volume of user-generated reviews, surpassing other review platforms such as
Yelp and TripAdvisor [21]. Second, unlike social media platforms such as Facebook or Twitter, Google
Maps provides targeted insights directly related to specific experiences in service quality [22]. To implement
this study, we utilize the Google Maps review datasett [23;24] published by the University of California,
San Diego encompassing Google Maps reviews as of September 2021. The original dataset consists of
two parts, including (1) patient review data (e.g., username, rating, review text, and timestamp), and (2)
POI metadata (e.g., POI address, geographical coordinates, descriptions, categories, average ratings, total
number of ratings).

Figure 1 Workflow of data processing and analysis of Google Maps reviews. a. Distribution of urgent care
facilities in Florida and DMV (the District of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia). Each point represents an
urgent care facility, with the point size indicating the volume of reviews. b. Examples of patient reviews,
one negative and one positive. c. LLMs used to classify opinions extracted from Google Maps reviews.

Next, we conduct several steps to filter the dataset. First, we use the keyword “urgent care” as the point-
of-interest (POI) filtering condition to filter in targeted reviews. This ensures that the reviews analyzed are
directly relevant to urgent care facilities, providing targeted insights into healthcare service quality. Then,
we select the DMV area and Florida as case studies because both regions feature diverse populations and
numerous urgent care centers. This diversity also allows for a comprehensive analysis of patient experiences
across different demographic and geographic contexts, offering valuable comparative insights into service
quality and user satisfaction. The resulting dataset contains 250,588 reviews covering 1,225 healthcare
facilities providing urgent care services. To specifically extract reviews reflecting residents’ attitudes toward
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urgent care, we conduct further data processing to exclude entries containing only numerical ratings without
textual reviews. Consequently, we identify 152,680 out of 250,588 reviews associated with users’ feedback
toward urgent care facilities.

2.2 Patient Satisfaction Analysis Framework

To effectively categorize patient experiences expressed in Google Maps reviews, the first step is to identify
the key aspects associated with patient reviews. Our analysis draws insights from established medical service
quality frameworks, as summarized in Table 1.

Based on the studies presented in Table 1, we first recognize that certain aspects—such as prescription-
related services, provider function, and touchpoint diversity—are often not explicitly captured in Google
Maps review data. Meanwhile, aspects such as comfort, communication, interpersonal manner, empathy,
and responsiveness often exhibit conceptual overlap, which presents challenges for language models in
distinguishing fine-grained aspect-based sentiments. To address these limitations, we consolidate related
attributes into broader categories—for example, merging elements such as wait time, process efficiency,
and managerial decisions under operational efficiency. Therefore, we identify five key dimensions for the
framework: interpersonal interactions, technical quality, financial considerations, operational efficiency, and
facility conditions. These dimensions offer a comprehensive yet concise representation of patient experi-
ences in urgent care settings. Furthermore, they align with well-established healthcare quality assessment
frameworks (see Table 1) and provide an appropriate level of granularity to support effective aspect-based
sentiment analysis using LLMs.

• Interpersonal factors: Features that quantify how well providers interact personally with patients (e.g.,
concern, friendliness, courtesy, disrespect, rudeness).

• Technical Quality: Competence of providers and adherence to high standards of diagnosis and treatment
(e.g., thoroughness, accuracy, unnecessary risks, mistakes).

• Operational Efficiency: The results of medical care encounters (e.g., helpfulness of medical care providers
in improving or maintaining health).

• Finances: Factors involved in paying for medical services (e.g., reasonable costs, alternative payment
arrangements, comprehensiveness of insurance coverage).

• Facilities: Presence of medical care resources (e.g., availability of healthcare facilities and equipment)

2.3 Data Annotation

Before utilizing LLMs to extract aspect-based sentiments from patient reviews, it was essential to establish
a validation set to ensure accuracy before scaling the approach to the entire dataset. To achieve this goal, we
randomly select 400 reviews for which we conduct manual sentiment annotations to evaluate the accuracy
of sentiment extraction. Given the inherent challenges of manual labeling—such as high labor intensity,
inconsistent standards, and subjective biases—we implement a structured annotation process. Specifically,
four independent annotators manually label the selected reviews based on our predefined aspects. To assess
annotation quality and consistency, we measure inter-annotator agreement and resolve discrepancies through
a majority voting approach, ensuring the reliability and robustness of the final annotated labels. Table 2
provides representative examples for each aspect, aiding in the evaluation and standardization of sentiment
classification.
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Table 1 Consolidation of Healthcare Quality Aspects from Existing Studies.

