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Abstract
Conducting high-quality overviews of reviews (OoR) is time-consuming. Because the quality
of systematic reviews (SRs) varies, it is necessary to critically appraisal SRs when
conducting an OoR. A well-established appraisal tool is AMSTAR 2, which takes about 15 to
32 minutes per application. To save time, we developed two fast-and-frugal decision trees
(FFTs) for assessing the methodological quality of SR for OoR either during the full text

screening stage (Screening FFT) or to the resulting pool of SRs (Rapid Appraisal FFT).

To build a data set for developing the FFT, we identified published AMSTAR 2 appraisals.
Overall confidence ratings of the AMSTAR 2 were used as criterion and the 16 items as

cues.

1,519 appraisals were obtained from 24 publications and divided into training and test data
sets. The resulting Screening FFT consists of three items and correctly identifies all non-
critically low-quality SRs (sensitivity of 100%), but a positive predictive value of 59%. The
three-item Rapid Appraisal FFT correctly identifies 80% of the high-quality SRs and correctly
identifies 97% of the low-quality SRs resulting in an accuracy of 95%. When applying the

FFTs about 10% of the 16 AMSTAR 2 items are used.

The Screening FFT may be applied during full text screening in order to exclude SRs with
critically low quality. The Rapid Appraisal FFT may be applied to the final SR pool to identify

SR that might be of high methodological quality.

Key words: AMSTAR 2, decision tree, critical appraisal, overview of reviews, methodological

quality
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Introduction
Policy makers in health care systems often have to make decisions based on the one hand
on broad and high-quality evidence and on the other hand within limited time periods. Ideally,
systematic reviews (SRs) summarize the best available evidence and serve as a basis for an
informed decision. An overview of reviews (OoR) can help to identify the most relevant SRs
for a specific research question. Such overviews are also called umbrella reviews,
metareviews or systematic reviews of reviews. Along with the steadily increasing number of
SRs (Bastian et al., 2010; Hoffmann et al., 2021; Niforatos et al., 2019), the number of
overviews of reviews is also increasing (Bougioukas et al., 2021; De Santis et al., 2021,
Lunny et al., 2022). Even the recent version of the Cochrane Handbook includes a chapter
about overviews of reviews (Pollock et al., 2021) showing that the conduct of such an OoR
should be done very carefully. Due to varying quality of SRs (loannidis, 2016), their critical
appraisal is necessary and recommended by the Cochrane Handbook (Pollock et al., 2021).
Moreover, assessing the methodological quality of SRs in OoR is also defined in an item in
the recently published PRIOR statement, a reporting guideline for OoR of healthcare
interventions (Gates et al., 2022). There are already many tools available for the assessment
of the methodological quality of SRs (Editors, 2015; Zeng et al., 2015), although there is no
consensus on the most suitable appraisal instrument for conducting an OoR (Gates et al.,
2020). One of the commonly applied critical appraisal tools in earlier overviews was ‘A
Measurement Tool to Assess Systematic Reviews’' (AMSTAR) (Shea et al., 2009), which was
updated in 2017 (AMSTAR 2, Shea et al., 2017) and is applied in 2020 publications more
often than the first version of AMSTAR (Bojcic et al., 2022). The valid and moderately reliable
AMSTAR 2 (Gates et al., 2020; Lorenz et al., 2019; Pieper et al., 2019) comprises 16 items
and a resulting overall confidence rating. When there are many SRs available that answer a
specific research question, it is time consuming to critically appraise each SR with 16 items.
The completion time for the appraisal for one SR with AMSTAR 2 ranged from 15 to 32

minutes in the original publication (Shea et al., 2017). Comparable time requirements (mean
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times ranged between 18 to 24 minutes) were also reported by other authors (Dang et al.,

2020; Pieper et al., 2019).

In the current study, we aim to shorten the time needed to critically appraise the
methodological quality of SRs using AMSTAR 2, ideally without compromising accuracy. One
way to speed up critical appraisal is to use a combination of the best predictive items for the
judgement in the overall confidence ratings. To this end, frugal decision trees (FFTs) can
serve as powerful tools in terms of accuracy and speed with the additional bengfits that they

are structured simply and easy to use (Martignon et al., 2008; Martignon et al., 2003).

