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25 Abstract

26 Quality checklists have demonstrated benefits in healthcare and other high-reliability organizations, but 

27 there remains a gap in the understanding of design approaches and levels of stakeholder engagement in 

28 the development of these quality checklists. This scoping review aims to synthesize the current 

29 knowledge base regarding the use of various design approaches for developing quality checklists in 

30 healthcare. Secondary objectives are to explore theoretical frameworks, design principles, stakeholder 

31 involvement and engagement, and characteristics of the design methods used for developing quality 

32 checklists. The review followed the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews 2020 checklist. 

33 Seven databases (PubMed, APA PsycInfo, CINAHL, Embase, Scopus, ACM Digital Library, and IEEE 

34 Xplore) were searched for studies using a comprehensive search strategy developed in collaboration with 

35 a health sciences librarian. Search terms  included “checklist”  and “user-centered design” and their 

36 related terms. The IAP2 Spectrum of Participation Framework was used to categorize studies by level of 

37 stakeholder engagement during data extraction. Twenty-nine studies met the inclusion criteria for this 

38 review. Twenty-three distinct design methods were identified that were predominantly non-collaborative 

39 in nature (e.g., interviews, surveys, and other methods that involved only one researcher and one 

40 participant at a given time). Analysis of the levels of stakeholder engagement revealed a gap in studies 

41 that empowered their stakeholders in the quality checklist design process. Highly effective, clear, and 

42 standardized methodology are needed for the design of quality checklists. Future work needs to explore 

43 how stakeholders can be empowered in the design process, and how different levels of stakeholder 

44 engagement might impact implementation outcomes.

45
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46 Introduction

47 Quality Checklists in Healthcare

48 Researchers have used  “quality checklist” or “safety checklist” interchangeably to refer to the safety and 

49 quality management checklists that outline current evidence-based practices, serve as mnemonic devices, 

50 focus on evaluation or performance measurement, assist in maintaining or improving the safety of an 

51 organization, or take the form of a cognitive aid or goal sheet (1). A safety and quality management 

52 checklist (hereafter referred to as “quality checklist”) is an algorithmic listing of actions to verify if an 

53 action has taken place and is used to manage and control the quality of deliverables and ensure no step is 

54 forgotten (2,3). Quality checklists have been used informally across various industries, with their 

55 widespread adoption following a notable aircraft incident in 1935. In this incident, two expert pilots were 

56 killed, and engineers on board were injured when the gust-lock was not released prior to takeoff, 

57 rendering the elevators inoperable (4,5). After the incident, Boeing developed a series of checklists for the 

58 pilots to ensure critical tasks like this were completed. Since then, checklists have become essential for 

59 aviation regulation and safety, used by pilots consistently and mandated by the Federal Aviation 

60 Administration (FAA) and other regulators internationally. This practice was subsequently adopted more 

61 broadly by the military (4,5).

62

63 In healthcare, the use of checklists was influenced by the Michigan Health and Hospital Association 

64 (MHA) Keystone Center for Patient Safety and Quality Keystone ICU project conducted between 2003 

65 and 2005. During this project, a checklist was used to ensure adherence to evidence-based, infection-

66 control practices, successfully reducing the risk of central line-associated bloodstream infections in 

67 intensive care unit patients (6). The development and implementation of the World Health Organization 

68 (WHO) surgical safety checklist in 2007-2008 further promoted the use of checklists in healthcare. This 

69 19-item checklist sought to reduce medical errors and adverse events during surgery while improving the 

70 consistency of care (5,7). Subsequent healthcare research has explored the development and application 
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71 of checklists in various areas, including inpatient care (8), obstetrics (9), hospital discharge (10,11), 

72 chemotherapy treatment (12), COVID-19 prevention and control (13,14), and other care areas and 

73 procedures. Checklists in healthcare have demonstrated several benefits: they serve as memory aids, 

74 ameliorating the effects of fatigue, stress, and distraction, standardize task performance, ensure adherence 

75 to best practices, and promote team communication (5,15). Notably, checklists in healthcare have also 

76 been crucial for safety management, the improvement of care processes, and the reduction of mortality 

77 and morbidity (16–18). However, despite these benefits, barriers to effective design, adoption, and 

78 implementation quality checklist design persist. These barriers include slow development and adoption, 

79 inconsistent use, and a lack of effective, standardized methodology for quality checklist development, 

80 despite research and evidence highlighting the benefits of checklists (1,19).

81

82 Design of Quality Checklists

83 Although the concept of “design” has existed before the Industrial Revolution, the emergence and study 

84 of design methods originated in the 1950s and 1960s with the application of novel and “scientific” 

85 methods to problem-solving after World War II and the recognition of increased complexity in industrial 

86 products (20,21). Since then, design methods have evolved with the publication of books and articles on 

87 design methods across various industries, as well as the introduction of artificial intelligence and 

88 automation. Influential design researchers including Horst Rittel, Nigel Cross, Herbert Simon, Don 

89 Norman, and more along with design organizations such as IDEO have been credited with transforming 

90 the field and introducing concepts such as design thinking, solutions-focused problem-solving, user-

91 centered design, and human-centered design (22). These design methods and concepts have been adopted 

92 and adapted in engineering, architecture, aviation, technology, product design, and healthcare for a variety 

93 of tools, systems, and purposes, including quality checklists.

94
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95 Several studies have reported considerations, recommendations, and frameworks for the design of quality 

96 checklists, which individual organizations can adapt to their respective procedures and processes (1,23–

97 26). These studies recognize that the content and format of quality checklists depend on their specific 

98 context, so they often provide only broad guidelines or basic methods. Nevertheless, some established 

99 methods for designing checklists include literature reviews, focus groups, Delphi consensus, task 

100 analyses, heuristic evaluation, interviews, surveys, and personal experience (19,23). Guidance for the 

101 design of quality checklists often involves a review of existing literature, consideration of the user skills, 

102 and the experience, context, systems, and environment in which the checklist is intended to be used 

103 (1,19). These guidelines advocate for the involvement of potential users and stakeholders in the design 

104 process or design team, but do not provide detailed instruction on how to engage stakeholders effectively.

