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ABSTARCT 
Introduction: Patients with severe Major Depressive Disorder (MDD) have an increasing risk of 

new psychiatric hospitalizations following each new episode of depression highlighting the 

recurrent nature of the disorder. Furthermore, patients are not fully recovered at the end of their 

treatment in outpatient mental health services, and residual symptoms of depression might explain 

why patients with MDD have a high risk of relapse. However, evidence of methods to promote 

recovery after discharge from outpatient mental health services is lacking. The proposed scoping 

review aims to systematically scope, map and identify the literature and knowledge gaps on existing 

interventions that promote recovery from MDD for patients transitioning from outpatient mental 

health services to primary care. 

Methods and analysis: The proposed scoping review will follow the latest methodological 

guidance by the Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) in tandem with the Preferred Reporting Items for 

Systematic reviews and Meta-Analysis - extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR) checklist. 

The review is ongoing. Four electronic databases (Medline via PubMed, PsycINFO, CINAHL, and 

Sociological Abstracts) were systematically searched from 20 January 2022 till 29 March 2022 

using keywords and text words. The review team consists of three independent screeners. Two 

screeners have completed the initial title and abstract screening for all studies retrieved by the 

search strategy. Currently, we are in the full text screening phase. Reference lists of included studies 

will be screened, and data will be independently extracted by the review team. Results will be 

analyzed qualitatively and quantitatively.  

Ethics and dissemination: The chosen methodology is based on the use of publicly available 

information and does not require ethical approval. Results will be published in an international peer 

reviewed scientific journal and additionally shared with relevant local and national authorities.  

Registration: Following publication, we intend to register the protocol on Open Science 

Framework. 

 

Keywords 

Depression, recovery, transitioning, mental health services, primary care.  

 

Data availability statement 
Data sharing not applicable as no datasets generated and/or analyzed for this study. 

 

Strengths and limitations of this study 

To our knowledge, this scoping review is the first to identify and map interventions that aim to 

promote recovery from severe major depressive disorder for patients transitioning from outpatient 

mental health services to primary care.  

The proposed scoping review will be conducted in accordance with the Preferred Reporting Items 

for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analysis - extension for Scoping Reviews in tandem with the 

latest framework for scoping review proposed by the Joanna Briggs Institute. 
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The review will not assess the quality of intern validity of included studies. However, we will 

outline the key characteristics of the best-available evidence in the area and comment of the 

applicability of the evidence in various settings.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Disease Burden of Major Depressive Disorder and Treatment across Sectors 

Major Depressive Disorder (MDD) is one of the most prevalent mental disorders worldwide with a 

lifetime risk of 20% for adults on a global level [1-3]. Approximately 5% of the general population 

experiences a depressive episode within a 12-month period [1-3]. Current predictions by the World 

Health Organization indicate that by 2030 depression will be the leading cause of disease burden 

globally [4]. MDD has a negative impact on quality of life, and reduces psychosocial, social, and 

occupational functioning, and markedly increases morbidity and mortality [5-7]. 

A huge body of evidence from e.g., epidemiological surveys has documented a strong 

interconnection and increased comorbidity of MDD with other mental disorders, most notably with 

anxiety disorders and substance use disorders [5, 8-11]. MDD has furthermore been associated with 

comorbid physical diseases, e.g., diabetes and heart diseases [5, 6, 12-15] and social difficulties [10, 

16, 17], e.g., poor work participation, drift to a lower social class, and poorer education.  

Thus, MDD is a major burden for the individual patient and public health throughout the world [1, 

2, 18, 19], and on a societal level, MDD leads to significant direct costs for treatment, care and 

rehabilitation and indirect costs due to disease-related work disability and mortality [5, 6, 12-15]. 

 

A diagnosis of MDD is reached when patients experience five or more out of nine symptoms during 

the same 2-week period and at least one of these symptoms should be either depressed mood or loss 

of interest and pleasure [20]. In addition, patients with MDD experience a variety of associated 

emotional, cognitive, and behavioral symptoms [10, 21, 22]. 

