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Executive Summary

Knowledge repositories (KRs) are digital platforms designed to centralize, store, and share
information, supporting evidence-informed decision making (EIDM). This report examines the role
of KRs and the factors that influence their development, implementation, and use.

KRs function as “one-stop” platforms that support the collection, storage, retrieval, and
dissemination of knowledge. Successful implementation of a KR involves 3 steps: 1) gaining
organizational support and defining its scope, 2) establishing the platform and populating it with
content, and 3) ensuring ongoing maintenance and updates.

There are two main methods for adding information to KRs: 1) deposits by staff members, and 2)
self-archiving. Most KRs rely on deposits by staff members, which ensures systematic updates of
relevant information. Self-archiving reduces staff time and associated costs because knowledge
producers add their work directly to the KR.

Key challenges when operating a KR include low organizational priority, limited leadership support,
and resource constraints. Challenges related to content contribution are also common, particularly
in self-archiving models where knowledge producers may face time constraints, lack of incentives,
and concerns about copyright or misuse of their work. Technological barriers, such as complex
interfaces and limited interoperability, can further reduce usability.

At the same time, several factors facilitate successful KR implementation and use. Strong
leadership support, user-friendly design, and effective search and retrieval functions improve
accessibility. Incentives, mandatory self-archiving, and active promotion can increase participation
and engagement, while alignment with organizational workflows supports sustained use.

Despite their potential, there is limited evidence about the direct impact of KRs on policy and
practice. While usage data suggest that repositories are accessed and valued as information
sources, their influence on decision making is difficult to measure.

Overall, KRs are a tool that can support access to and use of knowledge, but their success
depends on sustained organizational support, ongoing resource investment, and engagement from
both knowledge producers and users.
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Introduction

Knowledge is an important resource that contributes to an organization’s capacity to take
effective action'?. Knowledge repositories are information technology systems designed to support
the use of knowledge by providing a central information source. These systems are particularly
valuable to organizations and decision makers involved in developing government programs and
policy initiatives. This report provides an overview of existing literature on knowledge repositories
and the factors that hinder or facilitate their implementation and use as a tool for evidence-informed

decision making.

Background

One way government organizations use knowledge is for evidence-informed decision
making (EIDM), which involves gathering and synthesizing evidence so that it can be used for
policy or practice®. Knowledge transfer and exchange (KTE) is defined as “an interactive process
involving the interchange of knowledge between research users and researcher producers™ 9729,
KTE aims to support EIDM and identify policy-relevant questions to guide research agendas®*. KTE
also reduces organizational vulnerability to knowledge loss and improves productivity by making

information more easily accessible.

Practicing EIDM and KTE can be challenging for both individual users and organizations.
Policymakers interested in applying new knowledge may struggle with unfamiliar research methods,
academic jargon, research that is not practice-focused, and long waits for research results*.
Organizational culture can also inhibit KTE through internal power dynamics, conflicts and
politics?*. Weak communication between people or organizations that produce knowledge (e.g.,
researchers) and those that use it (e.g., policymakers) can present obstacles to timely knowledge
sharing?. Additionally, individuals may struggle to stay current with evidence, find relevant
information in databases, track and save search results, or access evidence published in journals

that require subscriptions?.

Online platforms for distributing knowledge can help address many of the challenges
associated with KTE and EIDM. Online platforms make evidence more accessible by reducing time

and cost barriers for end users®. Within academic communities, online archives are important for
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the open access movement®?3, reducing access barriers® and increasing the visibility of academic
work®191" Beyond academia, online platforms are a communication technology that can make

knowledge more accessible for non-academic audiences’# 1218,

Knowledge Repositories

Knowledge repositories (KR) are a type of knowledge management system?®7.141920 where
users deposit information and others retrieve it for application or learning®”'?2!. KRs are used in
KTE to improve information access and knowledge sharing”81°222" They can facilitate EIDM by
serving as “one-stop-shop” information sources about specific topics'#?*. Some KRs are created
and maintained by private sector organizations for use by employees?'. Publicly accessible KRs
that governments can use in EIDM efforts are typically run by universities, non-profit organizations,

or government agencies.

