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e Selecting a review (indicators)
* The review process

* Reporting guidelines and protocol development
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Systematic Reviews vs Scoping Reviews

What are the differences?

Systematic Review Scoping Review

Attempts to identify, appraise Follows a systematic approach to
and synthesize all the empirical map evidence on a topic and
evidence to answer a specific identify main concepts,

[and focused] research theories, sources, and

question. knowledge gaps.”




Scoping Reviews vs Systematic Reviews

What are the differences?

Authors

One or more authors

Systematic Reviews

Team-based (multiple authors)

Research question

Focus or broad question(s)

Focused question

Eligibility criteria

Flexible

Set/Fixed/Developed a priori

Search strategy

Iterative, revisions acceptable

Set/Fixed/Developed a priori

Results “Larger” result sets “Fewer” results
Appraisal Optional Required
Protocol & PRISMA-ScR PRISMA-P
reporting guideline PRISMA 2020

Analysis

Overview and thematic

Critically appraised formal synthesis




When to Consider a Systematic Review

What are key indicators that a systematic review might be right for you?

Aim is to answer a focused, clinical question

° ® ® _ .
¢ @®
Too specific Just right Too broad

Insufficient literature Over-abundance

of literature



When to Consider a Systematic Review

What are key indicators that a systematic review might be right for you?

Consider conducting a systematic review if you hope to achieve any of the
following goals:

Confirm current practice/ address any variation/ identify new practices
Address the feasibility, appropriateness, meaningfulness or effectiveness of a
certain treatment or practice

ldentify and investigate conflicting results

Produce statements to guide decision-making

Source: Munn, Zachary, et al. "Systematic review or scoping review? Guidance for authors when choosing
between a systematic or scoping review approach.”" BMC medical research methodology 18.1 (2018): 1-7.



When to Consider a Scoping Review

What are indicators that a scoping review might be right for you?

e Research question
* Broad research question or topic
* Multiple (broad) research questions
* Multi-part research question

* Clarify or examine key concepts, topics or areas

e Conduct a landscape/environmental scan An abundance
of literature addressing

* [dentify knowledge gaps the question(s)




When to Consider a Scoping Review

What are indicators that a scoping review might be right for you?

* A precursor to a systematic review
* Impractical to conduct risk of bias assessments
* Incorporate multiple study designs



The Review Process

Key sources

Cochrane handbook for systematic reviews of interventions
Hoboken, NJ : Wiley-Blackwell; [2019]; Second edition.

Scoping studies: towards a methodological framework
Arksey H, O'Malley L. International journal of social research methodology. 2005;8(1):19-32.

JBI Manual for Evidence Synthesis

Aromataris E, Munn Z (Editors). JBI, 2020. Available
at https://synthesismanual.jbi.global. https://doi.org/10.46658/JBIMES-20-01



https://synthesismanual.jbi.global/
https://doi.org/10.46658/JBIMES-20-01

The Review Process

Identify the research question
|dentify relevant studies
Study selection

Extract/chart the data

Collate, summarize and report results




Step 1 — Identifying the Research Question

The research question(s) shapes all aspects of the review

PICO

* Patient, population, problem,
* Intervention or exposure

* Comparator,

* Outcome(s)

Framework commonly used for
systematic reviews

PCC

* Patient, population, problem
* Concept
* Context

“PCC is recommended as a guide to
construct a clear and meaningful
title and inclusion criteria for a
scoping review” -JBI




Look for Existing Reviews

Are there already published or in progress reviews on your topic?

e Search these databases:
* Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews
e PubMed
« PROSPERO



https://galter.northwestern.edu/search/results?engine=primo&searchterm=01NWU_ALMA61733069380002441
https://galter.northwestern.edu/search/results?engine=primo&searchterm=01NWU_ALMA61572134530002441
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/

Step 2 — Identifying Relevant Studies

|dentify relevant studies with a comprehensive search strategy

Publmed

Review Search Strategy

* Comprehensive

e Consider multiple databases

* Consider various types of evidence

* |terative
* revisions accepted for scoping reviews

* Document

See Galter’s Information Sources page for more databases.

O

Cochrane
Library SCOpUS

B u.s. National Library of Medicine

ClinicalTrials.gov



Step 3 — Study
Selection

Select relevant studies
based on your eligibility
criteria

Screening tools
* Covidence
* Rayyan

Sample
PICO

P: Adults
with acute
pancreatitis

I: Early
feeding

C: Delayed
feeding
(standard
procedure)

O: Hospital
length of
stay,
healthcare
costs,
symptoms,
clinical
outcomes

Eligibility criteria

Adults > 18 years of age
Hospitalized with mild, moderate or severe acute
pancreatitis

Enteral nutrition can be described as oral,
nasogastric or post-pyloric nasojejunal feeding
Feeding initiated promptly (within 48 hours)
without regard for laboratory features.

Enteral feeding... instituted after a predefined
time (>48 hours) or laboratory parameter is met.

