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INTRODUCTION

Patient safety has become a global priority
to support reducing harm associated with
healthcare delivery.' In Canada, patient safety
incidents (PSI) are the third leading cause of
death behind heart disease and stroke and
are associated with an additional cost to the
healthcare system of $2.75 billion each year.2
PSIs occur across the healthcare continuum,
but over half are associated with surgical care,
which consists of preoperative, intraoperative
and postoperative care.”* Globally, four main
threats to surgical safety have been identi-
fied: (1) insufficient recognition of safety
as a public health concern, (2) lack of avail-
able data related to surgical outcomes, (3)
the inconsistent implementation of existing
safety practices, and (4) the complexity of
the surgical setting.5 The WHO Guidelines
for Safe Surgery, published in 2009, have
increased and highlighted the importance of
surgical safety worldwide. However, key gaps
related to complexity of surgical processes
still remain to be addressed. A leading cause
of these events is communication failure
between care providers during surgical care,
and between transition points during ‘hand-
offs” or ‘handovers’.® Information shared at
these transition points is required to facili-
tate continuity of information and patient
care, and to prevent medical errors.” This has
resulted in national organisations, such as
the Canadian Patient Safety Institute (CPSI),
identifying surgical safety as a key priority.

In a joint review by the Canadian Medical
Protective Association (CMPA) and the
Healthcare Insurance Reciprocal of Canada
(HIROC), data from 2004 to 2013, which
consisted of 2974 legal cases, were reviewed
and nearly half of the incidents occurred due
to system-level factors, rather than physician
or healthcare provider (HCP)-level factors.® A
frequent system-level issue was lack of adher-
ence to protocols, such as use of the surgical
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safety checklist (SSC), which is intended to
improve team communication.®? In addition
to incidents that cause patient harm, PSIs
also include events that do not lead to patient
harm as well as near-miss events.'” Hamilton
and colleagues report that near misses and
adverse events are under-reported, particu-
larly within the operating room (OR) setting
suggesting that exploration of how teams
communicate in all phases of surgical care is
necessary.''

The purpose of this narrative review is to
identify and summarise leading practices,
tools and resources for effective communi-
cation and teamwork during surgical care
including the immediate preoperative, intra-
operative and postoperative phases.'® This
review addressed the following questions:

» What practices, processes and tools are
currently being used to improve commu-
nication and teamwork during surgical
care?

> How are these practices, processes and
tools being implemented into surgical
practice?

METHODS

We conducted a narrative review to explore
existing practices, processes, tools and
resources available to improve communi-
cation and teamwork during all phases of
surgical care.” '* We searched the databases
PubMed, MEDLINE and CINAHL using a
variety of search terms associated with preop-
erative, intraoperative and postoperative
care (table 1). Online supplementary file 1
provides detailed information related to the
search strategy.

Included were peer-reviewed
journal publications and contained a sample
or direct link to a process or tool intended
to improve communication or teamwork
during surgical care. We excluded articles not
published in English. Two authors screened

articles
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Table 1 Summary of search terms

Phases of surgical care Search terms

Preoperative

handover, handoff, preoperative, interdisciplinary communication, interprofessional relations,

communication, checklist, practice guideline, organizational innovation, transition of care, patient
discharge, continuity of patient care, interdisciplinary collaboration, checklist, operating room,
preadmit department, and preoperative admission checklist

Intraoperative

handover, handoff, intraoperative, interdisciplinary communication, interprofessional relations,

communication, checklist, practice guideline, organizational innovation, transition of care, patient
discharge, continuity of patient care, interdisciplinary collaboration, checklist, operating room, and

surgical safety checklist
Postoperative

handover, handoff, postoperative, interdisciplinary communication, interprofessional relations,

communication, checklist, practice guideline, organizational innovation, transition of care, patient
discharge, continuity of patient care, interdisciplinary collaboration, checklist, operating room,
postanaesthetic care unit, and anaesthesia recovery room

the articles based on title, topic and publication type. The
content from the articles was organised into a table to
allow for comparisons of article type, year, country and
process or tool. In keeping with narrative review meth-
odology,”® the articles were not critiqued or assessed
for quality. This type of review process therefore allows
for the summary of literature in common themes, but
does not necessarily facilitate the provision of practice
recommendations. "

RESULTS

Thirty-four articles, published from 2007 to 2017, were
included. Figure 1 Four articles were related to all phases
of surgical care, 3 focused on preoperative care, 8 on
intraoperative care and 19 on postoperative care. Half of
the papers were from the USA, with additional perspec-
tives from the UK, Canada, the Netherlands, Germany,
India, Singapore, France and China. Detailed information

Records identified through
database searching on
PubMed/MEDLINE/CINAHL

A 4

Records after duplicates removed

(n =436)
Records excluded after
Records screened title/abstract screen
(n= 436) (n=377)
Full-text articles assessed Full-text articles excluded,
for eligibility with reasons
(n=59) (n= 25)
Does not align with review
l aims (n=25)
Studies included in

narrative review
(n=34)

Figure 1 Preferred Reporting ltems for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) flow diagram.

related to the bibliographic information, descriptions
of processes or tools, countries and clinical settings is
located in table 2. The results have been organised into
three categories: (1) modifications of processes or tools,
(2) facilitators and barriers of process or tool use, and (3)
description of theory underpinning processes or tools.

