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Sir,
National Journal of Maxillofacial Surgery recently published 
a research paper titled “Too much information with little 
meaning,” relevance of preoperative laboratory testing in 
elective oral and maxillofacial (OMF) surgeries: A systematic 
integrative review.[1] The objectives of this review were 
to compile and appraise the available literature for 
understanding the current perspectives of the surgeons 
and anesthetists in preparing their patients for the elective 
OMF surgeries and suggest an algorithm for the selection of 
relevant preoperative laboratory tests. The authors correctly 
emphasized the role of preoperative laboratory testing in 
elective OMF surgeries and the importance of evaluating 
their efficacy through effective research. Due to their 
commendable research goals, we read this paper with great 
interest; however, it appears to have few methodological 
errors listed below:
1. The guidelines recommended for literature search and 

data extraction of a systematic review were not followed 
by authors in this integrated systematic review?[2]

2. There was no mention of an a priori registration in a 
systematic review registry such as PROSPERO[3]

3. PRISMA flowchart regarding the literature search and 
exclusion of studies at various stages along with their 
reasons for exclusion, has not been provided in the 
article[4]

4. The Risk of Bias analysis of the included studies and 
systematic reviews was not performed. This is another 
essential feature of any systematic review.[5‑7]

A systematic review is a review of a formulated question 
that uses systematic and explicit methods to identify, select, 
and critically appraise relevant research, and to collect and 
analyze data from the studies that are included in the review. 
A systematic search strategy is essential to avoid a bias 
related to literature search, study selection, and hence their 
interpretation. PRISMA guidelines should be followed for a 
transparent reporting of systematic review and meta‑analysis. 
Furthermore, the registration of protocol of a systematic 
review at PROSPERO or any other registry can help to 

avoid duplication. The risk of bias tools help to assess the 
methodological quality of a study/systematic review and to 
determine the extent to which a study has addressed the 
possibility of bias in its design, conduct, and analysis.

Therefore, I would like to commend the authors for 
addressing an important research question but would humbly 
suggest that in future, they should give considerations to the 
point raised in this letter to avoid any methodological and 
reporting errors.
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