Most patients with MDD are diagnosed and treated in primary care by general practitioners, but 

research has shown that the ability to detect, diagnose, and treat patients with MDD is often 

insufficient [23-25]. Furthermore, there is sparse evidence to conclude which type of treatment 

approach is most effective in preventing relapse or recurrence of MDD [26, 27]. A Cochrane review 

concluded that patients taking antidepressant medication were less likely to relapse or to experience 

a recurrent episode compared to patients not taking antidepressant medication (13.9% versus 

33.8%) [27]. There are, however, methodological problems in assessing the prophylactic effect of 

antidepressants [28]. There is also some evidence that non-pharmacological treatment options can 

induce a reduction in depression symptoms and further remission, i.e., rumination-group cognitive-

behavioral therapy, light, exercise, and sleep regulation therapy [29, 30].  

 

MDD is often reoccurring and in some cases it becomes chronic. After treatment of the first episode 

of severe MDD, more than 50% of all inpatients will relapse [15, 31-36]. These residual symptoms 

of MDD and incomplete recovery are thus considered a significant contributor to the high risk of 

relapse for patients with MDD [37]. Therefore, MDD requires long-term and adequate multimodal 

treatment to induce recovery and prevent/reduce the risk of further episodes. Specialized mental 

health services typically manage treatment of severe recurrent depression and difficult to treat 

depression or pressing suicidal ideation [38-40]. However, most mental health services only offer 

treatment for shorter periods, and research concludes that too early discharge can remove critical 

support and treatment from vulnerable patients that are not fully recovered at the end of their 
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treatment in outpatient mental health services [36, 41, 42]. In addition, research has shown that 

patients may not have full confidence in the general practitioners’ ability to decide 

continuation/discontinuation of antidepressant due to a perceived lack of knowledge and time in 

general practice [38, 43]. As described, some patients relapse in the treatment gaps between 

outpatient mental health services and often insufficient treatment in primary care. Patients with 

MDD require ongoing maintenance treatments over the long term to facilitate continued recovery.  

 

Recovering from Major Depressive Disorder  

The concept of recovery was first used in the 1960s, primarily aimed to restore human rights as part 

of user movements responding to the perceived dominant, and stigmatizing notion of mental illness 

as chronic with little possibility for improvement [44]. Since then, recovery has become an 

increasingly important aspect of mental healthcare [45, 46]. The main notions of recovery in mental 

health literature are the concepts of clinical - and personal recovery.  

Clinical recovery refers to a process of individual recovery from mental illness by remission from 

symptoms and attainment of functional improvement [47-49]. Personal recovery refers to a process 

in which the individual recovers from the social consequences of the mental illness, thus regaining a 

meaningful life and participating in the community by overcoming the challenges of mental illness 

with or without symptoms. Personal recovery is commonly conceptualized via the ‘CHIME’ 

Framework. It consists of five interrelated processes: Connectedness with other people and the 

community; Hope and optimism about the future; overcoming stigma and redefining a positive 

sense of Identity; Meaning in life as defined by rebuilding a meaningful life with social goals; 

Empowerment, which includes taking personal responsibility and control over one’s life [50-57]. 

The two concepts of recovery have led to some polarization in the understanding of what recovery 

entails [58]. Recently, it has been argued that the two concepts should be considered 

complementary rather than contrasting, especially to prevent that patients are left in limbo in the, 

sometimes, polarized discussion between researchers and clinicians [47]. Professionals working in 

psychiatry tend to focus on clinical recovery [47-49, 58], while general practitioners tend to focus 

more on personal recovery, which aligns well with a generalist and person-centered rather than 

disease-centered approach to care [43, 52, 58]. Yet, patients want both clinical and personal 

recovery [58]. Therefore, in this review, we focus on both clinical- and personal recovery, 

collectively referred to as “recovery”.  