Modifications of processes or tools

The reviewed work included processes or tools that were
modified toaccommodate the needs of particular contexts
prior to implementation. The most commonly described
tool to facilitate communication and safety during the
intraoperative period was the SSC. Literature for the
intraoperative period was predominantly related to the
implementation or modification of the SSC or the eval-
uation of its effectiveness. The checklists were available
in write-in formats,' electronic versions'® and posters.'”®
A shared responsibility in completing the checklist was
described; however, the team member leading the imple-
mentation of the SSC varied. For example, the surgical
residents led the checklist in one study' whereas the
nurses led the checklist completion in another.”’ A few
studies suggested that the implementation of the SSC
in the perioperative setting improved patient outcomes,
improved patient safety, improved communication and
teamwork and decreased complications.' *'™* Limita-
tions were related to the human factors that affected the
implementation of the SSC.** '

The SSC was adapted to the specific setting by adding
or changing items, although the removal of items was not
recommended.””"” % For example, the SSC was system-
atically adapted for use in robotic urological surgery,
using a systems evaluation tool to identify potential causes
of error.'” The checklist was developed presuming that
it would undergo further iterations, given the innovative
and dynamic nature of the field of robotic surgery."> A
similar tool was developed and implemented for robotic
gynaecological surgical procedures, which led to signif-
icant reductions in 80-day readmission rates.'® Further-
more, displaying the tool on a large monitor in the OR
provided a focal point for the team to gather and could
contribute to team cohesiveness.'®

Espin S, et al. BMJ Open Quality 2020;9:6000937. doi:10.1136/bmjog-2020-000937

“ybuAdoa Aq parosloid 1sanb Aq €202 ‘€T AIne uo ywod [wg Anpenbuadolwgy/:dny wol) papeojumoq "0Z0zZ aunc 2T Uo /£6000-0202-bolwasoeTT 0T Se paysignd 1sii ;jlend uado rINg


http://bmjopenquality.bmj.com/

BMJ Open Qual: first published as 10.1136/bmjoq-2020-000937 on 17 June 2020. Downloaded from http://bmjopenquality.bmj.com/ on July 13, 2023 by guest. Protected by copyright.

Open access

panuiuo)

1SIX98yd DYvESI

w.oy

HvgS yum jooojoid S13d

1SIX98Yd SSVdHNS

ISIMO8YD SSVdHNS

1SIPO8Yd SSVdHNS
UoNEOIUNLILLIOD
1jopuey Jo} SdvIN
ainjonils

uonuSAIBIUI JOAOPUBH
0SS

ssoo0.d yopuey SSYd-|

0SS

(seanpaooud
o110goJ Joy) OSS

1SIp{0BYO Jopuey
eISay1SeBUE 21U0.I09|]

Aemuyyed Jeropuey
jusiied oe|pied oljeIpsed

(NOVdd-HO) ennesedoisod

(ND1D-HO) eAielsdoisod

sbumas annesadouad ||y

sBumes aniesedouad ||y

sbBuipes annesadouad |y

(enus0 Assbuns
Aioreinquie) anijesadoaid

(ND1d-40) eAnesedolsod

aAlzeladoru|

(NOVd-HO) ennesadoisod

aAleiedoenU|

aAesadoeiu|

aAljeladoriu|

(NDId-HO) eAnessdolsod

G10°20'¥ L0 uedol' /9101 0L:I0P "2/-€9:1£:91.02 SINN YiseueLisd [ “Hun a1ed
VSN eisayissueisod oujeipad 8y} Ul JeAOpUBY Painions /e Je ‘r uosdwoy] ‘g Jsyole] ‘g jund

0609102 [PoWs/zz9 L L '0}:10P "€52-2ve:LS:9102 " PayN 8lodebuis
‘uondeolad s,JoAI908J BY} :HUN 818D SAISUSIUI S,USIP[IYD B Ul S}Siiayisseue-uou 0}

alodebuig  sisioyiseeue wWoly Janopuey aaielsadolsod Buinoidw “je 1o ‘Y eueyns ‘|H 99H ‘Sl ejiged
L¥€ 00 0-} L0g-sblwq

