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Abstract  

Background: High consequence infectious disease (HCID) outbreaks are a threat to societies globally. 

Evidence-based clinical management guidelines (CMGs) are important tools for translating evidence into 

clinical practice. However, developing guidelines is resource-intensive and guidelines must remain 

responsive to new evidence while being accessible to clinicians. This review aims to identify factors that 

impact the implementation of HCID CMGs across different contexts during health emergencies. 

Methods: A systematic review. Four databases ( Ovid MEDLINE, Ovid Embase, Ovid Global Health, and 

Scopus) were searched until November 2021, complemented by a grey literature search conducted on 

November 2021. Studies that explored implementation of HCID guidelines were included, without 

language restriction. Two reviewers screened articles and extracted data. Data was analysed using 

qualitative inductive thematic analysis. 

Results: Of 12,512 records, 28 studies were included, with most (61%, 17/28) set in high-income countries. 

Three overarching themes impacting HCID CMG implementation were identified: 1) Development and 

characteristics of CMGs, 2) Organisational and logistical factors, and 3) Realities of Implementing 

guidelines. Key recommendations included engaging all relevant representatives in CMG development, 

including those in endemic countries; integrating mechanisms for regular updates; supporting 

implementation by ensuring access to necessary resources (e.g., equipment, pharmaceuticals), and 

training; and enabling intra- and inter-organisational collaboration and communication channels. 

Importantly, recognising the challenges faced by staff in implementing new guidance is crucial, as is 

understanding the impact of a supportive environment on the effective implementation of care during 

emergencies. 

Conclusion: These findings highlight the need to bridge the gap between HCID CMGs development and 

their real-world implementation amid health emergencies. The complex factors impacting effective 

implementation should be addressed beginning at the development stage, with training focused on 

implementation during inter-epidemic times, and ongoing implementation monitored during outbreaks. 

Further research to guide implementation frameworks are recommended. 

 

Keywords: Clinical management guideline, Implementation, Facilitators, Barriers, Enablers, High 

consequence infectious diseases, Epidemics 
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Key messages of the article: 

 

What is already known on this topic:  

- Clinical management guidelines (CMGs) are important tools to guide clinical decision-making 

and optimise care and outcome.  

- The COVID-19 pandemic showcased the need for CMGs to be rapidly responsive to new 

emerging evidence.  

- HCID CMGs are scarce and often of low quality, and when available they frequently contain 

inconsistent therapeutic recommendations. 

- Most CMGs are developed by high-income countries while the burden is often the largest in 

resource deprived settings. 

What this study adds:  

- This study highlights the gap between HCID CMGs development and their implementation in 

real world within emergency setting.  

- The review explores the potential factors that influence the implementation process of HCID 

CMGs such as time, information and resource constraints. 

- Key recommendations to stakeholder and CMGs developers were explored within this study 

such as the use of “living guidelines” to make CMGs updates more efficient, and the availability 

of viable alternative options for different -resourced healthcare settings to bridge the gap 

between the ideal situation and the local realities.  

- There is a need for a clear communication and consensus on HCP expectations and obligations 

during health emergencies within CMGs as well as the practicalities of delivering training during 

emergencies need to be addressed within CMG development and implementation.  

How this study might affect research, practice or policy:   

- HCID implementation research should consider these factors impacting effective 

implementation when planning, from the development stage through ongoing monitoring. 

- Further research and funds are needed to guide implementation frameworks.  
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Introduction 

High consequence infectious diseases (HCIDs) are acute infectious diseases which cause high mortality, 

are difficult to detect, and may not have effective prophylaxis or treatment available, potentially leading 

to outbreaks with severe outcomes(1). Furthermore, the COVID-19 pandemic, caused by a novel 

coronavirus, has demonstrated that if not effectively controlled, HCIDs have pandemic potential. Health 

emergencies resulting from HCIDs, can range in severity and scope from localised to widespread 

outbreaks. Clinical management guidelines (CMGs) are important tools that facilitate standardisation of 

evidence-based healthcare and guide clinical decision-making (2). The COVID-19 pandemic has 

demonstrated the importance of rapidly developing and implementing high-quality, evidence-based 

CMGs. Standardising evidence-based care can play a key role in benefiting patient care and outcomes, 

and also facilitate implementation of multisite clinical trials to identify optimal care strategies. The COVID-

19 pandemic also illustrated the need for CMGs to be responsive to new emerging evidence (3, 4), 

inclusive of diverse at-risk populations, and their implementation should be supported by access to 

recommended treatments.  