Main outcome(s): Length of hospital stay,
readmissions and mortality
Secondary outcomes may include, but are not

limited to, the following:

1. Time to feeding. This is defined as the time from
hospitalization to tolerance of oral feeding.

2. Gastrointestinal symptoms. This must be defined by the
authors and may include nausea, vomiting, transitional (or
worsening) abdominal distention, or transitional (or
worsening) abdominal pain....


http://www.covidence.org/
https://rayyan.qcri.org/welcome

Duplicates -

Unresolved 8
Delsted 0
Not duplicates 0
Resolved 0

941
Mula 0
Included 0
Excluded 0

Search methods [Add rew] e -

Uploaded References [ConductingASR-Di..941 @

Keywords for Include [Add new) -

randomly 65®
trial 659
compared with 548

Interventions

Date

2019-11-19: Conducting a Systematic Review: Digital Mental Health

| Computa ratings || Export || New search ” Nnm]

Showing 110 7 of 841 unique entries

Title

Search: |id or lille o abstract or author

Authors

-
-

201s5-01-01 U 'Next-generation psychiatric assessment: Using. .

2017-01-01 2017 International Conference on Medical Com...

2018-01-01 Corrigendum

2018-01-01 Abstracts for the Australian College of Midwive

2019-01-01 AAAP Abstracts

JDI!D!B! n..&‘-_- '™ in Tnt ey 1D he Ak sl 4 A 'y N
"‘ Include H 7 Maybe ’ Exclude ‘ [Reason ’La?el

‘ ’ 'E Upload PDF full-texts

Screening in
Rayyan

Rayyan
GalterGuide

Rayyan is not supported
by Galter Library or NU


https://galter.northwestern.edu/galterguides?url=https://libguides.galter.northwestern.edu/rayyan

Ste p 4 — JBI template source of evidence details, characteristics and

results extraction instrument [scoping reviews]

Charting/Extracting =it
Review objective/s:

t h e Data Review question/s:
Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria

Population

Concept

 Data extraction process Context

o N O stan d a rd IZEd Cha rt or fO rm Evidence source Details and Characteristics

Citation details (e.g. author/s, date, title, journal,

— Data Extraction Form adapted from the  volume, issue, pages)
Cochrane Collaboration (0Opensto a PDF) Country

Context

° For‘ms ShOUId be |nd|v|dua||zed Participants (details e.g. age/sex and number)

Details/Results extracted from source of evidence (in relation to the

° P| IOt t h e fo rm concept of the scoping review)
E.g. Quality of Life Domains assessed
. E.g. Number of items in tool
°
Refl neasn eed ed E.g. details of psychometric validation of tool



https://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/bmjopen/7/6/e015626/DC1/embed/inline-supplementary-material-1.pdf?download=true

Risk of Bias Assessment

If done, describe anticipated methods for assessing risk of bias of individual studies,
including whether this will be done at the outcome or study level, or both; state how
this information will be used in data synthesis

e Risk of bias checklists

* No standardized form for collection
* The Cochrane Collaboration’s tool for assessing risk of bias

See Tools for Reviewers page on the Reporting Research GalterGuide



https://handbook-5-1.cochrane.org/chapter_8/table_8_5_a_the_cochrane_collaborations_tool_for_assessing.htm
https://galter.northwestern.edu/galterguides?url=https://libguides.galter.northwestern.edu/reporting-research

Step 5 — Collate, Summarize, and Report Results

Synthesize the data extracted during the charting process to present an overview of
the literature

What to include:

* Report extracted data and analyses

e Data that align with the objective(s)
* Data that address research questions(s)
* Includes the PCC or PICO elements

* Confidence in cumulative estimate report [systematic reviews]

e Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation
(GRADE) approach (BM!J Clinical Evidence. (2015). What is GRADE?.)



https://bestpractice.bmj.com/info/us/toolkit/learn-ebm/what-is-grade/

Step 5 — Collate, Summarize, and Report Results

Synthesize the data extracted during the charting process to present an overview of
the literature

About the searches:

Presentation options:
e Search results oo
. * Descriptive text
* Results of the selection process ]
* Diagrams
About the sources: * Tables
o . . * Table of Included
* Description of included sources with references Source of Evidence
* The PCC/PICO may be helpful in guiding the Characteristics

format



[ Identification of studies via databases and registers

= > (n=)
Databases {n 5 Records marked as ineligible

Registers (n §d by automation tools (n =.)

