References/resources discussed during the webcast on September 3, 2008:

Jadad, A. R., Cook, D. J., Browman, G. P. (1997). A guide to interpreting discordant systematic reviews. Canadian Medical Association Journal 156(10), 1411-1416.

Schlosser, R. W. (2007). Appraising the quality of systematic reviews. FOCUS Technical Brief, Number 17. National Center for the Dissemination of Disability Research, SEDL: Austin, TX.

Online: http://www.ncddr.org/kt/products/focus/focus17
PDF: http://www.ncddr.org/kt/products/focus/focus17/Focus17.pdf
Schlosser, R. W., Wendt, O., Sigafoos, J. (2007). Not all systematic reviews are created equal: Considerations for appraisal. Evidence-Based Communication Assessment and Intervention, 1(3), 138-150.

Shrier, I., Boivin, J. F., Platt, R. W., Steele, R. J., Brophy, J. M., Carnevale, F., Eisenberg, M. J , Furlan, A., Kakuma, R., Macdonald, M. E., Pilote, L., Rossignol, M. (2008). The interpretation of systematic reviews with meta-analyses: an objective or subjective process? BMC Medical Informatics and Decision Making, 8, 19.

http://www.facultyof1000.com/
Faculty of 1000 Biology and Medicine are authoritative online services in which over 4,500 leading researchers and clinicians share their expert opinions by highlighting and evaluating the most important articles in biology and medicine.

• Continuously updated selections and evaluations of the most important articles

• Attributed opinions and expert knowledge from global leaders in biology and medicine

• Site customization and email alerts based on user interests

• Recommendations and interpretations based on the article's merits, not the journal's

Checklists and rating scales for assessing the quality of systematic reviews

Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality

Systems to Rate the Strength of Scientific Evidence

(Evidence Report/Technology Assessment: Number 47) (http://www.ahrq.gov/clinic/epcsums/strengthsum.htm#Contents)

lists the following:

· Barnes DE, Bero LA. Why review articles on the health effects of passive smoking reach different conclusions. JAMA 1998;279:1566-1570.

· Oxman AD, Guyatt GH. Validation of an index of the quality of review articles. J Clin Epidemiol 1991;44:1271-1278.

· Oxman AD, Guyatt GH, Singer J, et al. Agreement among reviewers of review articles. J Clin Epidemiol 1991;44:91-98.

· Irwig L, Tosteson AN, Gatsonis C, et al. Guidelines for meta-analyses evaluating diagnostic tests. Ann Intern Med 1994 Apr 15;120:667-676.

· Sacks HS, Reitman D, Pagano D, Kupelnick B. Meta-analysis: an update. Mt Sinai J Med 1996;63:216-224.

· Auperin A, Pignon JP, Poynard T. Review article: critical review of meta-analyses of randomized clinical trials in hepatogastroenterology. Alimentary Pharmacol Ther 1997;11:215-225.

· Beck CT. Use of meta-analysis as a teaching strategy in nursing research courses. J Nurs Educ 1997;36:87-90.

· Smith AF. An analysis of review articles published in four anaesthesia journals. Can J Anaesth 1997;44:405-409.

· Clarke M., Oxman AD. Cochrane Reviewer's Handbook 4.0. The Cochrane Collaboration; 1999.

· Khan KS, Ter Riet G, Glanville J, Sowden AJ, Kleijnen J. Undertaking Systematic Reviews of Research on Effectiveness. CRD's Guidance for Carrying Out or Commissioning Reviews: York, England: University of York, NHS Centre for Reviews and Dissemination; 2000.

· New Zealand Guidelines Group. Tools for Guideline Development & Evaluation. Accessed July 10, 2000. Web Page. Available at: http://www.nzgg.org.nz/
· Harbour R, Miller J. A new system [Scottish Intercollegiate Guidelines Network (SIGN)] for grading recommendations in evidence based guidelines. BMJ 2001;323:334-336.

· Oxman AD, Cook DJ, Guyatt GH. Users' guides to the medical literature. VI. How to use an overview. Evidence-Based Medicine Working Group. JAMA 1994;272:1367-1371.

· Cook DJ, Sackett DL, Spitzer WO. Methodologic guidelines for systematic reviews of randomized control trials in health care from the Potsdam Consultation on Meta-Analysis. J Clin Epidemiol 1995;48:167-171.

· Cranney A, Tugwell P, Shea B, Wells G. Implications of OMERACT outcomes in arthritis and osteoporosis for Cochrane metaanalysis. J Rheumatol 1997;24:1206-1207.

· de Vet HCW, de Bie RA, van der Heijden GJMG, Verhagen AP, Sijpkes P, Kipschild PG. Systematic reviews on the basis of methodological criteria. Physiotherapy June 1997;83(6):284-289.

· Pogue J, Yusuf S. Overcoming the limitations of current meta-analysis of randomised controlled trials. Lancet 1998;351:47-52.

· Sutton AJ, Abrams KR, Jones DR, Sheldon TA, Song F. Systematic reviews of trials and other studies. Health Technol Assess 1998;2:1-276.

· Moher D, Cook DJ, Eastwood S, Olkin I, Rennie D, Stroup DF. Improving the quality of reports of meta-analyses of randomised controlled trials: the QUOROM statement. Quality of Reporting of Meta-analyses. Lancet 1999;354:1896-1900.

· National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC). How to Use the Evidence: Assessment and Application of Scientific Evidence. Canberra, Australia: NHMRC; 2000.

· Stroup DF, Berlin JA, Morton SC, et al. Meta-analysis of observational studies in epidemiology: a proposal for reporting. Meta-analysis Of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (MOOSE) group. JAMA 2000;283:2008-2012.

Some others:

· AGREE instrument (http://www.agreecollaboration.org/instrument/)

· Shea BJ, Bouter LM, Peterson J, Boers M, Andersson N, Ortiz Z, Ramsay T, Bai A, Shukla VK, Grimshaw JM. External validation of a measurement tool to assess systematic reviews (AMSTAR). PLoS ONE. 2007 Dec 26;2(12):e1350.

· Shea BJ, Grimshaw JM, Wells GA, Boers M, Andersson N, Hamel C, Porter AC, Tugwell P, Moher D, Bouter LM. Development of AMSTAR: a measurement tool to assess the methodological quality of systematic reviews. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2007 Feb 15;7:10.

· Vlayen J, Aertgeerts B, Hannes K, Sermeus W, Ramaekers D.  A systematic review of appraisal tools for clinical ractice guidelines: multiple similarities and one common deficit. Int J Qual Health Care. 2005 Jun;17(3):235-42. Epub 2005 Mar 2.
