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Abstract

Background: Electronic health records (EHRs) are increasing in popularity across national and international healthcare
systems. Despite their augmented availability and use, the quality of electronic health records is problematic. There are
various reasons for poor documentation quality within the EHR, and efforts have been made to address these areas.
Previous systematic reviews have assessed intervention effectiveness within the outpatient setting or within paper
documentation. This systematic review aims to assess the effectiveness of different interventions seeking to improve
EHR documentation within an inpatient setting.

Methods: We will employ a comprehensive search strategy that encompasses four distinct themes: EHR,
documentation, interventions, and study design. Four databases (MEDLINE, EMBASE, CENTRAL, and CINAHL) will be
searched along with an in-depth examination of the grey literature and reference lists of relevant articles. A customized
hybrid study quality assessment tool has been designed, integrating components of the Downs and Black and
Newcastle-Ottawa Scales, into a REDCap data capture form to facilitate data extraction and analysis. Given the predicted
high heterogeneity between studies, it may not be possible to standardize data for a quantitative comparison and meta-
analysis. Thus, data will be synthesized in a narrative, semi-quantitative manner.

Discussion: This review will summarize the current level of evidence on the effectiveness of interventions implemented
to improve inpatient EHR documentation, which could ultimately enhance data quality in administrative health databases.

Systematic review registration: PROSPERO CRD42017083494

Keywords: Electronic health records, Documentation, Quality improvement, Inpatient, Intervention, Systematic
review protocol

Background
Healthcare professionals worldwide have transitioned
from handwritten documentation to electronic reporting
processes. In North America, over half of office-based
practices and hospitals use some form of electronic
health record (EHR) documentation [1]. Compared to
conventional paper documentation, electronic health

records produce clear, legible data that lends itself well
to coders, computational analyses, and health service
research. The administrative health record databases are
fuelled by data produced by coders, who assign diagnos-
tic codes to each diagnosis listed in patient charts. By
removing the barrier of illegible or disorganized docu-
mentation, the quality of data in the administrative
health record database is ameliorated. This data is then
used for epidemiological studies, disease surveillance,
and administrative and billing purposes [2]. Quality
assurance of this data is thus crucial, and quality im-
provement strategies are being implemented at various
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points in the data management chain. As outlined in
Fig. 1, this systematic review focuses on the quality of
the data created during a clinical encounter, prior to its
coding.
Because data quality is directly affected by the comple-

tion and accuracy of EHR documentation, it is important
to assess and improve the quality of such documenta-
tion. Additionally, there has been a surge in research to
improve EHR documentation due to the increase in
medical errors associated with the use of EHRs [3].
Quality in EHRs may relate elements such as complete-
ness, accuracy, clarity, and timeliness [4]. Although EHR
documentation has existed since the 1960s, with the first
computerized physician order entry system created in
1971 [5], a review of the medical literature reveals that
the quality and usability of EHR documentation is gener-
ally poor [6]. Several problems with EHR documentation
have been identified. These include structural problems
where documentation quality suffers if the EHR system
does not have built-in logic prohibiting the user from
continuing onto the next section of documentation if
the previous section has not been completed. Similarly,
free-text fields, as opposed to point-and-click radio but-
ton documentation, have demonstrated increases in
error [7]. Another common structural problem is the lack
of standardization in EHR systems or vendors across all
areas of healthcare delivery (i.e., outpatient versus in-
patient EHR programs) [8]. In other instances, problems
arise when EHR system users are not provided with ad-
equate training and simply do not know how to use the
system, leading to poor data quality. Resistance to EHR
adoption further inhibits the standardization of documen-
tation and can also impact data quality and usability [9].
Prior systematic reviews have explored ways to improve

medical documentation; however, these were focused on
the outpatient setting [10] or targeted EHR documenta-
tion of a specific EHR user [11]. Others failed to address
electronic forms of documentation [12] or focused on a
specific type of intervention to improve documentation
[13, 14]. Noteworthy results from these systematic reviews

illustrate the following: (1) a dearth of literature address-
ing EHR improvement, (2) successful interventions to
improve EHR documentation (e.g., system add-ons, edu-
cational materials, and financial incentives), and (3) differ-
ent indicators to measure quality of documentation, such
as completeness and accuracy of patient information [10].
Using the PRISMA Protocol checklist, we outline our pro-
posal for a systematic review of the literature to identify
interventions, programs, or institutional changes (broadly
referred to in this protocol as “interventions”) that have
sought to improve EHR documentation in the inpatient
setting and those that consequently may warrant imple-
mentation by EHR users [15].

