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Abstract

Issue Addressed: There is increasing interest across public health research, policy,

and practice in place-based approaches to improve health outcomes. Practice-

focused resources, such as grey literature, courses and websites, are utilised by prac-

titioners to support the implementation of place-based approaches.

Methods: A detailed search of two search engines: Google and DuckDuckGo to iden-

tify free practice-focused resources was conducted.

Results: Forty-one resources met inclusion criteria, including 26 publications,

13 web-based resources and two courses. They were mainly focused on collabora-

tion, developed by not-for-profit organisations, focused on a broad target audience,

and supported people living with disadvantage. The publications we reviewed gener-

ally: clearly stated important information, such as the author of the publication; used

their own evaluations, professional experience and other grey literature as supporting

evidence; included specific, practical implementation strategies; and were easy

to read.

Conclusions: Based on findings, we recommend that: (1) the development of

resources to support evidence-informed practice and governance be prioritised;

(2) resources clearly state their target audience and tailor communication to this audi-

ence; (3) resources draw on evidence from a range of sources; (4) resources continue

to include practical implementation strategies supported by examples and (5) resource

content be adaptable to different contexts (e.g., different settings and/or target

populations).

So What? This is the first review of practice-focused resources to support the imple-

mentation of place-based approaches and the findings can be used to reduce duplica-

tion of efforts and inform future research, policy, and practice, particularly the

refinement of existing resources and the development of future resources.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

The places where people live have a range of features representing

‘opportunity structures’. Opportunity structures are socially con-

structed and socially patterned features of the physical and social

environment that may directly or indirectly support or harm develop-

ment through the possibilities they provide for people to flourish.1–3

Differences in characteristics of a ‘place’ can aid in understanding the

persistent inequalities and inequities in health between places4 and

there are well-established associations between places where people

live and their health, education, and employment opportunities and

outcomes.2,5,6 Children and young people living in areas with higher

rates of socio-economic disadvantage are more likely to experience

various health issues, developmental delay, behavioural problems,

lower educational attainment, and higher unemployment.6,7 The con-

sequences of this place-based disadvantage persist into adulthood.8

Attempts to tackle place-based disadvantage must grapple with

complexity, address a range of factors simultaneously, and focus on

underlying systemic conditions to create lasting changes in the places

where people live.9 A place-based approach is often used synony-

mously with terms such as ‘local area-based initiatives’, ‘collective
impact’, ‘comprehensive community initiatives’, or ‘community

change efforts’ that attempt to improve population health outcomes

in a defined geographic location. In these approaches, diverse stake-

holders engage ‘in a collaborative process to address issues as they

are experienced within a geographic space, be it a neighbourhood, a

region, or an ecosystem’.10(p6) Place-based approaches acknowledge

the complex interplay between the social and physical environment,

and how this interplay affects the health outcomes of residents.

Place-based approaches focus on community-led action; cross-sector

collaboration; and localised, coordinated, strength-based interventions

to improve population health outcomes.11,12

There is increasing interest in public health research, policy, and

practice in place-based approaches4 in the expectation that they have

the potential to improve health outcomes, particularly among disadvan-

taged groups, and reduce inequities. Although some findings from eval-

uations of place-based approaches are promising, the evidence-base

about whether and how place-based initiatives can reduce disadvan-

tage and inequities is still being developed.10,13,14 Further, a range of

challenges of implementing place-based approaches has been

reported.12 Given the popularity of place-based approaches and the

challenges of implementing them, the best available evidence-informed

guidance and practical resources must be developed to support the

implementation of place-based approaches to maximise their effective-

ness. Indeed, over the past decade, a range of practical resources has

been developed by a range of stakeholders to specifically support

place-based efforts. These resources include reports that outline frame-

works or models, guidebooks on ‘how to…’ engage in elements of

place-based work, as well as the development of tools and toolkits that

support place-based work. More recently, with advancements in tech-

nology, there has been the development of ‘electronic information

resources’15 such as websites, online courses and interactive web plat-

forms to share and disseminate place-based resources.