Integrating a KR into an institution’s wider community can be challenging”?%2. When KRs
are a low priority in the organization, a repository is likely to struggle. A study in New Zealand noted
that a large proportion of academic staff were unaware of KRs operated by their own universities®.
Similarly, a study of the Association of Academic Health Sciences Libraries in US and Canada
found that participants often said that low priority or lack of demand was the reason libraries did not
have KRs?". The views of organization leaders are important in determining how a KR operates and
is used®'®, and lack of support from administration is identified in multiple studies as a barrier to KR
success’8?7, Studies also often describe how support from the institution’s leadership and an
organizational culture that values using the KR are important for success®2® and improving KR

performance®13152°,

Knowledge Repository Development

Like any other applied technology, development of a KR passes through stages.

Step 1: Gain support and define the scope
A KR initiative requires that the organization which hosts the repository will commit
resources for its development and maintenance''. If a KR is to be implemented through a

collaboration, support must be mobilized in all participating organizations’.
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Next, KR developers need to clearly define the scope of the information that the repository
will include. For example, when McMaster University developed the Evidence-Informed Healthcare
Renewal Portal, the team used scoping review processes to define the topic and ensure that
included content would be relevant'2°, Other KRs, such as the Palliative Care Law and Policy GPS
in the United States' and the McMaster Optimal Aging Portal®’, followed similar approaches and

outlined their scopes early in the development process.

KR developers often organize content in categories to help users find information that is
relevant or meaningful to them'®'524, Some developers classify KR content according to their own
criteria, while others draw on existing systems used by organizations such as the World Health
Organization®*. In some cases, developers design KRs to be flexible, so that they can add new
categories'. Content category planning overlaps with deciding how information will be presented.
One approach is to use templates that provide consistent summaries of archived works®'S. Further,
involving stakeholders who can provide input about their needs can be helpful when planning KR

content categories and information presentation' 6.

Step 2: Set up the platform and add content

Setting up and populating a KR with content involves choosing a suitable technology
platform. A range of features are important to consider, such as the technological infrastructure in
the organization, software, interface usability, and interoperability of selected technology®. While
technology is essential, a study examining repositories hosted by universities noted that factors,
such as which software was selected, had relatively low gaps between desired and actual
performance®. This suggests that a variety of high-capacity information technology systems are able

to meet KR operation needs.

Once a KR platform is in place and information has been uploaded, developers often run an
initial test period to evaluate real-world performance and make adjustments. For example, the

McMaster Optimal Aging portal did pilot tests and follow-up studies and applied changes based on

user feedback'6:17:30,
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Step 3: Maintain and update the platform

Several studies of KRs note that archived information must be continuously updated?'324:3¢,
Schedules for content updates vary. For example, in one repository, staff sent monthly reminders to
organization members asking them to recommend new content'®. Another KR3' was regularly
updated at 1 to 2-week intervals to include relevant newly published material®. An organization
operating a KR reported that it intended to automate the search processes used for updates’®.
Some KRs rely on self-archiving, having individual knowledge producers upload their content

directly to the database, rather than have staff make updates.

Additionally, periodically updating the KR’s platform’s technology is important. There have
been relatively few studies examining technology updates to KRs. The studies available describe
technology updates that were implemented in specific repositories® or were conducted to improve
particular aspects of platforms®2. As with information technology capacity, the lack of KR technology
maintenance in published work may indicate that it is a routine activity which rarely causes
problems for organizations hosting KRs. However, challenges could occur when technology or
expertise is difficult to obtain’.

Core Functions of Knowledge Repositories

While each host organization and platform is unique, KRs have some functions in common.
All KRs use information technology to capture, store, index, and spread information in digital

formats®122021.2527.33 Eqch core function is discussed below.

Core Function 1: Finding and adding relevant information

A knowledge repository’s value depends on containing information that users desire®'6-1821
in sufficient volume to attract both contributors and consumers?. Finding and adding relevant new
material is essential®®2'?3 and some studies report that it is the main challenge in operating a

repository®2.

