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Background
STREAM (Supporting Transformation
through Research, Evidence, and Action in
Mental health) Lab is based at the
Waypoint Centre for Mental Health Care.

We conduct rapid reviews of research and
other types of evidence to address
decision-makers’ questions about health
systems.



Health systems
Patients, and patient-provider interactions,
take place in the context of...

policies,
resources and funding,
inter-organizational relationships,
implementation processes, etc.

A good health system creates space for good
interactions and good healthcare

(Lavis, 2017; World Health Organization, 2010)



Evidence-informed policymaking (EIP)

“a process whereby multiple sources of
information, including statistics, data and the best
available research evidence and evaluations, are

consulted before making a decision to plan,
implement, and (where relevant) alter public

policies and programmes” (OECD, 2020)



EIP: Challenges
Policy is never just about evidence

Social values
Political parties
Interest groups
Existing policies and programs

Evidence can be used in various ways—some more productive than others...
To solve a policy problem
To change discourse around a topic
To delay a decision
To justify an already-made decision (“decision-based evidence-making”)

(Bowers & Testa, 2019; Weiss, 1979)



EIP: Opportunities 
Bringing research into conversations

Promoting good resource stewardship
by investing in what works

Achieving aims aligned with social
values

(Chalmers, 2005; Gough et al., 2020)



Getting evidence into policymakers’ hands
Knowledge translation: bringing research evidence into real world applications

Integrated knowledge translation: working with knowledge users throughout the
research process

(Gagliardi et al., 2015)

“We [researchers] will bring
evidence to you [users] in a
form that you can use”

“We [researchers] will work with you [users] to figure
out what questions to ask, how to find the answers,

and how to describe findings in a usable way”



Evidence synthesis units
A “demand-driven” model to address policy-makers’ evidence needs, in a
structured, transparent, and timely way

(Lavis et al., 2024)

“We [policy-makers] need you [evidence
synthesizers] to tell us what the science
says about this issue, by next Tuesday.”

McMaster Health Forum
National Collaborating Centre
for Methods and Tools
Ottawa Hospital Research
Institute

3iE (Lebanon)
Africa Centre for
Evidence (South Africa)
What Works Network
(United Kingdom)



STREAM Lab



About STREAM
Initiated by former VP of Systems
and Partnerships, Dr. Heather Bullock

Dr. Bullock identified a need for
evidence synthesis to support
mental health policy
implementation in Ontario

STREAM is funded by the Mental
Health and Addictions Centre of
Excellence (the CoE) and was
launched in Summer 2023

Our small but
mighty team!



What we do 
We develop products for partners, including the CoE, within 3 days to 8 weeks

Focus on mental health systems (rather than clinical research)

Often formatted as reports, sometimes tables, infographics, dialogue events, etc.

May include research evidence, expert opinion, grey literature, etc.
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Case study: 
Artificial intelligence (AI) for
mental health assessment



Artificial intelligence (AI) at Waypoint 
Ongoing efforts exploring AI-driven solutions to optimize Waypoint processes

AI-focused research
AI adoption roadmap and governance planning
AI-related education, skills-building opportunities, and tools
AI community of practice, led by Data Analytics

And we were able to support one piece of the puzzle!



Step 1: The request
We connected with a Waypoint team exploring AI within mental health settings

Some areas of interest included:

AI for summarizing electronic health
record documentation

AI for decision support

AI for direct patient interaction

AI for resource navigation

AI for improving communication
between care providers



SPEED BUMP!
Do you foresee any challenges?



SPEED BUMP!
Do you foresee any challenges?

Too many questions
The questions are broad

What are some mitigation strategies?



Mitigation strategies
To resolve this challenge, we...

clarified partners’ needs
conducted preliminary searches
narrowed our scope



Step 1: Review
What could you do if partners come to you with several
different topics or research questions for one rapid review?
(select all that apply) 

a. Conduct preliminary searches to see what type of literature is
available
b. Choose one topic and ignore the rest
c. Help partners narrow their ideas into one clear question
d. Address all topics in one review

Type your answer in the chat and submit on the count of three!



Step 1: Review
What could you do if partners come to you with several
different topics or research questions for one rapid review? 

a. Conduct preliminary searches to see what type of literature
is available
b. Choose one topic and ignore the rest
c. Help partners narrow their ideas into one clear question
d. Address all topics in one review

Any questions?



Step 2: The proposal
After narrowing our focus in collaboration with our partners, we landed on the
following research question:

What is known about the use of AI to support
identification of patients’ mental health and

substance use service needs?



Step 2: The proposal
We then developed a project proposal outlining...



SPEED BUMP!
Part of developing a proposal includes
trying out different search strategies

Do you foresee any challenges?



SPEED BUMP!
Part of developing a proposal includes
trying out different search strategies

Do you foresee any challenges?
Too few relevant articles
Too many articles!

What are some mitigation strategies?



Too few articles Too many articles

Add search terms
Include single studies
Expand date range
Consider other forms of evidence (e.g., expert
knowledge, grey literature)
Report on what is known and be transparent
about limitations

Remove broad search terms
Include structured reviews only
Narrow date range
Narrow scope

Mitigation strategies



Mitigation strategies
In our case we had too many articles, so we...

