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Key questions to consider 

 Is there evidence/rationale for developing RRRG? 

 Popularity or small niche market 

 Examining the publication record 



Organizations producing Rapid Reviews 



systematicreviewsjournal.com 

Advances in Rapid Reviews 
Guest Editor: Prof Holger Schünemann 

New thematic series 

Read the full series: bit.ly/RapidReviews 

Editorial 

Reviews: Rapid! Rapid! Rapid! …and systematic 
Holger J Schünemann* and Lorenzo Moja  

Research 

Using text mining for study identification in systematic reviews: a systematic 

reviews of current approaches 
Alison O’Mara-Eves, James Thomas*, John McNaught, Makoto Miwa and Sophie Ananiadou 

Including: 

7556 

Total accesses 



systematicreviewsjournal.com 

•Rapid and thorough peer review – 39 days from 

submission to editorial acceptance 

•High visibility – 800,000 article accesses in 2014 

•Promotes sharing of data, and registration  

of systematic reviews 

Publish your research in  

Editors-in-Chief:  David Moher (Canada), Paul 

Shekelle (USA), Lesley Stewart (UK) 

Follow @MedicalEvidence 



The publication record 

 It’s tarnished  

 There is considerable avoidable waste in the 

biomedical research industrial complex 

 







Adie S, et al. Annals of Surgery 2015  



 80 consecutive studies 

 Subsequently published in 

Evidence Based Medicine 

(Oct 2005 for 12 months  

 55 RCTs; 25 SRs 

 intervention information 

missing from 41/80 

 retrieved through 

additional methods 

 

Glasziou P, et al. BMJ 2008;336;1472-1474   

and finally 



Key questions to consider 

 Are there scientific barriers to development?  

 Terminology 

 Diversity of product  



 

Evidence 

Briefs - 24 

hrs-3 wks; 

short and 

concise 

Traditional SR 

but within a 

shortened 

timeframe – no 

corners cut (but 

report format) 

Variety of rapid review products  

– from a rapid evidence map or scoping (ii-iii) 

based on ‘off the shelf evidence’ +/- 

primary studies to rapid reviews using ‘off the 

shelf sources of evidence’ +/- primary 

studies 



Key questions to consider 

 What’s the best practice for developing the RRRG? 





WHAT IS A RAPID REVIEW? 

There is broad agreement as to what is a systematic review  



 

Evidence 

Briefs - 24 

hrs-3 wks; 

short and 

concise 

Traditional SR 

but within a 

shortened 

timeframe – no 

corners cut (but 

report format) 

Variety of rapid review products  

– from a rapid evidence map or scoping (ii-iii) 

based on ‘off the shelf evidence’ +/- 

primary studies to rapid reviews using ‘off the 

shelf sources of evidence’ +/- primary 

studies 





RRRG 

 Scientific content 

 Format of product(s) 



Defining a reporting guideline 

 “a checklist, flow diagram, or explicit text to guide 

authors in reporting a specific type of research, 

developed using explicit methodology” 





Five stages 

 Initial steps 
 Seek relevant evidence on the quality of reporting in published 

research articles 

 Pre-meeting activities 
 Conduct a Delphi exercise 

 Involve decision makers and patients 

 Face-to-face meeting 
 Discuss the development of checklist (and flow diagram) 

 Post meeting activities 
 Pilot test checklist 

 publication 

 Post publication activities 
 Develop a toolkit 

 

 

 

 



Moher D et al. JCE 2011; 64(7):718-42    



 Multiple journals versus a single one 

– Diversity of audience (multiple) 

Publishing RRRG  



 Translation policy 

 5-10 minute Youtube for each item 

 Link to bank of examples  

 Link ‘appropriate’ creative commons licence 

 More clearly outline optimal endorsement and 

implementation strategies for individual and group 

journals 

– Example letters 

– Example communication strategy across journals 

 

 

Toolkit  





Evolving format  

Primary research question as  

the title 

Informative sidebar outlines the 

program; PICOTS framework; and 

our group as the producer 

“Key messages” section aims to 

summarize overall findings 

Brief context, objectives, plus,  

a section on economic & policy 

implications 

Reference to the disclaimer 

(versus full disclaimer upfront) 



Specifics of 

PICOTS 

elements  

(in detail) 

Abbreviations 

(front & 

centre) 

Key 

question(s) 

Snapshot of 

evidence  

(literature 

search findings) 

PRIMSA Flow 

diagram 

(anchors the 

report) 



Results: 

Listed as’ ‘Summary of Findings: 

- Aim is to limit text 

For each key question the 

following are highlighted: 

a) Evidence based identified (by 

study design; region) 

b) Risk of bias assessment 

findings 

c) Population 

In tabular format, outcomes are 

listed alongside their findings 



 

Brief summary of 

 the methods used: 

searches; sources; 

eligibility criteria; 

screening/ 

extraction methods; 

study types 

included; dates; 

risk of bias 

assessment 

Additional 

documents 

available 

upon 

request 
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Is PRISMA-P helpful when generating 

a RR protocol? 









ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION 

 Title 

 Identification  

 1a Identify the report as a protocol of a systematic review 

 Update  

 1b If the protocol is for an update of a previous systematic 

review, identify as such 

 Registration  

 2 If registered, provide the name of the registry (e.g., 

PROSPERO) and registration number 



– 8 Specify the study characteristics (e.g., PICO, study design, setting, 
time frame) and report characteristics (e.g., years considered, 
language, publication status) to be used as criteria for eligibility for 
the review 

 Information sources  
– 9 Describe all intended information sources (e.g., electronic 

databases, contact with study authors, 

 trial registers, or other grey literature sources) with 
planned dates of coverage 

 Search strategy  
– 10 Present draft of search strategy to be used for at least one 

electronic database, including planned limits, such that it could be 
repeated 

Eligibility criteria  



•How to choose and correctly apply the appropriate 

guidelines 

•Covers CONSORT, STROBE, PRISMA, STARD, and 

more 

•Written by the authors of health research reporting  

guidelines, in association with the EQUATOR 

(Enhancing the QUAlity and Transparency Of health 

Research) Network 

Guidelines for Reporting Health Research:  

A User’s Manual 

 
 

Available digitally for download onto your computer, laptop, or mobile device.  

Explore the possibilities on Wiley.com or visit your preferred eBook retailer. 

2014 | 9780470670446| £29.99 | €34.90 | $49.95 

www.wiley.com/buy/9780470670446 

Edited by David Moher, Douglas Altman, Kenneth 

Schulz, Iveta Simera, Elizabeth Wager 



Thank you! 

QUESTIONS 