Author and Year Aspects
Ware et al. (1983) [25] Interpersonal manner, technical quality, efficacy/outcomes,

accessibility/convenience, finances, continuity, physical
environment, facilities/availability

Berry et al. (1990) [26] Reliability, assurance, tangibles, empathy, responsiveness.
Marshalls and Hays (1994) [27] Access to care, financial aspects, availability of services,

continuity of care, technical quality, interpersonal care
World Health Organization. (2006) [28] Effectiveness, efficiency, accessibility, patient-

centeredness, safety, equity.
Manary et al. (2013) [29] Communication with nurses & physicians, timeliness of

assistance, Pain management, discharge planning, clean-
liness & facilities, emotional support.

Ozcelik et al. (2019) [30] Provider type & function, touchpoint diversity, patient in-
teraction, environment, psychological support, process ef-
ficiency, financial accessibility.

Agarwal et al. (2019) [31] Comfort, professionalism, facilities, pediatric care, staff in-
teractions, communication, waiting, billing/insurance, pain
management, diagnostic testing, prescription and phar-
macy, reception.

Tucker and Adams (2021) [32] Caring, empathy, reliability, responsiveness, access, com-
munication, outcomes

2.4 Aspect-based Sentiment Analysis (ABSA)

ABSA is a refined form of sentiment analysis that focuses on identifying and extracting opinions about
specific attributes or aspects of a product or service, rather than assessing overall sentiment. This method
enables a more nuanced understanding of user feedback by linking sentiments to particular service dimen-
sions [33]. In the context of this study, we leverage ABSA to extract sentiments associated with distinct five
aspects of urgent care services from Google Maps reviews. Unlike traditional sentiment analysis, ABSA fa-
cilitates a more nuanced evaluation of patient experiences, thereby offering deeper insights into the specific
areas that influence patient satisfaction in urgent care settings.

We design prompts to interact with LLMs to extract ABSA. A typical prompt consists of several compo-
nents, including an instructional introduction, question prompt, text prompt, and expected output constraints.
In addition, prior studies have demonstrated [34] that LLMs exhibit strong few-shot learning capabilities [34],
enabling them to generalize patterns from a few examples provided within the prompt. Research has also
shown that providing examples in a prompt can improve accuracy and coherence, particularly in tasks re-
quiring nuanced classification, such as ABSA. Therefore, we design the prompt by incorporating clear defi-
nitions, examples, and JSON output, aiming to optimize LLMs’ ability to generate reliable and contextually
appropriate responses. The designed prompt is presented in Appendix A.

2.5 LLM Implementation and Performance Measure

We evaluate the performance of five candidate LLMs: GPT-3.5, GPT-4o mini, GPT-4o, Claude Haiku, and
Claude Sonnet. The sample size for the testing dataset is 400. The performance of these candidate models
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is assessed using four key metrics: Precision, Recall, F1-score, and Accuracy. Precision indicates the per-
centage of true positive (TP) cases among all reviews correctly predicted by each respective model. Recall
reflects the percentage of TP cases out of all actual positive cases. The F1-score provides a harmonic mean
of precision and recall, balancing both metrics. Accuracy measures the proportion of correctly classified
reviews out of all reviews. The performance of the sentiment classification of each model is shown in 2.

Table 2 Representative examples of ABSA from Google Maps reviews for urgent care.

Google Maps review [sic] ABSA Classification
We had a short wait time, got right in and the doctor was thor-
ough, caring and quick to get us in and out and seen my family
as a whole. Amazing visit thank-you next care at 501 N. Park
Tucson, Az.

Interpersonal Factors: Positive
Operational Efficiency: Positive
Technical Quality: Positive
Facilities: Positive

Probably not worth the time. Staff was patient and listened well
but weren’t helpful. Charged me $550 to give no answers and
just told me to follow up with my regular doctor.

Interpersonal Factors: Positive
Operational Efficiency: Negative
Technical Quality: Negative
Finances: Negative

called at 4:50, they close at 5pm and the dr still saw me when i
got there just before 5. very friendly and super knowledgeable.
highly recommended its $120 to see the dr without insurance

Operational Efficiency: Positive
Technical Quality: Positive
Finances: Neutral
Facilities: Positive

ABSOLUTELY TERRIBLE!! I called at 11:51 and nobody an-
swered so I just decided to go anyways. I get there at 12:26 (the
wind is blowing crazy at this point) and the doors are locked.
Thinking I went to the wrong door I decided to walk around the
building for another door. When I reached the first door I went
to, there was now a HAND WRITTEN sign up saying that they
are closed until 1:30....

Interpersonal Factors: Negative
Operational Efficiency: Negative
Facilities: Negative

Was admitted from heart clinic bed not ready and you know the
hospital wasn’t full people talking temperature talking about go-
ing out and other things not related to job while standing in line
they put me in ER people with no mask cussing hitting on doors
lady sitting in wheelchair needs restroom no one helps so she pist
herself this is ridiculous I pay insurance may not be much but no
one needs to be treated like this and they want their co pay please

Interpersonal Factors: Negative
Operational Efficiency: Negative
Finances: Negative
Facilities: Negative

The performance evaluation is based on a sample of 400 reviews, but it is important to note that the dataset
is flattened, as each review may include sentiment classifications for multiple aspects. As a result, the distri-
bution of sentiment classes is highly imbalanced: there are 676 positive samples, 180 negative samples, and
only 18 neutral samples. This imbalance likely contributes to the challenge of achieving high performance
for the neutral class, as purely neutral comments in patient reviews are relatively rare.

