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Rapid Scoping Reviews

Danielle Pollock, Anthea Sutton, Andrea Tricco, Chantelle Garritty, Hanan Khalil

Rapid Scoping Review

* Some processes are more time resource intense
« Some rapid approaches are going to impact differently

* Focus on question formulation, searching, data extraction and reporting



Cochrane Rapid Review

Definition:

‘A type of evidence synthesis that brings together and
summarises information from different research studies to
produce evidence for people such as the public, healthcare
providers, researchers, policymakers, and funders in a
systematic, resource-efficient manner. This is done by speeding
up the ways we plan, do and/or share the results of conventional
structured (systematic) reviews, by simplifying or omitting a
variety of methods that should be clearly defined by the authors.’

1 Garritty C, Gartlehner G, Nussbaumer-Streit B, et al. Cochrane Rapid Reviews Methods Group offers evidence-informed guidance to conduct rapid reviews. J Clin Epidemiol 2021;130:13-22.

doi:10.1016/j.jclinepi.2020.10.007 1
2 Hamel C, Michaud A, Thuku M, et al. Defining Rapid Reviews: a systematic scoping review and thematic analysis of definitions and defining characteristics of rapid reviews. J Clin Epidemiol 2020;0. COChrane MethOdS

doi:10.1016/}.jclinepi.2020.09.041 Rapid ReVieWS



‘Rapid Scoping Search’

*Search terms
*Scale
*Already in progress or complete
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Rapid scoping search friends
Sources of existing systematic reviews and protocols

Cochrane Library
Epistomonikos (clinical or health policy questions)

Trip

Centre for Reviews and Dissemination
« Campbell Library
* Collaboration for Environmental Evidence
* International initiative for impact evaluation (3ie)
*  Prospero
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Faster reviews involve
Fewer stakeholders,
Fewer discussions,
Less iteration, and
Greater use of past
accumulative work

Stage 1: scoping the literature

Stage 2: choosing optimal approach

Fig. 1 Owverview of two-stage rapid review process (adapted with permission from Oliver et al) [11]
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What is a Scoping Review?

Scoping reviews are a type or evidence synthesis that
aims to systematically identify and map the breadth of
evidence available on a particular topic, field, concept or
issues, often irrespective of source (ie. primary research,
reviews, non-empirical evidence) within or across
particular contexts.

Munn et al 2022
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What is a Scoping Review?

Scoping reviews are a type or evidence synthesis that
aims to systematically identify and map the breadth of
evidence available on a particular topic, field, concept or
Issues, often irrespective of source (ie. primary research,
reviews, non-empirical evidence) within or across
particular contexts.

Munn et al 2022
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~ How can | address the problem that the numbers of
O children in our school suffering from poor mental
wellbeing and anxiety is growing?

A

| wonder what children and their parents feel might be the
best solutions?

I would really like to know what different types of

interventions have been developed and tried in

schools like ours.
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The rise in the use of scoping reviews
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An exciting update is coming in 20241 More methods will be added including mixed methods. Stay tuned for more details!

Right
Review

Previously known as "What Review is Right for You?"

This tool is designed to provide guidance and supporting material to
reviewers on methods for the conduct and reporting of knowledge

synthesis.

Select the type of review:

Quantitative Qualitative
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Guidance for Scoping Reviews

Int. |. Social Research Methodology
Vol. 8, No. 1, February 2005, pp. 19-32

R fouedae

Scoping Studies: Towards a
Methodological Framework
Hilary Arksey & Lisa O'Malley

Received 10 September 2002; accepted 11 March 2003

This paper focuses on scoping studies, an approach to reviewing the literature which to date
has received little attention in the research methods literature. We distinguish between
different types of scoping studies and indicate where these stand in relation to full system-
atic reviews. We outline a framework for conducting a scoping study based on our recent
experiences of reviewing the literature on services for carers for people with mental health
problems. Where appropriate, our approach to scoping the field is contrasted with the
procedures followed in reviews, We emphasize how includi ltati
exercise in this sort of study may enhance the results, making them more uscﬁ:f to policy
makers, practitioniers and service users. Finally, we consider the advantages and limitations
of the approach and suggest that a wider debate is called for about the role of the scoping
study in relation to other types of literature reviews.

Levac et al. impiementation Science 2010, 558
hitp:/fwarw implementationscience comicontent/S/1 /53
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Scoping studies: advancing the methodology

Danielle Levac"", Heather Colquhoun', Kelly K O'Brien'?

Abstract

Background: Scoping studies are an increasingly popular approach ta reviewing health research evidence. In 2005,
Arksey and (/Malley published the first methodological framework for conducting scoping studies. While this
framework provides an excellent foundation for scoping study methodology, further dlarifying and enhancing this
framework will help support the consistency with which authors undertake and report scoping studies and may
encourage researchers and dinicians to engage in this process.

Discussion: We build upon our experiences conducting three scoping studies using the Arksey and O'Malley
methedology to propose recommendations that clarify and enhance each stage of the framework.
Recommendations include: clarifying and linking the purpose and research question (stage one): balancing
feasibility with breadth and comprehensiveness of the scoping process (stage two); using an terative team
approach to selecting studies (stage three) and extracting data (stage four); incorporating a numerical summary
and qualitative thematic analysis, reporting results, and considering the implications ef study findings to policy,
practice, or research (stage five); and incorporating consultation with stakehelders as a required knowledge
translation component of scoping study methadology (stage si). Lastly, we propose additional considerations for
scoping study methodology in order to support the advancement, application and relevance of scoping studies in
health research.