There are two main methods for finding and adding information: 1) deposits by staff
members, and 2) self-archiving. Some KRs also use hybrid approaches that include both

methods?’. Finding and adding information using either method involves both barriers and enabling
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1.1 The Staff Deposit Approach

According to a survey of US and Canadian repositories, 71% of KRs relied on employees at
the host organization to add information, making it the most common method for content addition?’.
Similarly, US studies at medical teaching facilities found that deposits in health science repositories
were made more often by staff than by faculty?®3*. The staff deposit method is widely used because
it ensures that new information is systematically added and is suitable for inclusion. For example,
content for the health-evidence.ca repository®! is identified by searching seven databases,
supplemented by hand searching public health journals®. The main barriers and factors enabling

staff-driven information addition come from the need for human resources”827.

1.2 The Self-Archival Approach
Self-archiving relies on knowledge producers adding their work directly to the repository.
This approach reduces staff time and costs borne by the host organization. Despite this advantage,

a survey of US and Canadian repositories found that only 11% relied mainly on self-archiving?’.

Studies have consistently found that the main barrier to self-archiving is that knowledge
producers are often reluctant to participate®8232%34 Researchers have attributed low engagement
with self-archiving to it being a low priority within university work routines®311:252834 Knowledge
producers often prioritize publishing in academic journals or books, which influences career
progression®'1283 and are often unaware of the benefits from depositing their work in KRs®7:23,

Another obstacle is that knowledge producers are concerned about legal aspects of self-
archiving work. Specific concerns include academic publishers’ unwillingness to accept work that is
also available through KRs”'"233#  rights related to intellectual property and copyright of materials
archived in open access repositories''?328 and uncertainty about whether copyright allows them to
self-archive previously published academic work®"1:34, Knowledge producers also expressed

concerns about potential content misuse or theft of content housed in KRs® 1226,

Finally, knowledge producers may be reluctant to self-archive their work because they
expect that it will require significant additional time or work®781121232628 ge|f-grchiving is also
hindered if knowledge producers do not have needed technical skills®28. Knowledge producers

often reported that KR platforms or their user interfaces were difficult to use®232.
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Despite these barriers, many knowledge producers deposit their work in KRs, and several
factors encourage self-archiving. One factor is the technology used during the deposit process.
Multiple studies highlight the importance of having a streamlined and usable interface®>2¢-35, Other
factors relate to motivations for self-archiving work. A sense of altruism and the intrinsic benefit of
sharing one’s work are positively associated with self-archiving®®':21:234_Studies have also found
that willingness to deposit information is positively associated with views that there are practical
benefits for contributors’?', such as increasing professional visibility with a wider audience®’*4, and
support with administrative tasks like archiving work, documenting service to the institution, backing

up research data or materials, and helping establish timelines in disputes over publication”'".

Supportive organizational leadership can implement policies and initiatives that encourage
self-archiving. Appropriate incentives, such as public recognition or small financial bonuses, help
motivate knowledge producers to contribute information to repositories®'!. Mandatory content self-
archiving as a condition for receiving funding also increases participation”'%1:2334 For example,
since 2008 all of the Canadian federal Tri-Council granting agencies require that articles produced

through funded research be made freely accessible through publishers' websites or repositories®.

- a manager assigned to the
repository?”

Table 1: Core Function — Finding and Adding Information

Goal Barriers

Staff deposit method: Staff
employed by the repository’s
host upload new information.
Ensures systematic addition.

- limited human resources, staff
turnover, or competing duties?’

- staff with suitable technical
expertise’-8

- difficult user interfaces®23.26
- low participation by knowledge
producers5823.2534

Self-archiving method:
individual knowledge
producers upload information

- user-friendly deposit
interface?5.26:35
- altruism?.6:1121,23,34

for inclusion in the repository.
Reduces staff time and
associated costs to the

repository’s host organization.