Resources to support the implementation of place-based

approaches are used by practitioners to guide practice. The extent to

which these resources guide evidence-informed practice varies

depending on their attributes.16,17 Therefore, it is worthwhile to

identify these resources and examine their attributes to assist practi-

tioners in selecting relevant resources that support evidence-informed

practices and to guide the development of future resources. There is a

long history of developing and using tools to appraise various types of

resources.18,19 For example, numerous tools are available to guide the

appraisal of academic resources and specific study designs such as

systematic reviews and randomised control trials.20 However, only a

few tools are available to appraise non-academic resources.21–24-

Despite the potential of practical, non-academic resources to influ-

ence practice and decision-making, we were not able to identify a

systemic method or tool to investigate the attributes of existing

resources to successfully guide evidence-informed practice and deter-

mine their utility to practitioners or decision makers at the frontline of

implementation.

Despite several available literature reviews on place-based

approaches,4,13,25 to our knowledge, no review has been conducted to

identify and review publicly available practice-focused resources

(i.e., non-academic resources such as grey literature, guides, websites

and courses) utilised by practitioners and decision-makers that support

the implementation of place-based approaches. Such a review would

be of interest to those who use and develop resources to facilitate

capacity development, knowledge exchange and assist in decision-mak-

ing26 as the review seeks to understand the contribution practice-

focused resources make to the development of a more comprehensive

knowledge base for the field of place-based approaches. Examining

available resources, their characteristics and attributes can assist practi-

tioners in making informed decisions on which resources are most suit-

able to support their work and can help practitioners, researchers and

decision-makers to identify the areas where resource development is

needed to build ‘on the resources and initiatives that exist’,27 and avoid

wasting resources and duplication, that is ‘reinventing the wheel’.
The aims of the review are to: (1) identify and review publicly

available resources that support the implementation of place-based

approaches; (2) review the attributes of selected resources to guide

evidence-informed practice using an originally developed tool; and

(3) identify priority areas for future development of resources aimed

at supporting the implementation of place-based approaches. This

review has the potential to: (1) provide an overview of resources that

exist to support place-based approaches to inform practice; (2) inform

the development of future resources to support the implementation

of place-based approaches; and (3) assist practitioners and decision-

makers engaged in place-based approaches to make informed deci-

sions about resources to support evidence-informed practice.

2 | METHODS

This review was conducted as part of the program Pathways in Place

program (www.pathwaysinplace.com.au). The program is a collaboration
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between two Australian universities – Victoria University, Victoria and

Griffith University, Queensland. The program is focused on advancing

research, practice and policy relating to place-based systems change

approaches to improve population health outcomes by addressing the

social determinants of health.

This review followed the PRISMA flow diagram.28 This study did

not require ethics approval.

2.1 | Search strategy

Prior to commencing the search, two authors (BK and MC) drafted a

joint search strategy protocol. The development of the search strategy

protocol was an iterative process that included:

1. reviewing the literature to find synonyms for place-based

approaches.

2. reviewing available guidance on how to get the most meaningful

search results from Google and DuckDuckGo (e.g., use of Boolean

operators, limitations in number of words, customisation of search,

etc.).29

3. extensively pilot testing various search terms in Google and

DuckDuckGo.

4. engaging in open discussions about the search strategy and key

search terms with a broader group of authors. The final version of

the search strategy protocol with keywords is available in File S1.

The primary search was conducted through two search engines:

Google and DuckDuckGo. Google was chosen because is the most

popular search engine that covers overs 90% of the global search

engine market share30 and DuckDuckGo is a privacy-orientated

search engine29,31 that was strategically chosen to complement Goo-

gle search because of Google's privacy-related concerns.32 To further

address the imitations of search engines like Google and DuckDuckGo

(e.g., privacy, word limits, etc.), we conducted a secondary search

through (1) individual authors' own archives and (2) the joint Zotero33

library for the research team conducting this study. Around

15 researchers regularly contribute to the library, which contains

approximately 2500 resources, some of which are related to place-

based approaches.

