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 We acknowledge and pay our respects to the Kaurna people, the traditional 

custodians whose ancestral lands we gather on.

 We acknowledge the deep feelings of attachment and relationship of the Kaurna 

people to country and we respect and value their past, present and ongoing 

connection to the land and cultural beliefs. 

Interests/Disclosures/Overview 

NHMRC Investigator Grant Funding APP1195676

Director HESRI, School of Public Health

GRADE Centre Director and Working Group Member 

Past-Chair Guidelines International Network (GIN)

Website: https://health.adelaide.edu.au/hesri/

Funding for Systematic Reviews and Guidelines

Head of Evidence Synthesis Taxonomy Initiative

Involved in many Methodology Groups/Networks  
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 Disclaimer:

Product developer (once 

upon a time) 

Not an AI or ML expert

Interests/Disclosures/Overview 

 ….I use AI all the time*

 Our team use AI to assist in guideline development (with checks and oversight)

 - Creation of health outcome descriptors

 - SWAR of AI supported searching, screening and selection

 - Support integrity checking

 - Double check RoB assessments

 - Plain language conversions

 - Wording of survey preambles

 - Check R code

 +++++

 *note: no AI was used in the development of this presentation (except where 
credited) – I am accountable for all mistakes/errors and terrible formatting in this 
presentation
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 Challenges in Synthesis and 

Guidelines

The Evidence Synthesis Family

Systematic reviews Mixed methods reviews

Rapid reviewsQualitative evidence synthesis

Umbrella/Overviews ReviewsRealist synthesis

Scoping reviewsEvidence (gap) maps

….and more!
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Types of Systematic Reviews

1. Interventions/Effectiveness

2. Qualitative/Experiences

3. Costs/Economic Evaluations

4. Prevalence or Incidence

5. Diagnostic Test Accuracy

6. Etiology and Risk

7. Policy/Opinion

8. Measurement properties 

9. Prognostic

10. Methodological

11. Preferences and values

12. Animal/bench studies

…and more!
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Issues and Challenges in Evidence Synthesis 

1. Approximately 80 reviews a day 

2. Duplication/Redundant reviews 

3. Poor quality/poorly reported 

4. No impact in practice 

5. Costly and time consuming

6. Out of date by the time they are completed

7. Incorrect approach/methods for the question

(Hoffman 2021, Møller 2018, Ioannidis 2016, Page 2016, Munn 2018) 

Ensuring high quality and efficient 

development of trustworthy guidelines
 Planning and production - GIN McMaster checklist 

 Handbooks and guidance – NHMRC, GRADE

 Reporting standards – RIGHT

 Evaluate trustworthiness of a guideline – AGREE

 Software – GRADEPro, MAGICApp, Covidence

 Networking, registering guidelines, collaboration - GIN

 Adapt and adopt – GRADE Adolopment

 Engagement with community – MuSE/ GIN Public

 For education and training – INGUIDE
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Guidelines - Costly and timely

 Systematic reviews average 67.3 weeks 
(Borah 2017)

 Average guideline takes 18-30 months 
(NHMRC)

 Costs up to approximately 1 million AUD, 

USD $775000, 5 million CNY  (NHMRC)

 Countless person hours

Guidelines - Inefficient

 Much duplication in effort

 Lack of automation

 Hesitancy to adopt systematic 

review and guideline development 

tools

 Lack of collaboration and sharing
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Should AI replace humans in evidence 

synthesis?
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Agenda

1. AI and automation – a historical perspective

2. How AI works

3. Tools and uptake

4. What can’t AI replace

5. Workflows and considerations
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Pre-tools

Early Tools 
Reference management (80s)
Online Searching databases

Early review specific tools
RevMan (1994)
SUMARI) 2002
Statistical software
Clunky but beneficial

Explosion in tools
SR Toolbox (2014)

Interoperability (to an extent)
More automation
Improved features
Better UI
Mass use
Efficiency improvements

The 
future…*
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How AI works 

*made with ChatGPT

If we use AI…
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Automation and Machine Learning as a solution 

!!WARNING!!

Automation tools to support undertaking 

scoping reviews
 The International Collaboration for 

Automation of Systematic Reviews 

(ICASR) has put forward a set of 

principles for researchers to use 

automation for systematic reviews 

highlighting that automation has the 

potential to facilitate the production 

of systematic reviews that adhere to 

high standards for the reporting, 

conduct, and updating of rigorous 

reviews.
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SR tools, automation, streamlining

 Much duplication in effort

 Lack of automation

 Hesitancy to adopt 

systematic review and 

guideline development tools

 Lack of collaboration and 

sharing

45

46



2026-10-26

24

47

48



2026-10-26

25

49

50



2026-10-26

26

Levels of automation

 Level 1: tools to improve the file management process such as citation 

databases, reference management software and systematic review 

management software. 

 Level 2: tools to enable workflow prioritisation such as prioritisation of 

relevant abstracts. 

 Level 3: tools used to perform a task automatically but unreliably and require 

human supervision or otherwise provide the option to override the tools 

decisions manually. 

 Level 4: tools that eliminate the need for human participation altogether.
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2022 (Disclosue: I was a survey participant) 
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Digital Evidence Synthesis Tools (DEST)

 https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/eppi-vis/Frequencies/GetMapById
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Slide from a presentation by James Thomas: 
https://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/CMS/Portals/0/ARC%20masterclass%20on%20AI%20for%20web2.pdf

Automation tools to support undertaking 

scoping reviews
 The International Collaboration for 

Automation of Systematic Reviews 

(ICASR) has put forward a set of 

principles for researchers to use 

automation for systematic reviews 

highlighting that automation has the 

potential to facilitate the production 

of systematic reviews that adhere to 

high standards for the reporting, 

conduct, and updating of rigorous 

reviews.
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Developing guidelines is a human endeavour
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Guidelines
Clinical practice guidelines are statements that include 
recommendations intended to optimize patient care that are 
informed by a systematic review of evidence and an 
assessment of the benefits and harms of alternative care 
options. 

