FUNDED BY

NIHR | i Researcy

Presentation of Data & Results in
Network Meta-Analysis

Complex Reviews Support Unit
CRSU

Website: www.nihrcrsu.org
Twitter: @NIHRCRSU

The Complex Reviews Support Unit is funded by the National Institute for Health Research
(project number 14/178/29)

A University 85050y #MERS UNIVERSITY OF
Srhopioar i LEICESTER

of Glasgow i



PRESENTATION OF STUDY DATA



Network Diagram
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PRESENTATION OF NMA DATA



Triangle table of results

Pairwise
results
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Summary Forest Plot
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Rank-o-grams
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A total of 7 interventions were compared in this NMA..

Interventions are display ed in the order that they were entered in the analy sis.
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Summary Forest Plot Table
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Implementation

* Stata:
* network (White IR. Network meta-analysis. Stata Journal 2015;15:951)

* R:
* netmeta (Ricker G et al. netmeta: Network meta-analysis using

frequentist methods. R package version 0.9-8. Available: http://CRAN-
R.project.org/package=netmeta)

 GeMTC (vanValkenhoef G, Kuiper J. gemtc: Network meta-analysis
using Bayesian methods. R package version 0.8-2. Available
http://CRAN-R.project.org/package=gemtc)

* pcnetmeta (Lin L et al. Performing arm-based network meta-analysis in
R with the pcnetmeta package. Journal of Statistical Software
2017;80:1. Available http://CRAN-R.project.org/package=pcnetmeta)

The specialist knowledge required for using Stata, R and
WinBUGS has been identified as a barrier to the uptake of
network meta-analysis methods



Metalnsight

An interactive web-based
tool for conducting
network meta- analysis

https://crsu.shinyapps.io/
metainsightc/
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Metalnsight =~ Home  LoadData  Dataanalysis  Full update history
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Metalnsight (continuous) V1.1** ===

For binary outcomes please click here.

** New features updated on 1 March 2019 **:
Click here fo view a full update history of Metalnsight - continuous data

« This version now allows uploading data in ‘long' format (1 study arm
per row), in addition to the ‘wide' format (1 whole study per row). For
existing users (breaking change) : Please note that the required
heading names have been changed slightly compared to the last
version so you will need to change the names of the headings in
your existing data files accordingly. Please see instructions on the
'Load Data' page.

Rhiannon K Owen, Naomi Bradbury, Yigiao Xin, Nicola Cooper, and Alex Sutton

For feedback/questions about this app please contact rhiannon.owen@le.ac.uk
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