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ABSTRACT - This electronic document is a “live” template and already defines the components of your paper [title, text, heads, etc.] in its style sheet.  *CRITICAL: Do Not Use Symbols, Special Characters, Footnotes, or Math in Paper Title or Abstract. (Abstract) See: PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist*. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003583.t002
Context: The Abstract should be informative and completely self-explanatory, briefly present the topic, state the scope of the experiments, indicate significant data, and point out major findings and conclusions. The Abstract should not exceed 250 words. Standard nomenclature should be used, and abbreviations should be avoided. No literature should be cited. Clinical question/relevance of the review.
Aims: Start with a verb in infinitive (“To evaluate…”, “To determinate…”, etc.). Objectives that take into account the authors to conduct the review. Provide an explicit statement of the main objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.
Methods:  Standard nomenclature should be used, and abbreviations should be avoided. Process of acquiring articles should be declared. Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review. Specify the information sources (e.g., databases, registers) used to identify studies and the date when each was last searched. Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the includes studies. Specify the methods used to present and synthesized results.
Results: Complete sentences, active verbs, and the third person should be used, and the abstract should be written in the past tense. Give the total number of included studies and participants and summarize relevant characteristics of studies. Present results for main outcomes, preferably indicating the number of included studies and participants for each. If meta-analysis was done, report the summary estimate and confidence/credible interval. If comparing groups, indicate the direction of the effect (i.e., which group is favored). Provide a general interpretation of the results and important implications. Provide a brief summary of the limitations of the evidence in the review (e.g., study risk of bias, inconsistency and imprecision).
Conclusions: Final assessment of the overall evidence should be given. The conclusions and recommendations not found in the text of the manuscript should not be given in the abstract.
Keywords: article; formatting; manuscript; style; template (key words in alphabetical order and separated by semicolons. The words found in title need not be given as key words). Use terms from the latest Medical Subject Headings (MeSH) list of Index Medicus. A more general term may be used if a suitable MeSH term is not available. Please check if these keywords have been accepted by MeSH Browser 2022 or 2023 (https://meshb-prev.nlm.nih.gov/). If not, type keywords accepted by this MeSH Browser. Six keywords maximum in alphabetical order. Example: “Keywords: clinical trial; diabetes mellitus; functional food; matrix metalloproteinase-9; neutrophil gelatinase-associated lipocalin; renal insufficiency”.
Abbreviations: A list of abbreviations, in alphabetical order, should be written here (please note that all acronyms or abbreviations should be named the first time they are used). Enter here those abbreviations that are repeated in the text two or more times. Example: “DM: Diabetes mellitus; DN: Diabetic nephropathy; ECM: Extracellular matrix; eGFR: Estimated glomerular filtration rate; ESRD: End-stage renal disease…”
INTRODUCTION
This template, modified in MS Word 2007 and saved as a “Word 97-2003 Document” for the PC, provides authors with most of the formatting specifications needed for preparing electronic versions of their papers. All standard paper components have been specified for three reasons: (1) ease of use when formatting individual papers, (2) automatic compliance to electronic requirements that facilitate the concurrent or later production of electronic products, and (3) conformity of style throughout a conference proceeding. Margins, column widths, line spacing, and type styles are built-in; examples of the type styles are provided throughout this document and are identified in italic type, within parentheses, following the example. Some components, such as multi-levelled equations, graphics, and tables are not prescribed, although the various table text styles are provided. The formatter will need to create these components, incorporating the applicable criteria that follow.
American English is preferable, if you use British English, please do not mix both. Mixing of styles will be seriously penalized.

Essentially this section must introduce the subject and briefly say how the idea for research originated based on Systematic review—A review that uses explicit, systematic methods to collate and synthesize findings of studies that address a clearly formulated question.
Describe the current state of knowledge and its uncertainties.

Articulate why it is important to do the review.

If other systematic reviews addressing the same (or a largely similar) question are available, explain why the current review was considered necessary. If the review is an update or replication of a particular systematic review, indicate this and cite the previous review.

If the review examines the effects of interventions, also briefly describe how the intervention(s) examined might work.

If there is complexity in the intervention or context of its delivery (or both) (e.g., multi-component interventions, equity considerations), consider presenting a logic model to visually display the hypothesized relationship between intervention components and outcomes.
Add specific purpose (aim) of the review in the last paragraph of the Introduction. Be straightforward “The purpose of this literature review is to...”

Provide an explicit statement of the main objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses, expressed in terms of a relevant question formulation framework.

If the purpose is to evaluate the effects of interventions, use the Population, Intervention, Comparator, Outcome (PICO) framework or one of its variants, to state the comparisons that will be made.
Cited bibliography (from Introduction to Discussion): 

(Surname et al., 2016, for three or more authors) 

For an author: i.e., “…the existence of specific biomarkers for certain diseases (Niki, 2021)” 

For two authors “…a chemical entity that has been recently published (Lowe and Ugle, 2020).”

For three or more authors: “…a chemical entity that has been recently published in some studies (Polidori et al., 2019; Shah et al., 2021)”. They mentioned in alphabetical order.
MATERIAL AND METHODS
Ease of use (as suggested by PRISMA 2020 checklist) https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003583.s002 
Review methodology

Authors submitting review manuscripts should include a section describing the methods used for locating, selecting, extracting, and synthesizing data. These methods should also be summarized in the abstract. The methodology could be based (suggested) on “Page et al. (2021) The PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. PLoS Med 18(3): e1003583. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003583”

Eligibility criteria

Specify all study characteristics used to decide whether a study was eligible for inclusion in the review, that is, components described in the PICO framework or one of its variants, and other characteristics, such as eligible study design(s) and setting(s), and minimum duration of follow-up.