105

106 Stakeholder engagement, or the process of incorporating the stakeholder in the design and development 

107 process, is being increasingly used and promoted in health research (27,28), but is incompletely described 

108 in the design and development of quality checklists in healthcare. While gathering input and insights from 

109 stakeholders has demonstrated impact, it  also presents challenges, leading to literature-based 

110 recommendations on how to best engage stakeholders (25,27–30). Existing studies that have utilized 

111 varying levels of stakeholder engagement to design quality checklists acknowledge the importance of 

112 stakeholder involvement. However, more research is needed to elucidate the gaps and challenges with 

113 user engagement specifically in quality checklists design and enable researchers to develop, evaluate, and 

114 implement quality checklists more effectively in their own organizations.

115

116 While the utilization of quality checklists has been documented in various settings, there is a shortage of 

117 published guidance, rigorous design methodology, and understanding of stakeholder engagement for 

118 quality checklists, particularly in healthcare (1). Despite growing evidence and various methods for 

119 quality checklist design, a lack of a highly effective, standardized methodology for the design of quality 

120 checklists in healthcare and medicine has contributed to inconsistent use, adoption barriers, and gaps in 
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121 implementation (1,5). Due to the nature and purpose of quality checklists, these issues, if not addressed, 

122 may negatively impact stakeholder satisfaction, usability, quality of care and safety. Therefore, this 

123 scoping review aims to synthesize design approaches in the development of quality checklists in 

124 healthcare organizations to better understand gaps in design methodology and stakeholder engagement 

125 that can be addressed in future studies and ultimately improve quality of care.

126

127 Aim and Research Questions

128 In this review, we scope and synthesize the current state of knowledge regarding the design approaches 

129 and associated levels of stakeholder engagement for developing quality checklists in healthcare 

130 organizations. More specifically, our review addresses the following questions: 

131 1. What are the characteristics of the design methods adopted to develop quality checklists in 

132 healthcare organizations, and how were the design methods defined and measured?

133 2. What theoretical frameworks and design principles were used to develop quality checklists in 

134 healthcare organizations?

135 3. Who is involved in the development of quality checklists in healthcare organizations, and what is 

136 the level of stakeholder engagement in the process?

137 4. What knowledge gaps exist in the literature in the utilization of design approaches to develop 

138 quality checklists in healthcare organizations?

139

140 In this study, a quality checklist is defined as a list of items to be performed to complete a task to verify if 

141 an action has taken place (or not), and gives information with regard to quality assurance activities and 

142 helps control the quality of deliverables (2,3). This scoping review contributes to the growing literature 

143 examining how stakeholder engagement affects the design and development of quality checklists, adds to 

144 the existing knowledge base of design approaches and frameworks, and highlights gaps and challenges 

145 for future research.
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146

147 Methods

148 Data Sources and Search Strategy

149 A comprehensive search strategy was developed in collaboration with a health sciences librarian and 

150 executed in seven databases were included in the scoping review and searched on May 3, 2023, including 

151 PubMed, APA PsycInfo, CINAHL, Embase, Scopus, ACM Digital Library, and IEEE Xplore. 

152

153 The search strategy consists of relevant search terms identified based on our research aim and research 

154 questions. For example, our search terms included “checklist,”  its term variations, and related terms (e.g., 

155 “cognitive aid”, “care pathway”, “clinical pathway”, “care map”, critical path”, “clinical path”) in 

156 combination with “user-centered design” and related terms (“community-based participatory research”, 

157 “human-centered design”, “co-create”, “co-created”, “co-creation”, “co-design”, “user centered design”, 

158 “participatory design”, “design thinking”, “rapid prototyping”, “rapid design”, “participatory research”, 

159 “community-based research”, “community based research”, “action research”, “design sprint”, “agile 

160 design”, “agile method”, “agile methodology”, “agile project management”, “scrum framework”, and 

161 “agile” + “scrum”). 

162

163 Following the search, retrieved citations were exported to SciWheel (reference management tool; 

164 sciwheel.com) and then uploaded into Covidence (systematic review management tool; covidence.org) 

165 for manual screening. Both SciWheel and Covidence removed duplicated citations from the aggregated 

166 search results. 

167
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168 Eligibility Criteria

169 Eligibility criteria was developed according to the PICOT Framework (31). To be eligible for inclusion, 

170 studies had to be an empirical study involving or describing the design, development, or evaluation of a 

171 quality checklist in a healthcare organization (e.g., hospital, clinic, cancer center). Studies needed to 

172 involve a safety and quality management checklist of any format (e.g., paper or digital) as the intervention 

173 but could involve any comparator or outcome. Studies could be from any publishing year or a healthcare 

174 organization in any state, country, or location. We excluded studies that did not provide information on 

175 the design, development, or evaluation of the quality checklist intervention, as well as those that only 

176 used the checklist as part of another study or to assess another intervention. Additionally,  studies 

177 published in a language other than English were excluded. Table 1 provides details on the inclusion and 

178 exclusion criteria that were used to screen search results.

179

180 Table 1. Inclusion and exclusion criteria.

Selection 
Criteria

Inclusion Exclusion

Population  Study is a primary research article  Exclude studies that are not 
primary research articles (e.g., do 
not include editorials, book 
chapters, opinion pieces)

 Exclude systematic / 
literature reviews

 Exclude protocols
Intervention  Include studies that involve a safety 

and quality management checklist 
 Exclude studies that do NOT 

involve a safety and quality 
management checklist

Comparators  N/A  N/A
Outcomes  N/A  N/A
Timing  Studies published anytime  N/A
Setting  Include studies that take place in 

a healthcare organization
 Include healthcare organizations in 

any state/country/location 

 Exclude studies that do NOT take 
place in a healthcare organization

Study Design  Include studies that provide or 
describe information on the design, 
development, or evaluation of a 
quality checklist

 Exclude studies that do NOT 
provide or describe information 
on the design, development, or 
evaluation of a quality checklist 
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(e.g., exclude studies that just use 
a checklist for an experiment)

Language  Studies available in English 
(includes publications in another 
language, as long as an English-
language version is available)

 Studies in which publications are 
not in the English language

181

182 Study Selection

183 Two investigators (EK and AC) independently screened titles and abstracts against the inclusion and 

184 exclusion criteria. Discrepancies were resolved by a third investigator (LM). Two investigators (EK and 

185 AC) then independently screened full-text articles for inclusion, with discrepancies resolved by a third 

186 investigator (LM).

