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ABSTRACT 1 
Background 2 

In 2017, the World Health Organisation pledged to halve medication errors by 2022. In order to learn 3 
from medication errors and prevent their recurrence, it is essential that medication errors are 4 
reported when they occur. 5 

Objectives 6 

The aim of this systematic review was to identify studies in which interventions were carried out in 7 
hospitals to improve medication error reporting, to summarise the findings of these studies, and to 8 
make recommendations for future investigations. 9 

Methods 10 

A comprehensive search of five electronic databases (PubMed, Medline (OVID), Embase (OVID), Web 11 
of Science, and CINAHL) was conducted from inception up to and including December 2018. Studies 12 
were included if they described an intervention aiming to increase the reporting of medication errors 13 
by healthcare providers in hospitals and excluded if there was no full-text English language version 14 
available, or if the reporting rate in the hospital prior to the intervention was not available. Data 15 
extracted from included studies were described using narrative synthesis. 16 

Results 17 

Of 12,025 identified studies, seventeen were included in this review - fifteen uncontrolled before 18 
versus after studies, one survey and one non-equivalent group controlled trial. Five studies carried out 19 
a single intervention and twelve studies conducted multifaceted interventions. The most common 20 
intervention types were critical incident reporting, implemented in fifteen studies, and audit and 21 
feedback, implemented in seven studies. Other intervention types included educational materials, 22 
educational meetings, and role expansion and task shifting. As only one study compared a control and 23 
intervention group, the effectiveness of the different intervention types could not be evaluated. 24 

Conclusion 25 

This is the first review to address the evidence on medication error reporting in hospitals on a global 26 
scale. The review has identified interventions to improve medication error reporting that were 27 
implemented without evidence of their effectiveness. Due to the essential role played by incident 28 
reporting in learning from and preventing the recurrence of medication errors more research needs 29 
to be done in this area.  30 

 31 

  32 
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Introduction 33 

Medication errors (MEs), defined as ‘any preventable event that may cause or lead to inappropriate 34 
medication use or patient harm while the medication is in the control of the health care professional, 35 
patient, or consumer’, can occur at any stage in the prescribing, preparation, dispensing and 36 
administration of medicines.1,2 A leading source of avoidable harm in healthcare worldwide, they are 37 
associated with an annual global cost of US$42 billion.3 MEs are the 3rd leading cause of death in the 38 
United States of America (USA), after heart disease and cancer.4 The scale of the problem is even larger 39 
in lower income countries, where patients experience twice as many disability-adjusted life years lost 40 
due to medication related harm than those in high income countries.5 41 

In 2017, the World Health Organization (WHO) announced its third Global Patient Safety Challenge - 42 
‘Medication Without Harm’ - which aspires to reduce the global rate of MEs by 50% in five years.6 The 43 
nature of MEs makes it difficult to estimate their prevalence or the level of harm they can cause. The 44 
underreporting of MEs has been described, quantitatively and qualitatively, across various healthcare 45 
settings worldwide.7–11 Several factors contribute to ME underreporting, including fear of reprisal, an 46 
impractical or burdensome reporting process and a lack of feedback on reported errors.12–14 Along 47 
with ambiguity over the definition of an ME, healthcare providers may disagree over whether or not 48 
an error has occurred at all.14  49 

In its landmark 1999 report, To Err is Human, the Institute of Medicine put forward that in order to 50 
learn from MEs and prevent their recurrence, an effective system for reporting these errors is 51 
essential.15 It is now widely acknowledged that error reporting and analysis are key to improving 52 
patient safety, and high error reporting rates are considered indicative of a positive safety culture, 53 
rather than an unsafe healthcare environment.13,14 In recent years, however, there has been debate 54 
over the effectiveness of incident reporting, with authors citing issues such as reporting bias, lack of 55 
feedback, and fear of blame as reasons why incident reporting has not led to a significant decrease in 56 
adverse events.16–18 Despite the important role played by incident reporting in improving patient 57 
safety, no review has been carried out to date to address the evidence on ME reporting in hospitals 58 
on a global scale. The aim of this systematic review was to identify and summarise the studies 59 
investigating interventions to improve ME reporting in hospitals.  60 

 61 
METHODS 62 
Protocol Registration 63 

This review was carried out in accordance with PRISMA guidelines.19 A protocol for this review was 64 
registered in advance with the International Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews (PROSPERO): 65 
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?RecordID=116868 (registration number 66 
CRD42018116868).  67 

Inclusion criteria 68 

Studies were included in the systematic review if they investigated any intervention or strategy 69 
conducted in a hospital setting which aimed to increase the reporting of MEs, including randomised 70 
controlled trials, non-randomised controlled trials, controlled before versus after studies, and 71 
uncontrolled before versus after studies. 72 

Exclusion Criteria 73 

Studies were excluded if: 74 

https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?RecordID=116868
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?RecordID=116868
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• No information was provided regarding the ME reporting rate in the hospital prior to the 75 
intervention. 76 

• No full-text English language version of the study was available. 77 
• The study was a conference abstract and no full-text version was available.  78 

Search strategy 79 

An electronic search was conducted using the following databases from inception up to and including 80 
December 2018: PubMed, Medline (OVID), Embase (OVID), Web of Science, and CINAHL. The search 81 
strategy focused on three concepts: medication errors, reporting, and the hospital setting. A search 82 
strategy was developed in PubMed around these concepts and appropriate Medical Subject Headings 83 
(MeSH) were used. For each of the remaining databases, the search strategy was modified to suit their 84 
specific search capabilities if necessary. A copy of the search strategy for each database is available in 85 
Supplementary Data. In addition, the reference lists of included papers were searched for potentially 86 
eligible studies.  87 

Study selection 88 

In the first stage of study selection, one reviewer (LG) screened the electronic search results to 89 
eliminate studies that were clearly not pertinent to our review. In the second stage, two reviewers (LG 90 
and KD) screened the titles and abstracts to identify potentially relevant studies. In the third stage, 91 
the full texts were independently assessed by both reviewers to determine their eligibility. Consensus 92 
on inclusion in the final two stages was reached by discussion between the two reviewers. Authors of 93 
five studies were contacted to request data;20–24 however, no reply was received from any of the 94 
authors, and therefore these studies were not included. 95 

Data extraction and analysis 96 

Data were extracted using a dedicated extraction form, with the following headings: author, year, 97 
study design, setting, study aim, intervention type, and ME reporting rates before and after 98 
implementation of the intervention. The intervention types used in each study were mapped to the 99 
Effective Practice and Organisation of Care (EPOC) taxonomy, which is split into four main domains of 100 
interventions: Delivery Arrangements, Financial Arrangements, Governance Arrangements, and 101 
Implementation Strategies.25 Where possible, to allow comparison between the studies, the mean 102 
monthly reporting rate before and after the interventions were implemented was calculated for each 103 
study. Due to heterogeneity across the studies, a meta-analysis was not possible, therefore a 104 
systematic, narrative approach was adopted to synthesise the results. The Economic and Social 105 
Research Council (ESRC) Guidance on the Conduct of Narrative Synthesis in Systematic Reviews was 106 
followed in conducting the narrative synthesis.26 The data from each study was tabulated to search 107 
for patterns and relationships across the studies; a primary synthesis was carried out to elucidate 108 
these patterns, which was then developed into a meaningful narrative. 109 