 

Existing Evidence on Recovery from Major Depressive Disorder for Patients Transitioning 

from Outpatient Mental Health Services to Primary Care 

To our knowledge, there are no published scoping reviews that summarize the evidence for 

interventions aiming to promote continued recovery from MDD for patients transitioning from 

outpatient mental health services to primary care. Most studies investigating recovery interventions 

and / or relapse prevention from MDD have been undertaken in primary care [38, 59, 60]. Two 

reviews have a specific focus on developing recovery interventions, e.g., scoping the evidence for 

internet-based recovery-oriented interventions [61], or developing a proposed logic model, i.e., a 

visual representation of what works for whom, why, and under which circumstances, for how 
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recovery-oriented interventions could contribute to recovery [62]. However, these reviews were not 

specific to our target group of interest, did not focus on clinical recovery or patients transitioning 

from outpatient mental health services to primary care [61, 62]. Currently, the best available 

evidence in the field is a rapid review from 2021 by Blasi et al. [63] that identified practices for 

transitioning stable patients from outpatient mental health services to primary care, and a systematic 

review from 2006 by Gunn et al. [64] that assessed the effects of chronic illness management 

approaches for patients with depression in primary care. The rapid review by Blasi et al. [63] 

included 11 articles representing six categories of transition practices, with patient engagement as 

the most commonly described transition practice, followed by shared treatment planning, 

assessment of recovery and stability, care coordination, follow-up and support, and medication 

management. However, the review did not draw conclusions about best practices or the importance 

of specific transition processes or strategies, including interventions that promotes recovery for 

patients transitioning. In addition, the authors may have missed some relevant articles due to the 

rapid review timeline for literature searching and study selection [63]. The systematic review by 

Gunn et al. [64] found that system level interventions in primary care can led to a modest increase 

in recovery from depression. Yet, the quality of the evidence was poor and ten of the 11 randomized 

controlled trials included in the review (91%) were from the United States of America [64]. Thus, 

the authors concluded that possibly the findings in the reviews were likely not applicable to 

countries with strong primary care systems. Of note, the scope of the review was not recovery after 

discharge from mental health services. In addition, neither observational nor qualitative studies 

were included for review, limiting the review’s ability to provide a comprehensive overview of the 

field of recovery from MDD [64]. Lastly, much research on recovery from MDD has been 

conducted since 2006, making an updated review relevant [65, 66]. Nevertheless, it is plausible that 

shared care models for treatment of MDD between outpatient mental health services and primary 

care may improve recovery [67]. Therefore, we believe that a scoping review on this field will be 

valuable to identify knowledge gaps due to its connection with and to inform an ongoing co-design 

development project that we will describe briefly below.  

 

The Scoping Review Informs a Co-design Process that aims to Develop a Complex 

Intervention 

Given high rates of relapse and residual symptoms for patients with MDD following transitioning 

from outpatient mental health services to primary care, new strategies to promote continued 

recovery are required. A promising method is to develop an intervention that promotes continued 

recovery from MDD for patients transitioning. This scoping review is one part of an ongoing 

stakeholder co-design project (supplementary file A) located in the Capital Region of Denmark. In 

the present review, stakeholders are involved in the design and conduct of the review. Other 

activities involved in the co-design process includes individual interviews, focus groups and 

workshops with stakeholders. The overall aim of the co-design project is to develop a complex 

intervention that promotes recovery from MDD for patients transitioning (supplementary file A) 

from outpatient mental health services to primary care. Following the development of the 

intervention, we plan to test the intervention over a series of feasibility studies [68-70]. 
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Objective 

The proposed scoping review aims to systematically scope, map and identify the literature and 

knowledge gaps on existing interventions that promote recovery from MDD for patients 

transitioning from outpatient mental health services to primary care.  

 

Research questions:  

What characterizes interventions aiming to promote recovery from MDD for patients transitioning 

from outpatient mental health services to primary care, and under which circumstances do they 

work?  

METHODS AND ANALYSIS 
Scoping reviews are methodologically rigorous in their approach to examining the extent, range, 

and nature of research activity in a particular field. The methodology is particularly useful for 

identifying and synthesizing the best available evidence that spans a vast conceptual and 

methodological range in the health disciplines [71-75], as is the case within this research area.  