Summary: Specific recommendations to clarify and enhance this methodology are outlined for each stage of the
Arksey and 'Malley framewark Continued debate and development about scoping study methadology will help
10 maximize the usefulness and rigor of scoping study findings within healthcare research and practice

Peters etal Systfiev  (2021) 10:263

hittps//dot oig/10.1 186/513643-021-01821-3
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COMMENTARY Open Access

Scoping reviews: reinforcing and advancing 2
the methodology and application

Micah [ . Peters ™, Casey Marnie', Heather Colauhoun™®,

Tanya Horsley®, Etienne V. Lan
Wasifa Zarin'” and Andrea C.1

Abstract

Scoping reviews are an increasi
guidance and resources to assi
scoping reviews includes the JE
Analyses—Extension for Scopir
toenhance and improve the cc
steps in scoping review methor
of information regarding the di
scoping reviews, and an updatt
Despite avallable guidance, sor
reporting and methodelogical
tives or questions, standardised
consistency of reporting and et
objectivels) and question(s) are
Rigourous, high-quality scoping
criteria. Stakeholder engageme
with the results of evidence syr
is evolving as a policy and deci:
date reporting standards is inte
Keywords: Scoping reviews, E
guidance

Munn et al BMC Medical Research Methodalogy  (2018) 18143
hetps:/{doiorg/10.1 186/512674-M18-0611-x

Chantelle M. Ganitty”, Susanne Hempel”,

BMC Medical Research
Methodology

DEBATE Open Access

Systematic review or scoping review?

@t

Guidance for authors when choosing
between a systematic or scoping review

approach

Zachary Munn @, Micah D. J. Peters, Cindy Stern, Catalin Tufanan

Abstract

Background: Scoping re
guidance regarding the
synthesising evidence. T
scoping reviews and sys
appropriate.

Results: Researchers ma
review is to identify kno
conduct. While useful in
and can be used to conl
Conclusions: Scoping
Although conducted for
and transparent method
quidance available regara
reviews being performed

Alexa McArthur and Edoardo Aromataris

Best practice guidance and reporting items for the
development of scoping review protocols

Micah D1 Peters'*, Christina Godfrey® . Patricia Mcinemey® . Hanan Khalil*” . Palle Larsen® .
Casey Mamia' « Danielle Pollock®- Andrea C. Tricco™®'™ "'+ Zachary Munn®

“trversity of South Austratia, Chiies and Health Sciences, Aasemary Bryant AD Research Cenire, Adeioide, SA, Australis, *The Unversiy of
Adeiside. Foruty of Health and Medical Sciences. Adelside Mursing School Adefoide. SA. Australia, “The Centre for Evidence-based Practice
South Austrakia (CEPSA): A M8l Centre of Excellence, Jhmwsnynrmdmd: Adelide, A, Auiab, ‘Gocer's Caaboraton for Heatth Care
Qualky: A8/ Cente, " Kingston, O, Canaci, “The Wits-J8f Centre for Evidence-Based Proctice:
South Afiica, “ichoal. s

mm Departmen o uble iealth, La Trobe Universt, Melboume, WG, Austata, ”The Quensiand Cente of Endence Sased Nurung and
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Objective: The purpese of this article is to clearly describe how to develop a robust and detsiled scoping review
protocol, which is the first stage of the scoping review process. This paper pm\ndﬂ detailed guidance and a
checklise ive authars 1o protecols adeg he conduct of the ensuing
review and their readership.

Introduction: Scoping reviews are a common approach to evidence synthesis for ressarchers, cliniciand, and
policymahers across & variety of fields. seepmg reviews ane not comemeﬂ with making analytical comparisans
based an data

evidence and presenting the summation a cle\uly ilustested format. MeM for undertaking and reparting
scoping reviews continue to be refined reviewers may how 1o plan, structure, and
repart scoping review protocols, & there is litthe o no specific quidance for scoping review protocols yet avsilable.

Methods: This quidance was developed by members of the JB1 Seaping Review Lot Bl
P - oynthes

pretoeals,
andirevieves, 2t well s th gh ing wi i o
Elements of 8 esmprehensive scoping review pmmm\ are outlined and explained in detail.
[« andt and e

e resul drive evid d beyand that
resders will be able to use this guidance when developing pretocols 1o assist them in planning future seoping
reviews and to carry them cut with 4 high degree of transparency.

Keywords: evidence synthesis; evidence based health care; PRISMA; pratocel; seaping review
B Evid Synth 2022; 204953 -568.
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BIG PICTURE REVIEW FAMILY

Systematic review:

Primary studies . _
Review of reviews:

Systematic reviews

Depth (content)

Scoping reviews Focused

i . mapping
ocuse . : revie
scoping Mapping reviews o
review and EGMs synthesis

Mega-maps

Breadth (scope)

Saran & White 2018
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Mapping reviews, scoping reviews, ity

and evidence and gap maps (EGMs): the same
but different— the “Big Picture” review family

Fiona Campbell "IE?, Andrea C. Tricc-:::, Zachary Munnl, Danielle Polloc kl, Ashrita Saran”, Anthea Sutto n5,
Howard White® and Hanan Khalil”

Abstract

Scoping reviews, mapping reviews, and evidence and gap maps are evidence synthesis methodologies that address
broad research questions. aiming to describe a bigaer picture rather than address a specific question about inter-




JBI.)

