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Health Care Question (PICO)
Systematic review

studies | s1 | | s2 | [s3 | [ s¢]
I
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Important Critical
outcomes outcomes

Generate an estimate of effect for each outcome

L

Rate the quality of evidence for each outcome, across studies
RCTs start with a high rating, observational studies with a low rating

Rating is modified downward: Rating is modified upward:
- Study limitations - Large magnitude of effect

- Imprecision - Dose response
- Inconsistency of results - Confounders likely minimize the effect
- Indireciness of evidence

- Publication bias likely
Final rating of quality for each outcome: high, moderate, low, or very low

L

Rate overall quality of evidence
(lowest quality ameng critical cutcomes)

L

Decide on the direction (for/against) and grade strength (strong/weak*)
of the recommendation considering:
Quality of the evidence
Balance of desirable/undesirable outcomes
Values and preferences
Decide if any revision of direction or strength is necessary considering: Resource use
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*Also labeled
“conditional”
or
“discretionary”

Fig. 1. Schematic view of GRADE's process for developing recommendations. Abbreviation: RCT, randomized controlled trials.
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Fig. 2. Quality assessment criteria.
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