 

A series of systematic reviews have identified limitations in availability of HCID CMGs; many were of low 

quality and scope, and when available, at times contradictory supportive care and therapeutic 

recommendations (5-8). Most were developed by large organisations in high income countries (HICs), as 

defined by the World Bank, although the burden of HCIDs is generally largest in resource deprived 

settings(9). Developing CMGs is resource intensive, and this needs to be balanced against other priorities, 

particularly in resource deprived settings. CMGs developed by organisations in HICs may offer a more 

sustainable model if they are applicable to endemic regions and their implementation is supported. 

However, there may be contextual challenges to implementing guidelines in different settings.  Despite 

efforts to develop and disseminate evidence-based CMGs, there is limited data evaluating and monitoring 

effective implementation of infectious diseases guidelines (10-13) . 

Previous studies have highlighted the complexity of how guidelines are put into practice, and how macro- 

meso-, and micro-level contextual factors i.e., at policy-, organisational- and inter-personal level may all 

influence which and how clinical guidelines are implemented (14, 15). Understanding how these 

contextually dependent factors impact implementation in different settings will help inform strategies to 

support uptake and effective implementation. Others have highlighted that multifaceted interventions 

are required to support clinical guideline implementation (16, 17). This is to our knowledge the first 
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systematic review of factors impacting on the implementation of high-consequence infectious disease 

CMGs during outbreaks in different settings globally. 

 

Methods 

This review was reported according to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-

Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines (Supplementary file 1). 

Search strategy 

We searched articles in Ovid MEDLINE, Ovid Embase, Ovid Global Health, and Scopus databases from 

inception until 16 November 2021 (Supplemental file 2). This was supplemented by a grey literature 

search using Google Scholar on 16th of November 2021 with the first 500 records screened for inclusion. 

The reference lists of included studies were screened for any additional studies using the Citation chaser 

software (18).  

Eligibility criteria and screening 

Studies describing factors impacting the implementation of HCID CMGs during health emergencies were 

included. The search included COVID-19, Crimean-Congo haemorrhagic fever, Ebola Virus Disease (EVD), 

Lassa fever, Middle East respiratory syndrome (MERS-CoV), severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS), 

nipah, henipaviral diseases, Rift Valley fever, Marburg virus disease, Zika, “Disease X”, pandemic influenza, 

monkeypox (now mpox), chikungunya, severe fever with thrombocytopenia syndrome (SFTS), dengue 

fever and plague. Many of these are or have been identified as high priority pathogens for research and 

development by the World Health Organization (WHO) or identified as pathogens expanded into new 

regions in recent decades and with significant impact on public health (19). There was no exclusion based 

on study design or language. 

Two reviewers screened the identified articles by title and abstract, followed by full text screening using 

the Rayyan systematic review software (20). Any disagreements were resolved by consensus or by 

involvement of a third reviewer. 

Data extraction and analysis 

We developed a standard data extraction form on Microsoft Excel to capture included articles 

characteristics, including bibliography, study design, type of HCID, population, and implementation 
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challenges and facilitators. Data extraction was performed by one researcher and verified by a second 

researcher. We conducted descriptive statistics to develop a summary of the included articles.  

Then, we conducted inductive thematic analysis as described by Braun and Clarke (21). This consisted of 

two coders developing a codebook from a review of the extracted data and then independently 

categorizing the findings from the results and discussions of the identified articles using these codes. The 

codes were iteratively then reviewed and interpreted into themes and subthemes. 