The Big Picture Review Family

Scoping Reviews

Clarifies and identifies key
concepts/definitions, characteristics or
factors related to a concept

Narrow focus to a broad question: What
are the definitions for a particular
concept?

Mapping Reviews

Collates, describes, and catalogues the
available evidence related to the question
of interest

Broad question: what do we know about
a topic? Or what and where does
research exist on a particular area?

Evidence and Gap Maps
(EGMs)

Systematic evidence synthesis product
which visually displays the available
evidence and identify research gaps
relevant to a specific research question

Very broad question

Includes all relevant evidence of a
specified kind for a particular sector, or
sub-sector

Identifies and maps evidence irrespective
of source

Number of evidence sources included
can vary

Identifies and maps evidence irrespective
of source
Generally >80+ studies

Identifies and maps evidence irrespective
of source
Generally > 80+ studies

Extensive and detailed data extractions

Inductive (need to be developed) or
deductive (pre-determined) analysis (may
include basic qualitative content analysis)

Visual summaries must be accompanied
by a descriptive synthesis.
With/without EGMs

High-level with pre-defined codes for
extraction

Deductive summary of high level data
with pre-defined codes

Visual summaries
With/without EGMs

High-level with pre-defined codes for
extraction

Deductive summary of high-level data
dependent on framework

Visual, interactive online output placed
on a web-based platform, such as a
funders webpage

Campbell, F.,, Tricco, A.C., Munn, Z. et al. Mapping reviews, scoping reviews, and evidence and gap maps (EGMs): the same but different— the “Big Picture” review family. Syst Rev 12, 45 (2023).




Scoping Reviews vs Rapid Scoping Reviews
. |BigPicture review

Good team working required but  Experienced team, aware of what the
greater flexibility with time frames. implications of the time frames will
More opportunities to build team  mean for the review findings, close
capacity, undertake training and  dialogue with commissioners.

try new tools

DITENTS Approximately 1 year 2 weeks-4 months

Review Several broad questions Fewer questions, clearly specified and
Questions feasible within time and resource
constraints

I Exhaustive searches Limitations on search
DEIERY (=i Il In depth and concerned with Tailored and limited to address
knowledge generation commissioner decision needs

MHEEEREL Nl Published, detailed description Often published in grey literature, more
findings limited presentation of findings

Khangura et al 2012 (g( Cochrane Methods

Rapid Reviews




Increasing use of ‘Rapid Scoping Reviews’

Count

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022 2024 2026
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Scoping Review Processes often Inadequately Reported

« 23% did not report processes of title and abstract screening
+  35% did not describe the processes for full-text screening

« 22% did not describe the methods of data charting/coding/data
extraction

(Tricco et al 2016)
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So...when would you consider a RAPID Big Picture
approach

Urgent clinical
scenarios

Emergent issues
Policy timeframes
Lack of resources

= 3 Cochrane Methods
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How long does a Big Picture review take?
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icting Time requirements

vidence Reviews

https://predicter.github.io/

= 3 Cochrane Methods
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Review stage (a) Systematic raview (b) Systermatic map

Administration =

“FT“T?“_ L

Planning tima

Protocol development

Searching
{academic literaturs)

Searching
{gray literatura)

Checking bibliographises

Remaoving duplicates

Title screaning

Abstract screening
Full fext retrieval
Full text screening

Consistency checking

Meta—data extraction

Critical appraisal

Data extraction

Data preparation
Planning

Searching

m g
m R

Synthesis

Report writing

Communication
. Reparting

40 60 80 0 20 40 B0 80

Estimated number of days required

Mestings

-...TFTT-,?TF?*QT-

=
m'!
=

Haddaway and Westgate 2018
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Identification

Identification of studies via databases and registers

Records identified from™:

Records removed befors
Eoreaning:
Dwplicete records removed
n=}

Screening

L

g:t’?;fii[ling Records markad as ineligible
g by aufomation tocls (n =)
Records remowed for other
reasons (m =1
¥
Records scresned Records excluded™
- "
(n=] (n=J

Reports souglht for refrswsl

{n =)

Reports not pefdswed
(n=]

Reports assessed for alipihility
(n=3

L J

Reports excuded:
Reason 1 (n=J)
Reason 2 (n=)
Reason 3 (n=)
et

Included

Studies included in rewisw
(n=]

Reports of included studies
n=

25



Cochrane Methods

*

Reporting
15%

Rapid Reviews

SYSTEMATIC REVIEW

Management and
administration
19%

Synthesis
11%

Planning
15%

Data extraction
16%

Screening
20%

SYSTEMATIC MAP

Planning

lanagement and 10%
administration Searching
17% 3%

Reporting
10%

Synthesis
0%

Screening
36%

Data extraction




How do we reduce the time resource on screening?

Reduce the search

Accelerating the
process of screening

= 3 Cochrane Methods
s Rapid Reviews
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Stages of the Review

. Screening . . .

Defining the
question
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Stages of the Review

Defining the
guestion

screening




Defining the

question

/ \

Screening K____M Searching
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Developing the parameters for the review question

Received: 24 April 2019 | Revised: 10 July 2019

Accepted: 23 July 2019

DOk 10.1111/jep. 13251

SPECIAL ISSUE

Mismatches in the production of a scoping review: Highlighting

WILEY ;oumeiolf

the interplay of (in)formalities

Morten Sager PhD | Isabella Pistone MA

Department of Philosophy, Linguistics and

Theory of Science, University of Gothenburg.

Gathenburg, Sweden

Correspondence

Isabella Pistone, Department of Philosophy,
Linguistics and Theory of Sdence, University
of Gathenburg, Clof Wijksgata &, 412 40
Gothenburg, Sweden.

