
Appendix 
Table S1: TRIPOD+AI checklist
	Section and item 
	Checklist item 

	Title 

	1 
	Title: Evaluating the Effectiveness of Large Language Models in Abstract Screening: A Comparative Analysis 
Objective: evaluating the performance of LLM models for abstract screening,  
The target population: NA (No Applicable)  
The outcome to be predicted: If an abstract should be included Yes/No.  

	Background 

	2 
	Systematic review stands as a cornerstone in medical research and in other fields. However, systematic review, especially the abstract screening step, is very time-consuming. To use LLM tools like ChatGPT to automate abstract screening is highly desired, but its performance has not been evaluated.  

	Objectives 

	3 
	To evaluate the performance (sensitivity, specificity) of current LLM tools on accuracy of abstract screening using 3 databases.  

	Methods 

	4 
	Sources of data: 3 databases from the public Synergy dataset https://github.com/asreview/synergy-dataset. Each database includes 600 – 1500 abstracts to be screened.  

	5 
	The eligibility criteria and setting where the data were collected:  
 

	6 
	Outcome to be predicted: Yes/no to be included based on criteria  
Time horizon of predictions in case of prognostic models: NA. 

	7 
	The type of model: large language models (pre-trained) like ChatGPT. 
A summary of the model-building steps: NA. We just evaluate them in terms of abstract screening accuracy. 
The method for internal validation: NA. There is no model-building step. Just performance evaluation. 

	8 
	Specify the measures used to assess model performance: sensitivity and specificity  

	Results 

	9 
	Report the number of participants and outcome events: NA. However, we randomly sampled 100 negative and up to 100 positive abstracts from each of the 3 databases we selected, to evaluate sensitivity/specificity.  

	10 
	Summarize the predictors in the final model: NA. The inputs are the abstract texts, and the inclusion/exclusion criteria. It is hard to tell which are predictors. 

	11 
	Report model performance estimates: Yes, we reported point estimates and 95% confidence interval of sensitivity/specificity.  

	Discussion 

	12 
	Give an overall interpretation of the main results: Different LLM tools had varying abilities in abstract screening, with sensitivity/specificity ranging from <50% to >95%. Also, the performance of the same LLM tool varies across examples.  

	Registration 

	13 
	The registration number and name of the registry or repository. NA. Data and code for this study are on GitHub https://github.com/mikeli380/LLMAbstractScreening.  
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