Focused questions
Accordingly, the questions we are addressing are:

1. What is the effectiveness of interventions seeking
to improve inpatient hospital documentation in
electronic health records?
It should be noted that the word “seeking” is
crucial to this question; studies will be included in
the review if the intent of the intervention was to
improve documentation quality, regardless of the
study outcome.

2. What tools and metrics were used to measure the
improvement in EHR documentation?

Methods
Search strategy
We will search the following databases: MEDLINE,
EMBASE, Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials
(CENTRAL), and CINAHL, with no language or date
restrictions. Additionally, both investigators (LOV and
NW) will complete a grey literature search, including con-
ference proceedings identified through EMBASE. Experts
in the field, identified from the review process, and other
researchers who have previously worked on the topic will
be contacted for further information about ongoing or

Fig. 1 Data management chain and point of interest for EHR documentation quality improvement interventions
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unpublished studies. Reference lists of included studies will
also be searched.
After consulting with two librarians, the search strat-

egy was organized into four exhaustive themes, result-
ing in four Boolean searches using the term “or” to
explode and search by keyword different subject
headings:

1. Derivatives of “electronic health records” to specify
the main outcome

2. Derivatives of “documentation” to refine the main
outcome

3. Both general terms and specific examples of
interventions, including synonyms or derivatives,
to capture the vast array of interventions

Cochrane filter for randomized controlled trial (RCT),
University of Alberta filter for observational studies, and
PubMed Health filter for quasi-experimental studies to
identify study designs [16–18]
Lastly, the Boolean operator “and” was used to com-

bine the four search themes. An example of a detailed
search strategy with all included terms is available in
Additional file 1.

Improvement in documentation and its possible mea-
sures were not specified as search themes to avoid
excluding studies that may have used an improvement
measure not listed in the data extraction form. Further,
since an intervention could be applied to the computer
program or EHR “vendor,” rather than a human group
of participants, EHR users were not specified in this
search. An initial search in MEDLINE reveals approxi-
mately 1500 potential articles, with a similar result in
EMBASE, indicating sufficient numbers to perform our
analyses.

Eligibility criteria and study selection
Detailed inclusion/exclusion criteria are outlined in
Table 1. For the purpose of providing a comprehensive
systematic review of the topic, we will not restrict this
review to RCTs, but will incorporate all original litera-
ture reporting on the quality of EHR documentation.
Consequently, experimental, quasi-experimental, and
observational studies will be captured. The study popu-
lation is primary users of inpatient EHRs, including
physicians, nurses, diagnostic imaging staff, pharmacists,
and clinical trainees (residents, interns, etc.). The interven-
tions include but are not limited to activities, programs, or

Table 1 Inclusion and exclusion criteria for abstract and full-text screening stages of the systematic review

Criteria Included Excluded

Abstract screening

Study
design

Original research: observational,
experimental, quasi-experimental

Letters, editorials, comments, book chapters, systematic reviews

Outcome EHR documentation Paper documentation
Other studies unrelated to the topic: not looking at EHR nor
documentation, animal studies

Setting Inpatient or acute/care
Single/multi-center

Outpatient, emergency department, clinic

Intervention Variety of interventions No intervention, only reporting on current documentation quality

Full-text screening

Study
design

Original research: observational,
experimental, quasi-experimental

Letters, editorials, comments, book chapters, systematic reviews

Outcome EHR documentation Paper documentation
Other studies unrelated to the topic: not looking at EHR nor
documentation, animal studies

Setting Inpatient or acute/care
Single/multi-center

Outpatient, emergency department, clinic, family practice offices,
minor/day/dental surgeries

Intervention Variety of interventions No intervention, only reporting on current documentation quality

Document type Inpatient electronic records (authors
contacted if unclear)

EHR implementation on paper-based system (unless study
compared paper documentation to at least 2 other arms using
electronic documentation)
Not explicitly reporting on “inpatient” or “electronic”

Participants (EHR user) Nurses, physicians, therapists, diagnostic
imaging, pharmacists

Primary care providers (family physicians, general practitioners,
etc.), researchers, coders, patients, management