The search strategy used in search engines such as Google and

DuckDuckGo significantly differs from search strategies for peer-

reviewed publications in academic databases (e.g., Scopus, Web of

Science). Therefore, we extensively piloted the search strategy and

search terms and reviewed various resources in order to understand

the search engines' algorithms to receive the most meaningful results

for our purpose.29 However, certain search terms had to be omitted

due to several reasons: (1) the constraints of search engines

(e.g., Google imposes a maximum limit of 32 words per search query);

(2) the feasibility of conducting the review, that is, some search terms

generated an overwhelming number of results that would made the

review impractical; and (3) the direct relevance of some broad terms

(e.g., partnership and cooperation) to results related to place-based

approaches (i.e., some terms generated results that were mostly not

related to place-based approaches). Therefore, after extensively pilot

testing more than 50 search terms related to place-based approaches

some terms such as collaboration or community development were pur-

posefully excluded. To reduce individual bias, the decision about the

exclusion of the terms was reached after a rigorous process that

included: (1) extensive pilot testing to ascertain the implications of the

exclusion; and (2) open discussion involving four authors and two

research assistants responsible for data extraction.

We conducted a three-stage screening process: (1) manual

screening of titles and brief description of resources; (2) assessment

of eligibility based on the full review of the resource; and (3) manual

exclusion of duplicates. The selection of resources was completed

from April to June 2022. Discrepancies in the selection of resources

were resolved through discussion between the authorship team.

Figure 1 illustrates the process of searching and selecting the

resources.

2.2 | Inclusion and exclusion criteria

For resources to be included in the review, the resource needed to:

1. be published in English.

2. be available online publicly for free (i.e., at no cost).

3. be community-focused (i.e., relate to people not animals and/or

environment) and have a focus/aim based around place-based

approaches (as defined in Table 1).

F IGURE 1 Flow diagram of the search and resource selection
process.

KLEPAC ET AL. 3
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4. be aimed at practitioners and/or decision-makers and/or commu-

nity leaders and/or community residents.

5. be applied/practical in nature and generally applicable across dif-

ferent contexts.

6. meet the definition of a resource to support the implementation of

place-based approaches (Table 1).

We divided these resources into three main categories: publications,

web-based resources and courses (see Table 1). We excluded the resources

that did not fit our definition of resource to support the implementation of

place-based approaches (Table 1) such as: peer-reviewed academic publica-

tions; resources that had environmental outcomes as a primary focus;

resources on place-based education; PowerPoint slides; and short web

TABLE 1 Glossary of key terms.

Term Description

Course is a set of classes related to a specific subject or area.a Due to the nature of this review, we focused only

on online courses and classified training or workshop packages also under this category.

Evidence-informed practice is a process of using and/or integrating multiple sources of information such as the best available

research evidence, local data, practice expertise, and the preferences and values of the community

(particularly those with lived experience, engaging the community). This is conducted at each stage of

the decision-making process. The decision-making process includes three phases: 1. Planning—
assessment of the problem, including systematically using data and information systems, identification

of factors associated with the problem (including program-planning frameworks, where applicable). 2.

Implementation—application of programs and strategies to address factors associated with the

problem, and 3. Evaluation and dissemination—evaluating the impact of interventions on the desired

outcome(s) and disseminating findings (based onb).

Place-based approaches are programs or initiatives in which stakeholders engage ‘in a collaborative process to address issues as

they are experienced within a geographic space, be it a neighbourhood, a region, or an ecosystem’.c
(p6) They acknowledge the complex interplay between the social and physical environment, and how

this interplay affects the residents and generally focus on community-led action; cross-sector

collaboration; and localised, coordinated, strength-based interventions to improve population health

outcomes.d,e

Publication is ‘an official paper, book or electronic file that gives information about something, or that can be used

as evidence or proof of something’,f for example a guide, toolkit, report, framework, or strategy.

Resource to support the implementation

of place-based approaches

is a publication (e.g., report, tool, guide), a web-based resource, or a course whose direct and/or one of

the main aims is to support the implementation of a place-based approach (or one of its synonyms

and/or types such as collective impact or comprehensive community initiatives) that is community and

practice-focused, applied and/or practical in nature and generally not peer-reviewed.

Target audience of the resource are those who the resource was developed to be used by (i.e., the intended group of individuals who will

use/apply the resource).

Target population of the resource are those who the resource was the developed to be used for (i.e., the intended group of individuals for

whom the resource is designed to ultimately benefit).