187

188 Data Extraction and Synthesis

189 Data extraction was performed by one investigator (EK) by using the data extraction template provided in 

190 Covidence. After customizing the template based on our research questions, it was pilot tested with three 

191 included studies and revised to ensure all relevant data were captured. For each study, the following 

192 information was extracted: DOI, title, lead author and their contact details, year, country in which the 

193 study was conducted, healthcare organization type, study aim, study design (i.e., the framework of 

194 research methods to conduct the study), start date, end date, study funding sources, possible conflicts of 

195 interest for study authors, checklist type, theoretical frameworks or design principles used, level(s) of 

196 stakeholder engagement used, characteristics of design methods used, implementation methods or 

197 frameworks used (if applicable), population description, inclusion criteria, exclusion criteria, method of 

198 participant recruitment, total number of participants, baseline population characteristics, intervention 

199 characteristics, outcomes (e.g., mean, standard deviation, p-value), study strengths, and study limitations. 

200 Extracted data were synthesized to address each research question. Specifically, the IAP2 Spectrum of 

201 Participation framework and Vaughn’s definitions for levels of participation based on the IAP2 Spectrum 

202 of Participation framework (32,33) was used to guide data synthesis for Research Question 3 (Who is 
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203 involved in the development of quality checklists in healthcare organizations, and what is the level of 

204 stakeholder engagement in the process?), classify the level of stakeholder engagement in each study, and 

205 qualify what level of participation was used by each study. Stakeholder engagement was defined as one of 

206 five levels of engagement according to this framework:

207  Inform: Provide stakeholders with balanced and objective information

208  Consult: Obtain feedback from stakeholders on analysis, issues, decisions, etc.

209  Involve: Work with stakeholders to make sure concern and aspirations are considered and 

210 understood

211  Collaborate: Partner with stakeholders in each aspect of the decision-making

212  Empower: Place final decision making in the hands of the stakeholders

213

214 Quality Assessment

215 While the scoping review was not focused on reported outcomes and may not have required a quality 

216 assessment, we utilized the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ) Evidence-Based 

217 Practice Center (EPC) approach to interpret levels of evidence for each study (34). Using this approach, 

218 one investigator (EK) performed a quality assessment of each study within the Covidence system and a 

219 second investigator (AC) validated the quality assessment. Studies were assessed using the five EPC 

220 domains: study limitations, consistency, directness, precision, and reporting bias.

221

222 Results

223 Study Selection

224 The database search yielded 2551 records, of which 518 were duplicates. After excluding the duplicate 

225 articles, a total of 2033 records were identified for screening. After initial screening of article titles and 

226 abstracts, 1940 records were excluded, leaving 93 articles for full-text retrieval and review. After full-text 
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227 screening, 32 articles were retained and synthesized. These 32 articles reported on 29 studies (6 articles 

228 reported on 3 studies, i.e., 2 articles were published about 1 study with different cuts of information or 

229 data presented, and were combined into 1 record, for 3 different studies). Inter-rater reliability statistics 

230 were calculated for the title and abstract review stage and the full text review stage, generating a Cohen’s 

231 Kappa of 0.632 and 0.745, respectively. The article selection and review process is detailed in the 

232 PRISMA flow diagram (35) in Fig 1.

233
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270 Fig 1. PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) flow 

271 diagram. Modified from Page et al., 2021 (35).

272

273 Study Quality Assessment

274 Included studies had a moderate strength of evidence overall, as they were observational in nature and not 

275 randomized controlled trials. The majority of studies (86%) were scored as “direct” (study has evidence 

276 that links interventions directly to a health outcome); remaining studies did not have measurable outcome 

277 data, intermediate data, or were only available for proxy respondents. One study (3%) (36) provided 

278 details of its power analysis, including effect size calculations and optimal information size, 

279 demonstrating a “consistent” level (same direction or similar magnitude of effect) and “precise” level 

280 (degree of certainty to reach clinically useful conclusion) for consistency and precision domains, 

281 respectively. Seventeen of the 29 studies (59%) had “low” levels of study limitations, indicating low 

282 protection against bias. These limitations predominantly resulted from small sample size and studies 

283 being conducted at one site or within one group. Reporting bias was rated as “suspected” for 66% of 

284 studies and “undetected” for 34% of studies. The “suspected” reporting bias resulted from incomplete 

285 reporting of the full study, with only a portion of the outcomes disclosed, and limitations to tested tasks 

286 and outcomes.

287

288 Characteristics of Included Studies

289 Among the 29 studies identified, 34% were conducted in the United States; studies are representative of 

290 11 different countries or regions. Studies span approximately 23 years from 2001 to 2023. Studies had 

291 between 4 and 138 participants, with a mean of 29 participants (Note: one study (37) did not provide a 

292 population number). Recruitment of participants included voluntary recruitment, convenience sampling, 

293 snowball approaches, word of mouth, social media and regular media (e.g., posters and recruitment 

294 flyers), email, and phone. Several studies cited the design, development, or evaluation of the checklist as 
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295 part of a quality improvement project in the organization or system. Additionally, the majority of the 

296 study designs used were pre- and post- studies (59%). 

297

298 While not a primary or secondary research question, one exploratory section of extracted evidence 

299 included documentation on whether or not the study included implementation of the checklist, and if so, 

300 what implementation methods or frameworks were included. The majority (55%) of the studies did not 

301 involve implementation while 31% of the studies discussed the implementation of the checklist, but did 

302 not describe an implementation method or framework. Additionally, 50% of the studies assessed a 

303 digital/electronic quality checklist, 12% evaluated a paper-based quality checklist, and 12% evaluated 

304 both a digital- and paper-based checklist. For additional information, see Tables 2 and 3.
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305 Table 2. Overview of included studies. Summary characteristics for the 34 included studies are provided 

306 in alphabetical order by first author’s last name.

