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Review Checklist

	Title:
	

	Contact author:
	

	Date:
	


STANDARDS

We have prepared the following processes for the preparation of Cochrane reviews within the Cochrane Metabolic and Endocrine Disorders Group (CMED). These have been designed to help maintain and improve the quality of these reviews. The processes will be continuously updated and improved and we are happy to discuss them with people who are, or would like to become, authors of Cochrane reviews with CMED. 

We are making special efforts to improve quality and, in order not to spend too much of the editorial team's time on drafts for protocols and reviews which require substantial revision before being suitable for refereeing (which would use scarce resources that could be better used for reviews that are closer to being ready), we ask all authors to submit a checklist with their protocol/review to indicate that they have done each of a core set of items (see below). If an author would like advice about any of these items, they should contact the editorial base. 

The checklist represents a minimum set of standards which every protocol, review or update needs to meet before it is evaluated further by CMED. This saves time for the editorial base and our referees but, also, for the authors themselves. If a protocol, review or update is submitted without meeting this minimum set of standards we send it back to the authors so that they can make the necessary revisions and re-submit it. If any authors would like to ask that their protocol, review or protocol is dealt with in a different way, this would need to be negotiated on a case by case basis with CMED and might be possible in special circumstances. 

All authors should check the most recent version of the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions (formerly, the Cochrane Reviewers' Handbook) which is freely available within The Cochrane Library and at www.cochrane.org, to ensure that they are following the most up-to-date requirements for Cochrane reviews. The editorial team of CMED also check the Handbook and will amend future versions of this module if there are important changes in policy.

Please document that all Co-authors have seen and checked the review according to the checklist:

	
	Last Name, First Name
	Seen and checked

	Contact author
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Co-author 1
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Co-author 2
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Co-author 3
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Co-author 4
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Co-author 5
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Co-author 6
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Co-author 7
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Co-author 8
	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Please mark each one of the items (see below) as "done". 

	1. General
	Done

	- Review supplied in RevMan format.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Use of RevMan spell checker (open “Text of review” ( Edit ( Spellcheck (F7)).
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Overview of changes to published protocol (add an additional table).
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Consistency between synopsis, abstract and implications for practice / research.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Pseudo-accurate numbers avoided (e.g. 1.65 mmHg, HbA1c 7.86%).
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Term "borderline significance" avoided.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Term "no effect" avoided (use "no statistically significant effect").
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Term effectiveness instead of efficacy avoided (if appropriate).
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	

	2. Synopsis
	

	- Use of headline.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Maximum of 400 words.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Attempt to be transparent and understandable for the lay person.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Information about total mortality, morbidity / complications, (health related) quality of life, adverse events, costs and main outcomes (even if there were none!).
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	

	3. Abstract
	

	- Maximum of 400 words. 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Information about total mortality, morbidity / complications, (health related) quality of life, adverse events, costs and main outcomes (even if there were none!).
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	

	4. Description of studies
	

	- Description of handling of duplicate, companion publications etc.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Included / excluded studies: Characteristics of included / excluded studies and references to included / excluded studies as well as numbers in abstract match. 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Use ranges (or weighted means instead of mean of means).
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Adapted QUOROM
 flow diagram attached.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



	5. Results
	

	- Narrative description of single studies: Between group differences, statistical significance of between group differences and measurements of variations (e.g. 95% CIs) provided.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Characterisation of outcomes in "Characteristics of included studies".
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Listing of original data including measurements of variation for main and additional outcomes in 'Additional tables'.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	

	6. Tables
	

	- Abbreviations explained at the end of all tables. 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	

	7. Figures
	

	- Clear description of comparison and outcome.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Avoidance / further investigation of meta-analytic pooling if substantial heterogeneity visible (I-squared greater 50%).
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- Favours treatment / favours control avoided (use description of intervention / control, e.g. favours insulin / favours placebo).
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	- "Totals" for single studies avoided (i.e. no “meta-analysis” for single studies).
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	

	8. Additional figures
	

	- Attached according to additional figures style guide.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	

	8. Check of review
	

	- Complete review checked for errors and warnings.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 



(In Review Manager go to ( File ( Check review … and copy the screen to the clipboard (press “ALT” and “Print” simutaneously). Then copy the screen here (press “CTRL” and “v” simutaneously). Make sure you eliminate all errors and reduce warnings as much as possible (for example, abstract longer than 400 words), before sending your protocol or review:
� EMBED Word.Picture.8  ���








� Improving the quality of reports of meta-analyses of randomised controlled trials: the QUOROM statement. Quality of Reporting of Meta-analyses. Moher D; Cook DJ; Eastwood S; Olkin I et al., The Lancet; Nov 27, 1999; 354, (9193); 1896-900.
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