/9EL L0 :10P "80G-€0S: 12:2 102 48S [BNnD g "siusiied [eo1bins Ul 1s1[408Ud SSYJHNS 8y}

spuelsyieN Aq paidadiaiul sjusploul Jo Buiwil pue ainjep ‘/e 18 ‘DA Yuluuag ‘WH Sulid ‘N3 SeUA ap
GES L LB0BSINMIN

/9S0L°01 :10P "/€61-8261:€9€:0102 PO I [BUTF N "S8W00N0 jusijed uo wolshs

spuelayleN Ajojes [eo1Bins aAIsusya4duod e J0 10913 *fe 19 ‘HdIAY BI040 “WYH Sulld ‘N3 SOUA ap
¥25/20°8002"0Usb/9¢g | L"0L:lop

"921-121:81:6002 4BS /BnD NG "1SIPOdUD (SSYHNS) walsAs A1ajes jusiied [eolbing

spuelaylaN 8y} Jo uoiieplfen pue uswdojanaq /e 18 ‘NS Binqualows ‘MIA UUBWIOH ‘N3 SOUA ap
vsn '62-92:52:600¢ J48beuepy HO ‘sgopuey aroidwi 0} sdais 8xel SOSY d uyorad

X" 8G/€0° | 102 2656-09% | I/

FEELOL:IOP "66E-E6€:22: | 10T YiSseuy Je|pekd "81ed aAlsusjul oelpJed oujelpaed

MN Ul UoiEdIUNWWOD Janopuey Bulusyibuang /e 18 ‘q Bunoa 7 Aexo ‘Y Breun
6-2./2-S10-G09kLS/L00L 0L:10P "26-GE6:61-GL0C

6.ng jsajuiosisen) r *Apn1s pajjoiluod paziwopuel aAizoadsoid e :sawooino aleladolsod

Blpu|  pue 1sIposayd A1ajes [eolbins e jo uoneiuswsidw) /e 18 ‘S Joodey ‘A ewiep ‘N Areypneyd
0-S00(S1)0G22-€5S1S/9 L0 L0 L:10P 2v—GE: L7'G 10T 488 jualed [end

[ wwo) 3y "uonelnp yopuey Buiseaioul INOYLM JSJSUBI} UOITBLLIOLIUI S9SBaIOUl Jopuey

VSN 8Jeo eisayisauelsod pazipiepuels e jo uoneiuswsaldwi /e 18 ‘g M ‘T zenbuey ‘| osnie)

600°60°0 02" WJb0
[/9L0L"01:10P "92-12: L2t L L0Z PO poJday [008BUAD) 181590 *ABOj0os.UAB pue SoLIBISqo
MN 01 181280 A18seS [e01BINs uonezZIUBBIO YlesH PO 8yl BulAlddy ‘3 SO ‘N soqing

oLozgknla/LLLL0L:lop
VLLL=L9L LI L L LEL0Z Ul Nrg “ABojouyos)l 0110qos 8sn jey} sasresy} buiesado Joy 1si3osyo
MN  Aiejes [e21Bins E Jo UOIEPIEA JUSILOD PUE JusWdOASQ /B I8 ‘I UBUY ‘N UBUM ‘Y PBLUYY

9050000000000000@Ue/gLZL 0L:I0P "+01-96:0C G102

Breuy yiseuy "oJed Jo jopuey aAlesadoeliul 18 UOITBWIOUI [BD11LID JO UOUSISI pue

vsSn Jasue.] senoidul 1SIYO8YD D1U0JI08[8 UY *B 18 ‘|N 1Yo8Iq|y 'd YUi4 ‘V elemiedby
9eqy 1 Ge81ede 1090 Wwo9/.60 L 0 L:10p

"G 1L2—6012:07:2L02 PO 848D 3D "HuN 81ed SAISUSIUI U] Ul S8LI0OIN0 SaAoidwl

vsSn sseo0.d Janopuey aaieledoisod pezipiepuels /e 1o ‘r uolke|s ‘g a||Ines ‘H [emieby

el

cl

L

(018

|00} 10 SS8204d

Bumes

Anuno) S|Py

selpn}s papnjoul Jo uonduoseqg oldeL  Z al9eL

Espin S, et al. BMJ Open Quality 2020;9:6000937. doi:10.1136/bmjog-2020-000937


http://bmjopenquality.bmj.com/

BMJ Open Qual: first published as 10.1136/bmjoq-2020-000937 on 17 June 2020. Downloaded from http://bmjopenquality.bmj.com/ on July 13, 2023 by guest. Protected by copyright.