First Author’s 
Last Name

Year of 
Publication

Country Study 
design

Design Methods Theoretical 
frameworks / 

design 
principles

Level of 
stakeholder 
engagement

Total # of 
participants

Ashiru-
Oredope (38)

2022 Tanzania, 
Zambia, 
Uganda, and 
Ghana (Sub-
Saharan 
Africa)

Before and 
after 

Modified Delphi Modified Delphi 
process 

Involve 14

Bartlett Ellis 
(39,40)

2020, 2021 United States Before and 
after 

Expert panel, use 
case

APA's App 
Evaluation 
Model

Consult 7

Bearsley-Smith 
(41)

2008 Australia Before and 
after 

Discussion / 
focus group

Action research Consult 18

Benton (42) 2020 United States Before and 
after 

Literature 
review, 
interviews, 
survey, 
observations, 
simulated case

None described Consult 34

Bentvelsen (43) 2021 The 
Netherlands

Interrupted 
time series

Contextual 
inquiry, 
questionnaires

CeHRes 
Roadmap, 
Minimum 
Viable Product 
(MVP) Strategy

Involve 28

Bergerød (44) 2021 Norway Before and 
after 

Reflective 
writing, 
consensus 
generating 
session

Consensus 
method based on 
a modified 
NGT; 
Organizing for 
Quality model

Involve 20

Bowie (45) 2015 UK Controlled 
before and 
after

Mini-Delphi, 
content validity 
index exercise, 
literature and 
practice policy 
document 
reviews, expert 
steering group

Participatory 
design approach; 
SEIPS work 
system model; 
mini-Delphi

Collaborate 18

Campbell-Yeo 
(46)

2021 Canada Before and 
after 

Agile co-design 
sessions, expert 
consensus, 
interviews, focus 
groups

Agile, 
collaborative co-
design process; 
Theoretical 
Domains 
Framework 
(TDF)

Collaborate 20

Carayon (36) 2020 United States Controlled 
before and 
after

Scenario-based 
simulation, 
surveys

None described Inform 32

Ceulemans (47) 2022 Belgium Before and 
after 

Semi-structured 
interviews, focus 
groups, pilot 
testing

Experience-
based co-design 
approach

Consult 15

Chudleigh 
(48,49)

2021, 2022 UK Controlled 
before and 
after

Interviews, group 
feedback, co-
design 
workshops

Normalisation 
Process Theory 
(NPT); 
experience-
based co-design

Involve 42
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Flohr (50) 2018 Canada Before and 
after 

Observation, 
interviews, 
simple scenarios, 
mockups

Work domain 
analysis (WDA), 
participatory 
design approach

Involve 15

Higby (37) 2009 UK Before and 
after 

Process mapping Action research 
process

Consult Not 
described

Kerwin (51) 2017 United States Before and 
after 

Literature 
review, modified 
Delphi approach

Participatory 
design, modified 
Delphi approach

Collaborate 14

Kirkham (52) 2021 UK Before and 
after 

Delphi process, 
surveys

Delphi method Involve 30

Kulp (53) 2017 United States Before and 
after 

Use case In-the-wild co-
design approach

Consult 5

Kuo (54) 2019 United States Interrupted 
time series

Literature 
review, modified 
Delphi, 
interviews, think-
aloud, scenario-
based design/ 
activities, focus 
groups

Activity Theory 
(AT)

Collaborate 42

Li (55) 2014 China Case report Co-design 
workshop, 
literature review

Co-design 
methodology 
based on 
organisational 
semiotics (OS)

Inform 4

Mastrianni (56) 2023 United States Before and 
after 

Literature/ case 
review, co-
design sessions, 
near-live 
simulation 
sessions

In-the-wild co-
design sessions

Collaborate 8

McIntosh (57) 2017 Australia Cluster RCT Simulation-based 
testing, 
interviews, 
usability testing

User-centered 
design

Consult 40

Moody (58) 2001 Australia Before and 
after 

Literature 
review, focus 
groups, 
questionnaires

Action research Collaborate 30

Østergaard 
(59,60)

2019, 2023 Denmark Controlled 
before and 
after

Participatory 
design 
workshops

Cross's research 
through design; 
participatory 
design (PD)

Collaborate 85 nurses 
(approx.)

Rebic (61) 2021 Canada Before and 
after 

System Usability 
Scale (SUS) 
usability testing, 
interviews

User-centered 
design

Consult 12

Rose (62) 2022 Canada Interrupted 
time series

Systematic 
review, 
interviews, 
touchpoint video, 
Delphi

Experience-
based co-design, 
participatory 
research 
approach; three-
round modified 
Delphi

Involve 138
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Sarcevic (63) 2016 United States Before and 
after 

Literature 
review, usability 
testing with 
scenarios, focus 
groups, 
questionnaire

Iterative, user-
centered 
approach

Consult 4 (approx.)

Schild (64) 2019 Germany Controlled 
before and 
after

Literature search, 
usability testing, 
questionnaires, 
think-aloud, 
brainstorming 
session, context 
interviews, 
personas, 
storyboarding

User-centered 
design

Consult 43 (approx.)

Tarola (65) 2018 United States Case report Delphi consensus 
method, 
simulated 
scenarios, 
surveys

Three-iterative 
modified Delphi 
consensus 
method

Consult 9

Tyler (66) 2021 UK Before and 
after 

Literature 
review, co-
design workshop, 
interviews, 
observations

Co-design 
approach

Collaborate 40 (approx.)

Wu (67) 2014 United States Controlled 
before and 
after

Observations, 
narrative 
simulation

Participatory 
design approach

Inform 37
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308 Table 3. Characteristics of included studies. Characteristics include: country of publication, study 

309 design, year published, total number of participants, and implementation methods/frameworks used 

310 (where applicable).

Characteristics of Studies Number of 
Studies Percentage

Country
United States 10 34%

UK 5 17%

Canada 4 14%

Australia 3 10%

China 1 3%

Belgium 1 3%

Denmark 1 3%

Germany 1 3%

Norway 1 3%

The Netherlands 1 3%

Tanzania, Zambia, Uganda, and Ghana (Sub-Saharan Africa) 1 3%

Study Design

Before and after study 17 59%

Controlled before and after 6 21%

Interrupted time series 3 10%

Case report 2 7%

Cluster RCT 1 3%
Year Published

2000-2009 3 12%

2010-2019 11 44%

2020-2023 15 44%
Total number of participants

1-9 participants 6 21%

10-19 participants 7 24%

20-29 participants 3 10%

30-39 participants 5 17%

40-49 participants 5 17%

50+ participants 2 7%

Not provided 1 3%
Implementation Methods / Frameworks

Not applicable (did not involve implementation) 16 55%

Involved implementation of the checklist, but did not describe an implementation framework 9 31%
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Action Research Cycle / Model of Implementation of Action Research 1 3%

Behavior Change Wheel (BCW) and Theoretical Domains Framework (TDF) 1 3%

Integrated pathway management approach 1 3%

Normalization Process Theory (NPT) 1 3%

Checklist Type

Digital / Electronic 17 50%
Paper-based 4 12%
Both digital and paper-based 4 12%
Not described / discussed 4 12%

311

312 Design Methods

313 Twenty-three distinct design methods were identified across the 29 studies, with many studies often 

314 employing more than one design method. Of these 23 design methods, the most common ones were 

315 interviews (41%), literature reviews (34%), simulated sessions/scenarios (31%), Delphi consensus (24%), 

316 and co-design / participatory design / consensus generating workshops (24%), which were a mix of 

317 collaborative (involve the cooperation of multiple parties working together) and non-collaborative 

318 approaches (involve one researcher and one stakeholder at a given time) (Table 4).