Critical Appraisal 110 

The Effective Public Health Practice Project (EPHPP) Quality Assessment Tool for Quantitative studies 111 
was used to assess selection bias, study design, confounders, and data collection methods for the 112 
included studies.27 Given the nature of the included studies, blinding of outcome assessors and study 113 
participants was not possible, and reporting of withdrawals and drop-outs was not applicable, 114 
therefore these criteria were not included in the critical appraisal. Each study was evaluated by two 115 
reviewers (LG and KD) and disagreements were resolved by consensus.   116 

 117 
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 118 

RESULTS 119 
Search results 120 

A total of 12,025 records were identified through electronic database searching. After the exclusion 121 
of records based on their titles and abstracts, as well as the removal of duplicates, sixty-six full texts 122 
were assessed for eligibility (including seven studies which had been identified by citation searching). 123 
Seventeen published papers were suitable for inclusion in the final review. A PRISMA flow diagram 124 
describes the flow of studies in the review (Figure 1). 125 

 126 

Figure 1: PRISMA Flow Diagram 127 

 128 

Characteristics of included studies 129 
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The characteristics of the seventeen included studies are summarised in Table 1a.28–44 Further 130 
characteristics and results of the interventions carried out in each study are provided in Table 1b.28–44 131 
Ten of the included studies were conducted in the USA,37,39 two in Spain32,41 and one each in Saudi 132 
Arabia,29 Australia,38 the United Kingdom (UK),43 Japan,30 and Ireland.33 All of the studies were carried 133 
out at a single site, apart from one study which was carried out across 550 hospitals in the USA, and 134 
one which was carried out across 6 Australian hospitals.34,38  135 
In terms of study aim, the included studies can be divided into two groups: (i) those that assessed the 136 
efficacy of interventions to improve ME reporting,28,32,37–39,41 and (ii) those that described the 137 
implementation of a new system for reporting MEs.29–31,33–36,40,42,43 Every study measured the rate of 138 
medication incident reporting before and after a change had been implemented, however some 139 
studies also measured the rates of medication incidents with harm,28,29 or the level of harm caused by 140 
medication incidents.31,37,43 Although what was reported in each study fell under the definition of MEs 141 
adopted by this review, the studies differed in terms of what was reported, and how this was defined. 142 
Most commonly reported were MEs which were measured in six studies,28,33,34,37,39,41 medication 143 
events measured in two studies,43,44 and so-called medication incidents measured in two studies.29,30 144 
Seven studies did not provide a definition for what was being reported.30,31,33–35,37,44  145 
Fifteen of the studies were uncontrolled before versus after studies,28–33,35–37,39–41,43,44 one was a non-146 
equivalent group controlled trial,38 and one was a survey.34 Five studies carried out a single 147 
intervention31,34,35,40,44; the other twelve carried out multifaceted interventions.28–30,32,33,36–39,41–43 The 148 
studies also varied in how the interventions were developed. Three studies held group strategy 149 
sessions,28,36,44 two conducted focus groups,38,39 and one used a survey to inform the development of 150 
the intervention.42 The remaining studies either based their interventions on the literature, 30,41 or did 151 
not describe how the intervention was developed.29,31–35,37,40,43 Data were gathered using a reporting 152 
form in each study, although the data gathered on the reporting forms varied across the studies.   153 
 154 

 155 
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Table 1a: Characteristics of Included Studies 

Study 
Author 
(Year)  

Setting Study Design Study Aim Intervention EPOC Intervention Subcategory 

Abstoss et 
al. (2011) 28 

ICU, university children’s 
hospital, USA 

Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To analyse the patterns in reporting rates of MEs 
and rates of MEs with harm in the context of 
medication safety interventions 

Poster Tracking Days Since Last 
Error 

Monitoring the performance of 
the delivery of healthcare 

Quality Improvement Channel Educational Materials 
Quality Improvement Curriculum Educational Meetings 
Medication Error Emails Audit and Feedback 
Medication Manager' Programme Role expansion or Task Shifting 
Patient Safety Report Form 
Revisions 

Critical Incident Reporting 

Arabi et al. 
(2011) 29 

Intensive care department, 
university-affiliated tertiary 
care centre, Saudi Arabia 

Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To describe the experience of implementing a 
Comprehensive Management System for incident 
reports 

Comprehensive Management 
System 

Critical Incident Reporting 

Feedback to staff Audit and feedback 
Quality and Safety Forum Communities of practice 

Costello et 
al. (2007) 37 

Critical care centre, 
children’s hospital, USA 

Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To study the effects of a pharmacist-led 
paediatrics medication safety team on the 
frequency and severity of MEs reported 

New Reporting System Critical Incident Reporting 
Clinical Pharmacist Staffing Models 
Paediatric Medication Safety Team Role expansion or Task Shifting 
Monthly Focus Groups Communities of practice 

Evans et al. 
(2007) 38 

Two regional hospitals, 
Australia 

Non-
equivalent 
group 
controlled 
clinical trial 

To assess the effectiveness of an intervention 
package in order to improve incident reporting 
rates and change the types of incidents reported. 

Educational Manual Educational Materials 

Redesign of Reporting Systems Critical Incident Reporting 
Feedback newsletters Audit and Feedback 
Educational Sessions Educational Meetings 

Force et al. 
(2006) 39 

Community hospital, USA Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To build a non-punitive culture and to increase ME 
reporting 

Medication Event Team Role expansion or Task Shifting 
Lifesavers' project Audit and Feedback 

Educational Materials 
Organisational Culture 
Educational Meetings 

New reporting system Critical Incident Reporting 
France et 
al. (2003) 40 

Paediatric chemotherapy 
pharmacy and inpatient 

Uncontrolled 
before 

To present the conceptual model of a 
Chemotherapy Incident Reporting and 
Improvement System 

Chemotherapy Incident Reporting 
and Improvement System 

Critical Incident Reporting 
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paediatric oncology units, 
university hospital, USA 

versus after 
study 

Feedback Audit and Feedback 

Guerrero-
Aznar et al. 
(2013) 41 

Paediatrics management 
unit, hospital, Spain 

Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To analyse the impact on error notification of the 
implementation of a decentralised 
multidisciplinary safety committee and a 
networked computer application for ME 
reporting. 

New Reporting System Critical Incident Reporting 

Safety Committee Role expansion or Task Shifting 

Feedback to staff Audit and Feedback 

Guffey et 
al. (2011) 42 

Anaesthesia department, 
children’s hospital, USA 

Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To implement a near miss reporting system New Reporting System Critical Incident Reporting 

Haw et al. 
(2011) 43 

Psychiatric hospital, UK Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To describe the first 2 years of operation of an 
electronic system for reporting medication events 
in psychiatry. 