 

Risk of bias assessment 

Two reviewers independently assessed risk of bias of qualitative, quantitative, and mixed method studies 

using the Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT) using quality rating scores adopted from Wranik et al 

(22, 23). Studies scoring between 0 to 2 points were rated as low quality; 3 to 4 points as moderate quality; 

5 points as high quality. The Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) checklist was used to assess opinion pieces, the 

tool assesses the validity and the motives of the opinions, the credibility of the source and the global 

context in terms of complementary views considered (24).  

 

Results  

A total of 11,268 articles were identified through the search strategy, of which 28 met the selection 

criteria and were included in the analysis (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1: PRISMA flow chart  

 

Study characteristics  

Of the 28 articles included for analysis (Supplementary file 3), 12 (43%) used qualitative methods (25-36), 

9 (32%) quantitative (37-45), 4 (14%) mixed methods (46-49), and 3 (11%) were opinion pieces (50-52). 

The majority focused on COVID-19 (29%, 8/28) or Zoonotic Influenza (25%, 7/28) and, Dengue (18%, 5/28), 

EVD (18%, 5/28), MERS-CoV (4%, 1/28), viral haemorrhagic fevers (4%, 1/28), and generic emerging 

infectious diseases (4%, 1/28). Sixty-one percent (17/28) were set in HIC (61%, 17/28) (Table 1).  
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Table 1: Type of high consequence infectious disease guideline by income setting 

CMG focus  Total 
N 

LIC 
 n (n/N%) 

MIC 
n (n/N%) 

HIC 
n (n/N%)  

Global/ 
Regional 
n (n/N%)  

COVID-19 8 
(29%) 

- -  7 (88) 1 (12) 

Dengue 5 
(18%) 

- 4 (80) - 1 (33) 

Ebola Virus Disease (EVD) 5 
(18%) 

3 (60) - 2 (40) - 

Zoonotic influenza 7 
(25%) 

- 1 (14) 5 (71) 1 (14) 

MERS-CoV  1 
(4%) 

- - 1 (100) - 

Viral Haemorrhagic Fever (VHF)  1 
(4%) 

- - 1 (100) - 

Emerging Infectious Diseases (EID)  1 
(4%) 

- - 1 (100) - 

Total n (%) 28 3 (11) 5 (18) 17 (61) 3 (11) 
Note: CMG: Clinical Management Guidelines; COVID-19: Coronavirus disease 2019; EID: Emerging infectious diseases; EVD: Ebola 
Virus Disease; HIC: High Income Countries; Lower Income Countries; MIC: Middle-Income Countries; VHF: viral haemorrhagic 
fevers. 

Risk of bias  

Of those eligible for appraisal using the MMAT tool, 60% (15/25) were rated as high quality, 24% (6/25) 

as moderate, and 12% (3/25) as low quality (Table 2). Most qualitative studies (92%, 11/12) were rated 

high quality (25-31, 33-36), while one study (8%) was rated moderate (32). Of the quantitative studies 

only 33.3% (3/9) were rated high quality (37, 41, 44), five studies (55.6%) were rated moderate (38-40, 

43, 45) and one study (11.1%) was rated low (42). For mixed method studies, 50% (2/4) were rated high 

quality (46, 47) (Supplementary file 4). All studies provided a clear research question and collected data 

addressing the specified research questions.  

 

Table 2: Quality of studies assesses using the MMAT tool 

Twenty-five studies fit the criteria for assessment.  

Overall quality Qualitative 
studies 
(n=12) 

Quantitative 
studies 
(n=9) 

Mixed-methods 
studies 
(n=4) 

Total 
(n=25) 

High Quality 92% (11/12) 33.3% (3/9) 50% (2/4) 64% (16/25) 

Moderate 
Quality 

8% (1/12) 62% (5/9) - 24% (6/25) 
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Low Quality - 12.5% (1/9) 50% (2/4) 12% (3/25) 

Factors impacting on the implementation  

Our analysis identified three overarching themes with 8 subthemes (Figure 2): 1) Development and 

characteristics of CMGs; 2) Organisational and logistics factors; 3) Realities of implementing guidelines.   