FFTs could simplify the critical appraisal of SRs at two different stages of conducting an
OoR. It can be applied at an early stage, namely during the screening process in order to
exclude SRs with very low methodological quality or it can be applied to the resulting pool of
SRs in order to highlight the SRs with the highest methodological quality. Thus, the goal of
the current study is to create two FFTs, one for the screening process and another for the

rapid appraisal of methodological quality.
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Materials and Methods

Original AMSTAR 2 tool for the critical appraisal of the methodological quality

The aim of the current study is to create a decision-tree based version of the AMSTAR 2
(Shea et al., 2017). This critical appraisal tool consists of 16 items and the overall confidence
rating. ltems are evaluated either with “Yes” or “No” (items 1, 3, 5, 6, 10, 13, 14, and 16);
with “Yes”, “Partial Yes”, or “No” (items 2, 4, 7, 8, and 9); or with “Yes”, “No”, or “No meta-
analysis conducted” (items 11, 12, and 15). For the overall confidence rating, the response

options are “High”, “Moderate”, “Low,” and “Critically low”.

According to the original publication (Shea et al., 2017), the items 2 (pre-defined protocol), 4
(search strategy), 7 (list of excluded studies), 9 (assessment of risk of bias), 11 (appropriate
meta-analysis methods), 13 (adequate discussion of risk of bias), and 15 (publication bias)
serve as critical items (seven items in total) for the overall confidence rating. A negative
appraisal for a critical item is a “critical flaw”, whereas a negative appraisal for a non-critical
item is a “non-critical weakness”. According to box 2 of the AMSTAR 2 publication (Shea et
al., 2017) one critical flaw leads to a “low” quality rating and more than one critical flaw to a
“critically low” quality rating. For a “high” quality appraisal one non-critical weakness is
allowed, whereas more than one non-critical weakness leads to a “moderate” quality

appraisal.

Study design

A fast and frugal decision tree can yield a fast and accurate decision in a complex situation
based on a limited amount of information (Martignon et al., 2008; Martignon et al., 2003). An
FFT is constructed with few highly predictive cues (here AMSTAR 2 items) and leads to a
binary decision (here a dichotomized AMSTAR 2 overall confidence rating). The FFT has
one exit leaf on every level of the tree (here an AMSTAR 2 item), i.e. for every item, one of
its outcomes can lead to a decision (Phillips et al., 2017). In other words: with an FFT the
response to a single AMSTAR 2 item might be enough to classify a SR into high or low

methodological quality.
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Constructing a robust data-induced FFT requires training and test data. In the current study,
already available data mostly from published OoR applying the AMSTAR 2 is used. In order
to collect the data, a systematic literature search was conducted (see details below).
AMSTAR 2 data was extracted, prepared, and split into a training and test data set to train
and test the FFT. We selected the resulting FFTs to meet the requirements of two different
goals: An FFT for screening purposes and another FFT for a rapid appraisal of

methodological quality.

Literature search and study selection

Electronic searches for bibliographic records containing the term AMSTAR 2 or variants
thereof were run in: PubMed, Epistemonikos, and CINAHL via EBSCO in September 2020.
The search strategy including key words is described in the supplemental material (see
Table S1). All records were imported into an electronic database (EndNote, X9) and

deduplicated.

Studies were selected a two-stage screening process. The initial screening of titles and
abstracts was conducted using the inclusion and exclusion of criteria as defined below. For
the resulting set of studies, study reports were obtained in full-text and checked in detail for
eligibility. Each stage of the screening process was conducted independently by the authors

KM and RL. Each case of disagreement was discussed until consensus was reached.

Studies were eligible when (1) the AMSTAR 2 appraisal tool was applied to a minimum of 20
SRs. Further, (2) for the overall confidence rating of the AMSTAR 2, the appraisal scheme as
suggested by the original AMSTAR 2 article (Shea et al., 2017) had to be applied (see details
in the AMSTAR 2 description), i.e. the the application of the AMSTAR 2 website scheme did
not qualify because this appraisal scheme seems to lead to different results (Lorenz et al.,
2021; Pieper et al., 2021). Studies that applied another appraisal scheme or did not report an
overall confidence rating were excluded. (3) If the data of the AMSTAR appraisal for each SR
was not available in the fulltext (including supplemental material), the authors of the study

were contacted. In case of no response, a reminder was sent. When the data was still not
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availble, the study was excluded. (4) Retrieved AMSTAR 2 appraisals were checked for
plausibility. All SRs with an overall confidence rating of “moderate” or “high” quality were
checked. According to the original publication (Shea et al., 2017) one negative evaluation
(we used a “no” response) leads to a low or critically low quality rating. If this rule was
violated in more than 10 percent of the moderate and high-quality ratings, the publication

was excluded. See supplementary Figure S1 for a study flow diagram.

