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EVALUATION FORM FOR REVIEWS (SYSTEMATIC AND/OR META-ANALYSIS, SCOPE AND LITERATURE REVIEWS) SUBMITTED TO THE RCOT

[bookmark: _Hlk198572490]INSTRUCTIONS
I. All items in the form must be checked. If an item is not relevant for evaluation due to the study type, please mark with an X the option N/A.
II. Upon completion of the review, kindly save the file in a format compatible with word processors, such as Microsoft Word (.doc, .docx, .rtf). 
III. Our authors' guidelines can be accessed at the following URL: https://bit.ly/3Zo8zY7 (specifically the sections SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND/OR META-ANALYSIS - LITERATURE REVIEWS and GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS).
[bookmark: _Hlk198565855]IV.  Our instructions for peer reviewers can be found at the following URL: https://bit.ly/43OXVhM . 
If you believe you are acquainted with one or more authors of the article, please notify the journal (rcot@sccot.org.co) for verification. If you are acquainted with the authors, you must abstain from reviewing the article to prevent any conflicts of interest or other unethical editorial practices.

SECTION A: INFORMATION ABOUT THE PEER REVIEWER*
	Full name:
	

	Nationality
	

	Current institutional affiliation (position and department, if applicable):
	

	Academic qualifications:
	

	E-mail:
	

	Areas of expertise:
	

	ORCID link, Scholar, ResearchGate or similar (if you have one)
	


[bookmark: _Hlk198572532]* The requested details are necessary for issuing a certificate of your work as an expert reviewer and to incorporate them into our reviewer database and the OJS submission. They will not be disclosed to the authors.

SECTION B: ARTICLE IDENTIFICATION
	Title: 
	



SECTION C: TITLES, ABSTRACT, AND KEYWORDS
	TITLE

	
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Does the title clearly indicate that the publication is a systematic review and/or meta-analysis?
	
	
	

	Is the title succinct and provides a comprehensive and unambiguous overview of the article's subject matter?
	
	
	

	Is the title pertinent to the article's objectives, findings, and conclusions?
	
	
	

	ABSTRACT

	
	
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	
	Introduction: Is the problem or situation to be discussed in the article briefly and concisely described?
	
	
	

	
	Objective: Is the objective clearly (unambiguously) stated, and does it agree with the objective declared in the body of the text?
	
	
	

	
	Materials and methods: Is there a clear description of how the search was conducted, including information sources and initial search strategy (types of studies considered, study period, languages of publication, search terms/equation, and date of each search)?
	
	
	

	
	Materials and methods For systematic and scope reviews: Are the registration and review protocol links included (i.e. PROSPERO)?
	
	
	

	
	Materials and methods For meta-analyses, are the statistical methods used to obtain the pooled estimates briefly described using standard terminology?
	
	
	

	
	Results: Are the most important results (supported by accurate data) related to the study objective (main study characteristics; most relevant findings, preferably including the number of studies and participants, and the most relevant pooled estimates in meta-analyses)? 
	
	
	

	
	Conclusion: Does it provide an overview of the evidence and results found, as well as a discussion of the implications for future research?
	
	
	

	
	Conclusion: s the conclusion(s) clear, relevant to the study's objective, and supported by the study findings?
	
	
	

	KEYWORDS:

	
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Are the Spanish keywords directly related to the study and used as exact descriptors in DeCS Bireme?
	
	
	

	COMMENTS ON THESE SECTIONS:
This box is for comments, suggestions, or recommendations to the authors regarding questions or elements in this section that should be improved. Please keep in mind that comments can also be written within the article's body (please erase this information prior to posting your comments).




SECTION D. BODY OF TEXT
	INTRODUCTION- items 3 and 4 of the 2020 PRISMA checklist)

	
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Is there a general and up-to-date context of the main topic addressed in the study, and is the importance of conducting the study explained?
	
	
	

	Is the rationale (the topic(s) and/or problem(s) underlying the objective of the study) adequately detailed?
	
	
	

	Is the information presented in the introduction supported by accurate and properly referenced data? Also, if applicable, is this information up-to-date and relevant (published within the past 5 years)?
	
	
	

	Is the information presented in this section supported by direct references (i.e., the study(ies) on which the information is reported), and are most of the references primary studies?
	
	
	

	Is the objective clearly stated at the end of the section, and is it consistent with the one described in the abstract?
	
	
	

	COMMENTS ON THIS SECTION
This box is for comments, suggestions, or recommendations to the authors regarding questions or elements in this section that should be improved. Please keep in mind that comments can also be written within the article's body (please erase this information prior to posting your comments).


	MATERIALS AND METHODS - items 5-16 of the of the PRISMA 2009 checklist

	
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	If appropriate, are the question(s) (formulated using the PICO strategy) addressed in the review and used as a basis for establishing the stated objective presented?
	
	
	

	Is information regarding the following aspects of the evidence search clearly described: information sources, initial search strategy, eligibility criteria (inclusion and exclusion), study selection process (selection steps, inclusion/exclusion criteria, etc.), and data extraction process (e.g., data collected in each included study, use of automation tools)?
	
	
	

	Are the registration links to the review search protocol provided? (e.g., PROSPERO)? If no, is all the information from each of the searches included in an annex at the end of the document?
	
	
	

	If appropriate, is the type(s) of meta-analysis(es) conducted described, as well as the statistical methods used to calculate effect measures (i.e. OR, RR, mean difference, etc.)?
	
	
	

	If appropriate, is the risk of bias assessment process of the included studies, along with the tool(s) used, clearly and completely reported?
	
	
	

	If appropriate, is the assessment of the quality and/or reliability of the evidence from the studies included in the review described clearly and comprehensively?
	
