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Select the references related to our topic or question 

from the references found during the research phase.

The screening phase
The search

The screening

The coding

The analysis

Systematic review methodology 

(Jessica Kaufman, Cochrane Consumers & Communication 
Review Group, Centre for Health Communication and 

Participation, La Trobe University, 2011)
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Select the references related to our topic or question 

from the references found during the research phase

1. The different screening stages

2. Inclusion and exclusion criteria

3. Existing tools for managing screening

4. Statistical tests between raters (kappa test)

The screening phase
The search

The screening

The coding

The analysis

Systematic review methodology 

(Jessica Kaufman, Cochrane Consumers & Communication 
Review Group, Centre for Health Communication and 

Participation, La Trobe University, 2011)

• Check for duplicates

• Title / Abstract screening

• Full text searching

• Full text screening
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Full text search

Select the references related to our topic or question 

from the references found during the research phase

1. The different screening stages

The screening phase
The search

The screening

The coding

The analysis

Systematic review methodology 

(Jessica Kaufman, Cochrane Consumers & Communication 
Review Group, Centre for Health Communication and 

Participation, La Trobe University, 2011)
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Select the references related to our topic or question 

from the references found during the research phase

• Title / Abstract screening

• Full text screening

The screening phase

 

The search

The screening

The coding

The analysis

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Systematic review methodology 

(Jessica Kaufman, Cochrane Consumers & Communication 
Review Group, Centre for Health Communication and 

Participation, La Trobe University, 2011)
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The screening phase

 

The search

The screening

The coding

The analysis

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Systematic review methodology 

(Jessica Kaufman, Cochrane Consumers & Communication 
Review Group, Centre for Health Communication and 

Participation, La Trobe University, 2011)

Decision trees in the screening phase

(Foo et al, 2021)

Ideally, at each stage :

→ generate the decision tree using PICO and 

IN/OUT criteria 

→ discuss the decision tree (with at least 1 

other evaluator)

→ benchmark the decision tree (on a few 

articles, 2+ reviewers, compare results)

→ refine the decision tree

SORTING
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Inclusion and exclusion criteria

The screening phase

 

Decision trees (Campagne et al, 2023)

Criterion Screening step Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria

Population Title

Articles whose title deals with biodiversity, i.e., species, habitats, and/or 
ecosystems in marine environments. Non-exhaustive examples may include 
open-ocean, continental shelf, coastal areas, seagrass meadows, estuaries, 
mangroves, coral reefs, etc. 

 

Articles whose title explicitly only refers to terrestrial and/or freshwater 
biodiversity, species, habitats or ecosystems, i.e., articles regarding exclusively 
aquatic species and habitats (e.g., lakes, floodplains, rivers, subterranean 
habitats, etc.) or to terrestrial species and habitats (e.g., forest, agricultural 
ecosystems, etc.)

Outcomes Title

Articles dealing with marine ecosystem services (as well as related terms such 
as “nature’s contributions to people”). (e.g., marine blue sequestration, 
snorkelling, whale watching)

Articles dealing with the marine ecosystem service of food supply in terms of 
indicators of stock or population size of commercial species (e.g., fishery stock)

Articles dealing solely with function or structure processes and not related to 
effects on ecosystem services (e.g., primary production, photosynthesis)

Studies only addressing species criteria with indicators other than the stock or 
the population size of the species (e.g., species distribution)

Exposure Abstract 

Any article or study exposing marine biodiversity, i.e., species, habitats, and 
ecosystems, to a change in structure and/functioning over time caused by an 
agent of change, i.e., human activity (e.g., direct/overexploitation, land/sea 
use change, etc.) or a change caused by different spatial area studied

Articles presenting no exposure to a change

Comparator Abstract

Articles studying changes in ecosystem services through time or space (i.e., 
temporal or spatial comparisons). This may mean a different study type as 
detailed in Table 4. Accepted with synchronic comparators (same time, 
different sites).

Articles only assessing ecosystem services at one time or in one site/area

 

Temporal 
period

Abstract
Articles analysing relevant outcomes with data covering periods of at least part 
of the 20th century and/or the 21st century

Articles analysing data covering periods ending before 1900 (e.g., 
palaeoecology analysis).