 

Figure 2: Key themes and subthemes identified  

Note: The numbers represent the numbers of articles where these were identified (n (n/N%)) where N=28 
articles. 

 

Theme 1: Development and characteristics of CMGs 

This theme was identified in 23 (82.1%) of the articles and encompasses three sub-themes: the availability 

of responsive CMGs; the quality, content, and clarity in presentation; and the inclusivity of different at-

risk population groups.  

 

1.1: Availability of responsive CMGs  

Eight articles (28.6%) underlined the need for flexible and timely CMGs. They stressed the importance of 

early availability and the necessity for CMGs to be regularly updated with the best available evidence-

based recommendations (25, 27, 31, 39, 44, 50-52). A study on the implementation of CMGs for influenza-

Theme 1: Development and 
characteristics of CMGs

23 (82.1%)

1.1: Availability of 
responsive CMGs 

(8 (28.6%))  

1.2: Quality, content, 
and clarity of CMGs 

(15 (54%))

1.3: Inclusivity of CMGs 
(5 (17.9%)) 

Theme 2: Organisational and 
logistic factors 

20 (71.4%)  

2.1: Resource and 
workforce

(13 (46.4%))

2.2: Communication and 
collaboration 

(7 (25%))

2.3: Staff training (6 
(21.4%)) 

Theme 3: Realities of 
implementing guidelines 

13 ( 46.4%) 

3.1: CMGs adaptability 
to context

(8 (29%)) 

3.2: Professional 
identity, autonomy, and 

accountability 

(5 (17.9%))
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like illness noted that CMGs are useful during epidemics and pandemics for facilitating timely, 

standardised treatment. However, despite CMGs existing, some clinicians were unaware of their 

availability (25). A review on lessons learnt from the H1N1 2009 pandemic in the Mediterranean region 

stressed that “plans should be in place for a number of scenarios well in advance” (51). The development 

of interim CMGs, tailored to different contexts and considering factors such as country capacity was 

recommended.  

Four (14%) studies emphasised the commitment of resources for revisions, rapid updates as new evidence 

emerges, and re-dissemination to frontline clinicians at the development stage. (31, 44, 51, 52). This 

approach can enhance equity in access to the best available care recommendations and prevent the use 

of outdated information.  

 

1.2: Quality, content, and clarity of CMGs  

This subtheme was present in fifteen articles (54%). Healthcare professionals (HCPs) expressed concerns 

about the quality of CMGs  (26, 28, 29, 33, 48). Challenges included the high volume of information 

received during emergencies, rapidly changing guidelines, inconsistent and sometimes contradictory 

recommendations, limited clarity of guidelines, and delays in disseminating new evidence (26, 28, 29, 33, 

48). Participants in one study emphasized that discrepancies and large amounts of rapidly received 

information for EVD, both locally and from organizational and government levels, resulted in the dismissal 

of information, as clinicians could not assimilate it all in the limited time available (26). They perceived 

guidelines as being developed ‘on the fly’, resulting in uncertainty, confusion, and lack of trust in the 

information received (26). Respondents in a survey on pandemic influenza  management reported that 

guideline content was inconsistent between different pandemic management levels and sometimes 

contradictory, contributing to confusion amongst clinicians (29). Participants in a study on H1N1 reported 

“there was too much information and too many sources” (48). Similarly, midwives caring for pregnant 

women with EVD, expressed being ‘bombarded’ with opinions and information from people without 

obstetrical competency (28). 

 

Ten studies (36%) emphasized the need for CMGs to provide clear recommendations (25, 27, 30, 33-35, 

39, 42, 49, 51). Studies discussed the content and user-friendliness of CMGs as important for effective 

implementation (25, 27, 30, 33-35, 42, 44, 49). A  study of CMGs for COVID-19 in Qatar demonstrated  

that the clarity of CMGs is strongly associated with overall primary care physician job satisfaction (44). 