	
	

	COMMENTS ON THIS SECTION
This box is for comments, suggestions, or recommendations to the authors regarding questions or elements in this section that should be improved. Please keep in mind that comments can also be written within the article's body (please erase this information prior to posting your comments).


	INTRODUCTION- items 16 and 22 of the 2020 PRISMA checklist

	
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Are the results consistent with the objective of the study?
	
	
	

	Are the results of the search and study selection process presented (number of records identified, studies excluded at different stages of the selection process, and number of studies finally included in the review for full analysis, etc.)?
	
	
	

	Is the PRISMA flow diagram(s) included (available here)?
	
	
	

	If applicable, is the total number of individuals recruited in the included studies reported?
	
	
	

	Is there a brief quantitative characterization of the included studies (type of study, language, country or region, etc.)?
	
	
	

	Is there a table listing the key features of ALL the studies included in the review, as well as the corresponding references (at least: authors and references, sample size, type of study, and main findings related to the objective of the review)? Is the information in this table consistent with the variables described in the “data extraction” subsection of  the materials and methods section, and is the information about each study sufficient to understand its findings without having to go directly to the source?
	
	
	

	Are the results described clearly and accurately, without approximations (preferably using two decimal places)?
	
	
	

	If appropriate, are the results of the risk of bias assessment of the included studies adequately reported, including figures or tables, for each domain/component/item assessed?)
	
	
	

	Do the findings presented in this section relate only to the studies included in the review (as indicated in the characterization table). In other words, are there no results reported from studies that are not listed in the study characterization table?
	
	
	

	If appropriate, are the results of the meta-analysis(es) clearly and comprehensively described, including tables and figures?
	
	
	

	COMMENTS ON THIS SECTION
This box is for comments, suggestions, or recommendations to the authors regarding questions or elements in this section that should be improved. Please keep in mind that comments can also be written within the article's body (please erase this information prior to posting your comments).


	DISCUSSION - items 23a-23c of the 2020 PRISMA checklist

	
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Are the most important findings derived from the evidence analysis (in relation to your objective) discussed?
	
	
	

	Is there an overall interpretation of the results obtained in the light of the evidence reported in comparable studies (i.e., whether their findings are similar to or differ from those reported by other systematic reviews and/or meta-analyses addressing the same question or objective)?
	
	
	

	When discussing the findings in light of what is reported in a similar individual study, is the exact finding of that comparative study presented, and is there sufficient context on that study (e.g., type of population, number of articles included) to enrich the interpretation of the discussion?
	
	
	

	When findings are discussed in light of what is reported in the literature in general, are a minimum of 3 references from primary studies or at least 1 reference from systematic reviews and/or meta-analyses included to support such statements?
	
	
	

	Are limitations and/or strengths of the study discussed in the final part of the section?
	
	
	

	Are the limitations of the evidence included in the review discussed?
	
	
	

	Are the limitations of the review processes used discussed?
	
	
	

	COMMENTS ON THIS SECTION
This box is for comments, suggestions, or recommendations to the authors regarding questions or elements in this section that should be improved. Please keep in mind that comments can also be written within the article's body (please erase this information prior to posting your comments).

	CONCLUSIONS - item 23 of the 2020 PRISMA checklist

	
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Is the conclusion(s) directly related to the objective of the study and supported by its findings?
	
	
	

	Does the conclusion(s) provide an overall analysis of the evidence found and the results obtained, together with their relevance for clinical practice and future research?
	
	
	

	COMMENTS ON THIS SECTION
This box is for comments, suggestions, or recommendations to the authors regarding questions or elements in this section that should be improved. Please keep in mind that comments can also be written within the article's body (please erase this information prior to posting your comments).



SECTION E. REFERENCES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
	


	
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Do the references (both in-text and in the reference list) conform to the Vancouver referencing style?
	
	
	

	Is the article's phrasing clear: statements are concise and to the point, ideas are complete, and standard terminology is used (i.e., no regionalisms, eponyms, or terms used in clinical practice but not found in the relevant literature)?
	
	
	

	COMMENTS ON THESE SECTIONS:
This box is for comments, suggestions, or recommendations to the authors regarding questions or elements in this section that should be improved. Please keep in mind that comments can also be written within the article's body (please erase this information prior to posting your comments).



SECTION F. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
	Kindly share here any observations, recommendations, and suggestions for authors that you deem are necessary to improve the article. Note that you can make comments directly on the body of the article you received for evaluation.



EVALUATION FORM FOR EXCLUSIVE USE BY EDITORS
	
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Is the study methodologically rigorous and logically consistent in scientific terms?
	
	
	

	Does the study make an original and useful contribution to knowledge, particularly for the orthopedic and trauma surgery specialty and its subspecialties?
	
	
	

	Does the writing of the article meet the standards expected for a biomedical publication, including appropriate wording, vocabulary, spelling, conceptual clarity, use of official and standard terms, etc.?
	
	
	

	Is the information clear, accurate, and concise?
	
	
	

	Does the information provided in the methodology align with the expectations for a systematic review and/or meta-analysis, scope, or narrative as per the PRISMA guidelines (refer to the materials and methods section of this document)?
	
	
	

	Is the discussion relevant?
	
	
	

	Do the conclusions of the study stem from the results reported in the study?
	
	
	

	Are the references pertinent and current?
	
	
	



DECISION AFTER EVALUATION
Select (with a “X”) the option that best describes your decision following the evaluation of the article:
	
	Article accepted for publication without revisions

	
	Article accepted for publication with minor revisions

	
	Article accepted for publication with major revisions

	
	Article rejected for publication



Thank you for your contributions to the publication of better quality academic and scientific content.
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