Figure 2 reveals several key insights. All five tested LLMs demonstrate an overall accuracy of more than
80%. Notably, GPT-4o and Claude-Sonet achieve comparatively higher test accuracy along with a more
balanced and higher F1 score across all classes. However, their cost is over ten times that of more cost-
efficient models such as GPT-4o mini or Claude-Haiku. Although GPT-4o mini exhibits slightly lower
performance, the trade-off is marginal and generally acceptable. Given the cost-effectiveness—where GPT-
4o mini is substantially more affordable—and the large scale of our dataset, we ultimately choose GPT-4o
mini for analysis.
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Figure 2 Performance on the sentiment classification of candidate models.

2.6 Statistical Models

To examine major factors influencing hospital ratings, we perform both marginal (Pearson correlation) and
joint analyses (multiple linear regression) across hospitals, incorporating both the five hospital-level senti-
ment scores and additional, regional demographic and socioeconomic attributes associated with the hospi-
tals’ geographical locations. The multiple linear regression in particular accounts for the strong confound-
ing correlations amongst sentiment score aspects (Figure 5) and identifies the strongest determinants of
perceived quality of urgent care, using hospital ratings as its proxy.

2.6.1 Regression Models

We formulate two multiple linear regression models for the adjusted analysis of sentiment aspect vs. review
rating associations. For either model, the dependent variable is the average Google rating for each hospital i,
denoted as Ratingi, which quantifies overall patient satisfaction based on publicly available reviews. Model
1 includes the five sentiment scores as predictor variables capturing five key aspects of patient experience—
Interpersonal Factors, Operational Efficiency, Technical Quality, Finances, and Facilities. These scores
are calculated as averages across reviews per hospital, reflecting collective patient sentiment. That is, let
SentimentScorei j denote the average score for hospital i and sentiment aspect j, Model 1 is formulatedas:

Ratingi = β0 +
5

∑
j=1

β jSentimentScorei j + εi.

Here, β0 is the intercept, β js represents the coefficients of interest for the sentiment scores (Interpersonal
Factors, Operational Efficiency, Technical Quality, Finances, and Facilities), and εi is the independent er-
ror term [35]. This fully adjusted regression thus accounts for the strong interdependence amongst the five
sentiment aspects (Figure 5), identifying the strongest “determinant” aspects that drive hospital customer
rating.

Model 2 includes all sentiment aspects as included in Model 1 but additionally adjusts for demographic and
socioeconomic characteristics of the hospitals’ geographical location as covariates. These are region-level
metrics as linked to Census Block Groups (CBG) that the hospitals are located under, including population
density, median income, rent-to-income ratio, Gini index, household below poverty rate, no insurance rate,
and unemployment rate. Adjusting these variables in Model 2 allows us to additionally control for potential
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contextual effects of hospitals’ surrounding areas. Specifically, let SocioeconomcFactorik indicate region-
level metric k for hospital i (seven total), Model 2 is formulated as:

Ratingi = β0 +
5

∑
j=1

β jSentimentScorei j +
7

∑
k=1

γkSocioeconomicScoreik + εi.

Compared to Model 1, the additional coefficients γksrepresent effects for socioeconomic factors. Prior to
inclusion in the regression models, all demographic and socioeconomic variables underwent z-score nor-
malization to address scaling differences and enhance comparability.

2.6.2 Sensitivity Analysis

Interaction. To examine potential regional variations in sentiment-rating relationships, we conduct interac-
tion analyses within our regression framework. Following standard statistical practice for interaction mod-
eling, we center the predictor variables by subtracting their respective means to minimize multicollinearity
effects. We include three interaction terms: interpersonal factors × operational efficiency, interpersonal fac-
tors × population density, and operational efficiency × population density to address potential geographical
heterogeneity in sentiment-satisfaction relationships. These population density-associated interaction terms
enable us to test whether the association between key sentiment aspects and hospital ratings varies across
different levels of urbanization, which could potentially reveal important contextual influences on patient
evaluation of urgent care services.

