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BaLkgruund

« Designing effective clinical dashboards is
challenging

* |nvolving clinical end users in the co-design
process is key

e lnderstanding end users’ perceived
engagement can:
« inform the creation of dashboards
* increase adoption of dashboards
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Rapid Review: Purpose & Aims

* Purpose:
M Rapid Structured Review

P!
Brief Review Expedited Systematic Review

- 1 . Systematic Rapid Evidence Review Rapid Structured Liberature Review
o Toexplore clinical end users’ engagement with Rapid ASSESSMEnt s b s e s
dashboards designed to support workflow R -d R"m-mﬁm?#iw?"‘“
([ Ai m S: a pap.d Nonsystemabic Heviewe Ram!v!egssesswmo! Literature

Rapid Systemabic ReView Accelerabed Systemabic Review

Rapid Evidence Review

[) To determine how perceived engagement is measured  Rapid Evidence Assessment, foereex s syess

Rapid Advice Gyideline

Rapid Health Technol A Rapid Realist Review
Elﬂd EVE||UEItE[| apid Health Technology Assessment e

Evidence Summ aries

repid synshess Healbh Technology Assessment
Rapid Narrative Review  Mini Health Technology Assessment

7) To explore potential barriers or facilitators to SHARSREC R
perceived engagement
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Ihuang et al.'s Framework for Evaluating Dashboards in Healthcare
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! Step 1: Use evaluation scenarios and tags I Step 2: Reorganise tags ! Step 3: Assign ! Step 4: Assign
From Lam et al. (2012) and introduce new tags new evaluation scenarios  new evaluation themes
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hetins

« Databases * Inclusion Criteria
o PubMed * English language publications
o CINAHL e Inclusion Dates: 2012-2022
« Search Strategy * Peer-reviewed research & reports
o "dashboard” AND “workflow" * Exclusion Criteria
o Editorials
o Protocols

* No evaluation component
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WA Flow Diagram

Screened
|66 title/abstracts
87 full texts
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Records identified through
PubMed & CINAHL (n = 206)

Records identified through other
references (n = 0)

v

Records after duplicates removed (n = 166)

v

Records screened (n = 166)

A 4
Full text articles assessed for
eligibility (n= 82)

)

Articles included in review (n = 4)

W

Records excluded (n = 84)

Full texts were excluded (n = 78)
Wrong intervention (n =11)
Wrong population (n = 12)

Wrong outcome (n = 39)

Wrong publication type (n = 16)

Eligible

4 articles
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Results: Evaluation Methods & Toals

* Evaluation Methods
« All 4 articles evaluated engagement via usability and/or satisfaction
« | article evaluated engagement via usability and acceptance

e Evaluation Tools

« All 4 articles evaluated engagement using qualitative methods
« Examples: think-aloud & semi-structured interviews; open-ended surveys

« 3 articles used mixed methods; and quantitative measures varied
« Examples: System Usability Scale (SUS); Post-Study eHealth Usability Questionnaire (PSHUQ)
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Results: Evaluation Measures

e 7 articles measured ease of use

« All 4 articles measured vsability (or usage) using various terms
* interface aesthetics, perceived difficulty, perceived usefulness, satisfaction

o 7 articles measured satisfaction using similar terms
« system usefulness, system/information quality

* All 4 articles measured facilitators and barriers to perceived engagement in various ways
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Discussion

o There are many publications related to the deployment of dashboards

There are limited publications describing dashboard integration to workflow, suggesting a need for
further research and reporting

There is a lack of literature analyzing dashboard utilization and uptake, demonstrating a need to leverage
usability assessments

Researchers are using different metrics to measure end-user engagement

Mixed methods appear to be the most robust type of evaluation
« [luantitative metrics help quantify usability
o (lualitative methods help identify specific perspectives of end users
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Limitations

* The review did not include patient-facing dashboards

« Executing a sensitive query or searching additional databases may yield more results and
strengthen the findings
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Conclusion

« Usability and acceptability testing is key to understanding clinical end users' perceived
engagement with dashboards

* End users' feedback is essential to the co-design process

« Standardized frameworks and vocabulary would facilitate 8 common understanding of end
users' engagement with clinical dashboards
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