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BACKGROUND

Overviews of systematic reviews (‘overviews’) aim to systematically identify and summarise several systematic reviews on a topic. Many published methods papers

and guidance describe steps for undertaking overviews of interventions, yet it is uncertain whether these can be applied to other types of overviews. Despite this,

other types of overviews are frequently being conducted and used to inform health care decision making and policy.

OBJECTIVE

To describe the key differences between conducting an overview of interventions

compared to an overview that is restricted to observational primary studies.
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CONCLUSION

We have reported the different methodology considerations for undertaking an overview including observational primary studies, compared to an overview of

interventions. We hope this is useful for those undertaking similar overviews, particularly those intending to inform public health guidance and policy.
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