The first framework for conducting a scoping review was proposed by Arksey and O’Malley [71]. 

Extensions of this framework were later provided by Levac et al. [72]. These initial attempts have 

provided guidance to many researchers, but lack of methodological clarity continues to exist. In 

response to ongoing concerns about the scoping review methodology, the Joanna Briggs Institute 

(JBI) guidance for scoping reviews was developed by a working group of methodological experts 

and first published in 2015 [73]. JBI updated their guidance in 2017 and again in 2020 [74, 76].  

This proposed scoping review will follow the latest methodological guidance by the JBI [77] in 

tandem with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analysis - extension 

for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR) checklist [78] (supplementary file B).  

 

Patient and public involvement 
During protocol development, we used the TRANSFER approach [79] to involve relevant 

stakeholders in discussions about the scoping reviews’ aim and methods, aiming to promote 

relevance and transferability of the reviews’ findings. We included a diverse set of stakeholders 

over a series of meetings to gain perspectives from researchers from a) general practice, b) mental 

health services, and c) social medicine. We also conducted interviews with patients with MDD and 

a focus group with job consultants from the Municipality of Copenhagen to include their 

perceptions. 

 

Protocol and registration 

This scoping review protocol is novel, i.e., not based on updates from previous review(s). A pre-

print will be registered at the medRxiv preprint server for health sciences. 

Following publication, we intend to share the protocol and any supplementary material on Open 

Science Framework (OSF) (available at: https://osf.io/rr/). In case the conduct outlined in this 

protocol changes substantially during the review process, we will update the protocol in the OSF 

accordingly and report deviations from the protocol in the final publication(s).  
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Eligibility criteria  

The following eligibility criteria (table 1) guide the decision to in- or exclude studies identified for 

review. These are structured according to the PICOS acronym (population, intervention, 

comparator, outcome, and setting).  

 

Table 1. Eligibility criteria  

PICOS Inclusion Exclusion 

Population Adults (18 years of age or older) with the 

primary diagnosis MDD (as diagnosed using 

any recognized diagnostic criteria, e.g., DSM-

IV or ICD-10, supplementary file A). 

Exclusively elderly people 

(65 years of age or older), 

depression as part of bipolar 

disorder, or people suffering 

exclusively from postpartum 

depression.  

Intervention We will include studies investigating any type 

of intervention e.g., simple, multicomponent, 

or complex interventions that aim to promote 

recovery from depression for patients 

transitioning from outpatient mental health 

services to primary care. This definition 

includes interventions that are both 

pharmacological and non-pharmacological, 

which can be delivered via the internet, a 

website, a mobile-setting, in-person, or a mix 

thereof. 

 

Comparator At this stage any comparator will be included. 

In comparator studies, the control group can 

both receive treatment as usual, a placebo, an 

active ingrediency or alternative 

interventions.  

The criteria for comparator 

do not apply for qualitative 

studies. 

Outcome Improvement in recovery from MDD.  The criteria for outcome do 

not apply for qualitative 

studies. 

Setting Patients must be in the transitioning setting 

from outpatient mental health services to 

primary care. This includes studies in which 

patients are nearing the end of their outpatient 

treatment in a mental healthcare setting, or 

patients who are being treated in primary care 

- we will only include studies concerning 

patients who are being treated in primary care 

Patients who have not 

previously been treated in an 

outpatient mental health 

service, or patients who are 

recruited from an inpatient 

mental health service.  
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if patients previously have been treated in an 

outpatient mental health service. 

We will include studies in which patients 

either have been or have not been hospitalized 

in an inpatient mental health service before 

their treatment course in an outpatient mental 

health service. 

 

Additional limits: No limits on publication date, language, country, or gender, no restrictions in 

type of study design. Both qualitative, quantitative and mixed-methods studies are included. 

Articles without full text available will not be included. 