Step 5 — Collate, § R M
Summarize, and A

Report Results , '

Records screened Records excluded**

(n=) (n=)

4

PRISMA Flow Diagram B | Rorormsoumnttorrviovst || Roporsnotretieved
Depicts the flow of information E’ :

through the different phases of a Al Ropors e
systematic review. ovme i

efc.

v

Studies included in review
(n=) _
Reports of included studies
(n=)

http://www.prisma-
statement.org/PRISMAStatement/FlowDiagram

" Included |



http://www.prisma-statement.org/PRISMAStatement/FlowDiagram
http://www.prisma-statement.org/PRISMAStatement/FlowDiagram

Step 5 — Collate, Summarize, and Report Results

Table 1: Characteristics of included interventional studies
Excerpt from: Post-stroke fatigue: a scoping review

Study name |Country |Design |No. of Stroke type [Time after |Interventions Duration of [Delivered |Delivery
participants stroke intervention |by mode

Inspiratory

Chen : _ 64.95+53.0 Muscle Respiratory
et al., 2016 N 4l With CHF 7D Training 10W (5 D/W) Therapist

+ TAU v. TAU

Mind-Body

Chen Taiwan RCT 72 Ischemic NR Exercise 10D Researchers Individual
et al., 2019 (Qigong) + TAU

v. TAU

Acetylsalicylic

Acid

NEWL RS Ukraine CCT 39 Ischemic/TIA >3 M (Low Dose v. 3M NR NR
High

Dose)

NR



https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/32934800/

PRISMA 2020 [Systematic Reviews]

Title
Abstract
Introduction

Methods

1 |Title

2 | Structured summary

3 |Rationale Results

4 | Objectives

5 | Eligibility criteria

6 | Information sources

7 | Search strategy

8 | Selection process

9 | Data collection process

10 | Data items Discussion
11 | Study risk of bias assessment Other

12 | Effect measures Information
13 | Synthesis methods

14 | Reporting bias assessment

15 | Certainty assessment

Study selection

Study characteristics

Risk of bias in studies

Results of individual studies

Results of syntheses

Reporting biases

Certainty of evidence

Discussion

Registration and protocol

Support

Competing interests

Availability of data, code and other materials

Develop your protocol using the PRISMA-P checklist!!!

http://www.prisma-statement.org/Extensions/Protocols.aspx



http://www.prisma-statement.org/Extensions/Protocols.aspx

PRISMA for
Scoping Reviews
(PRISMA-ScR)

e 22-item checklist

* Captures key elements
of a scoping review

e Useto develop a

protocol
= Reportlitems 1, 3-13

See the statement paper and tip sheets for
descriptions and examples of each item.

Title
Abstract
Introduction

Methods

Results

Discussion

Funding

Title

Structured summary

Rationale

Objectives

Protocol and registration

Eligibility criteria

Information sources

Search

I |IN[([OD[NN|B[W|IN]|F-

Selection of sources of evidence

10 | Data charting process

11 | Dataitems

1 Critical appraisal of individual sources of evidence
(if appropriate)

13 | Synthesis of results

14 | Selection of sources of evidence

15 | Characteristics of sources of evidence

16 | Critical appraisal within sources of evidence

17 | Results of individual sources of evidence

18 | Synthesis of results

19 |[Summary of evidence

20 | Limitations

21 | Conclusions

22 | Funding



http://www.prisma-statement.org/Extensions/ScopingReviews
http://www.prisma-statement.org/Extensions/ScopingReviews

Registering Your Protocol

Why register? Places to register includes:
* Transparency * Northwestern’s DigitalHub
e “Claim” your topic * PROSPERO

* Open Science Framework
* Systematic Reviews

* BMJ Open

* JBI Evidence Synthesis

* Prevent competing reviews
* [tem on the PRISMA checklists

Note: PROSPERO does not accept protocols for scoping review


https://digitalhub.northwestern.edu/
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/
https://search.library.northwestern.edu/permalink/01NWU_INST/16ureh4/alma9980312889002441
https://search.library.northwestern.edu/permalink/01NWU_INST/1phfml0/alma9980303920102441
https://search.library.northwestern.edu/permalink/01NWU_INST/1phfml0/alma9980973435002441

Steps in the Process
and Library Support

[ Librarian as co-author/full-
collaboration model

As co-author, your librarian can
assist your review team with
many tasks in the process.

12.5. quality
assessment

Assess the overall body
of evidence.

Task Description Classification
1. formulate Decide on the research question of the
 review questlon review. .
| 2. find prevnous Search for SR that answers the same
question.
preparation
I I 3. wrlte the Provide an objective, reproducible,
| protocol sound methodology for peer review.
4, devnse search Decide on databases and keywords to
strategy find all relevant trials.
— |
S saarch Aim to find all relevant citations even if
. : many irrelevant ones included.
I ]
| || 6. de-duplicate Remove identical citations. retrieval

7. screen

abstracts

Based on titles and abstracts, remove
definitely-irrelevant trials.

i | 8. obtain full
- text

Download, request copies from authors,

inter-library loans, etc.

. screen full : .
Exclude irrelevant trials.

Follow citations from included trials to

L snewhell find additional trials. L
+
Extract outcome numbers and associate
11. extract data : :
with trial arm.
I ]
12. synthesize Convert extracted data to common
data representation (usually average and SD).
= A= . : = _ synthesis
13, re-check Repeat the search to find new literature
literature published since the initial search.
+
14. meta analyze Statistically c'ombme thv'.= results from all
included trials.
* 32
I I 15. wr'lte i Produce and publish the final report. write-up
review
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