- low priority in organizational
workflows and culture5-8.1125.28,34

- lack of familiarity with KRs®-
7,11,23,25,26,34

- legal/copyright concerns®:7.11.23.28,34
- concern about possible misuse of
Content5,11,12,26

- perceived effort5,7,11,21,23,26,28

- technical skill gaps®2®

- perceived practical benefits!42!
- visibility57.34
- administrative tasks”-!!

- incentives®!"

- mandatory policies”10.11.23,34

- marketing and outreach0.23

- alignment with work routines®
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Core Function 2: Storing Knowledge

The second key function of any KR is long-term preservation of digital materials®”8122_ For
knowledge producers, repositories provide central archives that can house the author’s work’. For
an organization, KRs store the knowledge resources produced by its members or that are relevant
to meeting its goals”'® In some cases, a repository may host externally produced material on behalf

of other organizations, or material produced jointly through partnerships™®.

The main barriers to long-term information storage are related to technology and funding. A
repository’s storage capacity is the amount of digital storage space it has available, and where that
information is saved, such as in servers, digital cloud services, or other formats®. The initial costs to
establish a repository are not high if the organization uses open source software’, but ongoing
updates and maintenance of the repository’s technology can require significant resources®” 428,
Although KRs face some technological challenges, an international survey found that repository

managers reported only minor gaps between the technology they required and what was available®.

Table 2: Core Function — Preserving Knowledge

Preserve digital materials for - technology limitations2° - open-source software reduces
long-term organizational and - funding for ongoing updates and initial costs”

individual use via centralized mainten%nce3’7’9428 g tp - well-established IT capacities
storage (servers, cloud, other minimize storage challenges?®
formats)

Core Function 3: Information Indexing and Retrieval

Facilitating access to information is one of the main reasons for establishing KRs.
Classifying or indexing stored information helps users navigate content and find relevant materials
efficiently’21419202¢ The indexing or codification process involves picking keywords and assigning a
description to archived materials to place information in consistent categories® 1617192033,
Categories are often not mutually exclusive, which allows items to be retrieved under multiple
topics™®'° However, some KRs limit the choice of keywords to ensure consistency and prevent the
number of terms from growing excessively®. KR developers sometimes draw on existing

classification schemes when they create codification systems. For example, a repository developed

\%t |
AGE-WELL NATIONAL INNOVATION HUB

POPRAVIT

CENTRE NATIONAL DY INNOVATION D/ AGE-WELL



POPRAVIT

CENTRE NATIONAL D'INMOVATION D AGE-WELL

in Canada drew on categories used by the WHO and other organizations?*. When a KR relies on
self-archived materials, ensuring the information quality of archived materials is important™, and
indexing may include validation procedures to ensure that new information meets inclusion

standards?310.15.21.30_

The amount of information in a KR can be overwhelming to users and having an effective
information retrieval process is important for continued use’'¢'®. KR developers support information
retrieval by providing search support functions, such as search engines®'4162030_ Some KRs include
a registration and sign-in process to track repository use and help tailor information retrieval to
individual users’ needs' 6. In addition, KRs often track content retrieval to measure the repository’s
use®’. Information on access rates can be used to show knowledge producers that the repository

has increased visibility of their work'",

3.1 Technological Barriers and Facilitators

Some barriers and facilitators to indexing and retrieving information relate to technology and
the resources needed to support it. Technological barriers include information technology that is not
interoperable with other systems®2528  and user interfaces that are difficult for non-specialists to
use'®18, Study participants expressed frustration if KR search functions were “not user friendly”,
meaning time consuming, difficult to navigate, or more complicated than other methods of finding
information416.1819.33 People with some health conditions or impairment also may face additional
barriers when trying to access information through repositories®2. Technological barriers can be
overcome, but organizations operating KRs need resources to address them effectively. Multiple

studies mention challenges related to costs and obtaining funding for ongoing maintenance®""14,

Using interoperable computer systems and software improves search and retrieval
processes®?>28 and user-friendly technology further contributes to KR success’'®'". Several criteria
define KR user-friendliness?%°, including satisfaction, supportiveness, usefulness, and
effectiveness. Specific features that influence user-interface satisfaction include visual appearance
(i.e., use of colour, fonts and icons), consistency throughout the interface, the fit with a user’s real-
world needs, and user control and personalization'®7:283235  An interface is considered supportive
when users can easily find instructions or help if they are uncertain about procedures®®. Finally, a

user-interface is useful or effective if it is easy to learn, logically navigable, and structured to assist
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users'6-1824.3335 A |iterature review also found that users preferred easy access to evidence, the

option to customize searches for their needs, and interactive interfaces™.

