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Presentation overview 
About the McMaster Optimal Aging Portal 

Purpose 

Features & Content 

About the Web Resource Rating feature 
Website and resource selection 

Rating criteria 

Implications for Community Health Nursing practice 
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Star rating (/5) 

Summary message 

Link to the resource 

Browse related topics 

Title 

Share or print functions 



Website inclusion/exclusion 
 Free to access (with or without login) 

 Not directly funded by a company trying to sell a product or service 

 Relevant to optimal aging 

 Intended for citizens 

 

 

 

 
Wow! How many of these 

are trustworthy sources …? 



WebResource inclusion/exclusion 
 Less than 5 years old 

 Not directly funded by a company trying to sell a product or service 

 Relevant to optimal aging 

 Intended for citizens 

 

 

 

 



Web Resource Rating 
 

 

 

 



Web Resource Rating – Evidence-base 

Is the information reliable, based on scientific evidence?  

Use of reliable sources to support claims/recommendations 
Single studies 

RCTs 

Systematic reviews 

Best practice guidelines 

Comment on the quality of evidence 

Strength of recommendations assessed using GRADE criteria 

 



Web Resource Rating – Transparency 

Is it clear who developed the resource and how? 

In-text citations to peer-reviewed sources 

Authority who takes responsibility for the content 

Advertising labelled 

Created or updated in last 3 years 

Feedback mechanism (‘contact us’) 

 

 

 

 

 



Web Resource Rating – Usability 

Is the information easy to understand and easy to use? 

Logical flow – headings, subheadings, clear, informative 

Accessibility – options for access (eg. text re-size, screen reader) 

 

 

 

 

 

 



WRR “Quality” appraisal: 

Evidence > Transparency + Usability 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Star ratings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 star – Not recommended.  

3 stars – Do more research 

5 stars – Discuss with your doctor  



Star ratings – out of over 1100 published ratings… 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 star – Over 600 resources 

2 - 3 stars – 350 resources 

4 - 5 stars – 140 resources 

‘STAR’ websites:  32 websites contain resources which rate 3+ stars 



Implications for community health nursing 

a) Access and share high quality 
information  
 www.mcmasteroptimalaging.org 

 Email alerts 

 Twitter and Facebook 

 

http://www.mcmasteroptimalaging.org/


Implications for community health nursing 

b) Critically appraise and design your own 
resources 

 



Implications for community health nursing 

c) Teach students, staff, patients and 
clients to critically appraise online 
health info 

 



Web resource rating - Research 

Reliability of the WRR tool 

 Agreement between two raters assessing the same 
resource 

 Very high reliability (ICC = 0.988 CI 0.982-0.992)  

Content validity 

 Are online claims and recommendations about healthy 
aging supported by the latest high quality research 
evidence? 





Contact Information 
 

Maureen Dobbins 
Director – Health Evidence 

dobbinsm@mcmaster.ca 
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info@mcmasteroptimalaging.org 