Data filtering. To ensure reliable sentiment analysis, we restrict the dataset to hospitals with at least 10
reviews for each of the five aspects, yielding a total sample of 534 hospitals. This filtering strategy min-
imizes noise from sparse review data, enhancing the robustness of the sentiment scores [36]. To evaluate
the potential impact of our stringent filtering criteria on the regression outcomes, we conduct a sensitivity
analysis by modifying the inclusion parameters. Specifically, we eliminate the minimum review threshold
requirement for the finances aspect, which exhibits the lowest review availability among the five sentiment
dimensions. This modification substantially increases our analytical sample from 534 to 716 hospitals (34%
increase). We subsequently fit a modified regression model using this expanded dataset, excluding finances
while retaining the remaining four sentiment aspects (interpersonal factors, operational efficiency, technical
quality, and facilities) as predictor variables, following the structure of Model 2. This approach enables us
to systematically assess whether our primary findings remain consistent across different filtering specifica-
tions and sample sizes, thereby evaluating the robustness of our analytical framework and the stability of
our coefficient estimates independent of specific filtering decisions.

Multicollinearity. Despite the strong correlation among both the sentiment scores (Figure 5) and across
demographic and socioeconomic variables (e.g., median income and poverty rate), we reason it is important
to include variables simultaneously in a fully adjusted model to delineate true determinants driving urgent
care satisfaction. This approach is admissible in particular thanks to the larger geographical scales and
sample sizes of our included hospitals (n=534). Similar approaches to simultaneous adjustment for the mu-
tually correlated region- and individual-level covariates have been previously adopted for population health
research across diverse geographical areas [37]. Quantitatively, we assess the impact of multicollinearity by
computing the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for each independent variable to ensure the stability and in-
terpretability of the regression estimates [38]. We observe that, across the five variables, the largest VIF is
Interpersonal Factors, suggesting the most moderate impact of multicollinearity in our data (Table 3). The
model’s explanatory power is evaluated using R-squared and adjusted R-squared metrics [39].
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Table 3 Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) for Independent Variables in Model 2

Variables VIF
Sentiment Scores
Interpersonal Factors 7.982441
Technical Quality 4.193950
Operational Efficiency 5.192045
Finances 1.942998
Facilities 1.727500
Socioeconomic Factors
Population Density 1.048605
Median Income 1.734290
Rent-to-Income Ratio 1.184145
GINI Index 1.154306
Household Below Poverty Rate 1.808886
No Insurance Rate 1.344027
Unemployment Rate 1.231215

3 Results

The results analysis explores two research questions. For the first research question, we identify patterns in
public sentiment across different aspects of urgent care services. We examine two key aspects: the variation
in sentiment distribution across different aspects in DMV and FL, and the factors and aspects that have the
greatest impact on patient sentiment. For the second research question, we investigate the relationship be-
tween geospatial patterns and local socio-spatial factors. Specifically, we analyze key social, demographic,
and economic factors associated with public sentiment and identify patterns of public perception across
different geographic regions.

3.1 Sentiment Distribution and Geospatial Patterns

Figure 3 shows the distribution of patient sentiment scores in the DMV region and Florida on the five di-
mensions of interpersonal factors, technical quality, operational efficiency, finance, and facility availability.
The GPT-4o mini model is used to score sentiment, ranging from -1 (negative) to 1 (positive). Grouped by
region, a box plot is drawn to show the distribution of sentiment scores. We can see that in all dimensions,
Florida’s median sentiment is slightly higher than that of the DMV, especially in interpersonal factors and
operational efficiency. The sentiment score of the financial dimension is generally low, and both regions
have obvious negative emotions. The highest sentiment score is for facilities, indicating that patients have
a good overall evaluation of the hospital’s hardware conditions. Outliers indicate that there are extremely
negative or positive comments on each dimension.

Figure 4 illustrates the geospatial distribution of urgent care health centers in the DMV and Florida regions,
highlighting spatial variations in overall review ratings and aspect-based sentiment scores across five key
dimensions. We visualize this by overlaying review data on state maps, where each dot represents an urgent
care center. The dot color indicates the average rating or sentiment score, while the dot size represents the
number of reviews. We include only urgent care POI with at least 10 reviews and focus on Florida and the
DMV region. Our geospatial analysis of urgent care centers in Florida and the DMV region reveals notable
trends in patient reviews and aspect-based sentiment scores. Overall, urgent care centers in Florida receive
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Figure 3 Distribution of sentiment scores across five key aspects of patient experience by region.

Figure 4 Geospatial distribution among health centers. a. Average Rating Score in DMV and FL. b.
Sentiment Score among Aspects in DMV and FL.
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an average rating of 4.31 based on 172,597 reviews in 746 health centers while those in the DMV region
have an average rating of 4.14 across 77,293 reviews in 378 health centers. These ratings suggest that patient
experiences are generally positive in both regions. However, sentiment analysis across different aspects of
care reveals important distinctions, particularly in financial satisfaction and operational efficiency. Financial
concerns emerge as the most negatively rated aspect among the five key sentiment categories analyzed. In
Florida, sentiment related to cost and billing has an average score of -0.34 across 11,701 reviews, while in
the DMV region, financial sentiment is even lower at -0.53 from 5,002 reviews.

