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Learning objectives

1. Describe/explain what scoping 
reviews are and how they can be 
applied.  

2. Discuss/examine different 
examples of scoping reviews.

3. Describe the steps to follow when 
doing a scoping review.
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What are scoping 

reviews?
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Types of knowledge syntheses

1. Systematic reviews

2. Network meta-analysis

3. Scoping reviews

4. Overview of reviews
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5. Rapid reviews

6. Diagnostic reviews

7. Prognostic reviews

8. Economic reviews

Plus emerging methods 



Definition of a scoping review
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Canadian Institutes of Health Research, http://www.cihr-irsc.gc.ca/e/41382.html

“Exploratory projects that 
systematically map the literature 
available on a topic, identifying 
key concepts, theories, sources 

of evidence and gaps in the 
research”

http://www.cihr-irsc.gc.ca/e/41382.html


Why are scoping reviews 

helpful to knowledge 

users?
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Why do a scoping review? (1)
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Arksey and O’Malley (2005) identified 4 reasons: 

1) To examine the extent, range and nature of available research on a 

topic or question

2) To determine the value of undertaking a full systematic review

3) To summarize and disseminate research findings across a body of 

research evidence (e.g. that is heterogeneous and/or complex)

4) To identify research gaps in the literature to aid planning and 

commissioning of future research.

Arksey H, O’Malley L. Scoping studies: Towards a Methodological 
Framework. Int J Soc Res Methodol. 2005; 8(1):19–32.



Why do a scoping review? (2)
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Most common reasons for conducting a

scoping review*, N = 494
Count (%)

Explore breadth/extent of evidence 336 (68%)

Map and summarize evidence 177 (36%)

Inform future research 103 (21%)

Identify knowledge gaps 84 (17%)

Address knowledge gaps 55 (11%)

Implications for practice and policy 41 (8%)

Advance knowledge/awareness 28 (6%)

Identify key themes 22 (4%)

Develop a conceptual framework/map 15 (3%)

Not reported 22(4.4%)

Tricco et al., 2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

* Note, categories are not mutually exclusive.

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


Why/how are scoping reviews useful? 

• Help to clarify working definitions and 
conceptual boundaries of a topic.

• When a body of literature has not been 
comprehensively reviewed, or exhibits a 
large, complex, or heterogeneous 
nature.
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Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 2016. 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


Examples of scoping 

reviews by our center 
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https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26753923

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26753923


Key findings
• Examined barriers and facilitators to the use of systematic reviews 

(SR) by health care managers and policy makers, e.g. format and 

content, to develop recommendations for authors.

• Findings to inform the preparation of SR, including:

o Provision of 1-page summaries with key messages, tailored to the 

relevant audience. 

o Creation of partnerships between researchers and policy 

makers/managers to facilitate the conduct and use of systematic 

reviews to enhance relevance of reviews and increase uptake.

 Used to inform 1-page policy brief used by CIHR
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Conducted for Health Canada, https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28104709

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28104709


Key findings (from upcoming manuscript)
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• Aimed to characterize the literature on social media for detecting adverse 

events (AEs) related to health products.

• Some encouraging results; social media data information extraction 

systems can supplement data from regulatory agency databases, capture 

rare AEs and identify AEs earlier than the official alert.

• The utility, validation and implementation of social media data information 

extraction systems remain under-studied.

 Used to inform Health Canada’s development of social 

media platform 
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Key findings

• Aimed to identify documents evaluating or comparing the 
effectiveness of medical liability reforms and quality 
improvement strategies to improve litigation-related outcomes in 
obstetrics. 

o Only a few litigation policies were evaluated or compared. 

• Initiatives to reduce medical malpractice litigation could be 
associated with a decrease in adverse and malpractice events. 

o Given the heterogeneous settings and reported outcomes, 
the advantages and disadvantages of initiatives may vary. 

 Used to inform litigation policy strategies in South 
Africa
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Discussion question
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Can anyone provide an 
example of a scoping 

review that they have done 
or are currently working 

on?



