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Abstract Currently there is no tool designed specifically to assess the risk of bias in the design, conduct or analysis
of systematic reviews. ROBIS (Risk Of Bias In Systematic reviews), which was developed lately, aims mainly to assess the
risk of bias in the conduct and result interpretation of systematic reviews relating to interventions, etiology, diagnosis
and prognosis, as well as the relevance of the systematic review questions and the practice questions that their users want
to address. This paper aims to introduce the ROBIS tool to Chinese systematic review developers, guideline developers
and other researchers to promote the comprehension of it and its application, so as to improve the quality of systematic
reviews in China.
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