Other aspects of care are generally rated positively, though some differences emerge between regions. The
sentiment of interpersonal factors, which reflects patient experiences with staff and provider interactions,
is higher in Florida (0.59 across 89,357 reviews) than in the DMV region (0.49 across 40,631 reviews).
Similarly, the sentiment of technical quality, which captures opinions on the care competency received, is
higher in Florida (0.46 across 29,548 reviews) compared to the DMV (0.34 across 13,962 reviews).

Operational efficiency, including wait times and administrative processes, receives lower sentiment scores
than other non-financial aspects, with Florida scoring 0.39 from 63,852 reviews and the DMV scoring 0.30
from 30,915 reviews. Meanwhile, facility-related sentiment, which measures perceptions of cleanliness,
organization, and availability of medical equipment, received the highest ratings in both regions. Patients
in Florida rated this aspect at 0.68 from 18,614 reviews, while those in the DMV region provided a similar
rating of 0.61 from 7,755 reviews.

Overall, these findings indicate that urgent care centers in both regions are well-regarded for their interper-
sonal interactions, technical quality, and facilities, but concerns persist regarding financial transparency and
operational efficiency. Florida’s centers generally received higher sentiment scores than those in the DMV
region, suggesting that patient experiences in Florida may be more favorable across multiple aspects of care.

3.2 Statistical Analysis

All five sentiment scores are intercorrelated amongst each other and with average hospital ratings, sug-
gesting different aspects of urgent care customer experience are typically related and jointly impact overall
satisfaction (Figure 5). Specifically, we evaluate the Pearson correlation between the five sentiment aspects
(averaged per-hospital) and per-hospital average customer rating, further stratified by geographical region
(DMV and Florida) aspect. The five aspects have significant positive intercorrelations with each other (p
< 0.0001 for all), ranging from moderate (facilities with finance, r=0.36 for both DMV and Florida) to
strong dependencies (interpersonal factors with operational efficiency, DMV: r = 0.87; Florida: r = 0.89),
suggesting different aspects of patients’ urgent care experience are typically related to each other.

The five aspects also have significant positive correlations with hospital ratings (p < 0.001 for all). Specif-
ically, interpersonal factors exhibit the strongest correlation with hospital ratings in both DMV (r = 0.94)
and Florida (r = 0.93), followed by operational efficiency (DMV: r = 0.84; Florida: r = 0.87) and technical
quality (DMV: r = 0.73; Florida: r = 0.82). Finances (DMV: r = 0.60; Florida: r = 0.59) and facilities (DMV:
r = 0.55; Florida: r = 0.60) show moderate correlations. This pattern is consistent in the two geographic
regions, with Florida generally showing slightly stronger correlations for technical quality and operational
efficiency. Together, our findings support that interconnected patient experience aspects jointly impact ur-
gent care quality, as evaluated through public reviews and reproduced across two geographical locations.

We further delineate the individual impact of each urgent care experience aspect with a fully adjusted mul-
tiple linear regression analysis. Briefly (full details in Methods), we fit two linear regression models on
per-hospital average review as the outcome. The first model includes all five sentiment scores as the predic-
tors, thus delineating their individual (conditional) effects while accounting for the impact of other aspects.
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The second model additionally incorporates demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of CBGs that
hospitals are located at as covariates (7 total; see Methods 2.6 and Table 4) to further adjust for each hospi-
tal’s regional contexts. Our conditional modeling approach allows us to determine, among inter-correlated
per-hospital sentiment scores and area-level SES covariates, determinant factors that independently affect
patients’ evaluation of the quality of their visit, similar to existing approaches in large-scale population
studies of health associations with individual-level and neighborhood-level factors [37].

Figure 5 Distribution (diagonal cells) and pairwise association (lower triangle), and pairwise correlations
between service aspects and ratings for DMV and Florida regions.

Our models establish consistent findings on significant predictors for visit satisfaction; in particular, in-
terpersonal factors and operational efficiency are consistently the strongest determinants (Table 4). As an
overall diagnostic, Model 1 demonstrates the high explanatory power of sentiment scores on hospital rating
(Adjusted R² = 0.875), which is only slightly improved with the additional CBG-level demographic and so-
cioeconomic factors in Model 2 (Adjusted R² = 0.877). Among the predictors, interpersonal factors emerge
as the strongest predictor of hospital ratings across both models (Model 1: β = 1.684, p < 0.001; Model
2: β = 1.705, p < 0.001), followed by operational efficiency (Model 1: β = 0.303, p < 0.001; Model 2: β
= 0.289, p < 0.001; Table 4). Notably, technical quality, finances, and facilities do not show statistically
significant associations in either model, suggesting these are not major drivers of visit quality once inter-
personal factors and operational efficiency are adjusted for. From Model 2 results, population density is
the only significant CBG-level factor, with more densely populated areas demonstrating higher ratings (β =
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0.023, p = 0.009). Other SES variables do not show significant associations. Our results thus demonstrate
interpersonal factors and operational efficiency as distinctive determinants shaping urgent care experience
over other aspects (finance, facilities, technical quality), specifically addressing our RQ2 (key aspects driv-
ing customer satisfaction with urgent care services). These agree with health economics research from
other fields that highlight the importance of empathy, respect, and communication effectiveness in health-
care facility operations [40;41]. Our findings, derived fully based on public review data and empowered by
novel LLM analytics, thus join existing evidence in underscoring the importance of the “human element” in
provider-patient interactions, in particular within the context of urgent care quality and satisfaction.