319

320 Design methods were used in various ways for the design and development of checklists within the 

321 studies, including generating checklist content, providing feedback on checklist design and format, 

322 collecting data from testing, and improving the design through iterations. Studies also varied in their 

323 quality of information provided on design methods. For example, the use of a literature review ranged 

324 from an informal literature review (e.g., uncomprehensive literature search) to a full systematic review, 

325 with the level of detail in the reported information often minimal. For a list of design methods in each 

326 study, refer to Table 2.

327

328 Table 4. Overview of design methods used.

Specific Design Methods Description / Summary Number of 
Studies

Percentage
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Interviews^
Meeting  with users to ask 
questions and get information 12 41%

Literature review^

Overview/summary of 
published works in a specific 
field of study 10 34%

Simulation sessions / simulated scenarios^

Technique to replace and 
amplify experiences with 
guided ones that replicate 
aspects of real world settings 
(68) 9 31%

Delphi consensus / modified Delphi / mini Delphi+

Systematic process of using the 
collective opinion of panel 
members (69) 7 24%

Co-design workshop / participatory design workshop / consensus 
generating workshop+

Collaborative approach where 
designers work together with 
non-designers (70) 7 24%

Surveys / questionnaires^

Set of questions for the purpose 
of gathering information 
through survey or study 6 21%

Focus groups+

Small group of people 
assembled to discuss, respond, 
and provide opinions and 
feedback (71) 6 21%

Observation^

Observing participants in their 
natural environment to gather 
information 4 14%

Usability testing (e.g., SUS)^

Testing how easy a design is to 
use with a group of presentative 
users (72) 4 14%

Use case^

List of tasks or events to 
identify and organize system 
requirements 2 7%

Expert panel / expert steering group+

Group of experts and lay 
members who provide advice, 
input, and direction (71) 2 7%

Think-aloud activities^
Verbalizing thoughts when 
engaging with a task 2 7%

Contextual inquiries^

In-depth observation and 
intervews iusers’ workplace 
while they work (73) 1 3%

Narrative simulation^

Presents a consistently 
unfolding scenario to 
participants (67) 1 3%

Pilot testing / prototype testing^
Small-scale test performed 
before larger-scale study 1 3%

Content validity index exercise^

Quantify the strength of 
agreement on aspects of the 
content (45) 1 3%

Touchpoint video^

Composite film representing all 
key touch points (crucial 
moments) in the experience 
(62) 1 3%

Mockups^
Model or replica of a 
design/device 1 3%

Reflective writing^
Participants reflect on articles 
in writing (44) 1 3%

Process mapping^
Technique to visually map out 
workflows and processes 1 3%

Brainstorming session+

Group problem-solving 
technique to generate new ideas 
or solutions 1 3%

Personas^

Fictional characters created to 
represent different user types 
(74) 1 3%

Storyboarding^

“Freeze-frame” sketches 
showing scenarios of how 
people work with the 
system(73) 1 3%
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*some studies may use multiple design methods
+predominantly collaborative method; ^predominantly non-collaborative method

329

330 Theoretical Frameworks and Design Principles Used

331 The included studies specified  the theoretical design framework, the design principles used, both, or 

332 neither. Sixteen different theoretical frameworks or design principles were identified across the 29 

333 studies. Co-design approaches were the most commonly used design principles, with 8 studies (28%) 

334 reporting a “co-design approach” which included  five sub-categories (Table 5). Seven studies (24%) used 

335 a Delphi or modified Delphi consensus technique, and six studies (21%) used what they called a 

336 “participatory design” approach. Description of the participatory design approach varied, with some 

337 studies using consensus generating workshops, expert steering groups, simulation sessions, usability 

338 testing, or a combination of these methods (Table 5).

339

340 Table 5. Theoretical framework and/or design principle(s) used.

Theoretical frameworks / Design principles 
used*

Definition / Summary Number of 
Studies

Percentage

Co-Design Approach 8
28%

     Co-design (general)

Co-design: People designing together; designing with 
users (75)

     1
     3%

     Experience-based co-design      Enables stakeholders to co-design services or 
solutions together in partnership by gathering 
experiences from stakeholders (47,49,62)

     3

     10%
     Agile, collaborative co-design      Co-design with increased pace using agile design 

(discovering, designing, developing, and testing in a 
series of sprint cycles) (46)

     1

     3%
     In-the-wild co-design      Shifts focus to participants and their environments 

where there is less control of external factors (53,56)
     2

     7%
     Co-design based on organizational semiotics      An organization is regarded as an information system 

and considers an IT system to be designed as part of the 
organization (55)

     1

     3%
Delphi consensus / modified Delphi / mini Delphi Uses the collective opinion of panel members (69) 7

24%
Participatory Design (PD) Focused on how users are engaged in the research 

process, priorities, and perspectives (33)
6

21%
User-centered Design / Approach Ensure the thing being designed meets the needs of the 

user (75)
4

14%
Action Research (AR) Collaboration between practitioners and/or researchers 

to benefit the organization (76)
3

10%
Activity Theory (AT) Focuses on an entire dynamic “activity system” to 

facilitate design for meaningful human activity, with 
longer-term activities comprised of actions (54)

1 3%

Nominal Group Technique (NGT) Consensus process consisting of 4 elements: silent 
generation, round robin, clarification, and voting (44)

1 3%

Organizing for Quality (OQ) model Focuses on 6 challenges that hospitals must meet as part 
of working on quality and safety in healthcare (44)

1 3%
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CeHRes Roadmap Focus on contextual inquiry, value specification, and 
design and prototyping (43)

1 3%

Minimum Viable Product (MVP) Strategy Testing the first version of a new product multiple times 
from an early stage and collecting end-user feedback 
(43)

1 3%

Theoretical Domains Framework (TDF) Identifies influences on health professional behavior 
related to implementation of evidence-based 
recommendations (77)