Another study reported that CMGs were too complex and unwieldy, leading to HCPs disregarding them 
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(33, 49). One study emphasized the importance of CMGs including elements such as treatment and 

referral criteria, infection control policies, and guidance on required infrastructure, capacity, and skills for 

policymakers to enhance preparedness for epidemics and pandemics (25). 

 

HCPs perceiving CMGs as credible and trustworthy was highlighted as integral for implementation, 

underlining that CMGs need to back up recommendations with scientific evidence to be perceived as 

trustworthy (27, 30, 33, 42). Additionally, it was mentioned that CMGs need to be developed by 

“respected, trusted sources.” (27, 30). However, clinicians cited a lack of robust evidence as a barrier to 

implementing CMGs in practice, an issue at-times even for CMGs produced by reputable organization such 

as the World Health Organisation and US Center for Disease Control (33).  

 

1.3: Inclusivity of CMGs 

The lack of inclusivity regarding specific population groups, such as children, elderly, and people with 

comorbidities was highlighted as a challenge for implementation in five articles (17.9%) (27, 28, 32, 34, 

50). For instance, when implementing EVD guidelines, HCPs reported frustration over the lack of clear 

guidelines for caring for pregnant women with EVD, leading to practical and ethical dilemmas, prompting 

them to seek guidance from alternative sources (28). Another study recommended clearer delineation of 

target patient groups based on demographics and specific risk factors (e.g., ventilated patients) (27). One 

study emphasised the importance of including guidance for marginalized groups, such as indigenous 

populations, recognising that existing healthcare inequities and other disparities may already place them 

at a higher risk of severe outcomes from HCIDs (50). Even guidelines aimed at specific groups, like 

pregnant women with COVID-19, were found by medical staff to be of limited scope and not 

comprehensive enough to cover all aspects of care delivery (32). 

 

Theme 2: Organisational and logistic factors 

This theme, identified in 20 (71.4%) of the included articles, encompasses three subthemes describing 

resource and workforce availability, communication and collaboration, and HCP training. 

 

2.1: Resource and workforce  

Thirteen articles (46.4%) identified workforce capacity and insufficient material and other resources, 

including time, therapeutics, protective equipment, laboratory facilities, and access to electronic health 

records, as key factors influencing CMG implementation (25, 27, 29, 32, 37, 39-41, 45-47, 49, 50). In one 
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study, 31% of HCPs reported inadequate access to the resources required for the diagnosis and treatment 

of Dengue fever (41). These limitations were especially problematic during emergency situations, where 

time constraints added extra pressure (27). Another study highlighted the importance of capacity planning 

for pandemics, since resource reallocation might have a negative impact on other essential services. This 

was a particular concern for rural communities where public health capacity may be limited (50). 

 

2.2: Communication and collaboration  

The impact of communication and organisational collaboration was highlighted in seven articles (25%) 

(27, 29, 34, 36, 39, 40, 47).  

Insufficient intra- and inter organisational communication was cited as a challenge for effective guideline 

implementation (34, 39, 47). A key recommendation for effective CMG implementation was to enhance 

communication and collaboration between different healthcare representatives (34, 35, 37, 38, 46, 48, 

50, 51). Further, two studies recommended greater centralisation and improved utilisation of new 

technologies and the internet for streamlined, effective communication routes between those on 

frontline workers and authorities (35, 48). 

 

A study on COVID-19 in Saudi Arabia identified strong leadership and organisational support as additional 

facilitators (37). One study emphasised the need for strong unit-based support for evidence-based 

practice to facilitate the implementation of a new guideline during a pandemic, as “staff engagement was 

strengthened when unit-level leadership and education were supported by a value for EBP” (40).  