Web-based resource is an ‘online place’ that consists of one or more World Wide Web pages about a specific topicg such as a

web platformh or a web site.i

References.
aCambridge Dictionary. Course [Internet]. 2022 [cited 2022 Jul 19]. Available from: https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/course.
bBrownson RC, Fielding JE, Maylahn CM. Evidence-based public health: A fundamental concept for public health practice. Annu Rev Public Health. 2009

Apr;30(1):175–201.
cBellefontaine T, Wisener R. The evaluation of place-based approaches: questions for future research. Government of Canada, Policy Horizons Canada;

2011 Jun.
dBond L, Law D, Calder R. Place Based Approaches to Population Health and Wellbeing: Why do it? What is it? Does it work? How do you do it

well? 2018.
eMoore T, Fry R. Place-based approaches to child and family services: A literature review. Parkville, Victoria: Murdoch Childrens Research Institute and the

Royal Children's Hospital Centre for Community Child Health; 2011.
fOxford University Press. document_1 noun – Definition, pictures, pronunciation and usage notes [Internet]. Oxford Advanced Learner's Dictionary. 2022

[cited 2022 Jul 4]. Available from: https://www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/definition/english/document_1?q=document.
gCambridge Dictionary. web page [Internet]. 2022 [cited 2022 Jul 19]. Available from: https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/web-page.
hKenney M, Bearson D, Zysman J. The platform economy matures: measuring pervasiveness and exploring power. Socio-Economic Review. 2021 Oct 1;19

(4):1451–83.
iMerriam-Webster. Website Definition & Meaning [Internet]. 2022 [cited 2022 Jul 4]. Available from: https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/

website.
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articles and blog posts focused on defining place-based or co-creation. We

applied no timeframe or date for the inclusion/exclusion of the resource.

2.3 | Data extraction and analysis

We extracted the data from all resources into an Excel spreadsheet.

The data were divided into: search information (i.e., date, search syn-

tax, search engine, search link, metadata) and resource characteristics,

which comprised:

1. Resource information: that is author and/or publisher; year; title;

central topic (e.g., evaluation, governance); additional topics; type

(i.e., publication, web-based resource, course); and country of origin.

2. Description and aim/purpose (as self-stated/self-described in the

resource).

3. Target audience and target population (as self-stated/self-

described in the resource).

4. Recommendations for use and considerations for use (as self-

stated/self-described in the resource).

Data extraction was completed by four authors of this manuscript

(BK, SB, LM, AM) and two research assistants. The resources that were

classified as publications (n = 26) were additionally reviewed using a

novel tool named Resources' Attributes for evidence-informed Practice

Tool (RAPT) (see File S2). Six experts in total reviewed each of the publi-

cations using the tool, including three authors of this manuscript (MC,

SB, LM) and three community practitioners identified by the authors.

2.4 | Data analysis

To summarise the characteristics and attributes of the resources,

counts, percentages and means were calculated using MS Excel. Qual-

itative data were analysed using NVivo,34 with the data coded the-

matically through an iterative process of moving between inductive

and deductive reasoning, as per the tenets of social phenomenol-

ogy.35,36 The research team sought to code data that was both typical

and exceptional in some way,37 moving through first and second cycle

coding, comparing data, codes and emergent categorising in a cyclical,

rather than linear pattern.38 Findings were validated by sharing emer-

gent results between members of the author team (BK, SB, LM).

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Search information

Through the primary search, we screened 1300 records, of which,

33 resources were deemed eligible. Twenty-three were identified

through Google and 10 through DuckDuckGo. Forty-eight percent of

those resources (n = 16) were available on the first page of the

search. In the secondary search, we screened 280 records, eight of

which met the inclusion criteria, providing a total of 41 resources for

inclusion26,39–77 (see File S3).

3.2 | Resource information

The resources were divided into three major categories: publications

(n = 26, 63%); web-based resources (n = 13, 32%); and courses (n = 2,

5%). Not-for profit organisations were the lead authors of 19 resources

(46%), educational institutions (e.g., Universities and research institutes)

were the lead authors of eight resources (20%), government departments

or institutions were the lead authors of seven resources (17%), and private

companies (i.e., for profit businesses) were the lead authors of seven

resources (17%). Classification of resources according to their country of

origin1 is presented in Figure 2. Classification of resources according to

their central (i.e., dominant) topic, is shown in Figure 3. The dominant topics

were co-design/co-creation (26%), collaboration and systems change (both

17%), followed by community development and evaluation (both 14%).

