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Outline

• Research output & impact

• University reputation & 
rankings 

• Maximising the value of 
research & building strong 
research reputation for your 
institution 

• Will focus on health research 
but similar issues exist in other 
research fields
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Dr Iveta Simera

Lab scientist by training

Last 16 years in health related 
research & management:

- Systematic reviews

- Clinical practice guidelines

- Improving research 
publications – EQUATOR 
Network

- Teaching, training

- Research ethics 
Oxford NHS B REC

Parent of a student (and a future 
scientist) 



Who is in the room? *

• Responsibility for (involvement in) health 
research

• Responsibility for influencing curriculum 
(course contents)

• Responsibility for recruiting students

• Responsibility for international development

• Other key role



Research output

& 

Impact 



The impact gap:

http://www.nature.com/news/the-impact-gap-south-america-by-the-numbers-1.15393



How do we measure research impact? *

• Numbers 
• Publications in high IF journals, citations, …

• Change in our knowledge 
• Advancing our understanding

• Change in how we do things 
• Processes - how we work, produce goods, treat patients, …

• Change in what happens 
• Outcomes – how many people we cured from a disease

• Impact on
• Research, economy, society, …



Impact of medical research

Phase I, II trials Phase III trials                                          Phase IV / pragmatic trials
Observational research                         Outcomes research

Qualitative research, Diagnostic & 
prognostic; economic analyses,
surveys

Research synthesis / Systematic reviews

Clinical guidelines

Policies

Laboratory research
Animal pre-clinical 
research



Example 1: Randomised trial

J Trop Pediatr (February 2006) 52 (1): 34-38. doi: 10.1093/tropej/fmi074 



Included in a systematic review

Cochrane Database of Systematic 
Reviews 2013, Issue 2. Art. No.: 
CD004536. DOI: 
10.1002/14651858.CD004536.pub3.

Possibly to inform the update of the 
2009 WHO guidelines



Systematic reviews

• Key steps:
– Formulation of a clear question 
– Eligibility criteria for studies
– Search for potentially relevant studies
– Selection of studies into the review
– Extraction of data
– Assessment of methodological quality 

of included studies (risk of bias)
– Synthesis of findings (possibly using 

meta-analysis)
– Presentation of data and results
– Interpretation and drawing 

conclusions

injuries.cochrane.org



Assessing risk of bias
A critical element of a systematic review

• Risk of bias results from suboptimal methods

• Methods need to be reported well to allow assessment of 
risk of bias
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Example 2: 



Key findings
• 526 RCTs published in 2010 conducted in LAC:

– 369 (70%) from Brazil 

• Researchers assessed strength of methodology in 162 
Brazilian trials (where funding source was known)

Risk of bias (n=162 RCTs)

Low High

Sequence generation 70 4

Allocation concealment 48 8

Blinding 73 13

Incomplete outcome data 124 12

Free of selective reporting 34 2

Other sources of bias 98 22

Risk of bias (n=162 RCTs)

Low High Unclear

Sequence generation 70 4 88

Allocation concealment 48 8 106

Blinding 73 13 76

Incomplete outcome data 124 12 26

Free of selective reporting 34 2 126

Other sources of bias 98 22 42

Acknowledgement: 
With grateful thanks to 
Dr L. Reveiz, PAHO for 
sharing his study raw data



Widespread deficiencies in research 
reporting



Assess research 
quality,

reliability, and
relevance

Use research to 
inform policy, 

practice, 
further 

research

Creates massive 
(but easily 
avoidable 

waste) instead 
of value

Unclear description & insufficient information 
about research PREVENTS us to



Research under more scrutiny

• Systematic review development (research 
synthesis) highlighted problems 

• More ‘research into research’

Research integrity, reproducibility, 
selective reporting, harmonising 
core outcomes, standardisation, 
data sharing, transparency, …. 



Research can only have an impact if:

• It is reliable (well designed and well 
conducted)

• It is reported completely, accurately and 
timely

• Accessible, widely available 

• Other factors (answering needed questions, ..)



University reputation

& 

Rankings 



QS World University Rankings

• http://www.topuniversities.com/university-rankings-articles/world-university-rankings/qs-world-
university-rankings-methodology

http://www.topuniversities.com/university-rankings-articles/world-university-rankings/qs-world-university-rankings-methodology


Top Universities - ranking

• 6 key indicators with different weighting :

– Academic reputation (40%)

– Employer reputation (10%)

– Students to faculty ratio (20%)

– Citations per faculty (20%)

– International faculty ratio (5 %)

– International student ratio (5%)

Supportive research 
environment: 
- Provide resources
- Provide training
- Create ‘right’ 

culture



Publishing in leading journals 

• Large range of journals with 
great reputation

• Key to the success 

– Good research

– Well prepared manuscript

• Well written

• Well reported – no information 
missing or ambiguous 



What to include in a research article?