€0 panuiuon

‘S1-€1:08'G10Z /OHBISMBN HSdY "1SI¥29Yd 3ouloons e Bunusws|dwi Aq

ISIpO8YD yopuey NOVd  (NDVd-HO) @Alreladoisod VSN  Hopuey (NDVd) Hun a1ed eisayisaue jsod Buiroidw /e 1o ‘J Aejjey ‘I BIHON ‘D olselod G2
600°20°L 102 eoAll/€S0 L0 L:I0P "9L-1 11922 L0g YIsauy ose/
j0o030.d ((ale)l}e) oeJIoyjoIpies [, syopuey 1uaied 1un aied dAISUdlUI-01-wood Bunelsado apinb o} j0o0104d

yopuey annelsadousad ay | /NDI-HO) aniesadoisod VSN oAnesadousad jo uoneluswsidwi 10]id */e 18 ‘Y Jeunebwneg ‘H Jelewnoqy ‘YA OIA0J1dd 12
ew.ojoud 9G9€oP |81 €9E 100V 1S/2601 01 10P "9/ -}/ 1:2G2 0102 binS uuy oise jo uonusraid

Janopuey annelsadolsod anlresadoisod MN pue ‘s|iesd ‘swajgqoid Jenopuey aAlelsadoisod /e 1o ‘N ‘Ipnoqay ‘S eloly Y [edbeN €2
8-9166-€10
(Awoey [eoibins -0£921S/2001°0} :10P "8€5-825:09'€ 10T yisaeuy [euinor ue) “Ayioey [eaibins Aiojeinquie

(pauipow) DSS Aioyeinquie) anzesadoeaiu| epeue)  ue ul uoieuswsa|dwi :IsI}osyo Aleses [ealbing ‘e 1o ‘S ealA 7 weybuiuun) ‘rd uebiolNy gz

Z-28%0-10- 10} 1S/200}°0} 10P "81—| }:6'G1.0g BinS 10q04
1 "Aebins 0160]008UAB paisISSE-0130q0J 40} 1SIM08YD [ea1fins paziaindwod aAljoBIaIuUl UB
204HOoH annesadoeiu) VSN  Jo synsal uoneuswsa|dwi pue juswdojpasq ‘/e 18 ‘an anainoy ‘ainl olinZ “1IN II0MeDOIN L2
'GE-0€:62:910¢ SINN
Jadousd r *Apnis uswanoiduwl Ayfenb e :sejdiound Yygs| Buisn yeis Buisinu yun ased

pJed and Yygs| (NDOVYd-HO) enneiadolsod VSN  onayiseeue-1sod pue sisiioyisoeue Usamiaq JOAOPUBH '[B 18 d llduuag ‘Y we] d Asuny 02
1SIp08y0 Aemure Arewiul
Jeg pue aA3 spesnyoessep S/ 1271 1866SY610/LLL 1 0L HOP "¥E1-62 L:9Y ‘20T BInS 309N pesH jobuieioi0
/leNdsoH [eiausn) ‘squaiied Aemuie oureipad Jo 1uswabeuew aAlresadolsod 10} 1S1p98yd UoiBIIuUNWWOoD JO
SHOSNYOBSSE|\ 21U0J109|] (ND1d-H0) annesadoisod VSN uonejuswsaldwi pue juswdojersp Aleuldiosipiaiul ‘e 18 ‘g JeAmQ ‘S ounleN ‘MS Wi 61
910'80°€ 102’ WIOE (/9101 0 L:I0P “L0S-761:86:€ 102 ' NHOY
1001 Jopuey HOL1IMS aAiesadoeiu| VSN  'S|001 Jo-puey aAnelodouad :A1ajes Jo) HOLIMS '/ 18 ‘M Jeiuino4 d uopsBbo 4 uosuyor 8|
61 1L01L80BSINMrAN
/9S01°01 :10P "667—|67:09€:6002 PEW " [6uF N uoieindod [eqo|b e ul Ajjenow pue
0SS aniesadoeiu| vSn Ajpigiow 8onpai 0} IsIoayd A1ases [eoIBins v /e 18 ‘UM Aueg ‘9| Jesiop ‘gy seukeH /L
920 00 0—Z+0g-bolwa/9e L L 0}:lop
910U Jajsuel] pue IsI}o9yo '9/00009:9:2 102 /end uado rg "sseo04d Jonopuey pasipiepuels e Buisn Janopuey
NDIAD 01 HO 2elpie) (NDI1-40) eniesadolsod BpeUE)  HUN 8Jed SAISUSlUl 0} Wood Buiesado oeipied Buiroiduw] | 98YDHIIA ‘I OMSON ‘A JBYdIBlD 9|

6L L0"ouod [euinol/| /g 1"01.:10p
“Y1-L1L L9102 BUO SOTd “[BU} PS||0JIUOD PZILIOPUEI JSIUSdNINW HOHNEINY 9U}

