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Going from question to recommendation

WORKING 
GROUPS 

PROCESSES TOOLS INFORMATION



• I will be presenting the guideline development perspective, and 
reflecting on the evidence synthesis perspective 

• Examles I will refer to (COVID-19 related)
• Vaccination  

• Use of masks

• Quaratine 
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Types of information

• Health effects
• Desirable effects

• Undesirable effects

• Certainty of evidence/ Confidence in qualitative evidence

• Effect modification
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Types of information

• Non health effects

Question to the audience: 

What kind of non-health effects information can you think of in 
relation to the examples I’ve used so far?



Types of information

• Non health effects

• Economic

• Educational

• Crime related
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Types of information

• Contextual information
• Values and preferences

• Resource use

• Health equity considerations

• Aceptability 

• Feasibility

• Sustainability
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Source Advantages Disadvantages
Views of panelists • Default option

• Minimal time or resources

• Panel may not represent all key 

stakeholders, or stakeholders’ 

view
Systematic review  • Builds on published evidence

• May represent multiple 

settings, and stakeholder 

groups,

• Quantitative, qualitative, or 

mixed 

• Relevant evidence may not 

exist

• Existing evidence may not be 

directly relevant  

• Existing evidence may not be of 

high quality 

• Time and resources ++
A primary study • Tailored to questions of 

interest 

• Opportunity to produce high 

quality evidence

• Engaging stakeholders

• Quantitative, qualitative, or 

mixed methods approaches

• Reliance on one study; not 

peer reviewed

• Time and resources +/-
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Secondary source of evidence



Types of evidence

• Primary vs. secondary source of evidence

• Direct, indirect, and irrelevant evidence

• Randomized only vs. not randomzied only evidence
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Types of evidence

• Direct, indirect, and irrelevant evidence

Irrelevant 
evidence

Indirect 
evidence

Direct 
evidence

Question to the audience:
For a question focused on elderly population (e.g., vaccination), what age populations would 

respectively provide, irrelevant, indirect, and direct evidence?



Types of evidence

• Direct, indirect, and irrelevant evidence

Irrelevant 
evidence

Indirect 
evidence

Direct 
evidence

Non-adults
Non-elderly 

adults
Elderly
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Types of evidence

• Randomized only vs. other types of evidence

Question to the audience:
What type of study designs (other than RCTs) do you think are important for guideline 

development? And for what purpose?
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Processes and tools

• ’Checkpoints’ for interaction bretween guideline groups and SR 
teams:
• Developing the recommendation question

• Determining the information needed to develop the recommendation

• Developing the SR protocol

• Presenting interim findings

• Presentation at final findings the time of the panel meeting
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PICOrdering tool 

Framing the public health intervention
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PICOrdering tool 



Conclusion

• There is no doubt evidence synthesis community and guideline 
development community have been able to build synergies

• There is a need to build on those and enhance the collaboration with 
other communites (e.g., trialists) for the public health good

• Imiportance of methodological develoment!



Thank you!

Questions?




