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Evaluations of Tools

Most evaluations of Al tools for conducting Elicit results
systematic reviews are conducted by the
developers or authors of the Al tools themselves ek MRS e e oA ks T o

saved per user per week

960/ | | When screening papers for a systematic review, Elicit achieved 96%+
I LEGa recall over 5,000 papers. Trained research assistants and staff only

screening papers achieved 92%.

Much more akin to marketing

Frequently use simple reviews of RCTs of drug 98% ACCUTACY s vero oy 72% acourt. e EIc may 1o s sccrt,wo s
. . for data extraction a flag so that users can double check Elicit's work.
interventions

13-26% more
Limited published independent academic research accurate percentage poins) than manual exiracton by trained staff

than manual data extraction

Elicit's data extraction accuracy was 13-26% higher (in absolute

Note: Accuracy statistics vary by task.




. Elicit is an Al research assistant
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What is Elicit?

Launched by Ought in 2021

' ® o
. Elicit can automate systematic reviews to save E I ‘ : I t
researchers time (80% of the time required according

to Elicit)

. Elicit offers 3 different workflows: Research agent,
Report, and Systematic Review

. Can find papers, screen, extract data, and write report
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Elicit Search

Elicit is your one-stop shop to search over high-quality scientific sources

Academic papers - Clinicattrials——— BYOData

Search over 138 million academic papers Search over 545,000 trials Upload your own documents

and conference proceedings registered on clinicaltrials.gov
Integrate company subscriptions to access

Updates weekly Updates instantly more full-text papers

INCLUDED SOURCES INCLUDED SOURCES SUPPORTED FILES

BIBTEX  EndNote™

ZJ OpenAlex Pubmed ClinicalTrials.gov
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Elicit subscription and pricing

Basic

For casual exploration

Free

Limited access to
Research Agent

2 Automated
Reports per month

() Unlimited search
across more than
138 million papers

Plus

For deeper research

$’7 Save 42%

Per user/year, billed as
$84 annually

Everything in Basic and...

() Increased
daily access to
Research Agent

() ExporttoRIS,CSV,

Pro

For systematic reviews

$29 Save 41%

Per user/month, billed as
$348 annually

() Extended access to
Research Agent

() Dedicated
Systematic Review
Workflow that can
screen 5,000

Scale

For collaboration

$49 Save 38%

Per user/month, billed as
$588 annually

Everything in Pro and...

(v) Full access to
Research Agent

(v) Extract and
interpret from
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Enterprise

For companies & schools

Custom

(v) Full Access to
Research Agent

@ Unlimited paper
alerts

@ No training on your
data by default

(v) Greater scale:

T-1.WiIATATATE




UNIVERSITY

P York

How we tested Elicit

Objective Methodology
* To evaluate Elicit’s ability to find included studies * Four reviews .
, , , o Pharmacology - 1 review
for systerT\atlc reviews across various o Surgery - 1 review
Interventions o Public Health - 2 reviews
* We calculated the sensitivity and precision of * We compared the included studies by

Elicit against the included studies in the

each Elicit search and compared the results to ” ;
our reviews

those of the original reviews.

o0  We c.alc.ulatepl.the no. pf additional

Total number of included records studies identified by Elicit that would’ve
been included in the original review by
emailing the authors.

Number of included records retrived

Sensitivity (%) =

Number of included records retrived -
. % | (W)

Precision (%) =

Total number of records retrived



Case Study 1

Umbrella review: the acute and long-
term harms of vaping in young
people

|ldentification
Elicit identified 25/56 (45%) of the

review’s included studies

Inclusion
Elicit included 14/56 (25%) of the

review’s included studies

MET

INCLUSION
CRITERIA
2 Studies

ELICIT
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Case Study 1




Case Study 2

Scoping review : cost-effectiveness of local
authority-funded interventions aimed at
increasing physical activity to support policy
decisions

Identification
Elicit identified 23/50 (46%) of the review’s
included studies

Inclusion
Elicit included 12/50 (24%) of the review’s
included studies

MET
INCLUSION
CRITERIA
1 Study

PRE-2015
9 Studies

ELICIT
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Case Study 2




Case Study 3

Systematic review: evaluating the
effectiveness and safety of vasodilators in
women undergoing fertility treatment.

Identification
Elicit identified 36/48 (75%) of the MET
review’s included studies INCLUSION
CRITERIA
Inclusion 4 Studies

Elicit included 32/48 (67%) of the review’s
included studies
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Case Study 3




Case Study 4

Systematic review: assessing the effects
of implants vs autologous tissue flaps for
post-mastectomy breast reconstruction.

Identification
Elicit identified 20/41 (49%) of the
review'’s included studies

Inclusion
Elicit included 12/41 (29%) of the review’s

included studies

MET
INCLUSION
CRITERIA
4 Studies

ELICIT
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Case Study 4
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Sensitivity Comparison

* Elicit: 39.5% (25.5% - 69.2%)
* Traditional : 94.5% (91.1% - 98.0%)

* Elicit sensitivity lowest in public
health reviews

° E IICIt Sen SItIVIty h IghESt In d rug Community Physical Activity Vasodilators Breast Reconstruction
i nte rve ntio n rEView B Sensitivity of Elicit (%) Sensitivity of Original Review (%)
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Precision Comparison

Precision Comparison

* Elicit : 41.8% (35.6% - 46.2%)
* Traditional : 7.55% (0.65% - 14.7%)

* Higher precision in Elicit, making it
useful for grant writing, scoping
searches, and as supplementary

SO u rce apin Community Physical Activity Vasodilators Breast Reconstruction

B Precision of Elicit (%) Precision of Original Review (%)
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Strengths and Limitations of Our Research

Strengths Limitations

* |ndependent researchers * Single tool

* Real world data * Retrospective
* Four heterogeneous case studies * No funding

* Original authors involved * QOut of date
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Conclusions so far...

* Very quick results with high precision, making
it useful for grant proposals and conducting
scoping and preliminary searches

* Unique studies identified in Elicit demonstrate it
can be a useful adjunct to traditional searching

€ Elicit

* Currently, Elicit is best used as a
supplementary tool, not a standalone
method, due to its low sensitivity



Next steps...

Evaluation of Elicit and Undermind.ai

Case examples: cancer diagnosis in primary care
(PenARC, Exeter), childhood cancer (CRD), blood
cultures (CRD), HTLV (CRD), PJP guidelines (CRD), spine
(CRD), alcohol and CVD (DoHS), cosmetic procedures
(DoHS), dermal fillers (DoHS) and social media and

gambling (DoHS)

Future evaluations

Prospective study and include further tools, such as ASTA,
Consensus, EMBASE Al, Scispace etc.

Hubs for Trials
MRC Methodology Research

Aims of the Network Executive of the Network Documentation Research Projects Events More =

SWAR Store

REPOSITORIES

A Study Within A Review (SWAR) is a methods research study designed to produce evidence to inform SWAT Store

decisions about how we plan, do or share the findings of future systematic reviews or other evidence
syntheses [Devane et al, 2022]. Because all, or most, of the data collected and analysed for SWARs are SWAR Store
generated by testing systematic review and evidence synthesis processes, they can offer an efficient means of

helping to improve these processes.
The SWAR Store provides access to two resources that support SWARs:

e SWAR Repository Store
e SWARs Living Map
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