 

Information sources and search 

The literature search was developed in collaboration with an information specialist with feedback 

from the stakeholders that were included via the TRANSFER [79] approach in discussions 

regarding the eligibility criteria (PICOS elements) for the review outlined above. We have searched 

the electronic databases of Medline via PubMed, PsycINFO, CINAHL, and Sociological Abstracts. 

The search strategy included both text words and Medical Subject Headings (MeSh)/Thesaurus 

headings terms. Prior to performing the search strategy, we searched for ongoing or completed 

scoping or systematic reviews in the area on Cochrane Library, Google Scholar, and the 

PROSPERO register to make sure there was not already relevant reviews in the area. 

The search strategy for PubMed is available in supplementary file C. All databases were searched 

from 20 January 2022 to 29 March 2022.  

Reference lists of included studies will be examined, i.e., backward citation tracing, to identify 

relevant studies potentially missed by the search strategy. Vice versa, we will do forward citation 

tracing of all included studies via Web of Science. The database searches will be re-run just before 

the final analysis is conducted to include the most recent evidence.  

 

Selection of sources of evidence 

Results from the literature were exported from databases to the Covidence 

(https://www.covidence.org/) reference management software system. Duplication of database 

search results was removed used using EndNote 20 reference management software. Prior to the 

start of the review, all screeners were trained to use the Covidence system and received education 

about the content area, i.e., depression and recovery.  

Relevant studies were screened through a two-step process for examining titles and abstracts and 

then full texts. The review team consists of three independent screeners. Two independent screeners 

completed the initial title and abstract screening for all studies retrieved by the search strategy. A 

third screener reviewed conflicts and resolved disagreements through discussion with the two other 

screeners. Over the course of two months, these unblinded screeners (unable to see each other votes 

in Covidence until they have cast their own, and vice versa, and they will not be blinded to the 

authors and journals) have screened 4605 titles and abstracts independently. Three screeners 
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reviewed at least 1600 titles and abstracts each. Currently, we are in step two, the full text 

screening. Here, two independent screeners will review the full text of potentially eligible articles. 

Disagreements between screeners during full text screening will be resolved by discussion or, if 

needed, by consulting a third screener. If there is more than one article from the same study, the 

most updated data will be extracted. If information is missing or clarification of data is required, 

authors will be contacted via e-mail.  

Overall reasons for inclusion/exclusion of studies will be documented and reported in a PRISMA 

flowchart [80] in the final article reporting the findings from the review process.  
 

Data charting process  

The preliminary charting table (table 2) guides data extraction (charting). Design of the table was 

guided by/-inspired by the newest JBI guideline [77] and further developed for this scoping review 

in line with the review’s objectives and research questions in collaboration with stakeholders 

included via the TRANSFER approach [79]. Two screeners will independently extract data from 

included studies into a Microsoft Excel sheet organized in columns corresponding to the items in 

the table. The screeners will agree on revisions to the charting table as needed in an iterative process 

[81]. To ensure clarity and consistency between the screeners’ data extraction, and prior to initiating 

the full text article selection process, we will pilot test the data extraction process on a subset of 

potentially eligible full text articles. Screeners will resolve disagreements by discussion, and a third 

screener will adjudicate unresolved disagreements.  

 

Table 2. Preliminary charting table  

Item Description 

Author(s)  

Title  

Year of publication  

Journal   

Country  By country 

By income category (high-income, middle-income and low-

income countries)  

Study design Systematic review, randomized controlled trial, qualitative 

studies etc.  

Aims / objectives of the study   

Study population Sample size, i.e., number of participants, gender, age 

Methodology/methods Quantitative, qualitative 

Intervention characteristics Type: Specify the type of interventions on which the study focuses 

Delivery of interventions: Describe how and by whom the 

intervention is delivered 

Length and intensity of the interventions: Describe how long the 

intervention is delivered, the setting, its intensity, frequency, 

comparator (if available) 

 . CC-BY-NC 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 October 7, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.06.22280499doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.06.22280499
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


11 

 

Setting of the intervention(s) Specify if the study focuses on interventions delivered in e.g., 

primary care or community-based settings  

Key findings relating to the 

review question  

Acceptability of the intervention from care providers and 

patients, experiences with receiving or delivering the 

intervention, costs, any outcome part of recovery, and fidelity to 

the intervention 

Facilitators for recovery Describe the factors that support or enable the implementation of 

the intervention reported in the study 

Barriers for recovery Describe the factors that inhibit the implementation of the 

intervention reported in the study 

 

Data items  

We will extract data as shown in table 2. 

