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Introduction
A systematic review is a form of research using as a data source

literature on a particular topic, are particularly useful for integrating
information from a number of studies carried out separately about
certain therapeutics/intervention, which may present conflicting
results and/ or coincident, and to identify issues that need evidence, by

applying explicit methods and systematic search, critical assessment
and synthesis of the selected information. Meta-analysis is a statistical
method used in systematic reviews to integrate the results of the
included studies and increase the statistical power of the study. The
Table 1 shows the checklists needed to make a critical analysis of a
systematic reviews and meta-analysis [1-19].

Appraisal questions

The research question is clearly defined and the inclusion/exclusion criteria must be listed in the paper.

A comprehensive literature search is carried out.

Did the review address a clearly focused issue? Was there enough information on: The population studied

The intervention given

The outcomes considered

Did the authors look for the appropriate sort of papers? Have an appropriate study design.

Do you think the important, relevant studies were included? Look for

Which bibliographic databases were used

Follow up from reference lists

Personal contact with experts

Search for unpublished as well as published studies

Search for non-English language studies

Did the review’s authors do enough to assess the quality of the included studies? The authors need to consider the rigor of the studies they have identified.

Is the clinical question clearly focused with regard to: the population? The intervention? The outcome measures?

Are the criteria for the selection of the studies to be included in the review in accordance with: the specifications of the foregoing question in regard to populations,
interventions and results? The type of research design that will be chosen?

Is the literature search method clearly specified?

Is there a high probability that some relevant studies may have been omitted?

Have the identified studies been evaluated for methodological quality?

Was the methodological quality evaluation carried out by more than one person independently, and the degree of agreement between them established?

At least two people should have selected studies.
At least two people should have extracted data.

Is this a systematic review of randomised trials?

Does it include a methods section that describes:

Finding and including all relevant trials?

Assessing their individual validity?

Were the results consistent from study to study?

Were the individual patient data used in the analysis (or aggregate data)?

The status of publication was not used as an inclusion criterion.
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The excluded studies are listed.

The relevant characteristics of the included studies are provided.

The scientific quality of the included studies was assessed and reported.

Was the scientific quality of the included studies used appropriately?

Appropriate methods are used to combine the individual study findings.

The likelihood of publication bias was assessed appropriately.

Are the valid results of this systematic review important?

Can you apply this valid, important evidence from a systematic review in caring for your patient?

Is your patient so different from those in the study that its results cannot apply?

If the results of the review have been combined, was it reasonable to do so? Consider whether · The results were similar from study to study

The results of all the included studies are clearly displayed

The results of the different studies are similar

The reasons for any variations are discussed

What is the overall result of the review? Consider

If you are clear about the reviews ‘bottom line’ results

What these are (numerically if appropriate)

How were the results expressed (NNT, odds ratio, etc.)

Are the results presented with confidence intervals?

Were the results consistent from one study to another? What were the overall results of the review? How precise were the results?

What are your patient’s potential benefits and harms from the therapy?

Method I: In the OR tables above, find the intersection of the closest odds ratio from the systematic review and your patient’s expected event rate (PEER)

Method II: To calculate the NNT from any OR and PEER:

Are your patient’s values and preferences satisfied by the regimen and its consequences?

Do you and you patient have a clear assessment of their values and preferences?

Are they met by this regimen and its consequences?

Should you believe apparent qualitative differences in the efficacy of therapy in some subgroups of patients?

Do they really make biologic and clinical sense?

Is the qualitative difference both clinically (beneficial for some but useless or harmful for others) and statistically significant?

Was this difference hypothesized before the study began (rather than the product of dredging the data), and has it been confirmed in other, independent studies?

Can the results be applied to the local population? Consider whether

The patients covered by the review could be sufficiently different from your population to cause concern

Your local setting is likely to differ much from that of the review

Are my patients similar to the patients included in the original studies?

Is the intervention feasible in my setting?

Have all the clinically relevant results been taken into consideration?

Do the benefits outweigh the potential harm?

Were all important outcomes considered?

Are the benefits worth the harms and costs? Even if this is not addressed by the review, what do you think?

Conflicts of interest are declared.

What is your overall assessment of the methodological quality of this review?

Are the results of this study directly applicable to the patient group targeted by this guideline?

Rate the overall methodological quality of the study, using the following as a guide:
High quality (++): Majority of criteria met. Little or no risk of bias.
Low quality (-): Either most criteria not met, or significant flaws relating to key aspects of study design.
Reject (0): Poor quality study with significant flaws. Wrong study type. Not relevant to guideline

Table 1: Critical appraisal of prognostic studies.

Use this checklist can improve the evaluation of prognostic studies.
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