Outcomes Full text
Articles analysing relevant outcomes containing qualitative or quantitative 
values of marine ecosystem services and disservices

Articles without qualitative or quantitative values of marine ecosystem services 
and disservices (e.g., narrative review, opinion paper, policy paper without 
new quantitative or qualitative values defined).
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Inclusion and exclusion criteria

The screening phase

 

The search

The screening

The coding

The analysis

Systematic review methodology 

(Jessica Kaufman, Cochrane Consumers & Communication 
Review Group, Centre for Health Communication and 

Participation, La Trobe University, 2011)

Screening steps Criteria Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria

Title Ecosystem service

Study assessing any ecosystem 
service (as well as related terms of 
ES like “nature contributions to 
people”) no matter the types of 
values

Study on the ecological structure, 
process or function of the desert 
(e.g. article on primary production) 
and/or without ES values

Title
Type of 
ecosystems

Values on wetlands and related 
ecosystems

Study not on wetlands or without ES 
results/values on wetlands

Abstract  
Full-text

Type of articles
Scientific and technical articles and 
reports; doctoral theses

Methodological papers

✔ Increasingly precise criteria at each stage of sorting while maintaining previous criteria

✔ A priori criteria preserve transparency and repeatability and minimize bias.

✔ When uncertain, be inclusive

✔ Decisions to be made according to different situations and must be transcribed for transparency 

and repeatability

✔ There may be criteria not related to PECO, on the language of the article, the type of articles (eg 

review), the quality or the type of data
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How to do a systematic 
review? 

 

The search

The screening

The coding

The analysis

Systematic review methodology 

(Jessica Kaufman, Cochrane Consumers & Communication 
Review Group, Centre for Health Communication and 

Participation, La Trobe University, 2011)

The software

Tips for efficient sorting
- Report the exclusion decision
- Search the library for relevant keywords - filter 
these articles to sort them together
- Work in blocks of 30-45 minutes
- Work simultaneously with other people 
(facilitates quick consultation)
- BUT BE CAREFUL of any exclusion without a 
human reading the article!
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The screening phase

The search

The screening

The coding

The analysis

Systematic review methodology 

(Jessica Kaufman, Cochrane Consumers & Communication 
Review Group, Centre for Health Communication and 

Participation, La Trobe University, 2011)

The software

Title_
screening

Abstract_
screening

Fulltext_
found

Final_
decision

Duplicat
e

Data 
extracted

Search_origin Authors

yes yes yes yes yes GoogleScholar
Al-Assaf, A., Albalawneh, A., Hjazin, 
A.,Kabariti, R.,

yes yes yes no   GoogleScholar A Alassaf, D Alhunaiti, J Dick…

        yes   GoogleScholar
A Cuni-Sanchez, M Pfeifer, R Marchant, 
ND Burgess

no           GoogleScholar A Troy, MA Wilson

yes yes yes no   GoogleScholar

Aanderud, Z.T., Bahr, J., Robinson, D.M., 
Belnap, J., Campbell, T.P., Gill, R.A., 
McMillian, B., St. Clair, S. 

no           WOS_tl_ts_423

Aanderud, ZT; Bahr, J; Robinson, DM; 
Belnap, J; Campbell, TP; Gill, RA; 
McMillian, B; Clair, SS
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The screening phase

 

The search

The screening

The coding

The analysis

Systematic review methodology 

(Jessica Kaufman, Cochrane Consumers & Communication 
Review Group, Centre for Health Communication and 

Participation, La Trobe University, 2011)

EPPI reviwer
- Online tool – not free
- Very practical if several 
reviewers
- One place for every 
data

= Free version 
CADIMA
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The screening phase

 

The search

The screening

The coding

The analysis

Systematic review methodology 

(Jessica Kaufman, Cochrane Consumers & Communication 
Review Group, Centre for Health Communication and 

Participation, La Trobe University, 2011)

IA help

Systematic review methodology 

(Chang et al. 2025 New opportunities and challenges for 
conservation evidence synthesis from advances in natural 

language processing. Conservation Biology. 
2025;39:e14464, https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.14464)
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The screening phase