1 3%

Work Domain Analysis (WDA) Identifies information requirements that are event- and 
time-independent that aims to inform systems design 
(78)

1 3%

Systems Engineering Initiative for Patient Safety 
(SEIPS) model

Focuses on system design and its impact on processes, 
outcomes, and their relationships for patient safety (79)

1 3%

APA's App Evaluation Model Hierarchical model applied to selecting apps (39) 1 3%

Normalization Process Theory (NPT) Focuses on the work that individuals and groups do to 
enable an intervention to become normalized (80)

1 3%

Cross's research through design Design knowledge resides in the product/artifact (81) 1 3%

None explicitly stated / none described N/A 2 7%

*some studies may use multiple design principles

341

342 Level of Stakeholder Engagement

343

344 Studies varied in the level of stakeholder engagement according to the IAP2 Spectrum of Participation 

345 framework (Fig 2). The greatest percentage of studies were categorized as “Consult,” with 11 studies 

346 (38%) obtaining feedback from stakeholders on analysis, issues, decisions, etc. None of the 29 studies had 

347 an “Empower” level of stakeholder engagement, where final decision-making was placed in the hands of 

348 the stakeholders. The majority of studies did not explicitly state what level of participation or engagement 

349 the stakeholders had in the study. 

350

351 The 9 most common design methods used among the studies were also stratified by level of stakeholder 

352 engagement using the IAP2 Spectrum of Participation framework (Fig. 3). Results demonstrate studies 

353 across the inform, consult, involve, and collaborate levels of stakeholder engagement utilized a variety of 

354 design methods, including interviews, literature reviews, simulated scenarios, and surveys. Level of 

355 stakeholder engagement was also explored in the context of funding sources available (or not available) 

356 for included studies (Fig 4). Of the 29 studies, 76% (n=22) were either nationally, organizationally, or 

357 locally/internally funded by a funding source, with 24% (n=7) listing no funding sources. Of the funded 
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358 studies, the majority (n=13) were nationally funded. Of the 8 studies designated as “collaborate” levels of 

359 engagement, n=5 (63%) were nationally funded. Of the 6 studies designated as “inform” levels of 

360 engagement, n=4 (67%) did not have funding listed.

361

362 Fig 2. Level of stakeholder engagement. The twenty-nine studies were categorized by level of 

363 stakeholder engagement as Inform (n=3), Consult (n=11), Involve (n=7), Collaborate (n=8), and 

364 Empower (n=0).
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365

366 Fig 3. Design methods by level of stakeholder engagement. Most commonly used design methods in 

367 relation to level of stakeholder engagement (inform, consult, involve, collaborate, and empower).

368

369 Fig 4. Type of funding in each study by level of stakeholder engagement. Type of funding (whether 

370 the study was nationally funded, funded by a research organization, locally/internally funded, or no 

371 description of funding at all) in relation to the level of stakeholder engagement (inform, consult, 

372 collaborate, and empower).
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373

374 Stakeholder involvement, or the respective stakeholder roles/groups (e.g., nurses, physicians, patients) 

375 that participated in the study, also varied among the studies. Approximately 24% (7/29) had only one 

376 primary stakeholder group involved in the study; 76% incorporated two or more different stakeholder 

377 roles. Levels of stakeholder engagement, synthesized using the IAP2 Spectrum of Participation 

378 framework, were also stratified by one versus multiple stakeholder groups (Fig 5).

379

380 Fig 5. Stakeholder involvement by level of stakeholder engagement. Stakeholder involvement (one vs 

381 multiple stakeholder groups involved) in relation to level of stakeholder engagement (inform, consult, 

382 involve, collaborate, and empower).

383

384 Discussion

385 This scoping review synthesized evidence from 29 studies by disclosing the current state of design 

386 approaches for developing quality checklists in healthcare organizations. We summarized major design 

387 approaches and their characteristics, adopted theoretical frameworks and design principles, and levels of 

388 stakeholder engagement. 
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390 Design Methods

391 Our analysis suggests that the majority of design methods used to design quality checklists were not 

392 collaborative in nature (e.g., involve the cooperation of multiple parties working together), with most 

393 methods only involving one researcher and one stakeholder (e.g., interviews, surveys/questionnaires). 

394 Studies that used collaborative methods such as Delphi consensus, consensus workshops, and focus 

395 groups noted some logistical challenges, such as drop-out observed across consensus meeting phases, 

396 virtual-only Delphi meetings hindering productive face-to-face discussion, funding constraints, lack of 

397 speaking up in mixed groups, and limitations on participant type and locations (38,44,51,52,65). This may 

398 suggest that studies favored more feasible design methods over more collaborative yet logistically-

399 challenging ones.

400

401 As anticipated, a wide variety of different design methods were identified among the 29 studies, and 

402 several of the studies used multiple design methods in the development of the quality checklists. A third 

403 of the studies (n=10/29) started with a form of literature review before developing their quality checklist. 

404 This trend likely stems from the diverse existing literature on checklists that can be used to inform the 

405 design and development of new quality checklists. However, several studies noted that the quality 

406 checklists discussed were part of a quality improvement project in an organization, which may arise from 

407 a local need, local evidence base, or existing system process that needs improvement, thereby not 

408 prompting a desire for a full literature review to inform the project. 

409

410 Twelve of the twenty-nine studies (41%) also included a form of interviews in order to gather insights 

411 from users and stakeholders prior to checklist development and gather feedback for checklist iterations. 

412 Interviews were predominantly described as semi-structured interviews and were done with one to two 

413 research team members. All studies used interviews in conjunction with another design method (e.g., 

414 observation sessions and interviews, interviews and focus groups). This was anticipated given the 
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415 growing use of mixed methods to develop a comprehensive understanding of a topic (triangulation) 

416 particularly in qualitative research (82,83). Interview methods varied by channel (video, telephone, in 

417 person), length (between 15 minutes to 1 hour), and some described using a prepared interview guide. 

418 Notably, several studies described multiple rounds of interviews for different purposes – for example, as 

419 part of contextual inquiries for data collection and for value specification, between different checklist 

420 prototypes with different focuses, or different interview purposes depending on the type of stakeholder 

421 (43,48,49,54). Across the studies using interviews, a variety of primary and occasionally secondary 

422 stakeholders were included, in line with checklist development and implementation among high reliability 

423 organizations (16). Our findings suggest that while interviews, particularly semi-structured interviews, 

424 continue to be the most widely used data collection strategy, organizations adapt interviews as a design 

425 method to fit the purposes and needs in the development of quality checklists. 