Examples of non-health 

related scoping reviews 
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/

Example: scoping review in education

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2015.02.002

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2015.02.002
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/

Example: scoping review in computer science

http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/stamp/stamp.jsp?tp=&arnumber=5974347&isnumber=5974162

http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/stamp/stamp.jsp?tp=&arnumber=5974347&isnumber=5974162
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/

Example: scoping review in housing policy 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2014.923091

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2014.923091


Doing a scoping review
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Protocol, title, background, review 
question(s) & objective(s) 

Eligibility criteria and comprehensive 
searching to identify sources of 
evidence   

Selection of relevant sources of 
evidence (screening) 

Extracting and charting the results  

Conclusions and implications 

24

Overview of scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548


1. Protocol: The protocol pre-

defines the objectives and 

methods and details the 

plans. It can be refined, as 

needed (report any changes).

1. Develop a protocol (a 
priori)

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute

How is the step operationalized in 
the literature?
Reported in 13% of N=494 

included scoping reviews in 

Tricco et al., 2016

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


1. Develop a protocol (a 
priori)

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute

2. State your review 
question/objective clearly

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

How is the step operationalized 
in the literature?
Reported in 97% of N=494 

included scoping reviews in 

Tricco et al., 2016

2. Review question/objective: 

The objective can be broad, 

guides the scope. The review 

question(s) should be 

consistent with the title and 

inform the eligibility criteria. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


1. Develop a protocol (a 
priori)

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute 

2. State your review 
question/objective clearly

3. Establish your eligibility 
criteria (with a rationale)

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

How is the step operationalized 
in the literature?
Reported in 79% of N=494 

included scoping reviews in 

Tricco et al., 2016

3. Eligibility criteria: guide 

the review, and used to make 

decisions on the sources to 

include. The rationale for each 

of the criteria should be clearly 

explained.  

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


1. Develop a protocol (a 
priori)

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute 

2. State your review 
question/objective clearly

3. Establish your eligibility 
criteria (with a rationale)

4. Search >1 database

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

How is the step operationalized 
in the literature?
Reported in 93% of included 

scoping reviews in Tricco et 

al., 2016 

4. Searching databases: The 

search strategy should be 

comprehensive. Detail 

publication date & language  

limitations, with a rationale.   

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


1. Develop a protocol (a 
priori)

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute

2. State your review 
question/objective clearly

3. Establish your eligibility 
criteria (with a rationale)

4. Search >1 database

5. Scan reference lists

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

How is the step operationalized 
in the literature?
Reported in 56% of N=494 

included scoping reviews in 

Tricco et al., 2016

5. Reference list scanning: The 

reference lists of all identified 

sources should be searched for 

additional sources. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


6. Search grey literature

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute 

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

How is the step operationalized 
in the literature?
Reported in 52% of N=494 

included scoping reviews in 

Tricco et al., 2016

6. Grey literature searching:

If applicable to the review 

question/objective, include  

unpublished literature (grey 

literature) in your search 

strategy. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


6. Search grey literature

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute

7. Screen titles & abstracts (by ≥2 

reviewers)

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

How is the step operationalized 
in the literature?
Reported in 36% of N=494 

included scoping reviews in 

Tricco et al., 2016

7. Level one screening: 

Screen titles and abstracts of 

the identified sources, ideally 

by 2 or more reviewers 

(independently).

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


6. Search grey literature

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute

7. Screen titles & abstracts (by ≥2 

reviewers)

8. Screen full-texts (by ≥2 

reviewers)

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

How is the step operationalized 
in the literature?
Reported in 29% of N=494 

included scoping reviews in 

Tricco et al., 2016

8. Level two screening: 

Screen the full texts of the 

identified sources, ideally by 2 

or more reviewers 

(independently).

