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Criteria for determining whether the GRADE approach was used

One of the aims of the GRADE Working Group is to reduce unnecessary confusion arising from multiple
systems for grading quality of evidence and strength of recommendations. To avoid adding to this confusion by
‘having multiple variations of the GRADE system we suggest that the crteria below should be met when saying
that the GRADE approach was used. Also, while users may believe there are good reasons for modifying the
GRADE system, we discourage the use of “moified” GRADE approaches that diffe substantially from the
‘approach described by the GRADE Working Group.

However, we encourage and welcome constructive criticism of the GRADE approach, suggestions for
improvements, and involvement in the GRADE Working Group. As most scientific approaches to advancing
healtheare, the GRADE approach will continue to evolve in response to new research and to meet the needs of
authors of systemaric reviews, guideline developers and other users.

‘Suggested criteria for stating that the GRADE system was used

(] 1. Definiton of quality of evidence + The quality of evidence (confidence in the estimated effects) should be
defined consistently with the definitions (for guidelines or for systematic reviews) used by the GRADE Working
Group.

(0] 2. Criteria for assessing the quality of evidence « Explicic consideration should be given to each of the eight
GRADE criteia o assessng the qualiy of evidence (rik of bias, directness of evidence, consistency and
precision of results,risk of publicarion bias, magnitude of the effect, dose-response gradient, and influence of
resdual plausible confounding) although different terminology may be used.

(1 3. quality of evidence for each outoome » The quality of evidence (confidence in the estimared effects) should be
assessed for each important outcome and expressed using four categories (e.. high, moderate low, very ow) ot if
justifed, three categories (e.g. high, moderate, and low llow and very low being reduced to one category) based on
‘consideration of the above factors (see point 2) with suggested interprecation of each category that i consistent
with the interpretation used by the GRADE Working Group.

] 4. Summaries of evidence  Evidence tables or detiled narrative summarics of evidence, ransparently
describing judgements abou the factors i point 2 above, should be used a the basis for judgements abou the
quality of evidence and the strength of recommendations. Ideally, full evidence profiles suggested by the GRADE
Working Group should be used and these should be based on systematic reviews. At a minimum, the evidence
that was assessed and the methods that were used to identify and appraise that evidence should be clearly
described. In particular, reasons for downgrading and upgrading the quality of evidence should be deseribed
wransparenly.

[ 5. iteriafor determining the strength of  recommendation + Explicic consideration should be given to cach of
the four GRADE criteia for determining the strength of a recommendation (che balance of desirable and
undesirable consequences, quality of evidence, values and preferences of those affected, and resource use) and a
‘general approach should be reported (e.g. if and how costs were considered, whose values and preferences were
assumed, ecc).

[ 6. The strength of recommendation for or against 2 specific management option should be expressed using two
‘categories (weak and strong) and the defnitionsfinterpretation for each category should be consistent with those
used by the GRADE Warking Group. Different terminology to express weak and strong recommendations may
be used (e.g. alternarive wording for wea recommendations is conditional), although the interpretation and
implications should be preserved.

] 7. Reporting of judgements + Ideally, decisions about the strength of the recommendations should be
transparenly reported.
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