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Knowledge Summary guidance for reviewers  
Thank you for peer reviewing for Veterinary Evidence.

This document is intended to support you in reviewing a Knowledge Summary. Each section aligns with the corresponding part of the author’s submission and outlines what the author should have included. Use it as a reference guide alongside the peer review questions in Editorial Manager.

Please watch our video on how to review a Knowledge Summary: https://youtu.be/2Mj4KUEa-bI 
For more guidance and information, please visit our Reviewer Hub or contact us. 


Purpose of a Knowledge Summary
A Knowledge Summary is a practical, time-saving tool to assist veterinary professionals in making evidence-based decisions. The writing should be clear, objective, and concise. 

Balanced Appraisal
A Knowledge Summary should provide a balanced assessment of the strength of evidence provided by the study designs described in the paper(s) to support the outcomes reported. Critical appraisal is not simply a negative critique; rather, it should offer an objective evaluation that acknowledges both strengths and limitations of the studies reviewed.

	Knowledge Summary submission 




	Question (in PICO format)	Comment by Bridget Sheppard: We currently ask reviewers Q2: *Is the clinical bottom line focused and informative? Does it mention specific interventions, treatments, or diagnostic tests? Is the PICO question interesting and up-to-date? (Limit 10000 Characters)
Suggest taking out the bit about the PICO, as they have already been ‘reviewed’ and approved. 	Comment by Cockcroft, Peter Prof (School of Vet Med.): The outcomes section should provide key outcomes from the studies. There is often insufficient detail presented in this section. There should be some form of quantification of the outcomes from the studies so that clinicians can form a judgement. Caveats to the outcomes should be considered based upon the level of evidence.
The PICO question has been approved and signed off by the Editor-in-chief and a member of the editorial board prior to submission. No changes should be made to the PICO during the peer review stage. Please also see below with regards to if the author has found insufficient or zero evidence.

Clinical bottom line
The author should have included the below:
· Category of Research Question:  indicates the category of research question that was addressed: treatment/prognosis/risk/diagnosis/prevalence/incidence	Comment by Kira Atanasiu: Small suggestion, but I think the verbs here might be better in the third person form (Indicates / Says / States / etc)
· Number and Type of Study Designs Appraised: Says how many studies the author critically appraised and what type of studies they were (e.g. randomised controlled, cross-sectional, cohort, etc).
· Strength of Evidence: States whether the selected papers overall provide zero, weak, moderate, or strong evidence based on their design and how well they were carried out.
· Summary of Outcomes: Briefly describes what the studies found overall. 
· Conclusion: A conclusion to the PICO question based upon the strength of evidence and the outcomes identified by the critical appraisal of the studies, and indicates the implications for clinical practice
· Additional Comments and Caveats: Authors should have briefly included any important points, limitations, or considerations relevant to the findings. 





Clinical scenario 

The author should provide a short paragraph describing a clinical situation that might lead a veterinary professional to look for evidence. It should help the reader picture the practical context, not review all the existing evidence. (Author word count: 100)

The evidence

The author should provide 1 – 2 concise and focused paragraph(s) regarding the strength of evidence provided, based purely on the studies they have identified. 

The strength of the evidence is directly related to the quality and type of experimental design. Strong evidence may support or not support a change in clinical practice. (Author word count: 200)

Summary of the evidence

There is no limit on the number of papers appraised, so long as the studies directly address the author’s PICO question. The author should remain clear, concise, and balanced. Readers can refer to the original papers for further details. (Author word count: 700 for each article appraised).

What if the author has found insufficient or zero evidence?

A lack of evidence is a significant finding, especially for important and common clinical questions that impact patient care. The absence of published research highlights gaps in current knowledge and can help drive future studies. The value of identifying insufficient or zero evidence is often underestimated, but it plays a crucial role in shaping evidence-based veterinary medicine.

For reference, visit our Strength of Evidence page to explore published Knowledge Summaries categorised by the strength of evidence found.