Email: isabella.pistone@gu.se

Abstract

The move towards evidence-based medicine has generated rapid growth in reviews
of research literature. The scoping review is one of the new literature reviews that
has emerged from traditional systematic reviews. A scoping review aims to map the
literature on a particular topic or research area. As scoping reviews become more
popular, methods for conducting scoping reviews are rapidly increasing. In light of
these recent developments, this paper investigates how complex scoping reviews
are conducted. As an analytical framework, we draw on previous work about (in)for-
malities (ie, the interplay of formalities and informal judgments in scientific research).
We show how the process of constructing a population, intervention, comparison,
and outcome (PICO), searching and selecting relevant literature, requires informal
deliberations, judgments, and choices that are not considered in the formal method-
ology used when conducting scoping reviews. This paper asks the following ques-
tions: What could be learned from this empirical case of conducting a scoping

review by applying theoretical insights about (in)formalities? What are the possible

T I a L PR : s CRTY] ia. a1

Mapping review challenges

- Large volume of data to
screen

«  Complexity and ambiguity
around the search terms
affecting the search strategy

(Khalil et al 24)
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Review Paper

A scoping review of the experience of implementing population )
testing for SARS-CoV-2 Gt o

C.R. Foster , F. Campbell, L. Blank, A.]. Cantrell, M. Black, A.CK. Lee

School of Health and Related Research, The University of Sheffield, Regent Court, 30 Regent Street, Sheffield 51 404, UK

ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT
Article history: Objectives: The severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) — also known as the
Received 16 December 2020 coronavirus disease [COVID-19) — pandemic has led to the swift introduction of population testing

Received in revised form

30 May 2021

Accepted 15 June 2021
Available online 26 June 2021

programmes in many countries across the world, using testing modalities such as drive-through, walk-
through, mobile and home visiting programmes. Here, we provide an overview of the literature
describing the experience of implementing population testing for severe acute respiratory syndrome
coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2).

Study design: SCoping review.

:::ms:w;:i.ing Methods: We conducted a scoping review using Embase, Medline and the Cochrane library in addition to
Population testing a grey literature search. We identified indicators relevant to process, quality and resource outcomes
SARS-CoV-2 related to each testing modality.

COVID-19 Results: In total, 2999 titles were identified from the academic literature and the grey literature search, of

which 22 were relevant. Most studies were from the USA and the Republic of Korea. Drive-through
testing centres were the most common testing modality evaluated and these provided a rapid method
of testing whilst minimising resource use.
Conclusions: The evidence base for population testing lacks high quality studies, however, the literature
provides evaluations of the advantages and limitations of different testing modalities. There is a need for
robust evidence in this area to ensure that testing is deployed in a safe and effective manner in response
to the COVID-19 pandemic.

© 2021 The Roval Society for Public Health. Published by Elsevier Led. All rights reserved.
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Question Formulation

PICOs Population, Intervention, Comparator, Outcomes, Study design
PCC Population, Concept, Context

ECLIPSE Expectation, Client Group, Location, Impact, Professionals, Service
Patient / Population / Problem, Exposure, Outcomes or themes
Sample, Phenomenon of Interest, Design, Evaluation, Research type,

Setting, Population/Perspective, Intervention, Evaluation

= 3 Cochrane Methods
s Rapid Reviews



Key Recommendations

Anticipate that there will be a lot of work at this stage

Remember that the screening will represent a large
proportion of review time

Communicate the impact of rapid approach decisions with
commissioners

Don’t scrimp on planning time,

= 3 Cochrane Methods
s Rapid Reviews



Study Selection / Screening (Haby et al ’23)

Increase Increase risk
SPEED of BIAS/

ERROR
Single reviewer screening or limited dual Yes Yes
approach
Multiple reviewers (parallelisation of processes) Yes No
Expert Reviewers No No
Crowdsourcing Yes ?
Automation aided screening Yes Yes




How long does to screen 10,000 titles and abstracts?

Screen titles and abstracts (0.18-2.88 minutes)

_ Resolve differences (5 minutes)
Reviewer One

Retrieve full paper (4 minutes)

Screen full text (4.3-5 minutes)

_ Resolve Differences (5 minutes)
Reviewer Two

Nussbaemer-Streit et al ‘21

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

= 3 Cochrane Methods
s Rapid Reviews



How long does to screen 10,000 titles and abstracts?

Reviewer One

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
WEEKS (_g( Cochrane Methods

Rapid Reviews



Single vs Dual Reviewer Checking

Edwards et al 2002

increased the number of randomized trials identified by an average of 9%
(range 0 to 32)

Doust et al 2005

Diagnostic review — 1 study missed

Pham et al 2016

At least 1 relevant study missed

Stoll et al 2019

6.6-9.1% additional eligible studies identified

Shemilt et al 2016

1 study missed

Gartlehner et al 2020

13% of relevant studies missed

Nama et al 2021

targeted application of single-reviewer screening

38
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Non-familial Intergenerational Interventions and their Impact on the Social and Mental Wellbeing of Younger and Older People a
Mapping Review and Evidence and Gap Map

Jepartmart of

Social Policy & (I.#'n'versitv

Intervention

A University of

Sheffield

Exeter’

QOutcomes

Children and young people centred outcomes Older people centred outcd

Attainment and Mental health Agency Mental wellbeing Loneliness and Intergenerational Peer interactions Physical health Health promotion Attainment and

knowledge social isolation interactions outcomes knowledge
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Cochrane RR methods guidance