Table 4 OLS Regression Results for Predictors of Urgent Care Ratings

Variables Model 1: Sentiment Scores
Only

Model 2: Sentiment Scores +
Socioeconomic Factors

Sentiment Scores
Interpersonal Factors 1.684*** (0.091) 1.705*** (0.091)
Technical Quality 0.004 (0.056) 0.004 (0.056)
Operational Efficiency 0.303*** (0.062) 0.289*** (0.061)
Finances -0.055 (0.031) -0.056 (0.031)
Facilities 0.033 (0.041) 0.036 (0.041)
Socioeconomic Factors
Population Density - 0.023** (0.009)
Median Income - 0.016 (0.011)
Rent-to-Income Ratio - 0.000 (0.009)
GINI Index - -0.011 (0.009)
Household Below Poverty
Rate

- 0.011 (0.011)

No Insurance Rate - 0.016 (0.010)
Unemployment Rate - 0.008 (0.009)
Intercept 3.066*** (0.036) 3.058*** (0.036)
Model Fit
R-squared 0.876 0.880
Adjusted R-squared 0.875 0.877
F-statistic 748.9*** 318.5***
Observations 534 534
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.
All socioeconomic variables in Model 2 are standardized (mean = 0, standard deviation = 1).

Our findings are robust against regional variations and different model specifications through extensive
sensitivity analyses (Methods 2.6). First, by additionally testing for interaction effects between interpersonal
factors, operational efficiency, and region-level population density (i.e., those with significant coefficients),
we observe no significant geographic heterogeneity in sentiment-rating relationships (interpersonal factors
× population density: β = 0.080, p = 0.321; operational efficiency × population density: β = -0.087, p =
0.301). Thus, key sentiment aspects consistently influence satisfaction regardless of urbanization levels.
Second, to address the intercorrelations among sentiment scores, we evaluate multicollinearity via variance
inflation factor (VIF) analysis. As shown in, the VIF values for sentiment aspects are at most moderate
and under thresholds deemed reasonable for large-scale studies with correlated predictors as discussed in
O’Brien [38]. Third, we evaluate the impact of our filtering criteria by comparing our primary regression
results with an expanded sample analysis (Methods 2.6). This expanded analysis (n=716) excludes the
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finances aspect from our filtering criteria, which has the lowest availability in reviews and removes the most
posts in the primary analyses (n=534). The findings are highly consistent with interpersonal factors (β =
1.64, p < 0.001) operational efficiency (β = 0.26, p < 0.001), and population density (β = 0.018, p = 0.024)
still representing the strongest and only significant. Our sensitivity analyses thus confirm the robustness of
our primary findings, independent of specific model choices or regional characteristics.

We find that in Model 2, interpersonal factors show the largest coefficient of patient satisfaction (β = 1.705, p
< 0.001). Additionally, operational efficiency is the second significant factor influencing patient satisfaction
(β = 0.289, p < 0.001) towards their experiences with urgent care. On the contrary, despite technical quality
showing a strong bivariate correlation with ratings (DMV: r = 0.73; Florida: r = 0.82), it demonstrates no
significant independent predictive power in either multivariate model (Model 2: β = 0.004, p = 0.941).

Even after adjusting for demographic and socioeconomic factors in Model 2, only population density was
significantly associated with hospital ratings (β = 0.023, p = 0.009). The insignificance of other socioe-
conomic variables, including income, inequality measures, poverty rates, and insurance coverage, suggests
that the relationship between patient satisfaction and service quality transcends socioeconomic boundaries
within our sample.

4 Discussion

Our study employs ABSA to investigate patient experiences with urgent care services, analyzing Google
Maps reviews from the DMV and Florida regions. We extract sentiment scores using two LLMs for five key
aspects—interpersonal factors, operational efficiency, technical quality, finances, and facilities—and exam-
ine their relationship with overall ratings through regression analysis. Our findings offer fresh insights into
patient satisfaction in urgent care, supporting and expanding prior work in health informatics and patient-
centered care.