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


6. Search grey literature

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute

7. Screen titles & abstracts (by ≥2 

reviewers)

8. Screen full-texts (by ≥2 

reviewers)

9. Have a pre-defined charting 
form (can refine it) 

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

How is the step operationalized 
in the literature?
Reported in 43% of N=494 

included scoping reviews in 

Tricco et al., 2016

9. Charting form: record of 
the characteristics of the 
included studies and the key 
information relevant to the 
review question(s). Can refine 
as needed. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


6. Search grey literature

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute 

7. Screen titles & abstracts (by ≥2 

reviewers)

8. Screen full-texts (by ≥2 

reviewers)

9. Have a pre-defined charting 
form (can refine it) 

10. Chart data (by ≥2 reviewers)

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

How is the step operationalized 
in the literature?
Reported in 30% of N=494 

included scoping reviews in 

Tricco et al., 2016

10. Charting: extract relevant 

data from the included 

sources, ideally by 2 or more 

reviewers (independently).

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


11. Present results in 
diagrams, or tables

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

How is the step operationalized 
in the literature?
Reported in 83% of N=494 

included scoping reviews in 

Tricco et al., 2016

11. Present results: use 

diagrams, tables, and/or a 

descriptive format that aligns 

with the objective/review 

question(s). 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


11. Present results in 
diagrams, or tables

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute

12. Present flow diagram

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

How is the step operationalized 
in the literature?
Reported in 47% of N=494 

included scoping reviews in 

Tricco et al., 2016

12. Flow diagram: shows the 
decision process, including 
search results, selection 
process results, additions from 
reference searching, etc. and 
the final number of  included 
sources 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


11. Present results in 
diagrams, or tables

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute

12. Present flow diagram

13. Identify implications for 
research 

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

How is the step operationalized 
in the literature?
Reported in 84% of N=494 

included scoping reviews in 

Tricco et al., 2016

13. Research implications: 

Following the conclusion(s), 

identify recommendations for 

future research based on gaps 

identified (including conduct of 

a systematic review). 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


11. Present results in 
diagrams, or tables

Scoping review steps by the Joanna Briggs Institute 

12. Present flow diagram

13. Identify implications for 
research 

14. Identify implications for 
practice

Peters et al., 2015. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548, Tricco et al., 
2016. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/

How is the step operationalized 
in the literature?
Reported in 54% of N=494 

included scoping reviews in 

Tricco et al., 2016

14. Implications for practice: 

if applicable, depending on the 

focus of the review, practice 

implications may be specified.

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26134548
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4746911/


Relevant work: scoping review methods

• Methods papers on scoping reviews:

o A scoping review on the conduct and reporting of scoping reviews by Tricco et al., 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26857112

o Advancing scoping study methodology: a web-based survey and consultation of 
perceptions on terminology, definition and methodological steps by O’Brien et al., 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27461419

• Upcoming reporting guideline:
o An extension of the PRISMA statement is for scoping reviews is underway: 

PRISMA-ScR. http://www.equator-network.org/library/reporting-guidelines-under-development/

39

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26857112
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27461419
http://www.equator-network.org/library/reporting-guidelines-under-development/


Polling questions

40



Poll #1

When doing a scoping review, should you plan to conduct 

a meta-analysis?

41

Yes

No

Unsure



Poll #2

When doing a scoping review, should you plan to 

appraise the risk of bias of included sources?

42

Yes

No

Unsure



Summary

• Scoping reviews are conducted to map the literature available on 

a topic in a systematic way.

• Scoping reviews are useful when an area of research is new or 

emerging, heterogeneous and/or complex. 

• Scoping reviews can be conducted using the Joanna Briggs 

Institute guidance. 
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Learning Objectives

1. Describe/explain what scoping 
reviews are and how they can be 
applied.  

2. Discuss/examine different examples 
of scoping reviews.

3. Describe the steps to follow when 
doing a scoping review.

44
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Questions

Do you have any questions 

about today’s presentation?
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Canadian Institutes of Health Research

• Scoping review knowledge synthesis grant

Canadian Agency for Drugs and Technologies in Health

• Scoping review reporting guideline grant

Canada Research Chair in Knowledge Synthesis
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Thank you for your attention!
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