Data extraction

Most of the included publications contained tables with the AMSTAR 2 appraisals for each
SR. In those cases, tables were transformed automatically into Microsoft Excel format by
using Adobe Acrobat Pro DC software. Excel sheets were then formatted into a template
containing responses to the 16 AMSTAR 2 items and the overall confidence rating. This

procedure was applied in order to avoid manual transmission errors.

Data analysis

The FFTs were developed with the fast-and-frugal decision trees toolbox FFTrees (Phillips et
al., 2017) in the software environment and programming language R (R Core Team). The
overall confidence rating had to be dichotomized. As we aimed to develop two different
FFTs, dichotomization was done differently for each purpose (screening and appraisal). For
the Screening FFT “critically low” quality ratings were assigned to the very low category and
the three other quality ratings (“high”, “moderate”, and “low”) were assigned to non-critically
low category. For the Rapid Appraisal FFT, the four categories were dichotomized into high
quality (“high” and “moderate” AMSTAR 2 appraisal) and low quality (“low” and “critically low”

AMSTAR 2 appraisal).

The inter-rater reliability of AMSTAR 2 is far from perfect and mostly described as
moderately reliable (Gates et al., 2020; Lorenz et al., 2019; Pieper et al., 2019). We assume
that different AMSTAR 2 users apply AMSTAR 2 slightly differently. In order to keep the
varying appraisal strategies consistent across the training and test set, we balanced the

distribution of overall confidence ratings. To this end, we stratified AMSTAR 2 appraisals of
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each SR according to the dichotomized criterion for each tree. This procedure is concretely
described in the following example: in case of the Rapid Appraisal FFT, we randomly drew
from an OoR with 30 individual critical appraisals containing 4 SRs with “high” quality and 26
SRs with “low” quality, and assigned 2 SRs with “high” quality and 13 SRs with “low” quality
to the test and training data sets, respectively. We repeated this procedure for each of the
included OoR and concatenated all resulting AMSTAR 2 appraisals in well-balanced test and
training data sets for the development of the two trees (Screening FFT and Rapid Appraisal

FFT).

The FFTrees toolbox produces many FFTs with different characteristics. The accuracy for
each tree can be evaluated based on a two-by-two cross table summarizing the correct and
incorrect decisions of the tree split for high and low-quality SRs. In the terminology of signal
detection theory, this table contains hits, false alarms, misses, and correct rejections. In the
case of the Rapid Appraisal FFT, a hit is a correctly identified high-quality SR, a false alarm
has a high-quality SR according to FFT, but truly has low quality, a correct rejection is a
correctly identified low-quality SR, and a miss is a low-quality SR according to FFT, but truly
has high quality. In case of the Screening FFT, a hit is a correctly identified non-critically low-
quality SR, a false alarm is a non-critically low-quality SR according to FFT, but truly has
critically low quality, a correct rejection is a correctly identified critically low-quality SR, and a

miss is a critically low-quality SR according to FFT, but truly has non-critically low quality.

Different measures of performance can be calculated based on the table: the FFT's
sensitivity (proportion of correctly identified true positive cases or hits), specificity (proportion
of correctly identified true negative cases or correct rejections), positive predictive value
(proportion of all SRs which the FFT deems high/non-critically quality and who are truly
high/non-critically quality), and negative predictive value (proportion of all SRs which the FFT
deems low/critically low quality and which are truly low/critically low quality). Furthermore, the
overall accuracy is defined as the overall percentage of correct decisions (number of hits and
correct rejections divided by number of all decisions). This accuracy definition ignores the

fact that the hits might considerably outnumber the correct rejections or vice versa. To take
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potential differences in the number of hits and correct rejections into account, balanced

accuracy is defined as the average of the sensitivity and the specificity.

The FFTrees toolbox also estimates decision speed and frugality. Mean cues used (mcu)
computes the average number of cues (number of AMSTAR 2 items) used for decision
making averaged across all cases (SRs). Another indicator of a tree’s frugality is the
percentage of cues ignored (pci), which is defined as 1 minus mcu divided by the total
number of cues in the dataset (in this case 16). The pci value, therefore, represents a

guantitative metric for the ignored information, i.e. unused AMSTAR 2 items.