(Institute of Medicine, 2011)

Trustworthy guidelines are the cornerstone of giving 
evidence-informed advice in response to clinical, public
health and health policy questions. 
They address those questions by using the best available 
evidence and transparently integrating the judgements of 
experts and the input of stakeholders in the process

(WHO Handbook for guideline contextualization, 2023) 

How AI works 

 Generative AI (LLMs) provide a 
statistical representation of language –
in contrast to human reasoning

 Rule based calculations

 Don’t always like uncertainty, nuance

 Unclear decisions 

 Makes up fake information/hallucinates

 Perpetuates structural bias, stereotypes, 
etc

 In guidelines:

 Evidence AND value based judgements

 Conscious dealing with uncertainty, 
conflicting results, trade offs

 Referencing, cited and transparent 
decisions

 Acknowledge and integrate different 
perspectives

 Recognise importance of human 
connection, patients as persons, lived 
experience
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Slide courtesty of Valentin III Dones from GES*
*Note appropriate recognition of borrowed ideas

What if we do it once and do it right

Computable data

RoB

Results data coded

All EtD criteria coded and available

SRDR, Cochrane database, FEVIR, ALIVE, ESIC 

Evidence inventories/registries, recommendation maps, adolopment
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The future…..

 Never a better time for automation in 

evidence synthesis due to:

 - Open science and reusable data

 - Modern technology

 - Advances in AI

 - Tech literacy 

 - Sharing and collaboration

 - Interoperability and common standards 

 - Societal needs and pressures requiring 

innovation 

 Never a worse time for automation in 

evidence synthesis due to: 

 - Contributing to more poor quality 

reviews

 - Competition 

 - Risks of AI not being addressed

 - Tools appearing and disappearing

 - Societal pressures leading to shortcuts

 - Lack of commitment to common 

standards

Where does this leave us? 

 Lots of hype but not sure all applications ‘stack up’

 Everyone is looking for an easy answer – I don’t think it exists (yet) 

 Personally – more trust in credible, evidence synthesis specialist 
organisations/collaboratons – i.e. Covidence, Eppi-Reviewer, SR Accelerator, 
MAGICapp, GRADEPro

 Less likely to disappear and more likely to be maintained – or provide support

 These will make improvements and save time – but may not be ‘game changing’

 ….we need a living evidence review on SR automation tools (plus evaluations) to 
underpin a resource such as the SR toolbox or ICASR repository (and 
collaboration in tool development)
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Ensuring high quality and efficient 

development of trustworthy guidelines
 Planning and production - GIN McMaster checklist 

 Handbooks and guidance – NHMRC, GRADE

 Reporting standards – RIGHT

 Evaluate trustworthiness of a guideline – AGREE

 Software – MAGICApp, GRADEPro, Covidence

 Networking, registering guidelines, collaboration - GIN

 Adapt and adopt – GRADE Adolopment

 Engagement with community – MuSE/ GIN Public

 For education and training – INGUIDE

Concluding thoughts

 No single AI/ML software solution – yet(?) 

Consider evidence synthesis type, scope, restrictions

AI (and computable evidence) will likely let us do synthesis ‘at the push of the button’ 
or a form of it at some stage

Guidelines still require the human touch

 Need to consider people, processes, technology

 Need to invest in training and upskilling

 Build efficient workflows for different projects through testing and refinement

 Consider other approaches to improve efficiency (living, mapping, adolopment, 
updating, centralised registry, collaboration [built on FAIR/open science/standards for 
interoperability]) 

 We have come a long way (paper, manual referencing, excel, no interoperability)– but 
still have further to go! 
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Right Reviews
Right Reasons

Right Methods

ChatGPT/ Claude AI

 When does it work? How do we use it?

 - Background and discussion ideas

 - Risk management/project management plans

 - Consider coverage of all knowledge, credibility of knowledge

 - Suggested text for some methods sections

 - Ideas on risk of bias/ appraisal but not trustworthy (Claude impressive) 

 - Search term generation/ search strings (but not trustworthy)

- R code (?) 

- Plain language summary/ executive summary

- What will it be able to do in the future? Will this be the ‘game changer’? 
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GIN Webinar www.g-i-n.net 75

Workflows: SR of RCTs

 Protocol: Templates – SUMARI, RevMan or methods wizard

 Searching: Polyglot search translator, Citation chaser/SpiderCite, Co-cites, 
De-duplicator, Endnote

 Screening: Covidence (including RCT classifier) 

 Extraction: Covidence

 RoB: Covidence, RoB excel

 Analysis: RevMan

 Write up: Word, endnote, Revman

 Certainty of findings: GRADEPro
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Workflows: Scoping Review/Evidence Maps

 Protocol: Templates, SUMARI  

 Searching: Polyglot search translator, Citation chaser/SpiderCite, Co-cites, 
De-duplicator

 Screening: Covidence/Eppi-Reviewer

 Extraction: Covidence/Eppi-Reviewer

 RoB: NA

 Analysis/Presentation: Covidence/Eppi-Reviewer/Eppi-Mapper/Eppi-
Visualiser/Nvivo

 Write up: Word, endnote 

 Certainty of findings: NA

Workflows: Guidelines

 As above, but also:

 Facilitate report writing, publishing, living mode: MAGICapp

 Panel voting, judgements, reviewing: GRADEPro, MAGICapp

 Automatically generated shared decision making tools: GRADEPro, 

MAGICapp
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