New Reporting System Critical Incident Reporting 

Lehmann et 
al. (2007) 44 

University hospital, USA Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To 'develop monitoring systems to decrease the 
potential for drug harm' 

New Reporting System Critical Incident Reporting 

Nakajima et 
al. (2005) 30 

University hospital, Japan Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To 'introduce a hospital-wide incident reporting 
system to collect data on variant practices, build 
an organisational structure for activities aimed at 
patient safety, and implement staff education and 
system oriented improvements' 

New Reporting System Critical Incident Reporting 
New organisational structure Role expansion or Task Shifting 
Educational Seminars Educational Meetings 

Feedback Audit and Feedback 
Nast et al. 
(2005) 31 

Cardiothoracic ICU and 
cardiothoracic post 
anaesthesia care units, 
university hospital, USA 

Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To 'evaluate a new mechanism for reporting and 
classifying patient safety incidents to increase 
reporting and identify patient safety priorities' 

New Reporting System Critical Incident Reporting 

Ramirez et 
al. (2018) 32 

University hospital, Spain Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To assess which improvement actions were 
successful in reducing near-misses or adverse 
events 

Training workshops Educational Meetings 
Improvement Actions' Continuous Quality 

Improvement 

Relihan et 
al. (2009) 33 

University hospital, Ireland Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To develop an online ME reporting system New Reporting System Critical Incident Reporting 
Medication Safety Officer Staffing Models 
Multiple Education and Training 
Initiatives 

Educational Materials 
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Savage et 
al. (2005) 34 

550 hospitals, USA Survey To evaluate the utility of an online ME reporting 
programme 

New Reporting System Critical Incident Reporting 

Smith et al. 
(2006) 35 

University Medical Centre, 
USA 

Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To develop 'online ADR and ME reporting systems'  New Reporting System Critical Incident Reporting 

Stump et al. 
(2000) 36 

University hospital, USA Uncontrolled 
before 
versus after 
study 

To implement a 'standardized, non-punitive 
medication use variance process' 

New Reporting System Critical Incident Reporting 

ICU: Intensive Care Unit, ADR: Adverse Drug Reaction
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Table 1b: Further Study Characteristics and Results of Interventions 

Study 
Author 
(Year) 

What was 
reported 

How it was defined Near 
Misses 
Included 

Pre-intervention 
reporting rates 

Post-intervention 
reporting rates 

Abstoss et 
al. (2011) 28 

MEs Any preventable event that may cause or lead to inappropriate medication use 
or patient harm while the medication is in the control of the health care 
professional, patient, or consumer 

Yes 3.12 reports per 10,000 
doses dispensed 

4.08 per 10,000 doses 
dispensed 

Arabi et al. 
(2011) 29 

Incidents An undesired event that might affect a patient, employee, family member, 
visitor, equipment, or property, and that was not consistent with standard 
operations or care. These events might cause actual injury, or might have the 
potential to cause injury, loss of function, or death. 

Yes Mean 27.4 reports per 
month 

Mean 95.4 reports per 
month 

Costello et 
al. (2007) 37 

MEs None provided Yes Mean 4.5 reports per 
month 

Mean 27.3 reports per 
month 

Evans et al. 
(2007) 38 

Adverse 
Events 

Unintended injury caused by healthcare management rather than the patient's 
disease 

Yes Control:54.5 reports per 
10,000 OBDs 
Intervention:82.8 reports 
per 10,000 OBDs 

Control:101.0 reports per 
10,000 OBDs 
Intervention: 189.6 
reports per 10,000 OBDs 

Force et al. 
(2006) 39 

MEs Any preventable event that may cause or lead to inappropriate medication use 
or patient harm while the medication is in the control of the health care 
professional, patient, or consumer. 

Yes Mean 14.3 reports per 
month 

Mean 72.5 reports per 
month 

France et 
al. (2003) 40 

Near Misses 
and 
Preventable 
ADEs 

Medical error: the failure of a planned action to be completed as intended or 
the use of the wrong plan to achieve an aim, Adverse event: an injury or a 
laboratory abnormality that a patient experiences 
as a result of their medical management and not their underlying disease, 
Preventable adverse event: An adverse event attributed to medical error, near 
miss: a medical error that does not lead to an adverse event 

Yes 53 reports in 657 
admissions 

93 reports in 818 
admissions 

Guerrero-
Aznar et al. 
(2013) 41 

MEs Any preventable incident that may harm the patient or result in the 
inappropriate use of a drug 

Yes Mean 1±1 reports per 
month 

Mean 5±3 reports per 
month 

Guffey et 
al. (2011) 42 

Near Misses An event that did not cause patient harm, but had the potential to Yes (near 
misses 
only) 

Mean 1.33 reports per 
month 

Mean 50 reports per 
month 

Haw et al. 
(2011) 43 

Medication 
Events 

MEs, near misses, and adverse drug reactions Yes Mean 1.4 reports per 
month 

Mean 18.6 reports per 
month 
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Lehmann 
et al. 
(2007) 44 

Medication 
Events 

None provided No Mean 19 reports per 
month 

Mean 102 reports per 
month 

Nakajima 
et al. 
(2005) 30 

Incidents None provided No Mean 45 reports per 
month 

Mean 177 reports per 
month 

Nast et al. 
(2005) 31 

Patient 
Safety 
Events 

None provided Yes 8.5 reports per 1000 
patient-days 

25.3 events per 1000 
patient-days 

Ramirez et 
al. (2018) 32 

Patient 
Safety 
Incidents 

An event during an episode of patient care that had the potential to or actually 
caused injury or harm to the patient. 

Yes Mean 20 reports per 
month 

Mean 80 reports per 
month 

Relihan et 
al. (2009) 33 

MEs None provided Unclear Mean 31.7 reports per 
month 

Mean 75.4 reports per 
month 

Savage et 
al. (2005) 34 

MEs None provided Unclear Mean 32±47 reports per 
month 

Mean 60±88 reports per 
month 

Smith et al. 
(2006) 35 

ADRs and 
MEs 

None provided Unclear Mean 6.7 reports per 
month 

Mean 37.3 reports per 
month 

Stump et 
al. (2000) 36 

Medication 
Use 
Variance 

Departure from clinical pathways Yes 
 

Mean 23.7 reports per 
month 

Mean 31.4 reports per 
month 

ADE: Adverse Drug Event, ADR: Adverse Drug Reaction
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Critical appraisal 154 
Of the 17 included studies, 16 studies were found to be of moderate methodological quality. 28–33,35–155 
42,44 Fifteen studies were uncontrolled before versus after studies, which did not account for 156 
confounders but used a valid and reliable data collection method. 28–33,35–37,39–42,44 These 15 studies 157 
received a moderate score for selection bias and study design, a weak score for confounders, and a 158 
strong score for data collection method, resulting in a global methodological quality rating of 159 
moderate. The non-equivalent group-controlled trial carried out by Evans et al. reported 160 
heterogeneity between the control at intervention groups at baseline resulted in a weak score for 161 
confounders and a moderate quality overall.38 The study carried out by Savage et al. used a survey to 162 
measure changes in medication reporting, which had a low response rate, and was therefore deemed 163 
to be methodologically weak. 34 The results of the critical appraisal are presented in Table 2.  164 
 165 