 

2.3: Staff training  

Six articles (21.4%%) underscored a lack of training as a major challenge faced by HCPs when 

implementing CMGs during emergencies (37, 41, 43, 46, 47). Recommended training varied from 

informational (e.g. guideline content) to practical (e.g. outbreak drills) to improve awareness of the 

guideline’s content and practice implementation to identify and address challenges before outbreaks 

occur. For instance, in a  study with participants caring for patients with VHF, insufficient personal 

experience led to uncertainty and anxiety, highlighting a need for frequent staff training to facilitate CMG 

implementation (47). Another study focused on Dengue guidelines, showed that despite high levels of 

knowledge regarding symptoms and treatment, HCPS still needed additional training in prevention, 

diagnosis, and admission criteria, and on the WHO Dengue Guidelines (41). A quality improvement 

intervention study showed that training on Dengue guidelines during the off-peak season increased post-
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intervention compliance on all CMG components, resulting in decreased mortality and length of hospital 

stay during peak season (38). Educational interventions were found not only to improve patient outcomes, 

but also to guide appropriate patient management and resource utilisation, such as proper use of platelet 

transfusions and antibiotics (38). Clinicians in another study recommended they “practice using the 

protocol during drills to make sure the details of the protocol would work”(27). 

 

Theme 3: Realities of implementing guidelines 

The realities of implementing CMGs reflect limitations in adapting recommendations into contextual 

practice, with factors relating to HCPs professional identity described in 13 (46.4%) studies. 

 

3.1: Adaptability to context  

Eight (29%) articles underscored the importance of adapting CMGs to fit local contexts (29, 31, 35, 40, 42, 

48, 50, 51). There was a recognised need to better balance theory and clinical practice, with one study 

noting CMGs are “no more than a paper exercise without considering possible obstacles in real world 

situations.” (31).  During the 2009 H1N1 influenza pandemic, physicians reported difficulties reconciling 

public health guidance with the realities of their practice, with one respondent noted “the biggest 

challenge was not our internal resource but really trying to figure out how we would apply the 

recommendations to our practice” (29). Similarly, another study identified implementation challenges 

stemming from guidelines perceived as too rigid for regional and local context (48). Additional challenges 

identified were discrepancies between international guidelines and their practical implementation at the 

local-level (35).  

 

While consistent messaging from various authorities was seen as beneficial, there is a call for 

flexibility to adapt guidelines appropriately .(50) To address delays and challenges in guideline adoption, 

one study recommended adapting international guidelines to national and local context  (35). Another 

study recommended involving representatives from endemic countries in the CMG development process 

to facilitate applicability and relevance (51).  Engaging planning committees at various levels, such as local 

and provincial, in routine reviews of the guideline implementation process between outbreaks was also 

suggested to identify gaps and address implementation bottlenecks. Even at the local level, one survey 

highlighted differences in opinions and practices among clinicians; to mitigate this, they proposed that 

guidelines should “suit the local context, based on epidemiological evidence, clinical features, and 

management” (42). Further, WHO guidelines should consider local context applicability, by engaging local 
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representatives, including experienced clinicians to share evidence and experiences to inform CMG 

development and implementation support (42). Similarly, one study suggests that understanding the 

different unit-based attitudes and beliefs towards adoption of new practices was also important (40). 

 

3.2: Professional identity, autonomy, and accountability 

Five articles (17.9%) discussed the role of HCPs’ autonomy and wellbeing for effective CMG 

implementation, particularly in the context of the burden imposed by health emergencies (27, 28, 32, 34, 

47). One study noted staff experiences  physical and psychological challenges during pandemics, including 

fatigue, stress, uncertainty, and worry (32). Another study addressed concerns about exposure risk, 

suggesting accommodations for staff facing heightened exposure risk (47).  

Three articles highlighted the complexity and tensions associated with implementing HCID CMGs (27, 28, 

34). Using CMGs effectively demands significant clinical expertise, yet adherence to CMGs may also be 

perceived as undermining expertise. Junior clinicians noted “adherence to guidelines can sit uneasily, with 

the need to demonstrate ones’ own professional competence” (34). Another study noted that guidelines 

could potentially threaten HCPs’ “sense of self in the professional sphere”, with HCPs noting “…you’re no 

longer a physician at this point, you are just following orders” (27). Similarly, midwives in another study 

described relying on their own “competency and professional creativity”, when CMGs were considered 

too rigid and restrictive (28).  