Removed broad search terms (e.g., evaluation)
Included structured reviews only
Narrowed the date range (i.e., past 2 years)
Narrow scope

Focus on applications for mental health assessment in clinical settings only
Excluding papers where the AI was trained solely on biomarker, neuroimaging, or social media data



Step 2: Review
If you conduct a search that yields very few relevant studies,
what might you do to address the evidence gap?

a. Stop the review and report that there is not enough evidence
b. Expand the search to include grey literature (e.g., evaluation
reports, government documents) and/or expert input
c. Repeat the same search in the same databases to try to find
more results
d. Extend the search timeframe indefinitely until more studies on
the topic are published

Type your answer in the chat and submit on the count of three!
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what might you do to address the evidence gap?

a. Stop the review and report that there is not enough evidence
b. Expand the search to include grey literature (e.g., evaluation
reports, government documents) and/or expert input 
c. Repeat the same search in the same databases to try to find
more results
d. Extend the search timeframe indefinitely until more studies on
the topic are published

Any questions?



Step 3: Screening
After receiving feedback and adjusting our proposal accordingly, we began the
screening process

Two reviewers independently apply the inclusion and exclusion criteria to each
paper and vote on whether to include or exclude the paper in our review



SPEED BUMP!
After we completed screening, we
still had 55 papers left to extract!

Do you foresee any challenges?



SPEED BUMP!
After we completed screening, we
still had 55 papers left to extract!

Do you foresee any challenges?
Feasibility concerns
May capture data that is less
directly relevant to our partners’
needs and questions

What are some mitigation strategies?



Mitigation strategies
We conducted a mapping/”mini extraction” of the 55 papers to identify groupings
of papers that may be less relevant



Step 3: Review
When screening literature for a rapid review, which of the
following actions is appropriate to consider?

a. Use clear inclusion and exclusion criteria to guide screening
decisions
b. Exclude studies that have negative or inconclusive results
c. Stop screening once you find 50 relevant papers
d. Have only one person screen all articles, to streamline the
process

Type your answer in the chat and submit on the count of three!
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Step 4: Data extraction
Upon further discussion, we decided to exclude all papers that included any data
that was not of relevance (i.e., neuroimaging, biomarker, social media)

This left us with 13 reviews to extract in full



SPEED BUMP!
None of the STREAM team members
are experts in AI

Do you foresee any challenges?



SPEED BUMP!
None of the STREAM team members
are experts in AI

Do you foresee any challenges?
Confusion among team members
Inconsistencies in extraction
Extraction of the wrong data

What are some mitigation strategies?



Mitigation strategies
Piloted extraction

Developed a typology, in consultation
with our partners, to support a shared
understanding of machine learning
approaches



Step 4: Review
Which of the following are appropriate actions when it comes
to data extraction? (select all that apply) 

a. Ask experienced team members or partners for guidance
before starting, if you are not an expert in the field
b. Extract every detail from each study to be safe
c. Only extract data from studies that support your assumptions
d. Conduct a pilot extraction and discuss as a team

Type your answer in the chat and submit on the count of three!
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Step 5: Synthesis
We then synthesized the data into a 22
page report



Step 5: Review
When you reach the synthesis stage, what is the most
appropriate way to handle the information you’ve extracted? 

a. Report every finding exactly as written in each study
b. Exclude studies that do not agree with the majority of findings
c. Summarize and organize findings according to key themes
d. Write in narrative format only; avoid using bullet points

Type your answer in the chat and submit on the count of three!
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appropriate way to handle the information you’ve extracted? 

a. Report every finding exactly as written in each study
b. Exclude studies that do not agree with the majority of findings
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Step 6/7:
Submission/follow-up

We shared our draft with our partners,
received some feedback, and made
changes accordingly

We are now working on a two-page
summary graphic, which will be posted
on our website later this year!

D
R
A
F
T



Wrapping up! 



Topics to date 
Examples of topics we’ve covered in the past include...

Scan to view
summaries on
our website!

Reducing mental health and substance use-related
emergency department and inpatient care utilization

Engaging people with lived/living expertise in
mental health and substance use decision-making

Enhancing substance use service
delivery in rural and remote Ontario

Client experience measurement in Ontario
mental health and substance use services

Components of a comprehensive mental
health and substance use crisis care system



Lessons learned
Policymakers and researchers ask
different questions

The literature is full of uncertainties and
gaps—especially relating to health equity

Multiple forms of evidence matter

Flexibility and transparency are necessary

A team effort is essential to pulling this off!



Next steps
Integrating STREAM within Waypoint and the broader
mental health system

Connecting to the broader evidence synthesis ecosystem
Bringing a mental health systems lens to the Evidence
Synthesis Network for Canada to Support Pandemic
Planning and Response

Sharing our findings more broadly (check out our website!)

Identifying opportunities to expand the types of evidence
we access and the products we create



Key points
STREAM takes a demand-driven, integrated knowledge
translation approach to support evidence-informed
health systems policymaking

We use collaborative, transparent problem-solving
approaches to enable rapid, relevant responses

We continue to learn and grow, and look forward to
establishing new partnerships and processes



Thank you for your time!
STREAM@waypointcentre.ca

waypointcentre.ca/services/streamlab