Although resources had one topic that was more dominant than others,

most resources covered more than one topic. Besides the topics listed in

Figure 3, other topics that emerged from the data extraction covered by

the resourceswere leadership, advocacy, and project development.

3.2.1 | Description and aim/purpose

Thirty-eight resources (93%) included a description of the resource.

Two broad themes emerged from the analysis of the resources' self-

descriptions. For some resources, functionality was central to their

description, whereas for others, there was a more holistic approach

focusing on the importance of the work covered in the resource. For

example, when functionality was central to the description, the

authors mentioned that the resource is ‘simple and easy to use’ or
that it presents ‘key questions on…’. On the other hand, the resources

that took a more holistic approach to their self-descriptions often

used a language relating to a ‘vision’, ‘mission’ or a ‘call to action’.
Thirty-eight resources (93%) outlined their aim/purpose. ‘Equity’

was an important part of the self-described aim/purpose in several

resources. Yet, in contrast to the more holistic approach common to

many resource descriptions, the detail relating to the aim/purpose

was largely more practical. For many resources, this included a practi-

cal understanding of the intended application of the resource. Addi-

tionally, while some resources offered their vision or values as a

preamble, a central focus for many resources related to aims around

learning and/or action. This was often explicit, with a language around

‘learning together’, ‘a curated central library’ and even a purpose of

‘being open source’ and ‘generous with learning and giving back’.

3.2.2 | Target audience and target population

Twenty-nine resources (71%) defined their target audience (i.e., those

who the resource was developed to be used by). Analysis of the target

KLEPAC ET AL. 5
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audience revealed a distinction between resources that provided nar-

row or specific target audiences and those that intended the resource

to be widely used. Most resources stipulated a very broad target audi-

ence (i.e., anyone working in place-based approaches or anyone deliver-

ing local projects). Similar to these findings, the resources' target

population (i.e., those who the resource was the developed to be used

for), broadly fell into two categories: a group of resources either explic-

itly named their target population (e.g., young people aged 16–24) or

provided a broader reference to a large population or community, such

as ‘frontline communities’ or ‘people living with disadvantage’.
Whether narrowly defined or broadly implied, one commonality across

the resources' target population was an attention to people who were

vulnerable from multiple, often intersecting, forms of inequality.

3.2.3 | Recommendations and considerations
for use

Thirty-six resources (88%) included recommendations for the use of

the resource (i.e., suggestions or advice provided to guide the target

audience about the appropriate application/use of the resource) and

23 resources (56%) included considerations or related to the use of

the resource (i.e., suggestions or advice provided to guide the target

audience about the limitations related to the application/use of the

resource). Even though we analysed the data related to recommenda-

tions and considerations for use separately, themes relating to custo-

misability, complexity, and context emerged as common to both the

resources' recommendations and considerations for use. The customi-

sable and complex nature of the resources, and their development

from context, emerged not only as a recommendation but also as a

potential challenge to the application of a resource. In some

resources, it was acknowledged that they were ‘not a recipe or a blue-

print’ or ‘intended as a “cookie-cutter” approach’. Thus, the customi-

sable nature of many resources (as a positive attribute) was also a

potential limitation to their application.

3.3 | Attributes of resources to guide evidence-
informed practice

Publications (n = 26) were additionally reviewed using the newly

developed tool Resources' Attributes for evidence-informed Practice

Tool. Twenty-four publications (92%) had a clear description and

23 had a clear aim/purpose (88%). Twenty-two publications (85%)

had a clearly identifiable date. Nineteen publications (73%) had a

clearly identifiable author of the content, 20 (77%) had a clear

F IGURE 2 Classification of
resources according to country of
origin.

F IGURE 3 Classification of
resources according to the central
topic.

6 KLEPAC ET AL.
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funding/commissioning body and 22 (85%) had a clear publisher. The

target audience was clearly stated in 18 publications (69%). Regarding

the use of different types of evidence in the reviewed publications

grey literature (73%), own evaluations (73%), and professional experi-

ence (69%) were the most commonly used forms of evidence. Aca-

demic/peer reviewed evidence and data (both 38%) were used in

fewer publications (see Figure 4).