 

Summary of recommendations  

This literature review has identified areas for improvement and key recommendations for future CMG 

development and implementation. These are summarised in Table 3. 
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Table 3: Summary of key recommendations identified  

 

Discussion 

There is limited published data on factors affecting HCID CMG development and implementation during 

health emergencies. To address this gap, this review explores potential factors that influence the 

implementation process of HCID CMGs. Our findings align with similar findings on CMGs conducted 

outside of emergency settings (53). Whilst the factors described were similar across outbreaks and 

settings, additional challenges arise with emerging pathogens and in lower-resourced settings, due to 

time, information, and resource constraints. Reflecting on the articles and their recommendations, we 

present further considerations for CMG development and implementation. 

Key areas of 
improvements 

Key recommendations identified 

CMG quality, 
content, and clarity  

- Produce clear, adaptable, and inclusive CMGs. 
- Include evidence-based, up-to-date treatment recommendations and 

referral criteria for clinicians. 
- Include information (e.g., infection control policies, guidance on required 

infrastructure, capacity, and skills) targeted at policy makers to improve 
preparedness during emergencies.  

- Engage representatives with experience of managing HCIDs in different 
context to facilitate applicability and implementation. 

Communication and 
collaboration 

- Establish strong internal and external collaboration and communication 
channels in preparedness time. 

- Prioritise internet and other communication systems and pathways to 
share information rapidly with all stakeholders. 

Training  - Conduct staff training on CMGs prior to an emergency occurring/out of 
peak epidemic seasons, with regular updates. 

- Conduct practice implementation exercises to identify bottlenecks to 
address in inter-epidemic times. 

Resources and 
leadership 

- Enable strong leadership for resource and workforce management and to 
provide general support to HCPs during emergencies. 

- Review resources required for implementation of CMGs. 
- Ensure evidence-based CMGs are available to frontline clinicians across 

health centers. 
- Foster a work culture that supports use of evidence-based CMGs to 

inform practice and equity in access to evidence-based 
recommendations. 

- Facilitate good collaboration and communications internally and across 
organisations. 

Adaptability to 
context 

- Involve diverse representatives, including health workers, in identifying 
local challenges to address prior to outbreaks. 

- Support cross-country development and adaptation of CMGs. 
- Ensure context-specific factors are addressed and representatives from 

endemic countries are included in the development and dissemination. 
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Establish mechanisms for CMGs to be updated and disseminated 

Updating CMGs is a resource-intensive task. Therefore, approaches to make updates more efficient should 

be considered, including use of ‘living’ guidelines (54). The findings acknowledge that regular updates of 

CMGs are crucial for effective implementation, given the rapid emergence of new evidence. Furthermore, 

dissemination can be challenging in some settings, such as where HCPs may have limited internet access, 

thus limiting the timely accessibility of obtaining up-to-date CMGs (55). Diversifying dissemination 

strategies to include both on- and off-line alternatives, whilst also ensuring content consistency and 

avoiding overwhelming HCPs with excessive information, can help address this issue. 

 

Ensure CMGs are adapted to context and identify early potential bottlenecks to implementation 

The adaptability of CMGs to local contexts is another key factor affecting the implementation process (56, 

57). A CMG that is well-integrated in one setting may not be as well-integrated in another (58). Hence, 

involving diverse guideline developers from different contexts is important for optimising future 

implementation. One study identified that narrow skill representation in the development team could 

lead to lower CMG quality and uptake by clinicians (59). Often, HCPs from low-income settings are not 

included on guideline development boards or in the piloting of CMGs, resulting in guidelines that are 

difficult or unrealistic to implement across diverse settings. This highlights the need for CMGs to be 

tailored to fit local epidemiological  and resource context (60, 61).  