Our analysis shows interpersonal factors most strongly correlate with patient satisfaction (DMV: r = 0.94;
Florida: r = 0.93), followed by operational efficiency (DMV: r = 0.84; Florida: r = 0.87) and technical
quality (DMV: r = 0.73; Florida: r = 0.82). This emphasizes the role of provider-patient interactions, like
empathy and communication, in shaping urgent care quality perceptions, consistent with Boissy et al.’s
findings that communication skills training for physicians improves patient satisfaction [42]. While patients
recognize technical competence, their satisfaction is more influenced by interpersonal and efficiency aspects.
Regression models confirm interpersonal factors have the greatest impact on ratings (Model 1: β = 1.684, p
< 0.001; Model 2: β = 1.705, p < 0.001), followed by operational efficiency (Model 1: β = 0.303, p < 0.001;
Model 2: β = 0.289, p < 0.001), echoing Mostafa and El-Atawi’s study linking reduced wait times to higher
satisfaction and improved clinical outcomes in emergency department contexts [43]. These align with health
informatics research on the “human element” in healthcare as demonstrated by Ferreira et al [44].

Conversely, finances (DMV: r = 0.60; Florida: r = 0.59) and facilities (DMV: r = 0.55; Florida: r = 0.60)
show weaker correlations with ratings and no significant effects in multivariate models (finances, Model 2:
β = 0.071, p = 0.135; facilities, Model 2: β = 0.032, p = 0.463). This questions traditional assumptions that
financial affordability and the quality of medical infrastructure are crucial determinants of patient satisfac-
tion, suggesting instead that these play a secondary role in urgent care. Finances scored negatively (DMV:
-0.53; Florida: -0.34), but their minor role in satisfaction suggests patients value service quality over cost
in urgent care. Positive facility sentiment (DMV: 0.61; Florida: 0.68) also fails to predict ratings, showing
they matter less to satisfaction.

The focus on interpersonal factors and operational efficiency ties to urgent care’s role as a quick, accessi-
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ble option for acute, non-severe issues, distinct from primary care’s long-term management or emergency
rooms’ life-threatening care. Unlike primary care or emergency departments, patients assume technical
competence, making engagement and efficiency more vital to satisfaction. Operational efficiency, includ-
ing wait times and scheduling, drives convenience—a core urgent care feature—evident in its consistent
significance across regions and models.

Geospatial and socioeconomic analyses reveal Florida’s urgent care centers outperform DMV ones (e.g.,
interpersonal sentiment: 0.59 vs. 0.49; technical quality: 0.46 vs. 0.34), possibly due to regional service
or expectation differences. Population density is the only notable socioeconomic factor (Model 2: β =
0.023, p = 0.009), hinting urban areas gain from competition or resources, though its small effect limits
impact. Other factors like income or poverty show no influence, suggesting satisfaction is consistent across
contexts, underlining interpersonal and operational priorities, and exploring how socioeconomic factors
influence satisfaction can help tailor services to diverse patient needs.

These findings could help urgent care healthcare providers enhance their patient experiences and health
outcomes. By identifying and understanding the patients’ satisfaction regarding urgent care services from
various aspects, healthcare providers can gain valuable insights that lead to targeted improvements in ser-
vice delivery. This is crucial in a healthcare landscape where patient expectations are continually evolv-
ing. Moreover, exploring how socioeconomic factors influence customer satisfaction can help urgent care
facilities tailor their services to meet the specific needs of patients. Previous research has shown that so-
cioeconomic status can impact access to healthcare and overall health outcomes. Improving urgent care can
contribute to a more equitable healthcare system that effectively serves all populations, particularly those
minorities.

Our works present several avenues for future research. First, we adopt GPT-4o mini as the backbone model
for ABSA, because the marginal performance difference relative to GPT-4o mini is outweighed by its sig-
nificantly lower cost, making it a more practical choice for large-scale analysis. Given the rapidly evolving
landscape of LLMs, future research could explore the performance of alternative LLMs and refine prompt
engineering strategies, such as fine-tuning [45] and chain-of-thought prompting [46], to further enhance the ac-
curacy and efficiency of ABSA in such a context. Second, prior research suggests that the online user base
skews toward younger, more highly educated individuals [47;48], which may introduce demographic bias into
our findings on public perceptions of urgent care services. To mitigate this limitation, future studies could
consider integrating data from traditional surveys, to capture more diverse perspectives. Third, this study
focuses on the DMV and Florida regions. Future research could extend this analytical framework to a na-
tionwide scale or apply it to other healthcare service domains, such as emergency departments. This allows
us to generate a more comprehensive understanding of patient experiences and inform more responsive
healthcare strategies tailored to different geographic regions and healthcare domains.

