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Table of reporting considerations

We identified several tools to assess the reporting quality of overviews, although none of these was

explicitly developed as consensus-based reporting guidelines (1-3). Hartling 2012 (1) compared the

applicability of the Methodological Expectations of Cochrane Intervention Reviews (MECIR) standards

developed by Cochrane (4) to proposed methods for reporting in overviews. Li 2012 (2) developed a

quality of conduct and reporting checklist based on the Cochrane Handbook (5), PRISMA (6) and OQAQ

(7) tools for systematic reviews. Singh 2012 (3) developed a reporting tool for meta-reviews ‘using

previously published checklists’ without stating which checklists they referenced when developing their

tool. It was unclear whether this tool was intended for any overview of reviews, or only for reviews

examining the methodological conduct of systematic reviews.

Step Sub-step Methods/approaches
1.0 Assessment of risk of bias in SRs and primary studies

1.1 Report methods and the tool used to assess risk of bias (RoB)
in SRs

1.2 Report methods used to present or assess RoB of primary
studies from the included SRs and additional primary studies (and
tool(s) used)
1.3 Report methods used to deal with missing, flawed or
discrepant RoB assessments of primary studies
1.4 Report how RoB assessments of SRs and primary studies were
incorporated into the interpretation of the results of the overview
1.5 Report the number of authors required to assess the RoB in
SRs and primary studies, and any processes used to minimise bias
and error in assessment

2.0 Synthesis, presentation, and summary of the findings
2.1 Report methods for summarising the SR results

2.2 Report methods for quantitatively synthesizing the SR results

2.3 Report methods for dealing with additional studies in the
synthesis

2.4 Report methods (non-statistical and statistical) for assessing
reporting bias in SR and primary studies

2.5 Report methods for dealing with and presenting overlap of
primary studies across SRs

2.6 Report methods or the tool used to deal with and present
discordant results, interpretations or conclusions of SRs

Sources

Becker & Oxman 2008 (8); Cooper 2012 (9);
Hartling 2012 (1); JBI 2014 (10, 11); Li 2012
(2); Pieper 2012 (12); Singh 2012 (3)

Becker & Oxman 2008 (8); Cooper 2012 (9);
Hartling 2012 (1); JBI 2014 (10, 11); Pieper
2012 (12)

Robinson 2015 (13-17)

Robinson 2015 (13-17); Hartling 2012 (1)

Robinson 2015 (13-17); Hartling 2012 (1)

Cooper 2012 (9); Hartling 2012 (1); JBI
2014 (10, 11); Li 2012 (2); Singh 2012 (3)
Cooper 2012 (9); Hartling 2012 (1); Smith
2011 (18)

Inferred

Caird 2015 (19); Cooper 2012 (9);
Hartling 2012 (1); JBI 2014 (10, 11); Singh
2012 (3); Smith 2011 (18)

Inferred

Inferred




3.0 Assessment of the certainty of the evidence arising from the

overview
3.1 Report methods used to assess certainty of the evidence Hartling 2012 (1); Li 2012 (2)
arising from the overview (and the tool used)
3.2 Report methods used to deal with missing, flawed or Robinson 2015 (13-17)

discrepant assessments of the certainty of the evidence

extracted from SRs

3.3 Report methods used to deal with overlap in the primary Inferred
studies contributing to assessments of the certainty of evidence

extracted from SRs

3.4 Report how certainty of the evidence assessments were Li 2012 (2)
incorporated into the interpretation of the results of the
overview
3.5 Report the number of overview authors required to assess Baker 2014 (20); Becker & Oxman 2008
(or extract) the certainty of the evidence, and any processes used (8); Cooper 2012 (9); JBI 2014 (10, 11); Li
to minimise bias and error in assessment 2012 (2); Ryan 2005 (21)
4.0 Overall
4.1 Report conflicts of interest, dual authorship, and funding Blichter 2011 (22, 23)
sources

JBI: Joanna Briggs Institute; RoB: risk of bias; RoBIS: Risk of Bias In Systematic reviews; SRs: systematic reviews.
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