RESEARCH METHODS AND REPORTING

EB8] OPEN ACCESS

'.‘J Check for updates

Updated recommendations for the Cochrane rapid review
methods guidance for rapid reviews of effectiveness

Chantelle Garritty, [Zam:h_,-'::_e Hamel,"? Ma ria_lena Trivella,*?
Barbara Nussbaumer-Streit, Declan Devane,® Chris Kamelg

5 Gerald Gartlehner,*”
Irsula Griebler,* Valerie | King,'®

on behalf of the Cochrane Rapid Reviews Methods Gro

This article provides updated guidance
on methods for conducting rapid
reviews of effectiveness, targeted at
Cochrane and other stakeholders
interested in the methodology

reviews. The guidance, develope

the Cochrane Rapid Reviews Metho(
Group, builds upon previous interim
guidance, and incorporates changes
based on an evaluation of its
application, a scope of the literature on
rapid review methodology, and input
from a diverse group of experts in rapid
review methods. The guidance consists
of 24 specific recommendations
supporting the conduct of rapid
reviews, applicable both within and
outside Cochrane. It underscores the
importance of considering the

ners, healthcare providers,
kers), are outlined. The paper
definition of a Cochrane

ew process. In conclusion,

ane Rapid Review Methods

pdated guidance,

ented by examples, seeks to

hodological decisions in the
design aNd conduct of rapid reviews,
facilitating timely decision making in
healthcare.

Introduction
In recent years, the Cochrane Co
leader in ing quali

warge L L0k se paysygnd isty -rAg

§dpy wouy papeojumoq #2002 Aeniged g uo gg

Employ piloting exercises at abstract and full text
screening levels to allow team members to test the
study selection process on a selective sample of
records to ensure that all team members apply a
consistent approach to screening

Conduct dual and independent screening of a proportid
of records (eg, 20%) and assess reviewer agreement
if agreement is good (eg, K is 20.8), proceed with singl
screening




How long does to screen 10,000 titles and abstracts?

Dual screening

!

Reviewer Two

Reviewer One

WEEKS

Conduct dual and independent screening of
a proportion of records (eg, 20%) and
assess reviewer agreement—if agreement is
good (eg, Kk is 20.8), proceed with single
screening.

Garritty et al 2023

5 6 7 8

= 3 Cochrane Methods
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How long does to screen 10,000 titles and abstracts?

Reviewer Three

Screen titles and abstracts (0.18-2.88 minutes)

Resolve differences (5 minutes)

Reviewer TWO Retrieve full paper (4 minutes)
Screen full text (4.3-5 minutes)

Resolve Differences (5 minutes)

Reviewer One

Nussbaemer-Streit ‘21

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

WEEKS (_g( Cochrane Methods

Rapid Reviews



Covidence — Screening Progress
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Title and abstract screening

179 studes 10 SCrneen
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Full text screening

Extraction




EPPI-Reviewer

Review home References  Reports  Search & Classify ‘ Collaborate |

[ Screening ] [ Distribute Work] [ Create reference groups ] [ Create new code ] [ Create coding assignment ] [ Create comparison ] [ Auto Comparison(s)

Reviewers

Name

17148
17182
17186
17188
17180

Anthea Sutton
Kevin St-Martin
Lilly Estenson
Kelly Marnfeldt
Jieyun Lee
liping guo
Fiona Campbell
Yongjie Yon
Mark Byrne
Marie Beaulieu
Christopher Mikton

Julien Cadieux Genesse

Comparisons

Coding Assignments

id 4

100378

Name

Michaela Rogers

Salma Rehman

Lilly Estenson

Lilly Estenson
Salma Rehman

Jieyun Lee

Christopher Mikton

Study Group

Coding on "Mega-Map
Mapping tool template’
(Michaela Rogers)

Coding on ‘Mega-Map
Mapping tool template’
(Salma Rehman)

Coding on "Mega-Map
Mapping tool template' (Lilly
Estenson)

Sheff-Kent team
Sheff-Kent team

For translation - Mandarin

Coding on "Mega-Map
Mapping tool template’

(™ hrictanbhar Rdildanh

Codes to apply

Mega-Map Mapping tool

Mega-Map Mapping tool

Mega-Map Mapping tool

Mega-Map Mapping tool
Mega-Map Mapping tool

Mega-Map Mapping tool

Mega-Map Mapping tool

Allocated

15

Started

10

Remaining

Collapse

Delete

Delete
Delete

Delete

Delete

[21 Assignments]

Collapse




Semi-automated study selection

Benefits for Big Picture Reviews

« Time savings may be considerable — 90% and 88% (Shemilt
et al 2013)

« Rank records by their inclusion probability and present
records with the highest likelihood of inclusion first or
present the inclusion probability for records at the
title/abstract level

However

Tools
* Machine learning, may mean that the outliers get missed — gios\’:ill(lj eernscs
a problem when mapping the landscape EPPI-Reviewer*
« Many tools are not user-friendly and require advanced g;g:an

coding sKills

48



Machine learning

Abstrackr vs EPPI-reviewer (Tsou et al
2020)

For the 3 large reports, both EPPI-
Reviewer and Abstrackr performed
well with potential reductions in
screening burden of 4 to 49%
(Abstrackr) and 9 to 60% (EPPI-
Reviewer)

Both tools had markedly poorer
performance for 1 large report
(inguinal hernia), possibly due to
its heterogeneous key questions.

