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Reviewer Checklist

General:
Is the research question relevant to the readers of the journal?
Is the research question original?
Does the study answer a question or contribute to the field?
Was the study conducted ethically and with institutional review board approval, if necessary?
Did the authors follow reporting standards?
Background:
« Was a thorough review of preexisting research conducted?
« Were other research studies properly referenced?
o Is the rationale for the question provided?
« Are the purpose and/or hypothesis clearly stated?
Methods:
Is the study design clear?
Was it the appropriate study design for the research objectives?
Are the methods sufficiently detailed so that someone else could repeat what was done?
Was the source of subjects discussed?
Are inclusion and exclusion criteria of the sample discussed?
Did the authors conduct an a priori power analysis?
If more than one sample is used (i.e., cases and controls), were they similar? Was this tested
statistically?
Were subjects randomized? If so, was the method of randomization described?
Is the sample biased? Are the results generalizable based on the sample?
Was blinding used and discussed?
Were the treatments well defined?
Were the correct measurements used? (i.e., objective functional measurements) Is there great
measurement error?
« Were the outcome measures appropriate? (i.e., validated questionnaires to assess subjective
measurements such as pain)
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« Were the outcome measures appropriate? (i.e., validated questionnaires to assess subjective

measurements such as pain)

Was the duration of follow-up discussed?

Were the proper statistical tests conducted? Are they clearly stated?

Were p values and/or confidence intervals reported?

Are losses to follow-up/missing data/low response rate reported and discussed?

Results:

Are the results clearly presented?

Is variability of the data discussed?

Do the tables and figures stand on their own?

Do the findings unambiguously answer the question or address the purpose or hypothesis?

Were side effects/complications reported?

Conclusion;

Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Are important discussion points missing?

Do the authors suggest future research on this topic?

Does previous research on this topic support or refute the findings? Do the authors discuss

these other studies?

Do the authors discuss assumptions, limitations and sources of bias?

 Have the authors overlooked critical references and/or only selected a biased range of
papers?
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Another Checklist
1. Scientific quality of the work
« Are the methods appropriate and presented in sufficient detail to allow the results to be
repeated?
« Are the data adequate to support the conclusions?
2. Presentation
« Writing: Is it clear, concise, and in good English?
« Title: Is it specific and does it reflect the content of the manuscript?
* Abstract: Is it brief and does it indicate the purpose of the work, what was done, what was
found, and the significance?
« Figures: Are they justified? Are they sharp, with lettering proportionate to the size of the
figure? Are there legends to explain the figures?
« Tables: Can they be simplified or condensed? Should any be omitted?
« Trade names, abbreviations, symbols: Are these misused?
3. Research violations

* Are there violations of the Guiding Principles in the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals?

« If the research involved human subjects, were the studies performed in accordance with
the Declaration of Helsinki? If you have concemns about the welfare of animal or human
subjects used by the authors, include written comments to the editor.

4. Rating

« Assign a rating on the reviewer form; rank the manuscript relative to other work in the same
field.

5. Confidential comments

« Provide comments regarding the novelty and significance of the manuscript
« Provide a recommendation about the manuscript’s suitability for publication in the journal;
these comments will not be returned to the author(s).
6. Comments for authors
« On the reviewer form, provide specific comments, preferably numbered, on the design,
presentation of data, results, and discussion. DO NOT include recommendations for
publication.
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« Please be certain that your comments to the author(s) are consistent with your rating

recommendation.
7. Privileged document

« This manuscript is a privileged communication; the data and findings are the exclusive
property of the author(s) and should not be disclosed to others who might use this
information in their research.

 The manuscript, illustrations, and tables should be destroyed upon completing the review
or, if anticipating a revision, kept confidential until the review process is complete.

« If you have shared responsibility for the review of this manuscript with a colleague, please
provide that person’s name and institutional affiliation.