Table 2: Critical Appraisal 166 

Study Author (Year) Selection 
Bias 

Study 
Design 

Confounders Data Collection 
Method 

Global 
Rating 

Abstoss et al. (2011) 28 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Arabi et al. (2011) 29 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Costello et al. (2007) 37 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Evans et al. (2007) 38 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Force et al. (2006) 39 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
France et al. (2003) 40 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Guerrero-Aznar et al. (2013) 41 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Guffey et al. (2011) 42 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Haw et al. (2011) 43 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Lehmann et al. (2007) 44 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Nakajima et al. (2005) 30 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Nast et al. (2005) 31 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Ramirez et al. (2018) 32 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Relihan et al. (2009) 33 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Savage et al. (2005) 34 Moderate Weak Weak Strong Weak 
Smith et al. (2006) 35 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Stump et al. (2000) 36 Moderate Moderate Weak Strong Moderate 
Global ratings: Strong = No weak ratings, Moderate = One weak rating, Weak = Two or more weak ratings 167 
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 168 
Interventions 169 
The interventions implemented in each of the studies were mapped to the EPOC taxonomy for 170 
healthcare interventions.25 The most common intervention type was critical incident reporting, which 171 
was implemented in fifteen of the included studies,28,30,31,33,34,36–42,44 followed by audit and feedback, 172 
which was implemented in seven studies. 28–30,38,41–43 173 
Critical incident reporting: Critical incident reporting interventions were implemented in 15 of the 174 
included studies. 28,30,31,33,34,36–42,44 Thirteen studies implemented a new reporting 175 
system,28,30,31,33,34,36,39–42,44 while two studies made revisions to existing reporting systems.37,38  176 
There was variability across the studies in terms of the format of the reporting system (i.e. web-based 177 
or paper-based), whether or not it was anonymous, and whether or not training was provided to 178 
hospital staff. Nine of the studies used a web-based reporting system,28,30,33–35,40–43 and six used a 179 
paper-based system.31,36–38,44 All web-based systems were accessible from a hospital computer, with 180 
the exception of the France et al. study, in which medication  incidents could be reported using a 181 
handheld device.40 Abstoss et al. revised their existing online reporting system from a multi-page form 182 
into a single quick submission form.28 With regard to paper-based systems, Force et al. stored the 183 
reporting forms on a wall-mounted rack in nursing units in the study hospital.39 Both Nast et al. and 184 
Stump et al. designed reporting forms that could be stored in a pocket or on a clipboard until they 185 
needed to be used.31,36 In the study by Costello et al., completed forms were placed in a box, and 186 
reviewed each month.37 Evans et al. reduced their three-page form to one page to reduce reporting 187 
burden, and also introduced a free telephone service where staff could report incidents at any time 188 
to a registered nurse.38 Lehmann et al. did not give any details on their reporting form, other than the 189 
fact that it was paper-based.44 190 
All but three reporting systems were anonymous.35,39,43 In the study by Smith et al., staff using the 191 
online reporting system had to give their contact information for any necessary follow-up.35 Similarly, 192 
in the study by Force et al., the person involved in the ME had to include their name, submit the 193 
medication event form and provide the form to their patient unit team leader to be signed off. It was 194 
felt that anonymous reporting would prevent ‘valuable follow-up procedures’ from being carried 195 
out.39 In contrast, in the study by Haw et al., staff members completing the incident report was asked 196 
to give their names, but the staff member involved in the incident was not required to do so.43 Stump 197 
et al. noted that a paper-based form was used to create a truly anonymous system, due to the 198 
possibility of tracing web-based reports.36 This issue was acknowledged by Guffey et al., who 199 
implemented a ‘secure’ online reporting system in the paediatric anaesthesia department of a US 200 
hospital, however details were not provided on how the system was secured. 42 201 
Training was provided in how to use the new reporting system was provided to hospital staff in four 202 
of the studies.36,39,43,44 Haw et al. provided staff with a guidebook on how to report errors and included 203 
an ‘e-help function’ in their web-based reporting system.43 Lehmann et al. conducted a ‘major 204 
education initiative’ before the launch of their reporting system, which involved explaining the system 205 
to nurse managers.44 Force et al. provided staff with ongoing education on how to complete incident 206 
forms and the importance of reporting errors.39 In-service education programs were carried out by 207 
Stump et al. during implementation of their new reporting system.36 208 
Two of the included studies encouraged use of their new reporting system by rewarding event 209 
reporting.39,44 Lehmann et al. awarded the nursing unit that reported the greatest number of events 210 
with certificates of merit and educational materials.44 Force et al. gave a personal ‘thank-you’ note 211 
and a gift card to staff who used the new reporting system.39 212 
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Audit and feedback: Seven studies used audit and feedback to encourage reporting and promote a 213 
non-punitive culture.7,29,30,38,41,42 Abstoss et al., Evans et al. and Guerrero-Aznar et al. sent out emails 214 
to staff containing summaries of recent reports and quality improvement actions.28,38,41 Guffey et al. 215 
sent a summary report of all near misses to staff at regular intervals.42 In the study by Haw et al., an 216 
analysis of reported errors was sent out to staff one year after the implementation of the new 217 
reporting system.43  Arabi et al. provided feedback to staff at departmental meetings.29 Nakajima et 218 
al. made feedback available to staff through newsletters, meetings, a seminars.30  219 
Educational materials: Three studies used educational materials to promote a non-punitive culture 220 
and encourage further reporting.28,38,39 Abstoss et al. displayed a ‘quality improvement’ channel on a 221 
television screen in the staff room, which included content such a performance metrics, lessons 222 
learned, and education on quality improvement and patient safety.28 Evans et al. distributed a manual 223 
to staff to improve knowledge of reportable events.38 Force et al. sent out newsletters and flyers with 224 
research-based information on a non-punitive culture.39  225 
Educational meetings: Educational meetings were carried out in nine of the included studies.28–226 
30,32,33,36,37,39,45 Abstoss et al. held three ‘mini-symposia’ to provide frontline staff with information on 227 
medication safety and reporting.28 Arabi et al. presented lectures about ‘just culture’ and high risk 228 
events to hospital frontline staff.29 Costello et al. provided education to healthcare providers during 229 
patient rounds.37 Evans et al. held educational sessions during existing departmental meetings.38 Force 230 
et al. organised small group forums in which attending staff nurses and pharmacists could learn how 231 
MEs occur.39 Nakajima et al. included educational seminars three times a year.30 During the 232 
implementation of a new reporting system, Ramirez et al. performed ten training workshops with 233 
hospital staff on patient safety.32 Stump et al. carried out in-service education programs for hospital 234 
staff, and Relihan et al. carried out ‘multiple education and training initiatives’ but did not give further 235 
details.33,36  236 
Role expansion and task-shifting: Staff roles were expanded in six studies.28–30,37,39,41 Arabi et al. set up 237 
a multidisciplinary ‘Incident Reports Committee’ to review, analyse and close incident reports, led by 238 
a physician, and including members from nursing and pharmacy.29 Abstoss et al. set up a ‘medication 239 
manager programme’ in which pharmacy technicians provided medication management services.28 240 
Force et al. created a medication event team that was responsible for analysing reports.39 Costello et 241 
al. set up a paediatrics medication safety team.37 Guerrero-Aznar et al. established a decentralised 242 
multidisciplinary safety committee which was responsible for analysing reports made to the new 243 
system and developing improvement strategies based on this analysis.41 Nakajima et al. set up a new 244 
organisational structure for patient safety, comprised of (i) a clinical risk management committee, 245 
who analysed incident reports and develop improvement plans, (ii) a department of clinical quality 246 
management, which acted on the plans made by the committee, and (iii) an area clinical risk manager, 247 
who oversaw quality of care in their clinical area.30 248 
Staffing Roles: Costello et al. introduced a clinical pharmacist to the paediatric critical care centre in 249 
which their study was carried out.37 Relihan et al. appointed a medication safety officer during the 250 
study period; however, the responsibilities of this role were not detailed in the short report.33 251 
Communities of Practice: Two of the included studies held regular forums with frontline staff at which 252 
ME reports were discussed.29,37 Arabi et al. set up a weekly forum at which important feedback from 253 
incident reports was shared with frontline staff, and action plans were discussed and developed.29 254 
Costello et al. held monthly interactive focus groups to discuss the previous month’s incidents, and to 255 
brainstorm methods to prevent future events.37 256 
 257 
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Outcomes 258 
All studies reported an increase in the rate of reporting between the pre- and post-intervention 259 
periods (Table 1b). However, only one study compared a control group with an intervention group, 260 
therefore the effectiveness of the different intervention types could not be calculated. Evans et al. 261 
reported a significant improvement in reporting in the intervention group compared to the control 262 
group. In the control group, 54.5 incidents were reported per 10,000 occupied bed days (OBDs) at 263 
baseline, compared to 101.0 reports/10,000 OBDs post-intervention. The intervention group saw an 264 
increase from 82.8 reports/10,000 OBDs at baseline to 189.6 reports/10,000 OBDs post-265 
intervention.45 Two studies that compared one group pre- and post-intervention also reported 266 
significant increases in reporting. Savage et al. reported that the average number of MEs reported 267 
each month increased by 88% after implementation of the Medmarx system (60±88, p<0.001), and 268 
the Lifesavers programme implemented by Force et al. was associated with a significant increase in 269 
ME reporting, from a mean monthly rate of 14.2 reports in the 12 months before the programme to 270 
72.5 in the 12 months after the programme (p<0.001). 34,39 271 
 272 