49



Recommendations

* Become familiar with machine learning
technologies before using them in a rapid review

« Consider the implications of missed studies for the
review and discuss with the commissioner

* Report how machine-learning has been used in the
review

50



Data extraction/charting/coding (Haby et al '23)

Increases Increases risk of bias or
speed error

Limiting the data extracted Yes No

Single reviewer data extraction | Yes Yes

or partial dual extraction

Multiple reviewers Yes No

Expert Reviewers Yes No

Dual monitors Yes No

Semi-automation Yes Yes

51



Are our Evidence Based Methods Evidence Based?

Evidence supporting decision regarding streamlined
methods

Buscemi et al 2006

Single data extraction with verification resulted in more
errors (a relative increase of 22%) but saved time (relative
saving of 36%)

Horton et al 2010,

Use of experienced extractors can expedite the process Jones et al 2005

Gotzche et al 2007,

In general continuous outcome data involving specific Tendal et al 2009
summary measures such as means and SD



Data Extraction/Coding/Charting

Surface View Deep Dive

—————

How many icebergs What is

are there in a 100 mile the nature

square radius? of this
iceberg?

: § Cochrane Methods
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Data extraction/Coding

CNCNC D (D)

For data extraction, employ a piloting exercise to allow team
members to test this task on a small proportion of records to
ensure that all team members perform it consistently and

correctly

= 3 Cochrane Methods
s Rapid Reviews
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Reviewer

E]E]E]E] First Previous Next Last Item1ofs7 [Auto Advance [ HShow terms ]@ Close/bac
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¥ Gaseous pollutants Ref. Type: Journal, Article Show optional fields?
[J 03 (ozone) | Add relevant term || Add irrelevant term |[ Remove :erm][Show.f'Hide Terrns][ # Change Style: ']

() S02 (sulphur dioxide)

Understanding the effect of indoor air pollution on pneumonia in children under 5 in low- and
CO (carbon monoxide)

middle-income countries: a systematic review of evidence

) NO2 (nitrogen dioxide) Abstract:
T NO (nitric oxide) Exposure to indoor air pollution increases the risk of pneumonia in children, accounting for about a million deaths globally. This study investigates the individual
effect of solid fuel, carbon monoxide (CO), black carbon (BC) and particulate matter (PM)2.5 on pneumonia in children under 5 in low- and middle-income
[J Radon countries. A systematic review was conducted to identify peer-reviewed and grey full-text documents without restrictions to study design, language or year of
- publication using nine databases (Embase, PubMed, EBSCO/CINAHL, Scopus, Web of Knowledge, WHO Library Database (WHOLIS), Integrated Regional
(J CO2 (carbon dioxide) Information Networks (IRIN), the World Metearological Organization (WMO)-WHO and Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Exposure to solid fuel
O PCDDIE use showed a significant association to childhood pneumonia. Exposure to CO showed no association to childhood pneumonia. PM2.5 did not show any
s association when physically measured, whilst eight studies that used solid fuel as a proxy for PM2.5 all reported significant associations. This review highlights the
O Benzene need to standardise measurement of exposure and outcome variables when investigating the effect of air pollution on pneumonia in children under 5. Future
studies should account for BC, PM1 and the interaction between indoor and outdoor pollution and its cumulative impact on childhood pneumonia.
U so4 Author(s) Adaji Enemona Emmanuel; Ekezie Winifred ; Clifford Michael ; Phalkey Revati ;
W Journal Environmental Science and Pollution Research
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- Item is Included ID 90541902 Imported ID 88
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- Year 2019 ISSN 1614-7499
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Short Title  Adaji (2019) Pages 3208-3225

[J THC [Info

= 3 Cochrane Methods
s Rapid Reviews



Columns: Mot set (only used for Crosstabs

Filter: Not set (optional) Clear Filter |

Get Frequencies O Included | O Excluded | ® Both |

ow results as: | ® Table O Pie chart O Bar chart ow 'None of the codes above' | Export [x
Sh | @ Tabl Pie chart B h Sh N fth d b E L

Code

Educational Interventions

Evidence-based Intergenerational

Intergenerational Contact

Intergenerational Interactions

Older People

Paper Presents a Systematic Literature Review

Physical Activity

Current code: Lingo3G clusters

Screen on Full Text
Allocations

Retrieval status

2 & Risk Of Bias (Cochrane)

-
'
-
a'n
-
'
-

i's

Data Extraction
EPPI Support Temp
Data Extraction

ROBIS: RoB in Systematic Reviews
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Recommendations for Data Extraction/Coding/Charting

GENERALISABILITY /
COMPREHENSIVENESS

57



Reporting Findings...Rapidly

* Author familiarity with the
software

* Plan with your KU,
commissioner, and team in
advance.