426

427 Simulated sessions or scenarios were also frequently used in the design, development, and evaluation of 

428 the quality checklist (n=9/29, 31%). These studies predominantly used more than one simulated case and 

429 varied by task, environment, situation, and fidelity; for example, one study ran usability testing with 

430 multiple, simple scenarios (50), while another used near-live simulation sessions to evaluate features of 

431 the checklist (56). Given the healthcare settings of these studies, simulated sessions provide an effective 

432 way of performing testing and iterative evaluation of a quality checklist without risking harm to 

433 stakeholders such as patients in an emergency care setting (57). Some studies acknowledged that a lack of 

434 objective observations in actual settings impacted the validity and limitations of the study (47,54,64). As 

435 the focus of this scoping review was on the design and evaluation and not the implementation of quality 

436 checklists, many included studies remained in the simulated scenario phase and did not address the 

437 transition from simulation to actual (e.g., clinic) settings, although they discussed the intent to apply the 

438 checklists in real-world settings in the future.

439
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440 Other design methods used (Table 4) include 11 different methods that were used in only 1 of the 29 

441 studies. Many of these methods include modeling methods that support conceptual designs or allow the 

442 research team to visualize users and their needs, such as personas, storyboarding, and process mapping. 

443 These methods were also used in conjunction with other, more commonly used design methods. This may 

444 be because the majority of studies had a clear understanding or direct participation of checklist users to 

445 qualify data and provide feedback that make these creative modeling methods noncompulsory for 

446 research teams. These results indicate opportunities in the design methods of quality checklists that need 

447 further exploration. For example, methods such as storyboarding and touchpoint videos have been used 

448 with interviews and focus groups to expand the contextual knowledge gathered in the design of electronic 

449 patient reported outcomes (84,85). Further research is needed to examine the feasibility and potential 

450 added benefit of modeling and creative design methods in conjunction with more established design 

451 methods such interviews, focus groups, and simulated sessions/scenarios.

452

453 Theoretical Frameworks and Design Principles Used

454 Studies varied in the way design frameworks and principles were reported. For example, 28% (8/29) of 

455 studies described a “co-design approach” which was further described as experience-based, 

456 agile/collaborative, in-the-wild, or based in organizational semiotics. The application of co-design 

457 methods differed across studies, involving different data gathering techniques (e.g., semi-structured 

458 interviews, focus groups, co-design sessions/workshops, use cases, literature review, simulated 

459 sessions/scenarios, Delphi consensus group, touchpoint video, and observations). This diversity was 

460 somewhat expected given the range of healthcare organization types and specific functions for each 

461 quality checklist. Similarly, studies using participatory design (n=6/29) included a variety of design 

462 methods, including consensus workshops and meetings, simulated scenarios, mockups, interviews, and 

463 questionnaires. Vaughn et al. describe participatory research methods and the variety in methods and 

464 tools that are participatory by design (33). Rather than emphasizing specific design methods,  
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465 participatory design focuses more on how the users and stakeholders are engaged in the research process 

466 (33). Despite often nuanced differences in practice, we postulate that co-design (28%), participatory 

467 design (21%), and user-centered design (14%) approaches were among the more prevalent design 

468 approaches due to study inclusion criteria specifically looking at the design, development, and evaluation 

469 of quality checklists (Table 1). 

470

471 Although not the primary focus of our review, there was a small but meaningful amount of overlap 

472 between theoretical frameworks and design principles used and implementation methods or frameworks 

473 adopted. While 55% of studies did not involve implementation of the checklist and 31% of studies 

474 involved implementation but did not describe an implementation framework (Table 3), 4 studies 

475 integrated implementation frameworks with the design and development principles (46,48,49,55,58). 

476 These studies used frameworks such as Action Research / the Action Research Cycle, Theoretical 

477 Domains Framework (TDF), a co-design methodology for an integrated pathway management approach, 

478 and the Normalization Process Theory (NPT). Eleven of the sixteen distinct theoretical frameworks or 

479 design principles were identified in only 1 of the 29 studies (Table 5). These theoretical frameworks and 

480 design principles appear to be specific to the type of quality checklist, environment, or checklist purpose 

481 within the study. For example, one study used the American Psychiatric Association’s (APA) App 

482 Evaluation Model to support decision-making for a digital health checklist because of its application to 

483 selecting apps (40,86). Another study used the Systems Engineering Initiative for Patient Safety (SEIPS) 

484 work system model which focuses on system design and its impact on processes, outcomes, and their 

485 relationships for patient safety, to identify safety hazards for a preliminary safety checklist (45). Further 

486 research is needed to identify and evaluate the optimal use of theoretical frameworks for the development 

487 and implementation of quality checklists.

488

489 Overall, the scoping review revealed considerable variation in design quality and definition of design 

490 principles and frameworks, with no one definitive framework emerging as preferable or exceptional. 
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491 Some studies used participatory design, co-design, and/or user-centered design interchangeably or in 

492 combination when describing the study methods or design strategies (45,46,49,60,62). Other studies 

493 stated a particular approach was used but provided limited information on why the approach was used, 

494 definitions for the principle or framework mentioned, and how these principles and frameworks impacted 

495 the methods or work accomplished (37,51). Notably, the majority of studies using a participatory design, 

496 co-design, or user-centered design approach did not include nor clearly specify a validated theoretical 

497 framework (47,50,51,56,57,59,60,63,66,67).

498

499 Level of Stakeholder Engagement

500 Level of stakeholder engagement did not appear to be associated with the design approaches or methods 

501 used (Fig. 3). For example, the 8 studies that used co-design approaches had different levels of 

502 stakeholder participation and engagement, including consult (obtain feedback on analysis, issues, 

503 decisions, etc. from stakeholders), involve (work with stakeholders to ensure concerns and aspirations are 

504 considered and understood), and collaborate (partner with stakeholders in each aspect of the decision-

505 making) levels. However, of the design methods used in the studies categorized as “consult” levels, the 

506 majority were non-collaborative methods in nature (e.g., individualistic methods that only required one 

507 stakeholder at a given time, i.e., surveys, interviews). In comparison, methods used in “collaborate” levels 

508 of engagement studies often involved design methods that brought stakeholders altogether (i.e., co-design 

509 or participatory design sessions, Delphi consensus groups, and focus groups). This suggests a shift 

510 towards partnership with multiple stakeholders at once with increased levels of engagement. However, 

511 none of the studies were categorized as having “empower” levels of engagement (placing the final 

512 decision-making in the hands of stakeholders). This may be because studies developing a quality checklist 

513 may not have or require the level of resources needed to empower their stakeholders, or the organizations 

514 may not have the capacity to turn over full or final decision-making to stakeholders (87). Nevertheless, 
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515 this absence suggests a gap in the literature, indicating empowerment of stakeholders to make final 

516 decisions in the design of quality checklists is a potential area warranting further exploration. 