When answering the question ‘has the author missed anything’ please bear in mind that a Knowledge Summary provides information derived from a limited number of specified scientific journal databases, using declared search functions and nominated time periods which are explicitly described within the paper. Whilst the databases used cover a wide range of veterinary journals it is important to recognise the Knowledge Summary reflects the information derived from the scope of the searches used.	Comment by Bridget Sheppard: When answering the question ‘has the author missed anything’. 


	1. Author surname (year)

	2. Title of study DOI

	3. Aim: Sentence summarising the aim of the paper.

	Study design:
	Is the study design reported correctly as per the original paper?

If the stated design seems incorrect or is missing, has the author-described study design been included appropriately, with further explanation in the Appraisal section?


	Interventions:
	The experimental intervention details that relate specifically to the PICO question should be reported in this section. This will depend on the category of question and study design.
Please check that the following are clearly described (as appropriate to the study):
· Target population
· Inclusion and exclusion criteria
· Treatment groups (including sample size and allocation method)
· Treatment protocols (dose, duration, frequency, technique)
· Any relevant changes to protocols during the study
· Additional experimental detail needed to understand the intervention (e.g. lab techniques, timeline, statistical analysis)


	Outcome studied:
	Are the key variables listed and relevant to the PICO question? The outcomes section should provide key outcomes from the studies. There should be some form of quantification of the outcomes from the studies so that clinicians can form a judgement. Caveats to the outcomes should be considered based upon the level of evidence.


	Main findings
(relevant to PICO question):
	Are the main results clearly summarised in bullet points?
Are all listed outcomes reported?
Does reporting include:
· Direction of effect
· p-values and/or 95% confidence intervals
· Descriptive statistics (mean/median/%, SD)
· References to figures/tables where relevant?
Is it clear that only data from the paper is reported (not author interpretations or calculations)?


	Limitations:
	Are important study limitations critically assessed? Consider:
· Sample size, bias, blinding
· Control of variables, measurement accuracy
Use and reporting of statistical analysis


	Strengths
	Are any strengths of the study design and implementation identified and justified?


	Strength of evidence
	Is a judgement made on the overall strength of evidence (zero, weak, moderate, strong)?
Is this rating consistent with the critical appraisal and study quality? Strong evidence may support or not support a change in clinical practice.





Appraisal, application and reflection 
  
Does the Appraisal section offer practical context rather than a detailed review of the literature? (The Author’s word count here is: 1000).

 
The Methodology – literature search section is reviewed by our library team.
















Intellectual Property Rights
Authors of Knowledge Summaries submitted to RCVS Knowledge for publication will retain copyright in their work, and will be required to grant RCVS Knowledge a non-exclusive licence of the rights of copyright in the materials including but not limited to the right to publish, re-publish, transmit, sell, distribute and otherwise use the materials in all languages and all media throughout the world, and to license or permit others to do so.

Disclaimer
[bookmark: _Hlk204162498]A Knowledge Summary provides information derived from a limited number of specified scientific journal databases, using declared search functions and nominated time periods which are explicitly described within the paper. Whilst the databases used cover a wide range of veterinary journals it is important to recognise the Knowledge Summary reflects the information derived from the scope of the searches used.

Knowledge Summaries are a peer-reviewed article type which aims to answer a clinical question based on the best available current evidence. It does not override the responsibility of the practitioner. Informed decisions should be made by considering such factors as individual clinical expertise and judgement along with patients’ circumstances and owners’ values. Knowledge Summaries are a resource to help inform and any opinions expressed within the Knowledge Summaries are the author's own and do not necessarily reflect the view of RCVS Knowledge. Authors are responsible for the accuracy of the content. While the Editor and Publisher believe that all content herein are in accord with current recommendations and practice at the time of publication, they accept no legal responsibility for any errors or omissions, and make no warranty, express or implied, with respect to material contained within.
For further information please refer to our Terms of Use.

RCVS Knowledge is the independent charity associated with the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons (RCVS). Its mission is to advance the quality of veterinary care for the benefit of animals, the public and society. 


https://www.veterinaryevidence.org/

RCVS Knowledge is a registered Charity No. 230886.
Registered as a Company limited by guarantee in England and Wales No. 598443.
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