Twenty-one publications (81%) contained practical examples of

how a specific approach has been applied/trialled in practice

(e.g., approach to evaluation, planning, implementation…). Addition-

ally, the vast majority of publications (n = 24, 92%) contained spe-

cific and practical implementation strategies (i.e., how to guidelines

to support the implementation of a specific approach/activity). The

implementation strategies of publications received an average

score (mean) of 2.2, from a possible range of 1–3. Twenty-one

publications (81%) indicated the actors responsible for the imple-

mentation strategies, 22 (85%) indicated when/in which situations

the implementation strategies should be used, and 19 (73%) took

into account the feasibility of the implementation strategies

(e.g., budget, skills, and capacity necessary for implementation).

The overall discussion on feasibility of implementation strategies

received an average (mean) score of 2 from of a possible range of

1–3.

The user-friendliness of publications received an average score

(mean) of 3.5 from a possible range of 1–5. The expert reviewers

stated they would themselves use 23 (88%) of the publications. Some

of the main reasons the reviewers would use a publication were its

practicality and user-friendliness (i.e., easy to use and accessible) and

because the publication had detailed processes and clear, practical

examples. Elsewhere, for several publications, only elements of the

publications were considered useful. The reviewers also mentioned

the publication's adaptability and/or flexibility to be applied to other

contexts as a reason to use the publication. Alternatively, some publi-

cations were considered useful but only for a specific target audience

or specific target populations.

The reviewers reported that they would recommend the vast

majority of publications to others (n = 24, 92%). User-friendliness and

providing ‘practical guidance’ were also mentioned as reasons why

the reviewers' would recommend the publication to others. Similarly,

the publications that were considered less user-friendly (e.g., having

broken hyperlinks or being too wordy) were less likely to be recom-

mended. The publications that explained a process from beginning to

end and guided the reader through the process were more likely to be

recommended. In contrast, publications that provided very broad,

vague and/or general information were considered too generic to be

recommended. Publications that were focused on a very specific con-

text were also less likely to be recommended, because of their limited

adaptability for use in a different context (e.g., different settings

and/or target populations). Further, the reviewers suggested they

would recommend some publications only for a specific use, such as

for planning a workshop or conducting a needs analysis with a particu-

lar target population (e.g., youth, children, older adults etc.), or for cer-

tain professionals (e.g., novice facilitators, experienced facilitators or

government personnel).

4 | DISCUSSION

In this study, we: (1) identified and reviewed the characteristics of

41 resources that support the implementation of place-based

approaches, comprising 26 publications, 13 web-based resources and

two freely available courses; (2) additionally reviewed the attributes

of 26 publications; and (3) identified priority areas for future resource

development. While we attempted to compare our findings with other

literature on place-based approaches, there was scarcity of literature

regarding some topics such as knowledge translation specific to

place-based approaches. We therefore draw on broader literature

(e.g., public health in general, knowledge translation, implementation

science) to guide our insights and discussion on some topics in this

section.

F IGURE 4 Different type of
evidence used in reviewed
publications.
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4.1 | Resource characteristics

Most resources were publications, with fewer web-based resources

and only two courses. Publications can provide helpful templated

guides and are downloadable, printable, and therefore adaptable and

portable. However, they are usually static documents and can go out

of date quickly, while web-based resources are more easily updated,

interactive, and engaging in nature. Web-based resources can also be

more readily tailored and targeted to the audience's needs than static

publications.

Not-for-profit organisations were the dominant authors of

resources, with fewer authored by education institutions, govern-

ments or private sector. Despite calls in the broader public health lit-

erature for higher engagement of academic researchers in knowledge

translation strategies, such as developing resources like those we

identified, to reduce the ‘research-to-practice gap’ and increase

research impact,78–81 we found that educational institutions led the

development of only eight resources. Academic researchers are often

not incentivised by their institutions or public policy to engage in

knowledge translation (despite the increasing interest in knowledge

translation).82,83 Peer-reviewed publications are still the dominant

mode of academic research dissemination and the most accepted

measure of scientific excellence.84 More importantly, many academic

researchers are not trained in knowledge translation and therefore

lack the skills to develop and disseminate practical resources.83 If aca-

demic researchers are to engage in more knowledge translation strat-

egies, a range of policy and institutional changes are required, such as

the full funding of knowledge translation plans, recognition of dissem-

ination activities in funding timelines,85 and training of academic

researchers in knowledge translation.