(enuao Ausbins :Aisbins Aiore|nquie Jo uolle(|@oued a1e| ploAe 01 paubisap 1SI}98yd auoyda|al aniesado
1SID98Y2 HOYANINY Aioje|ngquie) anneladoaid aouel -21d pazIpJepUE]S B JO JUSWISSISSY ‘[B 18 Y 19||lB|N-PUBYDJBI\ ‘| uosinog ‘S Joyones) G|
Kianooal
KieBins yuswaoe|dal 1610000000000000'INV/ELZL 0L 0P '6801-180L:8L L7102
ol |eyoy sbeuew 01 aniesadolsod bjeuy yisauy "podai aseo uswabeuew Y :dwoy [ealbins aaneiadousad pasnooy
sAemuyied aJseo [eolul|)  /eAnesadoeiiulennersdosid VSN  -luswaoe|dal juiof [e101 B Jo uoneuswaldwi “fe 18 ‘S eueyyeA ‘Y Jdoyziemyos “Juosien) {1
|00} 10 SS8201d Bumes Anuno) a0y

penunuod  z a|qelL

Open access

Espin S, et al. BMJ Open Quality 2020;9:6000937. doi:10.1136/bmjog-2020-000937


http://bmjopenquality.bmj.com/

BMJ Open Qual: first published as 10.1136/bmjoq-2020-000937 on 17 June 2020. Downloaded from http://bmjopenquality.bmj.com/ on July 13, 2023 by guest. Protected by copyright.

Open access

"1SIM09Y9 Aja)es [Bo1bins ‘DSS {SuollepusLILLIODa) ‘JUBWSSOSSE ‘punoibyoeq ‘uolieniis ‘Hyds ‘1sIpoayd oioads-10q04 ‘DOHOY ‘Hun aJed eisayiseueisod
oulelpad ‘NOVdd ‘Hun aJed aAisusiul oujelpaed ‘NDld ‘inoubis ‘inoswiy 4enopuey juswdinba Ysnopuey-aid ‘S13d ‘woos Buiresado ‘YO ‘spesu [eloads ‘uolyewloul usuiad/sainpsooid
‘selbia||e ‘suoleolpaw ‘SJYIN ‘Suoiepuswwooal/isanbal ‘quawssasse ‘punolbyoeq ‘UoIIENlS ‘UOITBOIHIIUSPI/UOIONPOJIUL ‘HYFS] ‘HUN 8JBD SAISUSIUI ‘ND| {HUN 818D SAISUSIUI JB[NOSBAOIPIBD
‘NDIAD ‘HUn a4ed BAISUSUI [B216INS OBIPJBD ‘NDISD ‘HuN 81eD SAISUSIUI S,UdJP|IYD ‘NDID ‘A1ebins Alojeinquie JO SUOlje||@ouUBD 91| 4O d1ed 8U1 UO 1sIj}08yd auoyda)|al annetado-aid ‘H0HdNgINY

99/¢e4181€9€1090°00d/L601L 0}

|00} JoAOpUEBY 210p "€ 1LE-60S:2 L0102 PayN a/eD 1D Jjeipad "obueyoxs uoljewlolul sanoidwi (00} ojdwis

Aiabins oeipieoisod (NDI1-H0) @niesadolsod epeue) e :A1ebins peay ouieipad Joye JoAopueBH ‘[e 18 ‘N[ SI0AET ‘|S MOBZEY ‘HS HOMIEABZ  $€
|00030.d ‘SLLEL'UDOl/LLLL'OLIIOP g/ L1-/88:G291L0 S/NN WO [ “Texdsoy Buiyoesy Areinis) e jo yun

Janopuey aAjesadolsod (NDI1-40) ennesadolsod BUIYD aJed aAISUSUl 8y} Ul sseoo.d Jenopuey aaesadolsod ayy Buinosdw -p Bueyz ‘Op Buex g
(dvgs) wio} poday 0/90000000000000"8ue
JanopueHa anneladonad /€121 0LI0P "L26-2G6: L2 LG 102 Bleuy yisauy ‘SiaAopuBy Hun aJed eisayisauelsod

MicuepueA 8yl (NOVJ-HO) enlesadolsod vsn seAoidwl uofusAslul [epowWIlNW Y *f& 18 ‘HY Ziuny| ‘A 8|BelS ‘gIn Jebulepy  g¢
Arewwns 61781SE€190982¢90}/LL 1L 0L:1op
[ealbinsisod Jsjua) pesH "'GZL—61 1:08:G10g /BnDd payy  wy ‘Aiebins oeipJed Jale Hun a1ed aAIsualul oLjelpad sy}

s,Ualp|IyD 21uos}09|] (NDI1d-H0) @nneladoisod VSN 0] Jajsue.] Buinoiduwl :jjopuey 80e}-01-00e4 *[2 18 ‘Y I[|SRIPUSA ‘N UosIppY ‘[ sefebisp  Lg
((Ovd) oo Juswissesse 800°G0’ | L0g'uedol /910 01:10P 192-252:92" | L0Z SINN yisaueLied [ *olullo