Additionally, implementation is also hindered by shortages of facilities and material resources required 

by the CMGs (15, 62, 63). A systematic review of factors influencing CMG implementation suggests that 

CMGs which do not require specific resources have a greater chance of implementation (57). This is 

particularly the case for HCIDs and during emergencies, where resource shortages are likely. CMGs should 

therefore include viable alternatives and ‘next best’ options for differently-resourced health care settings, 

and to acknowledge the gap between ideal situations and shifting local realities.  

 

Support health care professional wellbeing during emergencies 

Aligning with our findings, previous literature indicates that inconsistent and difficult-to-follow CMGs may 

burden HCPs, thus hindering implementation(64, 65) A study on the stress drivers among HCPs during 

COVID-19 identified changing CMGs, resource shortages, and fear of transmission as key factors (15). 

Similarly, our findings show that HCPs expressed concerns about exposure, liability, and stress during 

health emergencies. Therefore, clear communication and consensus on HCP expectations and obligations 
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during health emergencies within CMGs are essential, addressing both legal and ethical considerations 

(66). Additionally, providing opportunities for collective debriefing post-emergency can support staff in 

processing events and accessing necessary support. 

Our findings highlighted that HCPs expressed concerns about their professional identity and autonomy; 

perceiving CMGs to challenge this (18, 67-71). Effective implementation should promote “guideline 

adoption as consistent with their professional autonomy” (72). This can be facilitated through 

organisational support, strong leadership, and cultivating a supportive working culture and peer groups, 

all recognised as crucial for the implementation and sustainability of CMGs (56, 57).  

 

Provide on-going and sustainable training for HCPs on CMGs 

HCP training was frequently addressed in CMG implementation studies (15, 73, 74). The practicalities of 

delivering training during emergencies and in different settings (e.g., high- and low-income) need to be 

addressed within CMG development and implementation processes. During health emergencies, HCPs 

can be redeployed and required to perform new tasks with limited training time; as such, training 

strategies should focus on maximising transferable skills (60, 63, 75-77). Lastly, early preparedness 

training is essential to effectively respond during an emergency. Hence, mock drills may be useful, also to 

enhance confidence in and understandings of putting guidelines into practice, and identify potential 

limitations in doing so (78). Finally, There is a need for collaborative development of clinical trials and 

CMGs with endemic countries from the outset to facilitate implementation of well-designed trials with 

capacity to address local needs and influence local policies during outbreaks.    

 

Strengths and limitations 

This review is not without limitations. Firstly, although the search strategy was trialled before being 

finalised, it is still possible to have missed important literature, considering some endemic HCIDs in 

countries which may not have published data on CMG implementation using conventional methods (i.e., 

unpublished or in internal government documentation). Second, whilst there were no language 

restrictions, the literature search was conducted in English, potentially leading to the retrieval of articles 

only in English. Finally, articles were not excluded based on their quality rating. However, a key strength 

of this study is its global perspective, addressing the factors that affect the implementation of CMGs 

during HCID emergencies. This is the first systematic review to describe HCID CMG implementation factors 

during emergencies and it includes data from 18 different countries. Our review adheres to rigorous 

methods, including a systematic search strategy unrestricted by date or language and explicit inclusion 
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criteria. Therefore, the findings present the most comprehensive and internationally relevant data on 

HCID CMG implementation during emergencies worldwide. 

Conclusion 

Health emergencies are high-pressure, high-stakes contexts in which effective CMG implementation is 

crucial, as CMGs help facilitate the provision of evidence-based healthcare, particularly useful when 

evidence is limited. The gap between written guidelines, and the (local) lived practice of implementing 

guidelines during a health emergency must be acknowledged and addressed. Factors affecting 

implementation of CMGs for HCIDs are multifaceted and can act as either barriers or facilitators, 

depending on the context. These factors can inform and be integrated into policy and practice when 

designing, developing, and implementing guidelines, to ensure effective implementation and uptake of 

CMGs in different contexts. To support the production of context-appropriate, acceptable CMGs and their 

uptake, we therefore recommend that CMG development at all levels involve diverse representatives and 

focus on their implementation in differently resourced settings. Research on interventional studies should 

address the challenges and determine the effectiveness of interventions targeting the enabling factors. 
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