Appendix 7. Qualitative Synthesis Recommendations (with at least 3 supporting studies or mixed methods support)	Comment by Melissa Sharp: Not sure on title. 
Double check that I can delete cross out info
Will add more white space after crossouts deleted
	Key: * Supported by both qualitative and quantitative evidence. Specifically expressed by cliniciansa, policy/decision makersb, healthcare managersc, content experts/academicsd, guideline committeese, patient representativesf
For studies reporting on the same trial (i.e., Hartling 2016 and Hartling 2018 [1]  and Smith 2019 and Totten 2019 [2], only one paper is cited as to not visually misrepresent recommendations as being supported by more studies than it is)










	Presenting Information

	All reviews
Content 
First page
1. Give publication date [3–5]
2. Detail key messages [1,3,5–7] 
General
3. Plain language [1,3,6,8–10] and jargon-free [4] 
4. Avoid repetition [3,8,11]
5. Give PICOS information [8,10,12] and characteristics of included studies [13]
6. Rank evidence and recommendations [1,4,8]
7. Noticeable hyperlinks to supporting documents (full review, data, individual studies, etc.) [1–3,3,4,14]
Structure 
8. Concise [3,4,8,9,11,15]
9. Brief narrative report [5,7]*
10. Structured [1,4,5,7,9]* 
11. Use Summary of Findings (SoF) tables [3,6–8,11,13,16]*, allowing for qualitative data [11] in prominent positions [12]
Typography
12. Use bullet points [3,8,17]
13. Avoid dense information. Promote white space [1,3,5]
Results, tables & figures  
14. Decrease numeric/statistical data [3,9,12]
15. Present numbers in tables and/or visually [9]; use icons [3] or graphics [5]b[18]	Comment by Melissa Sharp: ? does this count as within our threshold of 3? 
16. Don’t break tables over multiple pages [3,6,10] 


	Tailoring Information

	All reviews
Content
1. Choice and control over the amount of detail received [2–4]

	Contextualising Findings

	All reviews
Content 
1. Framed within local [2,4,6], national, [5,9] or broader context [6]b
2. Implementation/application information [3,8,9]
3. Recommendations for practice/policies [2–4,6,12] and future research needs [13]
4. Effective intervention details [3,12] to help  implementation, (e.g., dosages [3,8], trade names [8]a, treatment duration/frequency [3,8], costs [8]a, settings [3,14], evaluators of treatments [8]a, prevalence estimates [3,11], population characteristics [2,3,8,14]

	Quality of Evidence

	Content
1. Include quality assessment of evidence/study quality [1,2,9,10,13,19]*
2. Provide distinct explanations of rating scale (GRADE) [7–11,16,19,20]* 
3. Detail how authors arrived at assessments of quality [5,7,19]* in footnotes [11]

	Trust in Producers and Summary

	Content
1. Include authors’ names [4,6,8,14]
2. Put logos on first page  [1,4–6]

	Knowledge Required

	Content
1. Avoid field-specific or technical jargon (e.g., ‘scaling up’, ‘EBM’, ‘PICO’) [6,7,14]
2. Provide information on nature of systematic review and standard steps [6,13,14,18]*

Results, tables & figures  
3. Define statistical terms [3,5,6,11,12,14,16]* 
4. Provide interpretation of statistical results [7,16,18]*
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