 

IA help

Systematic review methodology 

(Chang et al. 2025 New opportunities and challenges for 
conservation evidence synthesis from advances in natural 

language processing. Conservation Biology. 
2025;39:e14464, https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.14464)

✔ Free

✔ Easy to use 

✔ Assist our screening phase

Semiautomated platform to screen 
abstracts for relevance (Gates et al., 2018; Wallace et 

al., 2012)



Agreement between different evaluators
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Cohen's Kappa test for 2 raters 

(see also Light's Kappa, Fleiss's Kappa)

→ Sorting results +/- disparate despite IN/OUT criteria

→ Perform assessment counts and gather them in a 

contingency table

Example: out of 110 articles Jon

YES NO DOUBT

Damien

YES 15 2 3

NO 0 69 8

DOUBT 0 4 9



Agreement between different evaluators

16

Cohen's Kappa test for 2 raters 

(see also Light's Kappa, Fleiss's Kappa)

→ Calculation of Kappa

N: the total sum of all cells in the table 

Po: proportion of observed agreement , the sum of the diagonal proportions, which corresponds to the proportion of 

cases where the two raters assigned the same categories 

Pe: proportion of random agreement , the sum of the products of the marginal proportions of the rows and columns

Example: Round 1 (Jon, Damien) 

k = 0.68

Inter-Rater Reliability Essentials - A practical Guide in R(2019); {epiR} package



Agreement between different evaluators
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Cohen's Kappa test for 2 raters 

(see also Light's Kappa, Fleiss's Kappa)

→ Interpretation

Example: we had to discuss before a second round… :)

Less punitive: % agreement, in our case 

93/110 = 85%

Inter-Rater Reliability Essentials - A practical Guide in R(2019); {epiR} package

Value of k Strength of the 
agreement

< 0 Poor

0.01 - 0.20 Light

0.21 - 0.40 Fair

0.41 - 0.60 Moderate

0.61 - 0.80 Substantial

0.81 - 1 Almost perfect
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18

The key phases

Systematic review methodology 

(Jessica Kaufman, Cochrane Consumers & Communication 
Review Group, Centre for Health Communication and 

Participation, La Trobe University, 2011)

Sample

 

The search

The screening

The coding

The analysis

The search

• Define the question

• Define the search terms 

• Define the search string

• Define the search sources : a bibliographic database (WoS) 
and a web search engine (google scholar)

The screening

• Define the eligibility criteria

The coding

• Harmonize the data extracted 

The analysis

• Show review descriptive statistics : Use standard reporting 
tool

• Show bibliographic information

• Show extracted data
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Reporting

Meeting Name 19



The needs

20

• Transparency, rigor and traceability are key objectives of 
systematic maps 

• In the “ classic ” reviews the details of the stages and volumes 
are only very rarely exposed, sometimes deductible but most 
often totally hidden . Decisions are not tracked .

Without reporting:
⇒ The review is not replicable
⇒ The reader cannot understand how the final result is obtained 

(missing of studies primary ? high rate of inaccessible pdfs , etc.)



The needs

21

Rodrigo-Comino et al., 2021
The Anthropocene Review => AI: 3.682

⇒ What happened between the export and the final corpus?
⇒ How many articles are excluded and on what criteria?
⇒ How many pdfs not found? Shannon et al., 2016

Biological Reviews => AI: 14,350

A synthesis of two decades of research documenting the effects 
of noise on wildlife

Light pollution: A review of the scientific literature



CEESAT form for overviews CEEDER 
assessment 



CEESAT form for overviews CEEDER 
assessment 



ROSES

• ROSES = RepOrting standards for Systematic Evidence Syntheses

• Forms designed specifically for systematic reviews and maps in the field of conservation 
and environmental management have been produced by the EEC

• ROSES was created by a team of researchers with experience in systematic reviews in the 
environmental field.