517

518 The level of stakeholder engagement was also synthesized in the context of funding source availability.  

519 We found a potential association of increased levels of stakeholder engagement (i.e., “collaborate” levels 

520 of stakeholder engagement) and the presence of national funding, compared to less engagement by 

521 stakeholder (i.e., “inform” levels of stakeholder engagement) with no disclosed funding  (Fig 4). 

522 Specifically, 63% of studies that used “collaborate” levels of engagement (partnered with stakeholders in 

523 each aspect of the decision-making) having some type of national funding source, while 67% of studies 

524 using “inform” levels of engagement (provide stakeholders with objective information) did not cite 

525 funding of any type. This suggests studies with funding likely have more resources for stakeholder 

526 engagement and therefore are more capable of engaging stakeholders. Literature has demonstrated the 

527 importance of research funding towards meaningful stakeholder engagement and increased financial 

528 efforts and support to engage stakeholders in the design of interventions (88–90). Further research is 

529 warranted to understand how funding sources may impact design methods and stakeholder engagement in 

530 healthcare organizations.

531

532 The type of stakeholder involved in the study did not appear to be associated with stakeholder 

533 engagement (Fig 5). Studies ranged from one population type (24% of the studies; e.g., just physicians in 

534 a particular department) to a variety of stakeholder groups (76% of the studies; e.g., nurses, pharmacists, 

535 speech language therapist, physicians, respiratory therapists, dieticians, social workers, survivors, and 

536 family members) involved in one study. Studies with only one stakeholder group were spread across  

537 inform, consult, involve, and collaborate levels, as were those involving multiple stakeholder groups . 

538 One study that identified physicians as the primary user group of the quality checklist and nurses as a 

539 secondary user group conducted usability evaluations with only physicians but acknowledged that 

540 requirements of nurses (that did not participate in usability evaluations) may differ from those that were 
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541 identified using only physicians in the evaluation process (64). Other studies acknowledged that further 

542 validation of the quality checklist was needed utilizing other stakeholders or a wider range of users 

543 (39,45,63,65). Some studies also used design methods for different purposes depending on the 

544 stakeholder involved. For example, Chudleigh et al. held semi-structured interviews with healthcare 

545 professionals to explore intervention acceptability, feasibility, and usability and perceptions of influential 

546 factors, while they conducted semi-structured interviews with parents of newborns to ascertain 

547 experiences and perceptions of the co-designed interventions (48,49). The quantity or variety of 

548 stakeholder roles participating in the study did not appear to impact the level of engagement, suggesting 

549 the potential feasibility for an increased level of engagement while maintaining a large variety of 

550 stakeholder roles involved in the study. 

551

552 Strengths and Limitations

553 Strengths

554 The literature review was performed by searching 7 different databases: PubMed, APA PsycInfo, 

555 CINAHL, Embase, Scopus, ACM Digital Library, and IEEE Xplore. These databases were selected by 

556 recommendation from an expert committee as they span a diverse range of healthcare, biomedical, life 

557 sciences, behavioral and social sciences, psychology, physical sciences, health sciences, nursing and 

558 allied health, computing, technology, and engineering fields for identification of manuscripts related to 

559 healthcare organizations. 

560

561 Title and abstract review and full text review were performed with two reviewers (EK and AC), with a 

562 third reviewer (LM) resolving any conflicts at each step. Inter-rater reliability statistics were calculated 

563 for the title and abstract review stage and the full text review stage, generating a Cohen’s Kappa of 0.632 

564 and 0.745, respectively. Kappa value interpretations by Landis and Koch (1977) indicate the strength of 
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565 agreement for both stages was “substantial” (91). This suggests there was a substantial degree of 

566 agreement among the independent reviewers, lending validity to literature review results.

567

568 Limitations

569 Limitations to the literature review include studies with small participant sizes and observational study 

570 designs. Thirteen of the 29 studies (45%) had sample sizes of less than twenty participants, which likely 

571 influenced the design methods and approaches that were reported. Participant size may have been 

572 influenced by the number of stakeholder groups or funding sources. Studies may have also been able to 

573 achieve data saturation through the use of various design principles, with research suggesting a range of 

574 9-17 participants were adequate in qualitative research and usability studies suggesting approximately 15-

575 16 participants to test the usability of a design (92,93).

576

577 There was moderate strength of evidence identified by the quality assessment as interpreted using the 

578 AHRQ EPIC approach (34). Due to the nature of the literature review, which aimed to answer the primary 

579 question of, “what is the current state of utilizing various design approaches for developing quality 

580 checklists in healthcare organizations,” studies were observational studies and not conventional 

581 randomized controlled trials. As a result, this was expected to impact the study limitations, directness, 

582 consistency, precision, and reporting bias domains when assessing for quality.

583

584 Conclusion

585 This literature review demonstrated the variety of design methods, theoretical frameworks, and design 

586 principles used in the design and development of quality checklists across healthcare organizations. The 

587 studies used predominantly non-collaborative design methods (e.g., interviews, surveys/questionnaires), 

588 suggesting a preference for more feasible design methods over more collaborative methods that present 

589 logistical challenges. The review also revealed design terminology discrepancies and instances where 
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590 terms were used interchangeably. The analysis of stakeholder engagement indicated a gap in studies that 

591 empowered their stakeholders in the quality checklist design process. Future research needs to clarify 

592 theoretical frameworks or design principles and justify the selection of specific design methods, and 

593 examine how they impact the outcomes. Further research is also needed into optimal ways to empower 

594 stakeholders in the design process, and how different levels of stakeholder engagement might impact 

595 design and implementation outcomes. These propositions address the need for a highly effective, 

596 standardized methodology for the design of quality checklists that may improve the use, adoption 

597 impediments, and implementation barriers that exist in healthcare.
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