Remyied Ovd  onnesadoaud) aaijessdosid epeue) Juswissasse anneladoaid Jenaq e Buip|ing ‘e 18 ‘q IMsmogels) ] uassaly] ‘] esnbess  0g
910°21'G1L0g240/9101°01/B10°10P"XP//:ARY:I0P 1/ |-0L1:2E:910T 818D IO [
NDl 0} ‘|el] PaJ|0JIUOD PSZILWOPUERI B :JUN 8480 SAISUSIUI 8U] 0} Wood Buijesado sy} wody Jonopuey

HO 40} ISIpjosyd JanopueH (NDI-40) ennesadolsod Auewisrn) juaned jo Ayjenb 8yl Uo ISIPjoByYD B JO 10818 Byl /B 18 ‘WA jund ‘A IBIN ‘O |opamzieS 62
60031zW/0ybiul/g601 "0 /B0 10p Xp//:dny:iop “181-9/ 1:52'€ L0
1sIpo8Yo a/eD) YjfeaH [end [ U] “[el} Pa||0J1u0D paziwopuel e aAopuey jualjed eisayiseeue-}sod

Janopuey eBIsay1saeuRISOd (NDOVYd-HO) enneiadolsod Auewen) 10 Ajiienb ay1 uo 1SIpjoayo B JO 1088 8y /e 18 ‘| Jauyny| ‘g usbinsueH ‘O |opamzieS 8¢
1sIMosyo '802-79¢2:€8:G10¢ I YNVV "9Ied JO Usjsuel) Jo}

yopuey anielsadolisod (NDOVYd-HO) ennesadoisod VSN  ISIYO8YD B JO 8sh :Jun aJed eisayisaue anlleiadoisod syl ul syopueH 4 leq ‘/NH suiqoy /2
'898-€£98:81-L 102 Pay 8/eD JUD J1elpad "Jopuey NO| Jelpied
0} wooJ Bunesado Buunp [gpow [elusw paJteys e Buiessd ;Juswanroidwi souewlousd

oluowsuw G-| (NDI1-H0) eAnesadoisod vsSn Areurjdiosipaaiul ul sureb ajqeureisns Buunssy /e 18 ‘Nl 9ZIN ‘Qy BN ‘IND Aslld 92
|00} 10 ss@90.d Bumes Auno) {oIYy

panupuod gz 9qeL

Espin S, et al. BMJ Open Quality 2020;9:e000937. doi:10.1136/bmjog-2020-000937


http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzt009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrc.2015.12.016
http://bmjopenquality.bmj.com/

Other studies also commented on the applicability of
the SSC to unique perioperative settings, such as small
ambulatory surgical settings; therefore some created a
modified SSC version that would be applicable to their
case population,'”” * or frequent patient needs such
as advanced age or obesity.” Literature supported the
creation of intraoperative-specific pathways for surgical
settings, which reflected the specific communication
needs of these types of teams.'® ' ***! In one instance, the
SSC was adopted in addition to a flow checklist designed
to follow the patient trajectory throughout the surgical
journey from induction to the postanaesthesia care unit
(PACU).*?

Additional articles described the development of check-
lists distinct from the SSC, which were also modified in
terms of content or delivery. For example, the SURgical
PAtient Safety System (SURPASS) checklist was intended
to decrease adverse events for surgical patients, from
admission to discharge.” The authors validated this tool
through a process of observing procedures and noting
deviations from checklist use, which often corresponded
to variations in personnel and logistics.”

The engagement of all team members, particularly
nurses, was described as a facilitator of success when
a process and checklist were implemented to improve
handovers between the OR, intensive care unit (ICU) and
PACU settings.”* ™ Some articles described modifications
that participants made to checklists during the imple-
mentation period. Most often, participants appeared to
strategically omit particular checklist items; for example,
a subset of items continued to be routinely omitted in
two studies,” * which could suggest that these items are
perceived as non-essential during handover.”

Tool implementation appeared to contribute to longer
time spent on handovers, which could be viewed as a
deterrent to tool usage.”*! Particularly, a lack of compli-
ance to use the checklist by anaesthesiologists could
be contributed to a gap in training on checklist use.”’
Furthermore, some anaesthesiologists expressed that
they would not likely integrate the checklist into their
practice, as they described it as ‘insulting’ to their years
of training, which could indicate a need for education
to address attitudes towards standardisation and safety.”
In contrast, two handover processes did not significantly
increase handover time, but improved team communica-
tion and information transfer.**™**

Facilitators and barriers to uses of processes, tools or
resources

Education and training

In a subset of the selected articles, the implementation of
a checklist or procedure was paired with a varied educa-
tional intervention to facilitate the change. To facilitate
the implementation of the SWITCH (surgical procedure,
fluids, instruments, tissue, counts and questions) tool, it
was discussed at in-service meetings, HCPs were provided
with opportunities to use the tool in role-play activi-
ties, and resources were made available in the OR. An

educational intervention was developed to accompany
the implementation of an ISBAR (identification/intro-
duction, situation, background, assessment, request/
recommendation) tool for handovers between the OR
and PACU.” These comprised 30 min education sessions
and the provision of visual cues on unit walls, which led to
mixed results for compliance rates.”” The authors suggest
augmenting education and acknowledging the impact of
leadership and culture in different contexts.