The dominant topic of the resources was collaboration, concep-

tualised as an umbrella term that incorporates other ‘collaborative
modes’ such as co-design and co-creation,86 which are defining fea-

tures of place-based approaches. The focus on these collaborative

modes is perhaps not surprising because collaboration is one of the

defining features of place-based work.10 However, while collaboration

might be necessary, it is not a sufficient condition to improve commu-

nity outcomes. It has been proposed that those engaged in place-

based approaches need to focus on high leverage opportunities and

not be driven by the belief that collaboration is the approach always

needed.87 Potential partners ‘must commit to a systemic reading of

the complex systems they are trying to change, and to making a realis-

tic assessment of where local actors have the knowledge, networks,

and resources to make a difference’.87(p8) Other practices, such as

evidence-informed practice, are likely essential to the success of

place-based approaches.88 Several resources focused on evaluation,

which is part of evidence-informed practice; however, we did not find

resources with a central topic that focused on other aspects of

evidence-informed practice, such as planning, (i.e., problem identifica-

tion), the implementation of interventions, and disseminating findings.

The scarcity of attention on the design and implementation of inter-

ventions arising from collaborative efforts has been previously

noted.89 Further, one evaluation of a place-based approach found that

adopting evidence-informed practice explained the positive effects on

population, that is, youth outcomes, whereas community collaboration

did not explain the positive outcomes.88 Finally, appropriate gover-

nance is often considered as a critical component in the success of

place-based initiatives. As argued by George and Reed, the traditional

governance strategies of large institutions (e.g., governments) can

work to undermine the successful implementation of place-based

approaches through ‘reinforcing traditional power structures, restrict-

ing participation, producing consultation fatigue, and hindering timely

decisions, definitive actions and influential outcomes’.90(p1106) While

many of the resources reviewed acknowledged the significance of

appropriate governance mechanisms, governance was a dominant

topic in only one resource. These findings indicate that resources to

guide other important facets of place-based approaches, such as

evidence-informed practice and governance, are a priority.

Less than one-third of the resources did not define their target

audience. Of those resources that did define a target audience, most

stipulated a broad target audience rather than a specific one. Defining

a clear target audience is vital for several reasons. First, it helps practi-

tioners to identify resources that are relevant to them. Second, it

helps resource authors to tailor (i.e., focus messages on the scope of

the audience's role) and target resources (i.e., develop messages that

are directly applicable and relevant for the audience).91 Given the

importance of identifying target audiences, we suggest future

resources clearly state their target audience and develop messages

specifically for this audience.92 The potential audience resources

might target include community practitioners, facilitators, partnership

brokers and policy makers. Additionally, community members, such as

leaders of community organisations, volunteer groups, or faith organi-

sations, as well as school community members or concerned citizens'

groups are also potential audiences of these resources.

The resources' target population fell into two main groups: one

group of resources clearly specified their target population and the

other group provided only a broad reference to a large community or

population group. However, one commonality across target popula-

tion of the resources was a specific attention to vulnerable population

groups. Improving health outcomes of disadvantaged populations is

‘the cornerstone of public health’93 so is not surprising the resources

are strongly focused on them since place-based approaches are seen

as a way to reduce health inequities (despite limited evidence of their

effectiveness).4,14

4.2 | Attributes of resources to guide evidence-
informed practice

The resource authors' evaluations, professional experience, and grey

literature were the most commonly used forms of evidence in the

publications. Academic research and data were used in fewer publica-

tions. Our findings are consistent with previous observations that

internally-generated research and evaluations tend to have more

influence on practice than academic research.94 Although internally-

generated research can produce novel evidence that is credible and

8 KLEPAC ET AL.
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useable,95 the downsides include a lack of mechanisms for processes

such as peer review and methodological quality can be variable.94

Consistent with evidence-informed practice, we recommend that

resource authors draw on evidence from a range of sources to

develop resources.