3.2 User Perception Barriers and Facilitators

While technological features are important, some barriers and facilitators for KRs are rooted
in users’ perspectives. Different user groups approach the repository with divergent assumptions,
which can make designing effective information retrieval challenging?*. Studies also document
users’ concerns that KRs may not be comprehensive or that information quality may be lower than
from other sources''92"24 In some cases, potential users simply prefer to obtain information from

sources they are familiar with'®.

There are human factors that can facilitate the use of KRs for information retrieval, such as
having a knowledge administrator or librarian available to help users navigate the system™?5. Over
time, familiarity with the KR increases engagement as user begins to experience it's benefits®'".

Ultimately, having new and relevant information increases the interest of potential end users®16-1821,

Table 3: Core Function — Indexing and Retrieval

Organize information for efficient ~ Technological: Technological:
reuse and retrieval through - poor interoperability82528 - interoperable systems?®
indexing (keywords, controlled - complex interfaces416-19:33 - user-friendly interfaces’.16-18.25.35
vocabularies, categories), - inaccessible to users with - satisfaction®®.322
classification schemes (MeSH, disabilities2 - supportiveness?®
Library of Congress, WHO - useful/ effective?433.35
priorities), validation of - resources needed for - effective search functions314:2030
information quality, search maintenance®’.1"14 - profile-based customization4
support (free text, keyword
searches), and tracking usage User viewpoints: Human support:
metrics - differences in users’ - knowledge administrators/
assumptions?* librarians assist users’25
- doubts about - familiarity building
comprehensiveness, quality, engagement®!!
relevance’"19.21.24 - new/ relevant information?816-18.21

- preference for familiar
information sources’®
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Core Function 4: Spreading Knowledge
Information that remains unused in a repository does not provide value to an organization?.
KR information can be applied directly by end users and indirectly through promoting networks or

connections that lead to application.

Users may apply knowledge from a repository in a variety of ways. Many users are also
knowledge producers, such as university faculty, who incorporate information from repositories in
their own research®®'". Information in repositories can also be directly applied through policy or
practice. KRs may also facilitate information use by helping form networks for collaborative
work™121420 " A systematic review examining use of KRs in evidence-informed decision making
found that they were used as platforms for knowledge transfer through distribution of personalized

content, and through collaborative features that allowed discussion between portal users™.

While KRs may support knowledge sharing, this process does not happen automatically.
Factors such as leadership and culture are important in the success of knowledge transfer
initiatives in organizations?. When knowledge producers, especially academics, focus heavily on
publishing their work in peer-reviewed media, it discourages them from prioritizing KRs*>":1:2%, While
it may be difficult to achieve the cultural changes that a KR needs to work effectively”-?, actively
promoting KRs with well-timed and crafted communication can help”'42526, Effective promotion
campaigns reach out to relevant stakeholders and emphasize key advantages the KR provides for

them'0.192325 Ag with other aspects of operating a KR, promotion requires time and resources.

Table 4: Core Function — Spreading Knowledge

Enable reuse of information directly by - Low engagement if users - Active promotion and
helping users incorporate content into prioritize other publication outreach?.14.25.26
_reg_earclh, E}olicy,hor practice, and/ 0||’(_ channels®7:11.28 - Leadership support?
indirectly through promoting networking Cultural barriers in - Coordinated marketing
organizations’-28 campaigns10.19.23.25
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Knowledge Repository Impacts

The concept of KTE assumes that activities increasing the communication of knowledge to
potential users should result in more widespread application of that information. However, in
practice, the impacts of KTE on shaping policy and practice are difficult to evaluate. A 2007 review
of literature about KTE in health policy suggested that available evidence was not sufficient to draw
conclusions about which methods were effective®. It also noted that KTE, as it was practiced at the
time, did not fit with the politics of health policymaking. Decision makers face competing priorities,
and evidence rarely has a “rationally linear impact” on policy formation because decision-making

processes are complex®.