Outcome Improving EHR documentation (see Table 2) Studies using EHR documentation to improve other healthcare
service areas (e.g., patient care, healthcare delivery) or improved
analytical features within EHR for research purposes.
Clinical outcomes as primary or secondary goal
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institutional changes applied to improve EHR documenta-
tion, such as the use of new software, dictation templates,
audits, educational sessions, structured reporting, health-
care provider training, incentives, rewards, or penalties.
Specifically, we will be looking for studies comparing
interventions to controls (i.e., standard EHR documentation
or a comparator intervention). The outcome of interest is
improved EHR inpatient documentation, for which the
measures have been identified from relevant literature and
are further established by each individual study (Table 2).
Both abstract and full-text screening phases will be

done independently by two reviewers (LOV and NW)
with the support of an eligibility criteria screening tool
(Table 3). Titles and abstracts will be scanned to select
articles for in-depth analysis. Articles will be selected for
full-text review if both reviewers agree on eligibility
criteria or if the abstract does not provide sufficient
information to make a decision. Any discrepancies be-
tween reviewers will be discussed until an agreement is
reached. When necessary, additional clarity regarding art-
icle eligibility will be requested by contacting the articles’
authors and examining unclear articles with another in-
vestigator (DJN). Inter-rater agreement will be assessed
using the kappa statistic for both stages of screening.

Data extraction and study quality assessment tool
REDCap was used to create a data extraction form with
built-in logic to collect pertinent information from all
included studies [19], available in Additional file 2. This

logic also comprises hidden questions that appear when
a certain answer is chosen. This feature is a “real-time”
function that cannot be depicted in the printed form
embedded as an additional file. The form focuses on the
detailed study characteristics (e.g., EHR users, type of
setting, outcome measures). For results of interventions,
the reviewers will extract differences between interven-
tion groups, as well as before and after, or cross-
sectional designs. Results will be expressed as means,
medians, proportions, or effect size, depending on the
design. The data extraction tool will also allow reviewers to
abstract the measure used to identify high- or low-quality
EHR documentation. Study quality and systematic error
(bias) will be assessed using a hybrid of the Downs and
Black Scale and the Newcastle-Ottawa Scale, including 11
items to encompass experimental, quasi-experimental, and
observational study designs (Additional file 3) [20, 21].

Data synthesis/analysis
Given the expected heterogeneity in methods and pos-
sibly in results in the extant literature, it is unclear if
meta-analysis will be possible. We will explore the fac-
tors associated with heterogeneity and attempt to assess
the effect of a number of variables on the results of the
identified intervention. These variables include but are
not limited to the type of EHR user (physician, nurse,
pharmacist, therapist, etc.), type of setting (urban or
rural), size of setting (single or multi-center) area of clin-
ical practice, demographic characteristics of users, and
experience with EHR (years of use). The final number
and the characteristics of studies identified for inclusion
in and exclusion from the systematic review will be
reported in a PRISMA flow diagram. We will tabulate all
extracted data, including participant characteristics,
study designs, interventions, instruments, and study
results. For the primary question (overall effectiveness of
interventions), we will describe the range of results
obtained across all studies, grouped by intervention.
Differences between study results will be presented in a
narrative form with semi-quantitative analysis, unless
meta-analyses are feasible, as outlined above. To address
the secondary question, we will describe the tools used
to identify interventions with high or low effectiveness.

Discussion
To our knowledge, this will be the first systematic review
to identify and evaluate interventions that are specifically
aimed to improve EHR documentation in an inpatient
setting.
The strengths of this systematic review include an

in-depth search strategy, organized into four compre-
hensive themes; an elaborated eligibility criteria; and an
adapted study quality assessment tool. Thus, this proto-
col provides a methodologically rigorous template for

Table 2 Measures for “improved inpatient EHR documentation”
and their definitions

Outcome
measure

Definition

Medication
accuracy

The absence of or decline in the number of errors and
discrepancies present in the medication record

Document
accuracy

The absence of or decline in the number of errors and
discrepancies present in the EHR document

Completeness The lack or decrease of missing information, as well as
the addition of documented items within a medical
record

Timeliness A decrease in the time required to complete the
document and also a shortening of the turnaround
time necessary for the document to be available

Overall quality Variously defined by each study and assessed through
mean scores of personalized checklists or quality
indicators

Clarity A well-organized, readable, and easily understandable
document

Length The decrease in the number of lines or word count

Document
capture

An increased number of documents created
(not included in this review because of lack of data)

User satisfaction Determined by the primary EHR users in surveys that
evaluate their
opinion on the implementation of the intervention
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future similar systematic or scoping review studies for
effective interventions.
Outcomes of this study will be applicable to clini-

cians, policy-makers, health information managers,
quality improvement specialists, and coding organiza-
tions and will provide a direction for future re-
searchers seeking to improve administrative discharge
database quality.
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Additional file 3: Study quality assessment tool adapted from Downs
and Black Scale combined with Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS). Eleven-
item hybrid of Downs and Black and Newcastle-Ottawa Scales, used to
assess study quality and systematic error (bias) of selected studies,
encompassing experimental, quasi-experimental, and observational
study designs. (PDF 644 kb)
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