= 3 Cochrane Methods
s Rapid Reviews
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Tools to support creation of visuals during reporting

S i Lo

44% . N - . . S
Qualitative  Mixed or'muiti-methods = Quantitative 1>

Pollock et al ‘23







NUMDEer or puoDncanons

Number of Publications Per Year About Robots in Healthcare
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Year

—&— Number of Publications
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2017

2022

Raw data:

Year Number of Publications
1994 1
1995 0
1996 0
1997 1
1998 1
1999 2
2000 0
2001 3
2002 2
2003 [
2004 5
2005 9
2006 8
2007 16
2008 9
2009 20
2010 23
2011 26
2012 30
2013 42
2014 43
2015 51
2016 63
2017 85
2018 TG
2019 108
2020 117
2021 152




Review
Health impact assessment and climate change: A scoping review
Priska Ammann™"*, Dominik Dietler"", Mirko S. Winkler*"
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Tools to support generation of visuals oliock et ai 23

Google Sheets (Alphabet Inc., California, USA),

Microsoft Excel (Redmond, Washington, USA)

NVivo (QSR International, United Kingdom)

Microsoft Power Bl or Tableau (Salesforce, California, USA)
EPPI-Mapper (Digital Solution Foundry and EPPI-Centre, London, UK)
EndNote (Clarivate Analytics, PA, USA)

R Shiny



To Conclude

Scoping, mapping reviews and EGMs — are not quicker
than other types of ES

Time spent on question formulation may save time later
Communicate often with your commissioners

Ensure that methods are clearly communicated, with their
consequences for the generalisability and trustworthiness
of the findings made clear

= 3 Cochrane Methods
s Rapid Reviews
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Thank you for listening

Fiona.campbell1@ncl.ac.uk
@FionaBell19



mailto:Fiona.campbell1@ncl.ac.uk

References

1. EPPI-Reviewer: Thomas J, Graziosi S, Brunton J, Ghouze Z, O'Driscoll P, Bond M, Koryakina A (2022) EPPI-Reviewer: advanced
software for systematic reviews, maps and evidence synthesis. EPPI Centre, UCL Social Research Institute, University College London
[program].

2. Affengruber L, Nussbaumer-Streit B, Hamel C, et al. Rapid review methods series: Guidance on the use of supportive software.
BMJ Evid Based Med 2024 doi: 10.1136/bmjebm-2023-112530 [published Online First: 2024/01/20]

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

4. Booth A, Sommer |, Noyes J, et al. Rapid reviews methods series: guidance on rapid qualitative evidence synthesis. BMJ Evid
Based Med 2024 doi: 10.1136/bmjebm-2023-112620 [published Online First: 2024/02/15]

5. Buscemi N, Hartling L, Vandermeer B, et al. Single data extraction generated more errors than double data extraction in
systematic reviews. Journal of clinical epidemiology 2006,59(7):697-703.

6. Campbell F, Tricco A.C, Munn Z, Pollock D, Saran A, Sutton A, White H, Khalil H. Mapping Reviews, Scoping Reviews and
Evidence and Gap Maps (EGMs) - Same but Different. The 'Big Picture' Review Family. Systematic Reviews 2023;In press

7. Doust J, Pietrzak E, Sanders S, et al. Identifying studies for systematic reviews of diagnostic tests was difficult due to the poor
sensitivity and precision of methodologic filters and the lack of information in the abstract. Journal of clinical epidemiology
2005;58(5):444-49.

8. Foster CR, Campbell F, Blank L, et al. A scoping review of the experience of implementing population testing for SARS-CoV-2.
Public health 2021;198:22-29.

9. Garritty C, Hamel C, Trivella M, et al. Updated recommendations for the Cochrane rapid review methods guidance for rapid
reviews of effectiveness. Bmj 2024,384:e076335. doi: 10.1136/bmj-2023-076335 [published Online First: 2024/02/07]

10. Garritty C TM, Hamel C et al. Cochrane Rapid Review Methods Guidance - Update 2022 (in press). 2023

11. Gartlehner G, Affengruber L, Titscher V, et al. Single-reviewer abstract screening missed 13 percent of relevant studies: a crowd-
based, randomized controlled trial. Journal of clinical epidemiology 2020;121:20-28.



12. Ggtzsche PC, Hrobjartsson A, Maric¢ K, et al. Data extraction errors in meta-analyses that use standardized mean differences. Jama
2007;298(4):430-37.

13. Haby MM, Barreto JOM, Kim JYH, et al. What are the best methods for rapid reviews of the research evidence? A systematic
review of reviews and primary studies. Research Synthesis Methods 2024;15(1):2-20.

14. Haddaway NR, Westgate MJ. Predicting the time needed for environmental systematic reviews and systematic maps. Conservation
Biology 2019;33(2):434-43.

15. Horton J, Vandermeer B, Hartling L, et al. Systematic review data extraction: cross-sectional study showed that experience did not
increase accuracy. Journal of clinical epidemiology 2010,63(3):289-98.

16. James KL, Randall NP, Haddaway NR. A methodology for systematic mapping in environmental sciences. Environmental evidence
2016;5:1-13.

17. Jones AP, Remmington T, Williamson PR, et al. High prevalence but low impact of data extraction and reporting errors were found
in Cochrane systematic reviews. Journal of clinical epidemiology 2005;58(7):741-42.

18. Khalil H, Campbell F, Danial K, et al. Advancing the methodology of mapping reviews: A scoping review. Research Synthesis
Methods 2024

19. Khalil H, Campbell F, Danial K, et al. Advancing the methodology of mapping reviews: A scoping review. Research Synthesis
Methods 2024

20. Khangura S, Konnyu K, Cushman R, et al. Evidence summaries: the evolution of a rapid review approach. Systematic reviews
2012;1:1-9.

21. Levac D, Colquhoun H, O'Brien KK. Scoping studies: advancing the methodology. Implementation science 2010;5(1):1-9.

22. Munn Z, Pollock D, Khalil H, et al. What are scoping reviews? Providing a formal definition of scoping reviews as a type of evidence
synthesis. JBI evidence synthesis 2022;20(4):950-52.

23. Nama N, Hennawy M, Barrowman N, et al. Successful incorporation of single reviewer assessments during systematic review
screening: development and validation of sensitivity and work-saved of an algorithm that considers exclusion criteria and count.
Systematic Reviews 2021;10:1-10.