Knowledge repositories face similar problems when evaluating their impacts or
contributions™. A survey of KRs at New Zealand universities found no formal structures or
approaches for evaluating repository success®. Similarly, a systematic review of the roles KRs play
in EIDM in public health found that few studies evaluated impacts, and those that did reported

limited impact on policy formation™.

Although these findings are not encouraging, actual impacts may be underestimated. KRs
that are used in policy development may not be formally acknowledged in report bibliographies, and
in the absence of other evaluation methods, information access data is often used as a proxy for
impact®. Studies measuring KR access show that some repositories are used for finding
information on specific topics and that both the number and average length of visits have

increased'.

Conclusion

Effective use of knowledge is important for successful organizations. The value of
information is reflected in the interest in EIDM making in the public sector. At the same time,
approaches such as KTE and knowledge management have emerged to help make information

more available for use in practical tasks.

Knowledge repositories are a specific type of knowledge management tool designed to
capture, store, index and spread information. However, evidence for impacts of KRs remains
limited. It may be that KRs, especially newly developed ones, face a vicious cycle. Support from
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organization leaders, and engagement from both knowledge producers and potential knowledge
users, depends on the KR being treated as a priority. In turn, the KR is more likely to become a
priority if it is seen as supporting individuals achieve career goals and helping organizations meet
their objectives. The value of a repository also depends on storing relevant and growing content.
However, obtaining content depends on having organizational support and consistent engagement
from knowledge producers and information seekers (Figure 1: Repository Core Functions Cycle).

Figure 1: Repository Core Functions Cycle
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Despite this cycle, it is possible for KRs to overcome early challenges. Many repositories
operate successfully in Canada and internationally. Organizations aiming to establish a successful
new KR must invest significant resources in building, promoting, and maintaining the repository until
it becomes a recognized “go-to” resource in its field. Success can be defined as consistent
engagement from contributors and users, a growing and relevant information pool, and recognition
by organizational leaders that the repository supports both individual and institutional goals. While
current evidence suggests limited direct policy impact, these indicators highlight the potential of
KRs as evolving tools. Further exploration of KR development and growth offers important

opportunities to expand their contribution to evidence-informed decision making.
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Appendix 1: Review Methods

The literature summarized in this report was compiled using scoping review methods?°-37-38,
Inclusion criteria were designed to find articles about the practices used for developing and
operating knowledge repositories, especially those that are intended to contribute to evidence-
informed decision-making in health fields. Articles were excluded if they described repositories that
were focused narrowly on specific medical conditions, or repositories that focused on holding
research data.

The research team conducted initial exploratory searches in November-December 2024 to

” L]

test the search strategy. Search terms included “repository”, “knowledge repository”, “knowledge

management”, “policy”, “policy making”, and they were linked using and/or connectors in searches.
Searches were limited to titles and abstracts, where possible, to avoid capturing articles where the
search terms appear incidentally in the main text. The exploratory searches identified 19 potentially
relevant articles. The main literature search was conducted in March-April 2025. Four literature
databases were searched (MEDLINE; PUbMED; Embase; EBSCO), and searches were conducted
using Google Scholar. Bibliographies of articles that met the inclusion criteria were searched to
identify additional articles. The Covidence literature review management application®® was used for
data handling. In total, 1306 articles were imported for screening (334 MEDLINE; 305 PubMed; 108
Embase; 59 EBSCO; 317 Google Scholar; 183 Citation searching). After 374 duplicates were
removed, 879 articles were excluded during title and abstract screening and 21 were excluded
when reading full texts. Thirty-two articles were kept for inclusion in the report. Articles were

analyzed to identify the contexts where knowledge repositories were implemented, and factors that

hindered or supported their operation.
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