 273 

DISCUSSION 274 
To our knowledge, this is the first systematic review to summarise the evidence on interventions to 275 
improve ME reporting in hospitals globally. Although our review found limited evidence to support 276 
the effectiveness of several interventions to improve ME reporting in hospitals, a variety of 277 
interventions were tested which, when considered alongside recent quantitative and qualitative 278 
research on ME reporting, may warrant further investigation.  279 

The included studies that implemented a new reporting system were either paper-based or web-280 
based systems, each of which carry advantages and disadvantages. Web-based systems avoid the 281 
shortcomings of paper-based systems, can be sent immediately to a hospital’s risk management 282 
department, allow easy compilation and analysis of data, and can be accessed from any hospital 283 
computer or mobile device.30,46 Although they did not meet the inclusion criteria for this review, recent 284 
studies by George et al. and de Vries et al. investigated the use of mobile telephone applications for 285 
ME reporting and found that they had the potential to increase reporting.47,48 However, computers 286 
are often in high demand in a resource-scarce hospital setting, and it may be difficult to find a 287 
computer in a private location to fill out an incident report. Paper-based reporting forms can be placed 288 
at convenient locations throughout the hospital and can be designed to fit in a pocket so they can be 289 
filled in at any time.31,36 However, paper-based reporting forms are less practical in terms of collection 290 
and analysis, are less environmentally friendly, are less secure and could easily be lost or mislaid. Two 291 
of the identified studies reduced the length of their reporting form to encourage reporting.28,38 292 
Reporting burden has been identified as a barrier to reporting in a number of studies.12,49 Whether 293 
paper- or web-based, it is therefore important to design a succinct reporting form that will not put 294 
excess time pressure on busy healthcare professionals.   295 

Anonymity is an important factor to consider when designing a reporting system.14 An anonymous 296 
system implies a non-punitive reporting culture and may make hospital staff more likely to report 297 
errors.50 However, as discussed by Force et al, anonymous reporting can prevent valuable follow-up 298 
procedures being carried out after a medication incident.39 There is also the option of requiring the 299 
person reporting the incident to give their name, but not the name of the staff involved in the incident, 300 
as was done by Haw et al., however this may discourage the reporting of incidents that are not 301 
witnessed by another member of staff.43  Qualitative research has shown that fear and concerns 302 
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related to taking responsibility for a ME can be barriers towards reporting.51,52 An anonymous 303 
reporting system could help to overcome these barriers.   304 

Educational interventions can improve healthcare workers’ knowledge of how to report incidents, 305 
promote a non-punitive environment, and improve safety culture.7,50,53 A lack of education about the 306 
reporting process has been identified as a barrier to reporting.13 A mixture of formal educational 307 
meetings, such as lectures on patient safety, and informal educational meetings or materials, such as 308 
lunchtime educational sessions or an online tutorial on using a new reporting system, could be used 309 
to improve both error reporting and patient safety culture. This was demonstrated by Ramirez et al., 310 
who found a significant correlation between the number of staff attending patient safety training 311 
workshops and the rate of error reporting.32  312 

Encouraging a non-punitive culture is an important factor in improving the reporting of MEs in 313 
hospitals. The fear of punitive action can be a significant deterrent to the reporting of MEs.50–52 Rather 314 
than being considered an admission of fault, error reporting should be seen as an opportunity to learn 315 
from mistakes and improve systems to ultimately improve patient safety.15 As the identified studies 316 
have suggested, a non-punitive culture could be encouraged using a variety of intervention types 317 
including educational meetings, educational materials, audit and feedback, and communities of 318 
practice.  319 

Role expansion or task shifting could also be an effective strategy to improve patient safety culture 320 
and increase ME reporting. A significant amount of work is involved in collecting and analysing error 321 
reports and feeding this information back to frontline staff.17 These responsibilities could be shared 322 
between a committee or taken on by a staff member with a dedicated safety role. Lack of support 323 
from management has been identified as a barrier to reporting.13 Creating a safety committee or a 324 
safety-focused staff role demonstrates hospital management’s commitment to patient safety, which 325 
could therefore have a positive impact on reporting rates.   326 

 327 

Limitations 328 

This review has a number of limitations. Ten of the identified studies were published over ten years 329 
ago. When assessed with the EPHPP Quality Assessment tool for Quantitative Studies, none of the 330 
studies identified in the review was found to be of high methodological quality.27 There was 331 
heterogeneity between the studies in terms of what was reported, how it was defined, and how 332 
reporting rates were measured. As only one identified study tested an intervention group against a 333 
control group, it was not possible to determine the effectiveness of any of the interventions identified 334 
in this review. It was also not possible to determine whether any of the interventions used in the 335 
included studies are still in use. These factors to some extent limit the conclusions that can be drawn 336 
from this review.  337 

 338 

Implications for Future Research 339 

This review has identified interventions that have been implemented in healthcare organisations 340 
without clear evidence of their effectiveness. As many of the interventions highlighted in this review 341 
are resource intensive, and given the resource-scarce nature of healthcare systems, it is imperative 342 
that future interventions are developed and assessed appropriately. Apart from the two studies that 343 
used qualitative research to inform their intervention, a theoretical basis does not appear to have 344 
been used in the development of the identified interventions. The Medical Research Council guidance 345 
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for developing and evaluating complex interventions stresses the importance of developing a 346 
theoretical understanding of the likely process of change by drawing on existing evidence and 347 
theory.54 Likewise, a suitable method must be used to assess the effectiveness of future interventions. 348 
No randomised controlled trials of interventions to improve error reporting were identified, and only 349 
one study that compared an intervention and control groups was identified.38 Research of strong 350 
methodological quality in this area could have the potential to inform medication safety and quality 351 
improvement initiatives. Future research should focus on strengthening the evidence around the 352 
effectiveness of interventions to improve ME reporting. 353 