There are several explanations for the somewhat limited use of

academic research in the reviewed publications. Indeed, this is not an

issue related to place-based efforts alone. The evidence produced

through academic research might not be relevant for practice, timely,

actionable or accessible.96 Academic researchers, who are usually

discipline-based, often do not produce evidence that addresses the

complex problems faced by practitioners and decision-makers who

are engaged in place-based work.79,83,97–100 Regarding timeliness,

academic research processes, such as ethics and peer review, are

lengthy resulting in academic research findings that might not be

timely.100 In terms of actionability, research findings are often not

easily accessible, tailored, or effectively disseminated to practi-

tioners.79,83,98,99 Engaging in collaborative research across disciplinary

and sector boundaries is expected to overcome some of these barriers

and improve the relevance and applicability of research findings in

place-based approaches and public health more generally.79,97,101

Wood and Zuber-Skerritt102 suggest that academics must become

facilitators of a ‘collaborative learning process’ rather than viewing

themselves as experts who are fixing an issue. Additionally, many

practitioners and decision-makers do not have the capacity to assess

and use academic research,94,103–105 lacking the resources, infra-

structure, and leadership to support the utilisation of research

evidence.106,107 Capacity building to support research evidence utili-

sation needs to address individual practitioner and decision-maker

skills, knowledge, and organisational-level and system-level factors.108

Finally, the accessibility of academic research has been a ‘hot topic’
both within and outside academia for decades.109 Even though aca-

demic researchers ‘donate’ a great amount of time and effort to the

scholarly publication system,110 the cost of accessing academic data-

bases prevents many academic and non-academic organisations from

accessing academic literature.111,112

Specific and detailed implementation strategies are essential in

public health to enable practitioners to apply the methods,

approaches, or activities outlined in resources.113,114 In place-based

approaches in particular, well-designed and practical implementation

strategies may be crucial to ensure the applicability of resource mate-

rials to their respective context, as well as their usability in other con-

texts.115 Pleasingly, most reviewed publications included specific,

practical implementation strategies; they articulated who was respon-

sible for the implementation strategies, indicated when/in which situ-

ations the implementation strategies should be used and considered

the feasibility of the implementation strategies. Previous research

found that health promotion resources are more likely to be used by

practitioners and/or decision-makers if they contain case studies that

illustrate implementation strategies and have plain language state-

ments.116 This is consistent with our findings as features such as ease

of use, detailed implementation processes and clear, practical exam-

ples and guidance were some of the features that were seen as

beneficial by the reviewers. Alternatively, ‘not user-friendly’
(e.g., having broken hyperlinks or being too wordy), vague guidance

that was not specific or detailed enough, and publications designed

for a very specific context were some of the features that were

viewed undesirably. These features reinforce the importance of prac-

tical implementation strategies, ‘how to’ and ‘know how’ being

embedded into resources,113,114 and the importance of adaptability of

resources across contexts, which was also outlined as desirable by

previous studies of place-based approaches.115 To assist practitioners

in determining which principles/practices can be adapted to their con-

text, while providing examples of application, we suggest that future

resource developers include information about (1) the principles/

practices that can be transferred across different contexts, while also

(2) providing specific examples of how the principles/practices have

been, or could be applied in a particular context.

5 | CONCLUSION

To our knowledge, this is the first review to systematically identify

and review publicly available practice-focused resources that support

the implementation of place-based approaches. Most of the

41 resources were publications, with fewer web-based resources and

only two courses. The resources were mainly focused on collabora-

tion, developed by not-for-profit organisations, focused on a broad

target audience and supported ‘people living with disadvantage’. The
publications we reviewed: clearly stated important information, such

as the author of the publication; used their own evaluations, profes-

sional experience and other grey literature as evidence; included strat-

egies to support implementation; and were easy to read. The low

number of authorship of resources by educational institutions and rel-

atively low use of academic research in publications might indicate

that academic research is not keeping up with the practice of place-

based approaches. Based on our review, we recommend that: (1) the

development of resources to support evidence-informed practice

(particularly planning, implementation and dissemination of findings)

and governance be prioritised; (2) resources should clearly state their

target audience, and tailor and target communication to this audience;

(3) resources draw on evidence from a range of sources, including aca-

demic literature; (4) resources include specific and practical implemen-

tation strategies supported by examples; and (5) resource content

should be adaptable to different contexts. We further recommend

that (1) the newly developed Resources' Attributes for evidence-

informed Practice Tool be further refined and tested and (2) researchers

be supported to translate their research into practical resources. This

review has assisted in increasing our understanding of resources that

support the implementation of place-based approaches, which will

inform future research, policy, and practice, particularly the refine-

ment of existing resources and the development of future resources.
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