24. Noel-Storr A, Dooley G, Elliott J, et al. An evaluation of Cochrane Crowd found that crowdsourcing produced accurate results in
identifying randomized trials. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 2021;133:130-39.

25. Nussbaumer-Streit B, Ellen M, Klerings I, et al. Resource use during systematic review production varies widely: a scoping review.

1 r Je . 1 o J . 1 Y Y. Y Y .Y .Y . Y



27. Pham MT, Waddell L, Raji¢ A, et al. Implications of applying methodological shortcuts to expedite systematic reviews: three case
studies using systematic reviews from agri-food public health. Research synthesis methods 2016;7(4):433-46.

28. Pollock D, Peters MDJ, Khalil H, et al. Recommendations for the extraction, analysis, and presentation of results in scoping reviews. JBI
Evidence Synthesis 2023;21(3):520-32. doi: 10.11124/jbies-22-00123

29. Sager M, Pistone |. Mismatches in the production of a scoping review: Highlighting the interplay of (in) formalities. Journal of
Evaluation in Clinical Practice 2019;25(6):930-37.

30. Saran A, White H. Evidence and gap maps: a comparison of different approaches. Campbell Systematic Reviews 2018;14(1):1-38.

31. Schmidt L, Finnerty Mutlu AN, EImore R, et al. Data extraction methods for systematic review (semi)automation: Update of a living
systematic review. FI000Res 2021,;10:401. doi: 10.12688/f1000research.51117.2 [published Online First: 2021/08/20]

32. Shemilt I, Khan N, Park S, et al. Use of cost-effectiveness analysis to compare the efficiency of study identification methods in
systematic reviews. Systematic reviews 2016,;5:1-13.

33. Shemilt |, Simon A, Hollands GJ, et al. Pinpointing needles in giant haystacks: use of text mining to reduce impractical screening
workload in extremely large scoping reviews. Res Synth Methods 2014,5(1):31-49. doi: 10.1002/jrsm.1093 [published Online First:
2014/03/01]

34. Snilstveit B, Vojtkova M, Bhavsar A, et al. Evidence & Gap Maps: A tool for promoting evidence informed policy and strategic research
agendas. Journal of clinical epidemiology 2016;79:120-29.

35. Stoll CR, I1zadi S, Fowler S, et al. The value of a second reviewer for study selection in systematic reviews. Research synthesis methods
2019;10(4):539-45.

36. Tendal B, Higgins JP, Jiini P, et al. Disagreements in meta-analyses using outcomes measured on continuous or rating scales: observer
agreement study. Bmj 2009,339

37. Tricco AC, Lillie E, Zarin W, et al. PRISMA extension for scoping reviews (PRISMA-ScR): checklist and explanation. Annals of internal
medicine 2018;169(7):467-73.

38. Tricco AC, Lillie E, Zarin W, et al. A scoping review on the conduct and reporting of scoping reviews. BMC medical research methodology
2016;16(1):1-10.

39. Tsou AY, Treadwell JR, Erinoff E, et al. Machine learning for screening prioritization in systematic reviews: comparative performance of
Abstrackr and EPPI-Reviewer. Systematic reviews 2020;9:1-14.



	Rapid Scoping Reviews
	Slide Number 2
	�������Rapid Scoping Reviews�Danielle Pollock, Anthea Sutton, Andrea Tricco, Chantelle Garritty, Hanan Khalil
	Cochrane Rapid Review
	‘Rapid Scoping Search’
	Rapid scoping search friends�Sources of existing systematic reviews and protocols�
	Slide Number 7
	What is a Scoping Review?
	What is a Scoping Review?
	Slide Number 10
	The rise in the use of scoping reviews
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14
	Slide Number 15
	Slide Number 16
	 Scoping Reviews vs Rapid Scoping Reviews
	Increasing use of ‘Rapid Scoping Reviews’
	Scoping Review Processes often Inadequately Reported
	So…when would you consider a RAPID Big Picture approach
	How long does a Big Picture review take?
	Slide Number 23
	Slide Number 24
	Slide Number 25
	Slide Number 26
	How do we reduce the time resource on screening?
	Stages of the Review
	Stages of the Review
	Slide Number 30
	Developing the parameters for the review question
	Slide Number 32
	Question Formulation
	Key Recommendations
	Study Selection / Screening (Haby et al ’23)
	How long does to screen 10,000 titles and abstracts?
	How long does to screen 10,000 titles and abstracts?
	Single vs Dual Reviewer Checking
	Slide Number 39
	Slide Number 40
	Slide Number 41
	Cochrane RR methods guidance
	How long does to screen 10,000 titles and abstracts?
	How long does to screen 10,000 titles and abstracts?
	Covidence – Screening Progress
	Slide Number 46
	Semi-automated study selection
	Machine learning
	Recommendations
	Data extraction/charting/coding (Haby et al ’23) 
	Are our Evidence Based Methods Evidence Based? 
	Data Extraction/Coding/Charting
	Data extraction/Coding
	Slide Number 55
	Slide Number 56
	Recommendations for Data Extraction/Coding/Charting 
	Reporting Findings…Rapidly
	Tools to support creation of visuals during reporting
	Slide Number 60
	Slide Number 61
	Slide Number 62
	Tools to support generation of visuals (Pollock et al ’23) 
	To Conclude
	Thank you for listening
	Slide Number 66
	Slide Number 67
	Slide Number 68