The Screening FFT should avoid misses, i.e., SRs that are classified as critically low quality
by the FFT, but according to AMSTAR?2 appraisal are classified as non-critically low quality.
Since the number of misses is considered in the sensitivity measure, sensitivity was used to
identify the best Screening FFT. For the Rapid Appraisal FFT, an FFT with the best overall
performance, i.e. the highest accuracy, is the ideal FFT. Thus, we used that metric to select
the FFT. Additionally, the FFT with the highest balanced accuracy is presented in the
supplemental material. Please note that both FFTs, the Screening FFT and the Rapid
Appraisal FFT, were both developed and tested on the whole data set, but independently

from each other.

Apart from FFT analyses we calculated descriptive statistics of the AMSTAR 2 ratings across

all included critical appraisals of the SRs.
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Results

Study pool

Our search retrieved 270 references after deduplication. Of these 71 study reports were
obtained and screened in full-text for eligibility. In 20 cases the original overall confidence
rating as proposed by Shea et al. (2017) was not applied, in another 7 cases no overall rating
was reported (in most of these cases the authors preferred a sum score across the AMSTAR
2 items). In another 7 cases, data was not available even upon repeated request to the
authors. The resulting study pool contained 24 publications with 1,519 AMSTAR 2
appraisals. Included studies encompassed various fields including oncology, urology,
telemedicine, psychology, and orthopaedics. The study flow diagram (Figure S1) as well as

the full list of included publications can be found in the supplementary material.

Screening FFT

The purpose of the Screening FFT was to exclude SRs with “critically low” methodological
guality. We selected the FFT with the highest sensitivity. This tree (see Figure 1) starts with
the cue that checks for a pre-defined protocol (item 2, exit the tree and decide “non-critically
low” at a partial yes or yes). The next cue checks for a list of excluded studies (item 7, exit
the tree and decide “critically low” at a no). The final cue concerns the discussion of risk of
bias in the results of the review (item 13, decide “critically low” at a no and “non-critically low”

at a yes).

According to AMSTAR 2 appraisals 25 % of the SRs were of non-critically low quality. When
applied to the test data set, which consisted of 762 cases, the Screening FFT produced 0
misses and 193 hits and, therefore, had a sensitivity of 100%. It had a specificity of 77% with
436 correct rejections and 133 false alarms. The positive predictive value was 59% indicating
that a classification as high quality based on the FFT was correct in about 6 out of 10 cases.
The negative predictive value was 100%, suggesting that a classification as low quality
based on the FFT was always correct. The overall accuracy was 83% and the balanced

accuracy was 88%.
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The measurements of speed and frugality were 1.7 mcu, i.e. on average two items were
necessary to decide. The pci was 90%, i.e. on average 90% of the AMSTAR 2 items were

ignored.

Rapid appraisal FFT

To rapidly identify SR of potentially high quality, the FFT with the highest accuracy was
selected to maximize hits and correct rejections. This decision tree (see Figure 2) also
contains AMSTAR 2 items 2 and 7 (as does the Screening FFT), but starts with item 7 about
the list of excluded studies (exit the tree and decide “low” at a no), that is followed by item 2
about the protocol (exit the tree and decide “low” at a no or partial yes). Finally, the last leave
of the tree contains item 4 that checks for a search strategy (exit the tree and decide “low” at

a no or partial yes and exit “high” at a yes).

Only 12 % of the included AMSTAR 2 appraisals resulted in high quality (comprised “high”
and “moderate” AMSTAR 2 appraisals), whereas 88% resulted in low quality (comprised
“low” and “critically low” AMSTAR 2 appraisals). The FFT’s accuracy in the test data set
(which contained 758 cases) was 95% with 75 hits, 647 correct rejections, 19 misses and 17
false alarms leading to a sensitivity of 80% and a specificity of 97%. The positive predictive
value was 82% and the negative predictive value was 97%. In this FFT the mcu was 1.4, i.e.
on average, 1 item was necessary to decide and the pci was 91%, i.e. on average 91% of

the AMSTAR 2 items were ignored.

Since the sensitivity in this case was 80%, about 2 out of 10 SR were falsely classified as low
guality, we also attached a decision tree in the supplementary material with the highest
balanced accuracy (92%) that weights sensitivity and specificity equally. This alternative FFT
had a sensitivity of 95% and a specificity of 91% (5 misses), which was at the expense of a

positive predictive value of only 60%

Summary descriptive statistics of AMSTAR 2 appraisals
The descriptive statistics were aggregated across all 24 included publications (see Figure 3).