Multiple theory-informed educational interventions,
including webinars, simulation scenarios and refresher
courses, were developed to ease implementation of a stan-
dardised, electronic PACU handover tool.** The authors
reported that improvements in the quality of PACU
handovers were sustained up to 3 years after the interven-
tion.*® Similarly, month-long training and practice trials
were referenced as a contributor for improved outcomes
related to information exchanges and improved patient
outcomes, in relation to the handover process from the
OR to the paediatric cardiac 1cu.”

Staff buy-in

Some of the described interventions incorporated input
from HCPs prior to implementation. For example, front-
line HCPs from the OR and ICU settings were consulted
when developing a protocol and checklist to improve
patient handoffs between these settings.' In a study that
examined the postoperative handover process, the impor-
tance of eliciting feedback throughout the implementa-
tion process was emphasised, as this opportunity provided
staff with a sense of ownership in regard to the change.*

Staff buy-in could also be a factor in who participates in
the intervention. In a study that described the develop-
ment of a postoperative anaesthesia tool, the anaesthesia
residents did not participate in the research; therefore,
only handoffs between CRNAs (certified registered nurse
anesthetists)and PACU registered nurses (RN) were eval-
uated.” The researchers suggested that long-term imple-
mentation would be strengthened by buy-in from all HCP
groups.* In another study, tool use was improved when a
particular nurse circulator was present, and the need for
staff buy-in to support implementation was noted.'®

Regarding the implementation of a modified SSC for
ambulatory surgical facilities, it was suggested that poor
tool uptake was due to introducing it as an institutional
requirementwithout previously consulting stakeholders.*
A hierarchical culture might have contributed to RNs
feeling hesitant to use the checklist, if not supported by
the attending surgeon.” Similar cultural barriers during
the original SSC implementation such as culture and
organisational hierarchy were referenced."

Contextual factors such as high nurse turnover were
described as a barrier.”® With support from leadership
and administration, the process of improving a preopera-
tive assessment clinic was described by improving staffing
levels, aligning processes with best practice procedures
and modifying space to improve efficiency.”
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Staff well-being

To improve the functioning of a preoperative assess-
ment clinic, changes to patient-facing policies and
staffing structures were re-examined, which led to
positive staff-related outcomes, such as decreased sick
time, decreased overtime and better staff morale.”
The importance of measuring non-clinical outcomes,
such as teamwork and nurse satisfaction, was acknowl-
edged.51 Improved non-clinical measures, such as team-
work, were linked to successful clinical outcomes.” The
professional differences in communication between
HCPs when developing a face-to-face handover process
from the OR to the paediatric cardiac ICU were
described.™ Engaging all stakeholders improved HCP
satisfaction with handovers and contributed to the
‘feeling of a team approach’.”

Safety culture

Improved outcomes associated with their electronic
checklist were not solely attributable to the tool, but also
to discussions generated by the tool in relation to safety-
focused attitudes and behaviours.” Additional studies
attributed successful tool implementation to contexts
with strong safety cultures; conversely, non-compliance
could be in part related to local attitudes towards safety
culture.”**

The implementation of a 19-item SSC resulted in a
decrease in patient death from 1.5% to 0.8%, and a
4% decrease in inpatient complications."® The authors
suggested that the introduction of the surgical pause for a
multidisciplinary briefing could be linked to improved atti-
tudes towards safety.'® In another study, which described
a series of evidence-based clinical care pathways specifi-
cally for patients having total joint replacement surgery,
all staff were trained in Lean Sigma Six principles.” This
could promote a culture that values improving perfor-
mance by leveraging a team approach.”

Ease of use

Multidisciplinary team members that implemented the
SURPASS checklist suggested that integration with the
hospital electronic system could promote tool use.”® The
implementation of a standardised electronic checklist was
described to improve intraoperative handoffs between
anaesthesiologists and transfers of paediatric surgical
airway patients to medical settings.”” *° The electronic
format was particularly convenient, as the described
patient transfers were between institutions.”> Some
authors emphasised the importance of selecting tools
that were short, to balance ease of use with team engage-
ment.** For example, the rationale for selecting the SSC
was based on simplicity and cost-effectiveness; whereas
other tools such as the SURPASS checklist were viewed
as difficult to implement due to additional items.'" In
contrast, some interventions were easy to implement, but
de-emphasised the role of team communication during
the handover process.