 

Critical appraisal of individual sources of evidence 

Since this is a scoping review, we will not conduct quality appraisal, which is consistent with the 

framework proposed by the JBI methodology for scoping reviews [74, 76].  

 

Synthesis of results  

According to the JBI methodology [74, 76] for scoping reviews, the quantitative results extracted 

from included studies will be analyzed with descriptive statistics with visual representations of the 

data where possible, e.g., mapping the extracted data in a diagrammatic, tabular, or descriptive 

format. Qualitative findings from studies will be analyzed from a thematic perspective and, 

depending on the results, described regarding for example active ingredients, patient satisfaction, 

and barriers and facilitators for implementation.  

The results will be classified under main conceptual categories, such as: “intervention type”, 

“duration of intervention”, “facilitators/barriers”, “aims”, “methodology adopted”, “key findings” 

(evidence established), and “gaps in the research field”. For each category reported, a clear 

explanation will be provided.  

ETHICS AND DISSEMINATION 
This scoping review constitutes the first step of a larger research project aiming to develop a 

complex intervention to promote recovery from MDD by optimizing the process of patients 

transitioning from outpatient mental health services to primary care. The chosen methodology is 

based on the use of publicly available information and does not require ethical approval. Results 

will be published in a peer-reviewed international scientific journal and shared with relevant local 

and national authorities via other communication channels.  
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SUPPLEMENTARY FILE A 
List of abbreviations / concepts 
 

Abbreviation / concept Definition 

MDD Major Depressive Disorder 

DSM-IV The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fifth 

Edition 

ICD-10 International Classification of Diseases and Related Health Problems 

10th Revision  

Co-design A participatory approach to design interventions in collaboration with 

stakeholders. 

Stakeholder  Any individual or group who is responsible for or affected by health- 

and healthcare-related decisions that can be informed by research 

evidence [82]. In this study stakeholders are patients, general 

practitioners, psychiatrists, nurses, job-consultants, medical social 

workers, and researchers. 

Patients transitioning  When patients move between care settings. In this study, we focus on 

patients’ transition from outpatient mental health services to primary 

care. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY FILE B 

Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses extension for Scoping 
Reviews (PRISMA-ScR) Checklist 
 

SECTION 
ITEM 
No 

PRISMA-ScR CHECKLIST ITEM 
REPORTED 
ON PAGE # 

TITLE 

Title 1 Identify the report as a scoping review. 
Manuscript 

title 

ABSTRACT 

Structured 
summary 

2 

Provide a structured summary that includes (as applicable): 
background, objectives, eligibility criteria, sources of 
evidence, charting methods, results, and conclusions that 
relate to the review questions and objectives. 

Abstract 
section 

INTRODUCTION 

Rationale 3 

Describe the rationale for the review in the context of what 
is already known. Explain why the review 
questions/objectives lend themselves to a scoping review 
approach. 

4 

Objectives 4 

Provide an explicit statement of the questions and 
objectives being addressed with reference to their key 
elements (e.g., population or participants, concepts, and 
context) or other relevant key elements used to 
conceptualize the review questions and/or objectives. 

7 

METHODS 

Protocol and 
registration 

5 

Indicate whether a review protocol exists; state if and 
where it can be accessed (e.g., a Web address); and if 
available, provide registration information, including the 
registration number. 

7 

Eligibility criteria 6 
Specify characteristics of the sources of evidence used as 
eligibility criteria (e.g., years considered, language, and 
publication status), and provide a rationale. 

8 

Information 
sources* 

7 

Describe all information sources in the search (e.g., 
databases with dates of coverage and contact with authors 
to identify additional sources), as well as the date the most 
recent search was executed. 