The items that are part of the decision trees are particularly important. The protocol item

11
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(item 2) was rated with yes in 27%, partial yes in 10%, and with no in 63%. The item about
the list of excluded studies (item 7) was rated with yes in 25%, partial yes in 4%, and with no
in 71%. The item about the discussion of risk of bias (item 13) of the Screening FFT was
rated with yes in 56% and with no in 44%. The item about the search strategy (item 4) of the

Rapid Appraisal FFT was rated with yes in 26%, partial yes in 50%, and with no in 24%.

12
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Discussion
The aim of the current study was to develop two fast-and-frugal decision trees (FFTs) to
rapidly assess the methodological quality that could be applied to the preparation of an OoR
either during the full text screening stage (Screening FFT) or to the resulting pool of SRs
(Rapid Appraisal FFT). The FFTs were trained and tested on a dataset that contains 1,519
AMSTAR 2 critical appraisals that were obtained from 24 publications. The Screening FFT
contains three items, has a sensitivity of 100%, and a positive predictive value of 59%
(overall accuracy: 83%). The Rapid Appraisal FFT also contains three items, has a sensitivity
of 80% and a specificity of 97% resulting in an overall accuracy of 95%. When applying the

FFTs, about 10% of the 16 AMSTAR 2 items are used, i.e. the vast majority is ignored.

Applying the Screening FFT

The Screening FFT was designed to identify “critically low” quality SRs. In the test data set
no misses were observed leading to a high sensitivity of 100%. However, when the
Screening FFT deemed an SR “non-critically low”, this appraisal was correct in only 6 out of
10 cases. In practice, we suggest to implement the Screening FFT during the full text
screening process, e.g. as an eligibility criterion. When the result of the Screening FFT is
“non-critically low”, we recommend to apply the full AMSTAR 2 checklist with all 16 items (or
at least the seven critical items) and the overall confidence rating in order to get valid
appraisal. This suggested step-by-step application of the AMSTAR 2 may save a lot of time

during the preparation of an OoR.

Applying the Rapid Appraisal FFT

The Rapid Appraisal FFT has a high accuracy of 95%. The potential miss-classification of
5% of the reviews is detrimental if these contain the most relevant evidence. Therefore, the
Rapid Appraisal FFT gives only a tentative hint whether an SR is of high or low
methodological quality. Importantly, by applying this tree, more than 90% of the AMSTAR 2

ratings could be ignored indicating a large amount of potentially saved time. The Rapid

13
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Appraisal FFT may therefore be used in situations where the time pressure is very high and

the number of SRs is enormous.

Predictive value of items of the FFTs

Both decision trees contain the items 2 (pre-defined protocol) and 7 (excluded studies),
which were both critical items for the overall confidence rating of the AMSTAR 2 as
suggested by Shea et al. (Shea et al., 2017). According to item 2, in the current sample,
nearly two thirds of the SRs were rated with a “no” indicating that no pre-specified protocol is
available. Previous studies have shown that SRs with a published protocol were more
elaborated, reported more thoroughly (Allers et al., 2018), and have a higher methodological
guality (Ge et al., 2018; Sideri et al., 2018). Additionally, Cochrane reviews usually publish a
protocol a priori. Thus, the item has a high predictive value for the overall methodological

quality of a SR.

Item 7 assesses whether a list of excluded studies is provided in the SR (ideally justification
for each SR). The majority of the included SRs (71%) in this study did not provide such a list.
A recent study identified item 7 as one of the main critical items and therefore triggers for a
low or critically low overall rating in the AMSTAR 2 (Siemens et al., 2021). Similar to item 2,
Cochrane reviews usually provide a list of excluded studies including a justification of each

exclusion.

The Screening FFT also includes the critical item 13 (Shea et al., 2017) which requires an
adequate interpretation or discussion of the risk of bias of the individual studies. In the
current sample more than half of the SRs fulfilled this item (56%). In contrast to item 2 and 7,
this item 13 is not related to the methodical conduction of a SRs and a kind of reporting
quality. To the best of our knowledge there are no studies that investigated the predictive

value of this item 13 on the overall methodological quality of SRs.