 354 

CONCLUSION 355 
The important role played by ME reporting in improving patient safety has been emphasised by several 356 
major organisations over the past two decades. Despite this, we have identified a lack of studies 357 
demonstrating the effectiveness of interventions to improve ME reporting. Although efforts to 358 
promote safety culture and improve error reporting in healthcare are to be encouraged, the authors 359 
recommend that future research in this area is carried out using appropriate methods to assess 360 
intervention effectiveness.  361 



18 
 

References 362 

1.  Lisby M, Nielsen LP, Brock B, Mainz J. How are medication errors defined? A systematic 363 
literature review of definitions and characteristics. Int J Qual Heal Care. 2010;22:507-518. 364 
doi:10.1093/intqhc/mzq059 365 

2.  National Coordinating Council for Medication Error Reporting and Prevention. What Is a 366 
Medication Error?; 2015. http://www.nccmerp.org/%0Aabout-medication-errors. 367 

3.  Aitken M, Gorokhovich L. Advancing the Responsible Use of Medicines: Applying Levers for 368 
Change. SSRN. doi:10.2139/ssrn.2222541 369 

4.  Makary MA, Daniel M. Medical error-the third leading cause of death in the US. BMJ. 370 
2016;353(i2139). doi:https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.i2139 371 

5.  World Health Organization. WHO Global Patient Safety Challenge: Medication Without Harm. 372 
WHO. http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/255263/WHO-HIS-SDS-2017.6-373 
eng.pdf;jsessionid=3E1008872FACBAF6C1DA69CEEE3A753F?sequence=1. Published 2017. 374 
Accessed October 2, 2019. 375 

6.  Donaldson LJ, Kelley ET, Dhingra-Kumar N, Kieny MP, Sheikh A. Medication Without Harm: 376 
WHO’s Third Global Patient Safety Challenge. Lancet. 2017;389:1680-1681. 377 
doi:10.1016/S0140-6736(17)31047-4 378 

7.  Haw C, Stubbs J, Dickens GL. Barriers to the reporting of medication administration errors and 379 
near misses: An interview study of nurses at a psychiatric hospital. J Psychiatr Ment Health 380 
Nurs. 2014;21:797-805. doi:10.1111/jpm.12143 381 

8.  Mayo AM, Duncan D. Nurse perceptions of medication errors what we need to know for 382 
patient safety. J Nurs Care Qual. 2004;19:209-217. doi:10.1097/00001786-200407000-00007 383 

9.  Mrayyan MT, Shishani K, Al-Faouri I. Rate, causes and reporting of medication errors in 384 
Jordan: Nurses’ perspectives. J Nurs Manag. 2007;15:659-670. doi:10.1111/j.1365-385 
2834.2007.00724.x 386 

10.  Hajibabaee F, Joolaee S, Peyravi H, Alijany-Renany H, Bahrani N, Haghani H. Medication error 387 
reporting in Tehran: A survey. J Nurs Manag. 2014;22:304-310. doi:10.1111/jonm.12226 388 

11.  Gladstone J. Drug administration errors: a study into the factors underlying the occurrence 389 
and reporting of drug errors in a district general hospital. J Adv Nurs. 1995;22:628-637. 390 
doi:10.1046/j.1365-2648.1995.22040628.x 391 

12.  Hartnell N, MacKinnon N, Sketris I, Fleming M. Identifying, understanding and overcoming 392 
barriers to medication error reporting in hospitals: A focus group study. BMJ Qual Saf. 393 
2012;21:361-368. doi:10.1136/bmjqs-2011-000299 394 

13.  Soydemir D, Seren Intepeler S, Mert H. Barriers to Medical Error Reporting for Physicians and 395 
Nurses. West J Nurs Res. 2017;39:1348-1363. doi:10.1177/0193945916671934 396 

14.  Vrbnjak D, Denieffe S, O’Gorman C, Pajnkihar M. Barriers to reporting medication errors and 397 
near misses among nurses: A systematic review. Int J Nurs Stud. 2016;63:162-178. 398 
doi:10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2016.08.019 399 

15.  Kohn LL, Corrigan JJ, Donaldson MM. To Err Is Human: Building a Safer Health System.; 2000. 400 
doi:10.1017/S095026880100509X 401 

16.  Mitchell I, Schuster A, Smith K, Pronovost P, Wu A. Patient safety incident reporting: A 402 
qualitative study of thoughts and perceptions of experts 15 years after “To Err is Human.” 403 



19 
 

BMJ Qual Saf. 2016;25:92-99. doi:10.1136/bmjqs-2015-004405 404 

17.  Macrae C. The problem with incident reporting. BMJ Qual Saf. 2016;25:71-75. 405 
doi:10.1136/bmjqs-2015-004732 406 

18.  Noble DJ, Pronovost PJ. Underreporting of patient safety incidents reduces health care’s 407 
ability to quantify and accurately measure harm reduction. J Patient Saf. 2010;6:247-250. 408 
doi:10.1097/PTS.0b013e3181fd1697 409 

19.  Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, Altman DG. Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews 410 
and meta-analyses: the PRISMA statement. J Clin Epidemiol. 2009;62:1006-1012. 411 
doi:10.1016/j.jclinepi.2009.06.005 412 

20.  Cooper L, DiGiovanni N, Schultz L, Taylor AM, Nossaman B. Influences observed on incidence 413 
and reporting of medication errors in anesthesia. Can J Anesth. 2012;59:562-570. 414 
doi:10.1007/s12630-012-9696-6 415 

21.  Tuttle D, Holloway R, Baird T, Sheehan B, Skelton WK. Electronic reporting to improve patient 416 
safety. Qual Saf Heal Care. 2004;13:281-286. doi:10.1136/qhc.13.4.281 417 

22.  Askarian M, Ghoreishi M, Haghighinejad HA, Palenik CJ, Ghodsi M. Evaluation of a Web-based 418 
Error Reporting Surveillance System in a Large Iranian Hospital. Arch Iran Med. 2017;20:511-419 
517. 420 

23.  Okafor N, Doshi P, Miller S, et al. Voluntary Medical Incident Reporting Tool to Improve 421 
Physician Reporting of Medical Errors in an Emergency Department. West J Emerg Med. 422 
2015;16:1073-1078. doi:10.5811/westjem.2015.8.27390 423 

24.  Foster PN, Sidhu R, Gadhia DA, DeMusis M. Leveraging computerized sign-out to increase 424 
error reporting and addressing patient safety in graduate medical education. J Gen Intern 425 
Med. 2008;23:481-484. doi:10.1007/s11606-007-0503-y 426 

25.  Effective Practice and Organisation of Care. EPOC Taxonomy.; 2015. 427 
https://epoc.cochrane.org/epoc-taxonomy. 428 

26.  Popay J, Roberts H, Sowden A, et al. Narrative Synthesis in Systematic Reviews: A Product 429 
from the ESRC Methods Programme. ESRC Methods Program. 2006. 430 
doi:10.13140/2.1.1018.4643 431 

27.  Effective Public Health Practice Project. Quality Assessment Tool for Quantitative Studies. 432 
Hamilton, ON; 1998. https://merst.ca/ephpp/. 433 

28.  Abstoss KM, Shaw BE, Owens TA, Juno JL, Commiskey EL, Niedner MF. Increasing medication 434 
error reporting rates while reducing harm through simultaneous cultural and system-level 435 
interventions in an intensive care unit. BMJ Qual Saf. 2011;20:914-922. 436 
doi:10.1136/bmjqs.2010.047233 437 