5 Conclusions

We employ ABSA to investigate five key components of patient experience in healthcare systems and their
relationships with customer ratings in Google Map Reviews for urgent care services in the DMV and Florida
regions. We show the interpersonal factors as the primary predictor of patient satisfaction, with operational
efficiency also playing a significant role. Our findings can guide healthcare providers in enhancing patient
satisfaction through improved interpersonal interactions and operational processes.
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A Prompt design

1 prompts = {
2 "intro": """ ### Sentiment Scoring of Patient Experience in Medical Care
3

4 Patient experience in medical care collected from Google Maps will be analyzed and
categorized based on the following five key aspects. Each review will be

classified as **positive , negative , or neutral ** depending on the sentiment
expressed in relation to these aspects:

5

6 **1. Interpersonal Factors **
7 - Features of the way in which providers interact personally with patients (e.g.,

concern , friendliness , courtesy , disrespect , rudeness).
8 - ** Positive **: Empathy , kindness , active listening , respectful communication ,

friendliness , professionalism.
9 - ** Negative **: Rudeness , indifference , lack of communication , dismissiveness ,

impatience , unprofessional behavior.
10 - ** Neutral **: No clear sentiment , factual statements without strong emotional

cues.
11

12 **2. Technical Quality **
13 - Competence of providers and adherence to high standards of diagnosis and

treatment (e.g., thoroughness , accuracy , unnecessary risks , making mistakes).
14 - ** Positive **: Accurate diagnosis , effective treatment , thorough examinations ,

expert medical knowledge , advanced technology use.
15 - ** Negative **: Misdiagnosis , ineffective treatment , lack of expertise , medical

errors , outdated procedures.
16 - ** Neutral **: Descriptive statements without emotional judgment.
17

18 **3. Operational Efficiency **
19 - The results of medical care encounters (e.g., helpfulness of medical care

providers in improving or maintaining health).
20 - ** Positive **: Short waiting times , smooth appointment scheduling , efficient

emergency response , streamlined administrative processes.
21 - ** Negative **: Long wait times , disorganized processes , difficulty booking

appointments , lack of coordination among staff.
22 - ** Neutral **: Statements that report processes without clear sentiment.
23

24 **4. Finances **
25 - Factors involved in paying for medical services (e.g., reasonable costs ,

alternative payment arrangements , comprehensiveness of insurance coverage).
26 - ** Positive **: Reasonable pricing , transparent billing , flexible payment options ,

adequate insurance coverage , financial assistance programs.
27 - ** Negative **: High costs , hidden fees , billing errors , lack of insurance support

, unexpected medical expenses.
28 - ** Neutral **: Mentions of pricing or payment without emotional context.
29

30 **5. Facilities/Availability **
31 - Presence of medical care resources (e.g., enough hospital facilities and

providers in the area).
32 - ** Positive **: Clean and well -maintained facilities , modern medical equipment ,

comfortable waiting areas , availability of essential services (e.g., pharmacies
, parking).

33 - ** Negative **: Unhygienic conditions , outdated or broken equipment , lack of beds ,
overcrowding , poor accessibility for disabled individuals.

34 - ** Neutral **: Observations about facilities without sentiment.
35

36 Each review will be assessed based on these five aspects to provide a structured
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sentiment analysis of patient experiences in healthcare settings.""",
37

38 "question": """Can you identify the aspect -based sentiment (i.e., positive ,
neutral , negative) based on the patient experience stated in the following
Google Maps review? Only use the following aspects: Interpersonal Factors ,
Technical Quality , Operational Efficiency , Finances , Facilities/Availability.
Do NOT create new aspects. If the review does not mention an aspect , do not
include it in the output.

39

40 ### Example 1
41 Review: ’The doctor was very kind and took the time to explain everything to me in

detail. The diagnosis was accurate , and I felt well cared for. The clinic was
also clean and comfortable.’

42 Expected Output:
43 {
44 "Interpersonal Factors ": "positive",
45 "Technical Quality ": "positive",
46 "Facilities/Availability ": "positive"
47 }
48

49 ### Example 2
50 Review: ’I had to wait for more than three hours even though I had an appointment.

The staff was rude and unhelpful. Also , the bill had extra charges that were
not explained to me.’

51 Expected Output:
52 {
53 "Interpersonal Factors ": "negative",
54 "Operational Efficiency ": "negative",
55 "Finances ": "negative"
56 }
57 """,
58

59 "text": "The review content is: {review }\n",
60

61 "output": """ Please provide only a valid JSON response without Markdown code
blocks , text descriptions , or explanations.

62 The JSON structure must strictly follow this format:
63 {
64 "Interpersonal Factors ": "sentiment",
65 "Technical Quality ": "sentiment",
66 "Operational Efficiency ": "sentiment",
67 "Finances ": "sentiment",
68 "Facilities/Availability ": "sentiment"
69 }
70 Use only "positive", "negative", or "neutral" as sentiment values.
71 If an aspect is not mentioned in the review , do not include it in the output.
72 If the review does not mention any of the defined aspects , return this exact JSON

response: {"None": "None "}. """
73 }
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