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Scoping Review Methods: 

Background: 

Assessing the methodological quality is a central component of systematic reviews and evidence synthesis and is a resource-intensive process 

within rapid reviews of intervention effects. These reviews often include diverse study designs, posing challenges when using various design-

specific assessment tools, including identifying the correct study descriptor for selecting the appropriate tool, interpreting outputs with different 

scoring systems and applying assessments to overall findings. Significant time is required for training and pilot testing to ensure inter-rater 

reliability that adds complexity and delay to the review process. To optimise rapid review processes, careful selection of tools for assessing 

methodological quality is crucial, balancing the need for rigorous assessment with time constraints. Unified tools to assess methodological 

quality across both randomised and non-randomised studies offer a promising solution.

Current Phase: Scoping Review

What is the extent of the literature on unified tools for assessing the 

methodological quality of both randomised (RCTs) and non-randomised 

studies (NRS)  of interventions? 

Next Phase: Study Within A Review (SWAR)

What is the utility and consistency of different unified tools for assessing 

methodological quality of both randomised (RCT) and non-randomized 

studies (NRS) within rapid reviews of intervention effects?
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Does one size fit all?  
Unified tools for assessing the methodological quality 

within rapid reviews of intervention effects

Name of tool Type of tool Study designs 
evaluated

Items / Domains Validity 
reported?

Downs & Black 
Checklist 

Checklist
with judgement 

RCT and NRS 27 items 
within 4 domains

Yes

QUADS Scale Quantitative and 
qualitative studies

13 items Yes

MASTER Scale Quantitative 
analytic designs 

40 items 
within 7 domains

No

ICROMS Checklist with 
judgement 

RCT, NRS and 
qualitative studies

33 items
within 7 domains

Yes

Results: Tools identified to date

The study is ongoing. We have undertaking full text screening and so far, we have identified the following tools – the Crowe Critical Appraisal Tool;  the 

Downs and Black Checklist; the Quality Assessment with Diverse Studies (QuADS); the Evidence Project risk of bias tool; the Mixed Methods Appraisal 

Tool (MMAT), the MethodologicAl STandards for Epidemiological Research scale (MASTER), the Quality Assessment tool (QATSDD), and the Integrated 

Quality Criteria for Review of Multiple Study Designs (ICROMS).  

Further details from a selection of these tools can be seen in the table below.  

Objectives

Inclusion 
criteria

Search 
Strategy

Study 
Selection 

Data 
Extraction

• To identify unified tools for  
both RCTs / NRS

• To examine their features 
and components

• To review methods of 
reliability and validity

• To identify gaps in the 
literature and suggest areas 
for further research

Concept: Unified tools 
incorporating RCTs and NRS

Context: Designed for 
evidence synthesis of 
intervention effects 

No geographical restrictions
English language

Type of sources searched: 
Published literature, grey 
literature reports & websites

Initial search: PubMed

Comprehensive searches: 
Medline (Ovid), EMBASE 
(Ovid), CINAHL(EBSCO)

Additional searches:
Google Scholar, Google,
Key websites

Years: Inception to Aug 2024 

• Identify citations: 
Endnote & Raayan and 
duplicates removed

• Pilot screening sheets

• Two independent 
reviewers

• Additional reviewer for 
disagreements

• Pilot data extraction

• One reviewer to 
independently extract data

• Second reviewer to verify

How can you help?

If you know of or have used any unified tools to assess the methodological quality of both randomised and non-randomised studies of interventions not 

included here, then please let us know by completing the attached form. 
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Included reports (n = 15)

Number of tools identified (n = 8)

Records identified from:

Databases (n=3)

Medline (n = 1,496)

EMBASE (n = 1,672)

CINAHL (n = 0) 

Reports excluded:

(n = 22)

Reports not retrieved:
(n = 0)

Reports excluded:
(n = 1, 798)

Reports screened:
(n = 1,835)

Reports assessed for eligibility:
(n = 37)

Reports sought for retrieval:
(n = 37)

Duplicate records removed

(n = 1,804)

PRISMA FLOW DIAGRAM 


	Slide 1