29.  Arabi YM, Al Owais SM, Al-Attas K, et al. Learning from defects using a comprehensive 438 
management system for incident reports in critical care. Anaesth Intensive Care. 2016. 439 

30.  Nakajima K, Kurata Y, Takeda H. A web-based incident reporting system and multidisciplinary 440 
collaborative projects for patient safety in a Japanese hospital. Qual Saf Heal Care. 441 
2005;14:123-129. doi:10.1136/qshc.2003.008607 442 

31.  Nast PA, Avidan M, Harris CB, et al. Reporting and classification of patient safety events in a 443 
cardiothoracic intensive care unit and cardiothoracic postoperative care unit. J Thorac 444 
Cardiovasc Surg. 2005;130:1137.e1-1137.e9. doi:10.1016/j.jtcvs.2005.06.003 445 



20 
 

32.  Ramírez E, Martín A, Villán Y, et al. Effectiveness and limitations of an incident-reporting 446 
system analyzed by local clinical safety leaders in a tertiary hospital: Prospective evaluation 447 
through real-time observations of patient safety incidents. Medicine (Baltimore). 448 
2018;97:e12509. doi:10.1097/MD.0000000000012509 449 

33.  Relihan E, Silke B, O’Grady F. Internally-developed electronic reporting system for medication 450 
errors. Ir Med J. 2009. 451 

34.  Savage SW, Schneider PJ, Pedersen CA. Utility of an online medication-error-reporting 452 
system. Am J Heal Pharm. 2005;62:2265-2270. doi:10.2146/ajhp040622 453 

35.  Smith KM, Trapskin PJ, Empey PE, Hecht KA, Armitstead JA. Internally-Developed Online 454 
Medication Error Reporting Systems. 2006;41:428-436. 455 

36.  Stump LS. Re-engineering the medication error-reporting process: Removing the blame and 456 
improving the system. Am J Heal Pharm. 2000;57:S10-S17. 457 

37.  Costello JL, Torowicz DL, Yeh TS. Effects of a pharmacist-led pediatrics medication safety 458 
team on medication-error reporting. Am J Heal Pharm. 2007;64:1422-1426. 459 
doi:10.2146/ajhp060296 460 

38.  Evans SM, Smith BJ, Esterman A, et al. Evaluation of an intervention aimed at improving 461 
voluntary incident reporting in hospitals. Qual Saf Heal Care. 2007. 462 
doi:10.1136/qshc.2006.019349 463 

39.  Force MV, Deering L, Hubbe J, et al. Effective strategies to increase reporting of medication 464 
errors in hospitals. J Nurs Adm. 2006;36:34-41. doi:10.1097/00005110-200601000-00009 465 

40.  France DJ, Miles P, Cartwright J, et al. A chemotherapy incident reporting and improvement 466 
system. Jt Comm J Qual Saf. 2003;29:171-180. doi:10.1016/S1549-3741(03)29021-3 467 

41.  Guerrero-Aznar MD, Jiménez-Mesa E, Cotrina-Luque J, Villalba-Moreno A, Cumplido-468 
Corbacho R, Fernández-Fernández L. Validation of a method for notifying and monitoring 469 
medication errors in paediatrics. An Pediatría (English Ed.) 2014;81:360-367. 470 
doi:10.1016/j.anpede.2013.10.019 471 

42.  Guffey P, Szolnoki J, Caldwell J, Polaner D. Design and implementation of a near-miss 472 
reporting system at a large, academic pediatric anesthesia department. Paediatr Anaesth. 473 
2011;21:810-814. doi:10.1111/j.1460-9592.2011.03574.x 474 

43.  Haw C, Cahill C. A computerized system for reporting medication events in psychiatry: The 475 
first two years of operation. J Psychiatr Ment Health Nurs. 2011;18:308-315. 476 
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2850.2010.01664.x 477 

44.  Lehmann DF, Page N, Kirschman K, et al. Every error a treasure: Improving medication use 478 
with a nonpunitive reporting system. Jt Comm J Qual Patient Saf. 2007;33:401-407. 479 
doi:10.1016/S1553-7250(07)33046-8 480 

45.  Evans SM, Berry JG, Smith BJ, et al. Attitudes and barriers to incident reporting: A 481 
collaborative hospital study. Qual Saf Heal Care. 2006;15:39-43. 482 
doi:10.1136/qshc.2004.012559 483 

46.  Pierson S, Hansen R, Greene S, et al. Preventing medication errors in long-term care: Results 484 
and evaluation of a large scale web-based error reporting system. Qual Saf Heal Care. 485 
2007;16:297-302. doi:10.1136/qshc.2007.022483 486 

47.  George D, Hassali MA, HSS A-S. Usability Testing of a Mobile App to Report Medication Errors 487 
Anonymously: Mixed-Methods Approach. JMIR Hum Factors. 2018;5:e12232. 488 



21 
 

doi:10.2196/12232 489 

48.  de Vries ST, Wong L, Sutcliffe A, et al. Factors Influencing the Use of a Mobile App for 490 
Reporting Adverse Drug Reactions and Receiving Safety Information: A Qualitative Study. 491 
Drug Saf. 2017;40:443-455. doi:10.1007/s40264-016-0494-x 492 

49.  Sanghera IS, Franklin BD, Dhillon S. The attitudes and beliefs of healthcare professionals on 493 
the causes and reporting of medication errors in a UK Intensive care unit. Anaesthesia. 494 
2007;62:53-61. doi:10.1111/j.1365-2044.2006.04858.x 495 

50.  Lin YH, Ma SM. Willingness of nurses to report medication administration errors in Southern 496 
Taiwan: A cross-sectional survey. Worldviews Evidence-Based Nurs. 2009;6:237-245. 497 
doi:10.1111/j.1741-6787.2009.00169.x 498 

51.  Walker SB, Lowe MJ. Nurses’ views on reporting medication incidents. Int J Nurs Pract. 499 
1998;4:97-102. doi:10.1046/j.1440-172X.1998.00058.x 500 

52.  Hashemi F, Nasrabadi AN, Asghari F. Factors associated with reporting nursing errors in Iran: 501 
A qualitative study. BMC Nurs. 2012;11:20. doi:10.1186/1472-6955-11-20 502 

53.  Almutary HH, Lewis PA. Nurses’ willingness to report medication administration errors in 503 
Saudi Arabia. Qual Manag Health Care. 2012;21:119-126. 504 
doi:10.1097/QMH.0b013e31825e86c8 505 

54.  Craig P, Dieppe P, Macintyre S, et al. Developing and evaluating complex interventions : new 506 
guidance. BMJ. 2008;337. doi:10.1136/bmj.a1655 507 