9 

Search 8 
Present the full electronic search strategy for at least 1 
database, including any limits used, such that it could be 
repeated. 

9 

Selection of 
sources of 
evidence† 

9 
State the process for selecting sources of evidence (i.e., 
screening and eligibility) included in the scoping review. 

9 

Data charting 
process‡ 

10 

Describe the methods of charting data from the included 
sources of evidence (e.g., calibrated forms or forms that 
have been tested by the team before their use, and 
whether data charting was done independently or in 
duplicate) and any processes for obtaining and confirming 
data from investigators. 

10 

Data items 11 
List and define all variables for which data were sought and 
any assumptions and simplifications made. 

11 

Critical appraisal 
of individual 
sources of 
evidence§ 

12 

If done, provide a rationale for conducting a critical 
appraisal of included sources of evidence; describe the 
methods used and how this information was used in any 
data synthesis (if appropriate). 

N/A 
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SECTION 
ITEM 
No 

PRISMA-ScR CHECKLIST ITEM 
REPORTED 
ON PAGE # 

Synthesis of 
results 

13 
Describe the methods of handling and summarizing the 
data that were charted. 

11 

JBI = Joanna Briggs Institute; PRISMA-ScR = Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses 
extension for Scoping Reviews. 
* Where sources of evidence (see second footnote) are compiled from, such as bibliographic databases, social media 
platforms, and Web sites. 
† A more inclusive/heterogeneous term used to account for the different types of evidence or data sources (e.g., 
quantitative and/or qualitative research, expert opinion, and policy documents) that may be eligible in a scoping review 
as opposed to only studies. This is not to be confused with information sources (see first footnote). 
‡ The frameworks by Arksey and O’Malley (6) and Levac and colleagues (7) and the JBI guidance (4, 5) refer to the 
process of data extraction in a scoping review as data charting. 
§ The process of systematically examining research evidence to assess its validity, results, and relevance before using it 
to inform a decision. This term is used for items 12 and 19 instead of "risk of bias" (which is more applicable to 
systematic reviews of interventions) to include and acknowledge the various sources of evidence that may be used in a 
scoping review (e.g., quantitative and/or qualitative research, expert opinion, and policy document). 
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SUPPLEMENTARY FILE C  
Search strategy 
 

("Depressive Disorder"[MeSH Terms] OR "depression"[MeSH Terms]) AND ("Mental Health 

Services"[MeSH Terms:noexp] OR "Health Care Sector"[MeSH Terms] OR "Organization and 

Administration"[MeSH Terms] OR "Patient Care Management"[MeSH Terms] OR 

"Community Health Services"[MeSH Terms] OR "Continuity of Patient Care"[MeSH Terms] 

OR "General Practice"[MeSH Terms] OR ("mental health service*"[Text Word] OR "primary 

care"[Text Word] OR "primary health care"[Text Word] OR "secondary care"[Text Word] OR 

"secondary health care"[Text Word] OR "General Practice"[Text Word] OR "patient 

discharge"[Text Word] OR "patient transfer*"[Text Word] OR "transitional care"[Text Word] 

OR "after care"[Text Word] OR "patient care continuity"[Text Word] OR "transition*"[Text 

Word] OR "health care"[Text Word] OR "Organization"[Text Word])) AND ("Behavioral 

Disciplines and Activities"[MeSH Terms] OR "Mental Processes"[MeSH Terms] OR 

"Transtheoretical Model"[MeSH Terms] OR "Therapeutics"[MeSH Terms] OR 

("intervention*"[Text Word] OR "method*"[Text Word] OR "model*"[Text Word] OR 

"procedure*"[Text Word] OR "process*"[Text Word] OR "treatment*"[Text Word] OR 

"therapy*"[Text Word])) AND ("Mental Health Recovery"[MeSH Terms] OR "Recovery of 

Function"[MeSH Terms] OR "Return to Work"[MeSH Terms] OR "Return to School"[MeSH 

Terms] OR "recover*"[Text Word]) 
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