Description of theory underpinning processes or tools

Few studies gave explicit reference to theory to support
the development of handover processes or tools. However,
safety theory was noted in the development of the
SURPASS checklist to decrease adverse events for surgical
patients, from admission to discharge.53 The SURPASS
tool is built on safety and human factors literature within
the field of aviation.” Two studies included reference to
high-reliability organisations.* *!

Theory was also used to understand the effects of
tool implementation. For example, the use of 40.6%
SURPASS checklists was linked with one or more inter-
cepted errors.”® The authors referenced Reason’s Swiss
cheese model to describe that the success of the SURPASS
checklist could be attributed to ‘spreading out’ the safety
checks over the course of the surgical trajectory.”’ A few
studies referenced the use of quality improvement meth-
odologies, such as Six Sigma.* 57 Team theory was refer-
enced when describing the use of the ‘I-5” mnemonic to
create a shared mental model during OR to cardiac ICU
handoffs.”

DISCUSSION

This review provided an overview of the existing
processes, tools and resources used to improve commu-
nication in perioperative settings, as well as a description
of the ways in which they are used. More than half of the
papers described tools to improve intraoperative team
communication, such as modified versions of the SSC. In
a recent editorial, Urbach et al highlight that although
current evidence does not conclude that patient mortality
was decreased at the population level given SSC use, it
has been shown to improve team dynamics and staff
satisfaction; however, the consideration of contextual
factors impacting the SSC implementation is critical to
success.” Recent work has highlighted that the adoption
of the SSC is informed by factors related to the surgical
team members’ perceived importance of the tool, the
profession leads the SSC use (eg, surgery, anaesthesia or
nursing), and differences in workflow.”

Similar to this review, CPSI reported that most tools
or processes seek to structure or standardise communi-
cation, often in accordance with processes from high-
reliability industries, such as aviation, with a need to
shift patient safety culture.”’ In our review, patient safety
culture was often referred to as a barrier to process or
tool implementation. For example, the implementation
of the same tool could lead to different patient outcomes
in different hospitals, and was attributed to different atti-
tudes towards safety culture.””

In exploring the role of culture, it appears that the
promotion of safety culture could inadvertently promote
staff well-being or engagement. Some improved staffing
policies, among other changes, in an effort to improve
patient outcomes at a preoperative assessment clinic.”
This led to unanticipated positive staff-related outcomes,
which suggests that what is good for patients can also be
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good for staff.” For example, better patient outcomes
can translate into staff that feel less frustrated and there-
fore can better focus on care quality and safety.”’ The
importance of measuring outcomes related to staff satis-
faction and teamwork was emphasised.”’ These insights
align with current conversations to expand the Triple
Aim framework to attend to the well-being of the health-
care workforce.” **

There was limited exploration of the nature of team-
work either before or after implementation. Few studies
explicitly measured teamwork and few studies alluded to
professional hierarchies or ways of working as barriers.
This is a clear area for further study given the lack of
available information within the context of the imple-
mentation of a communication tool within a periopera-
tive setting.

Joint recommendations were issued by CMPA and
HIROC following a comprehensive review of surgical
safety.® To address system-level factors, recommenda-
tions were to implement standardised protocols, measure
outcomes in order to evaluate protocols, supporta culture
of safety that promotes open communication and to
provide multidisciplinary education to build skills related
to teamwork and communication.® From our review, it
appears that there has been successful implementation
of a range of standardised protocols to improve periop-
erative communication and distinct effort has been made
to evaluate the impact of patient outcomes. However,
the need to improve safety culture and provide multidis-
ciplinary education persists. In the reviewed literature,
the education offered was more akin to training, as it was
focused towards implementing a specific tool or process.
Education could be improved if understood more
broadly and acknowledge existing professional tensions
that hinder teamwork, and ultimately the push towards a
culture of safety.

CONCLUSION

This review highlights the importance of effective
communication within surgical settings, as well as the
difficulties of communicating within surgical teams.
The large number of processes and tools developed
to improve team communication during all aspects of
surgical care highlights efforts to promote structured,
yet open communication. This balances the comprehen-
sive nature of information transfer, while maintaining
spaces for team members to comfortably ask questions or
dialogue. The findings indicate that seminal tools, such
as the SSC, are widely adopted and are frequently modi-
fied to suit the particular needs of the surgical specialty
or used in conjunction with additional processes. In addi-
tion, contextual factors such as education, staff buy-in,
staff well-being, safety culture and ease of tool use can
function as facilitators or barriers to implementation.
The use of safety or team theory could be more explic-
itly addressed either in the development of implementa-
tion of these processes or tools. This information could

be useful for clinicians seeking existing tools or processes
to improve teamwork and communications in surgical
settings or for those looking to enhance the implemen-
tation process.
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