• From pre-existing tools in other fields (like PRISMA in the medical field)

https://www.roses-reporting.com/



ROSES

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750-01
8-0121-7

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750-018-0121-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750-018-0121-7


ROSES

Environmental Evidence considers it mandatory for all authors to complete ROSES forms as part of their submission to demonstrate that they 
have included all relevant methodological details in their papers. Authors should also use the ROSES template for a flow chart to indicate the 
inclusion/exclusion process and the literature sources included.



ROSES

• This is a form to fill out, with a list of details about the review/map process (number of databases, volumes, 
etc.)

• It is to be included as the first additional file of the manuscript (protocol & map/review), in PDF format

• The ROSES form :

– makes manuscript writing easier for authors by allowing them to ensure they have included the right 
information with the right level of detail

⇒ writing assistance, can avoid manuscript returns

– ensures that all necessary content required by the CEE guidelines is present and described when 
submitting the manuscript

⇒ EEJ control tool (“checklist”)

– is a guarantee and information support for future readers and users of a map/magazine
⇒ guarantee of transparency and rigor



https://environmentalevidence.org
/roses/

/!\ Always 
re-download forms 

to make sure you 
have the latest 

versions (regular 
updates)

https://environmentalevidence.org/roses/
https://environmentalevidence.org/roses/


https://environmentalevidence.org
/roses/

/!\ Toujours aller 
retélécharger les 
formulaires pour 

être sûrs d’avoir les 
dernières versions 
(MAJ régulières)

https://environmentalevidence.org/roses/
https://environmentalevidence.org/roses/


ROSES

ROSES
Flow diagram for 
systematic maps

A flow diagram is a tree 
structure that allows you 
to quickly see the entire 
map or review process 
and the evolution of 
volumes over the stages.

It is to be included as a 
figure in the manuscript 
of a map/review



ROSES

ROSES
Online tool for 
producing ROSES 
flow diagrams for 
systematic maps 
and reviews
https://estech.shi
nyapps.io/roses_
flowchart/



ROSES

Ouédraogo et al., 
2020

Campagne et al. 
2023



More detailed flow diagram 

Sordello et al., 2020 (additional file)



ROSES: the form for systematic reviews



ROSES: the form for systematic reviews



PRISMA

• PRISMA = Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses

• PRISMA is an evidence-based minimum set of items for reporting in systematic reviews 
and meta-analyses 

• Développement des reporting dès les années 1990 : Moher D, Cook DJ, Eastwood S, Olkin 
I, Rennie D, et al. for the QUOROM group (1999) Improving the quality of reporting of 
meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials: The QUOROM statement. Lancet 354: 
1896-1900.

• En 2009, mise à jour des guidelines pour tenir compte de plusieurs avancées conceptuelles 
et pratiques dans le domaine des revues systématiques et a été rebaptisée PRISMA 
(Preferred Reporting Items of Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses).

=> PRISMA Flow diagram (equivalent du ROSES Flow diagram)

=> PRISMA checklist (equivalent du ROSES Form)



PRISMA

https://prisma-statement

.org/

https://prisma-statement.org/
https://prisma-statement.org/


PRISMA

https://www.prisma-statement.org/PRISMAStatement/Flo

wDiagram

https://www.prisma-statement.org/PRISMAStatement/FlowDiagram
https://www.prisma-statement.org/PRISMAStatement/FlowDiagram






https://estech.shinyapps.io/prisma_flowd

iagram/

https://estech.shinyapps.io/prisma_flowdiagram/
https://estech.shinyapps.io/prisma_flowdiagram/


https://www.prisma-statement.org/PRISMAStatement/

Checklist

https://www.prisma-statement.org/PRISMAStatement/Checklist
https://www.prisma-statement.org/PRISMAStatement/Checklist




Traceability of decisions : details of exclusion

At the very least: the list of excluded full-texts with the reason. 
If possible, include all items and decisions at all sorting stages.



Traceability of decisions : details of included studies

The list of included full-texts is mandatory



A vous de jouer !
Soyez rigoureux et transparents !

Faire des revues systématiques c’est n’avoir rien à cacher….
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Thank 
YouSylvie Campagne

+49 (0) 721 6105 1330

sylvie.campagne@eifer.org

www.eifer.org

mailto:Sylvie.campagne@eifer.org