Electronic patient-
level dataset

Completed case 
report forms

Clinical study 
report

Reporting guidelines



Reporting guidelines
• ‘Reminders’ of scientific content

– Methodology
– Clinical / Research related focus

• Form: 
– Structured text, checklist
– Move towards e-templates / writing tools

• Most internationally accepted RGs
– Based on evidence
– Consensus of relevant stakeholders (multidisciplinary group)

• Can be viewed as ‘social innovation’ – by scientists & users
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Reporting guidelines



Journals increasingly require 
adherence to reporting guidelines

• yes

Yes – all reporting guidelines 
for the main study design

Link to EQUATOR resources





Most biomedical journal follow ICMJE  



International collaborations

• New requirements of  ‘local’ research funders 
- important for international collaborations to 
be aware of these initiatives

• UK example





• Lesson 5: Researchers who deliver high-quality 
academic research also deliver high-quality 
impact

http://blog.hefce.ac.uk/2015/11/10/research-impact-learning-lessons-from-the-ref/





Maximising the value of 
research 

& 

Building strong research 
reputation 



• What we do and how it can help your 
researchers, students and organisation as a 
whole

• What you can consider doing
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In 2006 we set up EQUATOR
• Enhancing the QUAlity and Transparency Of 

health Research

• We foster best practices & standards

• Immediate goal
– To support better publication of research for health 

through the use of reporting guidelines
• Well documented shortcomings
• A large number of reporting guidelines that are not 

routinely used

• Longer term goal 
– Through improved reporting of current studies improve 

the quality of future research



EQUATOR NetworkSteering group

Fellows

UK EQUATOR Centre

French EQUATOR Centre Canadian EQUATOR CentreSince 2014:



Where do we want to make a difference?   
EQUATOR core programme 

• Raise awareness
– Problems resulting from inadequate reporting

– Existence of helpful resources / tools

• Provide resources
– Ensure people have easy access to reliable, up-to-

date resources

• Develop an education and training programme
– Improve people’s research reporting skills



EQUATOR online resources 
www.equator-network.org



EQUATOR – PAHO collaboration
• Adequate reporting of health research, the development of research 

reporting standards, improving competencies of and support for human 
resources involved in research, among other things, are central to leading 
policies on research for health 
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Policy on Research for
Health (Americas) CD49/10
2009

63rd WHA. WHO Strategy on 
Research for Health 
2010





EQUATOR – PAHO collaboration

• Memorandum of understanding, 2010
• Support the Policy on Research for Health of the Americas by raising the  

standards in the reporting

• First projects carried under the memorandum
• EQUATOR website and main reporting guidelines translated to Spanish

• Promotion of reporting guidelines in Latin America and the Caribbean; 
awareness raising  

• Dissemination and promotion of new guidelines (PAJPH)

• Other projects 
• Further development of Spanish / Portuguese resources 

• Series of webinars on research reporting and reporting guidelines, 
workshop for journal editors

• Librarians’ Network

• Integration with scholarships (e.g. OAS, Grupo Coimbra de Universidades
Brasileras) and  other capacity development programs





Awareness raising 
and resource uptake

• 1,042,900 users from 230 countries

From 0 to 35,000 
users per month



Easy access to reporting guidelines



Improving people’s skills 
through our education activities

• 4 international conferences

• 9 workshops for journal editors 

• 16 courses for researchers & 

students

• +++ talks, presentations, webinars



EQUATOR uptake in Brazil

• Accessed our resources in Eng

• Attended our courses



EQUATOR in Brazil – WCRI 2015, Rio

• High prominence to issues of responsible 
reporting of research studies



EQUATOR in Brazil



Why should we support high standards 
in research reporting?

• Moral imperative

• Widespread benefits 

– Individuals (researchers, clinicians, policy makers, 
patients)

– Institutions – universities

• Strong international research & education reputation



Accurate, complete and transparent 
reporting should be a norm

• How to achieve this?
– Leadership and influence at every level

– Clearly defined policies, requirements and expectations

– Provision of tools, standards, and other resources

– Education, training, advocacy and examples

– Motivation and incentives

– Application of safeguards and checks

• Collaboration of all key stakeholders
– Researchers, research organisations, sponsors and regulators

– Journals (editors, peer reviewers, publishers)

– Other organisations (higher education, IRBs, REC, development and 
intergovernmental agencies, ...)



“Without accessible and usable reports, 

research cannot help patients and their 

clinicians.”
Chalmers I. & Glasziou P. Avoidable waste in the 

production and reporting of research evidence. Lancet 2009

www.equator-network.org

iveta.simera@csm.ox.ac.uk
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z9a_ub_n484&list=PL6hS8Moik7ku2Luc8YDsZfDzN
kEv08Kow&index=2

https://youtu.be/z9a_ub_n484?list=PL6hS8Moik7ku2Luc8YDsZfDzNkEv08Kow
https://youtu.be/z9a_ub_n484?list=PL6hS8Moik7ku2Luc8YDsZfDzNkEv08Kow
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z9a_ub_n484&list=PL6hS8Moik7ku2Luc8YDsZfDzNkEv08Kow&index=2