 508 


	Interventions to Improve Reporting of Medication Errors in Hospitals: A Systematic Review and Narrative Synthesis
	Interventions to Improve Reporting of Medication Errors in Hospitals: A Systematic Review and Narrative Synthesis
	METHODS
	METHODS
	RESULTS
	RESULTS
	The characteristics of the seventeen included studies are summarised in Table 1a.28–44 Further characteristics and results of the interventions carried out in each study are provided in Table 1b.28–44 Ten of the included studies were conducted in the ...
	The characteristics of the seventeen included studies are summarised in Table 1a.28–44 Further characteristics and results of the interventions carried out in each study are provided in Table 1b.28–44 Ten of the included studies were conducted in the ...
	The characteristics of the seventeen included studies are summarised in Table 1a.28–44 Further characteristics and results of the interventions carried out in each study are provided in Table 1b.28–44 Ten of the included studies were conducted in the ...
	In terms of study aim, the included studies can be divided into two groups: (i) those that assessed the efficacy of interventions to improve ME reporting,28,32,37–39,41 and (ii) those that described the implementation of a new system for reporting MEs...
	In terms of study aim, the included studies can be divided into two groups: (i) those that assessed the efficacy of interventions to improve ME reporting,28,32,37–39,41 and (ii) those that described the implementation of a new system for reporting MEs...
	Fifteen of the studies were uncontrolled before versus after studies,28–33,35–37,39–41,43,44 one was a non-equivalent group controlled trial,38 and one was a survey.34 Five studies carried out a single intervention31,34,35,40,44; the other twelve carr...
	Fifteen of the studies were uncontrolled before versus after studies,28–33,35–37,39–41,43,44 one was a non-equivalent group controlled trial,38 and one was a survey.34 Five studies carried out a single intervention31,34,35,40,44; the other twelve carr...
	Critical appraisal
	Critical appraisal
	Of the 17 included studies, 16 studies were found to be of moderate methodological quality. 28–33,35–42,44 Fifteen studies were uncontrolled before versus after studies, which did not account for confounders but used a valid and reliable data collecti...
	Of the 17 included studies, 16 studies were found to be of moderate methodological quality. 28–33,35–42,44 Fifteen studies were uncontrolled before versus after studies, which did not account for confounders but used a valid and reliable data collecti...
	Interventions
	The interventions implemented in each of the studies were mapped to the EPOC taxonomy for healthcare interventions.25 The most common intervention type was critical incident reporting, which was implemented in fifteen of the included studies,28,30,31,...
	Critical incident reporting: Critical incident reporting interventions were implemented in 15 of the included studies. 28,30,31,33,34,36–42,44 Thirteen studies implemented a new reporting system,28,30,31,33,34,36,39–42,44 while two studies made revisi...
	There was variability across the studies in terms of the format of the reporting system (i.e. web-based or paper-based), whether or not it was anonymous, and whether or not training was provided to hospital staff. Nine of the studies used a web-based ...
	Interventions
	The interventions implemented in each of the studies were mapped to the EPOC taxonomy for healthcare interventions.25 The most common intervention type was critical incident reporting, which was implemented in fifteen of the included studies,28,30,31,...
	Critical incident reporting: Critical incident reporting interventions were implemented in 15 of the included studies. 28,30,31,33,34,36–42,44 Thirteen studies implemented a new reporting system,28,30,31,33,34,36,39–42,44 while two studies made revisi...
	There was variability across the studies in terms of the format of the reporting system (i.e. web-based or paper-based), whether or not it was anonymous, and whether or not training was provided to hospital staff. Nine of the studies used a web-based ...
	All but three reporting systems were anonymous.35,39,43 In the study by Smith et al., staff using the online reporting system had to give their contact information for any necessary follow-up.35 Similarly, in the study by Force et al., the person invo...
	All but three reporting systems were anonymous.35,39,43 In the study by Smith et al., staff using the online reporting system had to give their contact information for any necessary follow-up.35 Similarly, in the study by Force et al., the person invo...
	Training was provided in how to use the new reporting system was provided to hospital staff in four of the studies.36,39,43,44 Haw et al. provided staff with a guidebook on how to report errors and included an ‘e-help function’ in their web-based repo...
	Training was provided in how to use the new reporting system was provided to hospital staff in four of the studies.36,39,43,44 Haw et al. provided staff with a guidebook on how to report errors and included an ‘e-help function’ in their web-based repo...
	Two of the included studies encouraged use of their new reporting system by rewarding event reporting.39,44 Lehmann et al. awarded the nursing unit that reported the greatest number of events with certificates of merit and educational materials.44 For...
	Two of the included studies encouraged use of their new reporting system by rewarding event reporting.39,44 Lehmann et al. awarded the nursing unit that reported the greatest number of events with certificates of merit and educational materials.44 For...
	Audit and feedback: Seven studies used audit and feedback to encourage reporting and promote a non-punitive culture.7,29,30,38,41,42 Abstoss et al., Evans et al. and Guerrero-Aznar et al. sent out emails to staff containing summaries of recent reports...
	Audit and feedback: Seven studies used audit and feedback to encourage reporting and promote a non-punitive culture.7,29,30,38,41,42 Abstoss et al., Evans et al. and Guerrero-Aznar et al. sent out emails to staff containing summaries of recent reports...
	Audit and feedback: Seven studies used audit and feedback to encourage reporting and promote a non-punitive culture.7,29,30,38,41,42 Abstoss et al., Evans et al. and Guerrero-Aznar et al. sent out emails to staff containing summaries of recent reports...
	Educational materials: Three studies used educational materials to promote a non-punitive culture and encourage further reporting.28,38,39 Abstoss et al. displayed a ‘quality improvement’ channel on a television screen in the staff room, which include...
	Educational materials: Three studies used educational materials to promote a non-punitive culture and encourage further reporting.28,38,39 Abstoss et al. displayed a ‘quality improvement’ channel on a television screen in the staff room, which include...
	Educational meetings: Educational meetings were carried out in nine of the included studies.28–30,32,33,36,37,39,45 Abstoss et al. held three ‘mini-symposia’ to provide frontline staff with information on medication safety and reporting.28 Arabi et al...
	Educational meetings: Educational meetings were carried out in nine of the included studies.28–30,32,33,36,37,39,45 Abstoss et al. held three ‘mini-symposia’ to provide frontline staff with information on medication safety and reporting.28 Arabi et al...
	Role expansion and task-shifting: Staff roles were expanded in six studies.28–30,37,39,41 Arabi et al. set up a multidisciplinary ‘Incident Reports Committee’ to review, analyse and close incident reports, led by a physician, and including members fro...
	Role expansion and task-shifting: Staff roles were expanded in six studies.28–30,37,39,41 Arabi et al. set up a multidisciplinary ‘Incident Reports Committee’ to review, analyse and close incident reports, led by a physician, and including members fro...
	Staffing Roles: Costello et al. introduced a clinical pharmacist to the paediatric critical care centre in which their study was carried out.37 Relihan et al. appointed a medication safety officer during the study period; however, the responsibilities...
	Staffing Roles: Costello et al. introduced a clinical pharmacist to the paediatric critical care centre in which their study was carried out.37 Relihan et al. appointed a medication safety officer during the study period; however, the responsibilities...
	Communities of Practice: Two of the included studies held regular forums with frontline staff at which ME reports were discussed.29,37 Arabi et al. set up a weekly forum at which important feedback from incident reports was shared with frontline staff...
	Communities of Practice: Two of the included studies held regular forums with frontline staff at which ME reports were discussed.29,37 Arabi et al. set up a weekly forum at which important feedback from incident reports was shared with frontline staff...
	Outcomes
	All studies reported an increase in the rate of reporting between the pre- and post-intervention periods (Table 1b). However, only one study compared a control group with an intervention group, therefore the effectiveness of the different intervention...
	Outcomes
	Outcomes
	All studies reported an increase in the rate of reporting between the pre- and post-intervention periods (Table 1b). However, only one study compared a control group with an intervention group, therefore the effectiveness of the different intervention...
	DISCUSSION
	DISCUSSION
	CONCLUSION
	CONCLUSION