Finally, the Rapid Appraisal FFT includes the critical item 4 that assesses whether the
authors of the SR applied a comprehensive literature search strategy. This item was rated

with yes in 26%, partial yes in 50%, and with no in 24% of cases in the current sample. The
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search strategy is one of the key issues when conducting a systematic review. A PRISMA
extension for reporting of literature searches in SRs was recently published (PRISMA-S,
Rethlefsen et al., 2021). Previous studies showed that involving librarians or information
specialists may improve the reproducibility of literature searches (Koffel, 2015; Rethlefsen et
al., 2015) and may be associated with a lower risk of bias of the SRs as shown in a small
sample (Aamodt et al., 2019). Another study showed that including information about the
search for unpublished studies is related to the methodological quality of SRs (Storman et
al., 2022). The fact that the search strategy item is also included in the Rapid Appraisal FFT
additionally highlights the role of a high-quality literature search on the overall quality

appraisal of SRs.

Methods to reduce costs in evidence synthesis

SRs and overviews of reviews are important for policy makers to make informed decisions.
However, high-quality comprehensive evidence syntheses cost a significant amount of time
and resources (Clark et al., 2020). It is often not feasible to conduct such SRs in short time
frames (Lagisz et al., 2018). In rapid reviews, short-cuts or automation tools are used to save
time. Time could be saved e.g. by restricting the number of databases (only two data bases)
or search years (limit to the past five years) in the literature search, not performing full
parallel screening (Lagisz et al., 2018), rule-based approaches for automatic data extraction
(Bashir et al., 2021), reducing synthesis depth (e.g. conducting a narrative review) (O'Leary
et al., 2017), or even using automation tools like RobotReviewer to automatically assess risk
of bias in randomized controlled trials (Marshall et al., 2017; Marshall et al., 2016). The
Screening FFT may be used to conduct OoR that include only non-critically low SRs. This is
similar to a recent OoR (Smith et al., 2019) that only included non-critically low SRs based on

the full AMSTAR 2 appraisal.

Limitations

The current study has some limitations. First, the FFTs are based on AMSTAR 2 appraisals

from the included publications. We included only studies that applied the suggested overall
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confidence rating scheme that is based on seven critical items as suggested by Shea et al.
(Shea et al., 2017). However, as suggested by Shea et al. the rating scheme may also be
adjusted by AMSTAR 2 users to their specific research question. Therefore, FFTs should
only be applied to research questions that are also appropriate to the seven-item scheme.
Second, the interrater reliability (IRR) of the AMSTAR 2 varies across the items and this
variation is also present in the input data for the FFTs. Specifically, the limited IRR of some
AMSTAR 2 items may negatively affect the results. The IRR of items 2 and 7 are relatively
high (item 2: substantial to almost perfect, item 7: moderate to substantial), whereas the IRR
of items 4 and 13 are predominantly fair (item 4: fair, item 13: fair to moderate) (Lorenz et al.,
2019; Pieper et al., 2019). Third, the literature search in the current study is more than two
years old. In the meantime, more overviews of reviews with AMSTAR 2 appraisals may have
been published. We also included only overviews of reviews that included more than 20 SRs.
Nevertheless, we were able to include more than 1,500 critical appraisals that represents
already a considerable data set. Fourth, items 2 and 7 are usually fulfilled in Cochrane
Reviews. Thus, both FFT may reliably separate Cochrane reviews from non-Cochrane

reviews.

Conclusions

We developed two FFTs in that save resources during the preparation of an OoR. On the
one hand, the Screening FFT may be applied during full text screening in order to exclude
SRs with critically low quality. On the other hand, the Rapid Appraisal FFT may be applied to
the final SR pool to identify SR that might be of high methodological quality. Another
possibility may be a two-staged approach, first applying the Screening FFT to exclude SRs
with non-critically low quality and subsequently apply the full AMSTAR 2 to the remaining
SRs. These approaches may not only be used in the conduction of an OoR, but also in the

development of clinical guidelines.
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Figure 1: The fast-and-frugal decision tree for screening purposes. This tree contains three

items of the AMSTAR 2 that are structured in the following way: On the first level, item 2

(pre-defined protocol), on second level item 7 (list of excluded studies) and on final level item

13 (discussion of risk of bias).
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Figure 2: The fast-and-frugal decision tree for short appraisal. This tree contains three items
of the AMSTAR 2 that are ordered the following way: On the first level item 7 (list of excluded
studies), on second level item 2 (pre-defined protocol) and on final level item 4 (search

strategy).
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Figure 3: Summary descriptive statistics of AMSTAR 2 appraisals for each of the 16 items of

the AMSTAR 2 across all 24 studies including together 1519 critical appraisals.
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