Specify eligibility criteria with regard to report characteristics, such as year of dissemination, language, and report status (e.g., whether reports, such as unpublished manuscripts and conference abstracts, were eligible for inclusion).

Clearly indicate if studies were ineligible because the outcomes of interest were not measured, or ineligible because the results for the outcome of interest were not reported.

Specify any groups used in the synthesis (e.g., intervention, outcome and population groups) and link these to the comparisons specified in the objectives.

Consider providing rationales for any notable restrictions to study eligibility.

Information sources

Specify the date when each source (e.g., database, register, website, organization) was last searched or consulted.

If bibliographic databases were searched, specify for each database its name (e.g., MEDLINE, CINAHL, SCOPUS, Web of Science, etc.), the interface or platform through which the database was searched (e.g., Ovid, EBSCOhost), and the dates of coverage (where this information is provided).

If study registers, regulatory databases and other online repositories were searched, specify the name of each source and any date restrictions that were applied. 

If websites, search engines or other online sources were browsed or searched, specify the name and URL of each source.

If organizations or manufacturers were contacted to identify studies, specify the name of each source.

If individuals were contacted to identify studies, specify the types of individuals contacted (e.g., authors of studies included in the review or researchers with expertise in the area).

If reference lists were examined, specify the types of references examined (e.g., references cited in study reports included in the systematic review, or references cited in systematic review reports on the same or similar topic).

If cited or citing reference searches (also called backward and forward citation searching) were conducted, specify the bibliographic details of the reports to which citation searching was applied, the citation index or platform used (e.g., Web of Science), and the date the citation searching was done.

If journals or conference proceedings were consulted, specify of the names of each source, the dates covered and how they were searched (e.g., handsearching or browsing online).
Search strategy

Provide the full line by line search strategy as run in each database with a sophisticated interface (such as Ovid), or the sequence of terms that were used to search simpler interfaces, such as search engines or websites.

Describe any limits applied to the search strategy (e.g., date or language) and justify these by linking back to the review’s eligibility criteria.

If published approaches, including search filters designed to retrieve specific types of records or search strategies from other systematic reviews, were used, cite them. If published approaches were adapted, for example if search filters are amended, note the changes made.

If natural language processing or text frequency analysis tools were used to identify or refine keywords, synonyms or subject indexing terms to use in the search strategy, specify the tool(s) used.

If a tool was used to automatically translate search strings for one database to another, specify the tool used.

If the search strategy was validated, for example by evaluating whether it could identify a set of clearly eligible studies, report the validation process used and specify which studies were included in the validation set.

If the search strategy was peer reviewed, report the peer review process used and specify any tool used such as the Peer Review of Electronic Search Strategies (PRESS) checklist.

If the search strategy structure adopted was not based on a PICO-style approach, describe the final conceptual structure and any explorations that were undertaken to achieve it..

Selection process

Recommendations for reporting regardless of the selection processes used:

Report how many reviewers screened each record (title/abstract) and each report retrieved, whether multiple reviewers worked independently at each stage of screening or not, and any processes used to resolve disagreements between screeners.

Report any processes used to obtain or confirm relevant information from study investigators.

If abstracts or articles required translation into another language to determine their eligibility, report how these were translated.

Recommendations for reporting in systematic reviews using automation tools in the selection process:

Report how automation tools were integrated within the overall study selection process.

If an externally derived machine learning classifier was applied (e.g., Cochrane RCT Classifier), either to eliminate records or to replace a single screener, include a reference or URL to the version used. If the classifier was used to eliminate records before screening, report the number eliminated in the PRISMA flow diagram as ‘Records marked as ineligible by automation tools’.

If an internally derived machine learning classifier was used to assist with the screening process, identify the software/classifier and version, describe how it was used (e.g., to remove records or replace a single screener) and trained (if relevant), and what internal or external validation was done to understand the risk of missed studies or incorrect classifications.

If machine learning algorithms were used to prioritize screening (whereby unscreened records are continually re-ordered based on screening decisions), state the software used and provide details of any screening rules applied.

Recommendations for reporting in systematic reviews using crowdsourcing or previous ‘known’ assessments in the selection process:

If crowdsourcing was used to screen records, provide details of the platform used and specify how it was integrated within the overall study selection process.

If datasets of already-screened records were used to eliminate records retrieved by the search from further consideration, briefly describe the derivation of these datasets.
Data collection process

Report how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether multiple reviewers worked independently or not, and any processes used to resolve disagreements between data collectors.

Report any processes used to obtain or confirm relevant data from study investigators.

If any automation tools were used to collect data, report how the tool was used, how the tool was trained, and what internal or external validation was done to understand the risk of incorrect extractions.

If articles required translation into another language to enable data collection, report how these articles were translated.

If any software was used to extract data from figures, specify the software used.

If any decision rules were used to select data from multiple reports corresponding to a study, and any steps were taken to resolve inconsistencies across reports, report the rules and steps used.
Data items (outcomes)
List and define the outcome domains and time frame of measurement for which data were sought.

Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in each study were sought, and if not, what process was used to select results within eligible domains.

If any changes were made to the inclusion or definition of the outcome domains, or to the importance given to them in the review, specify the changes, along with a rationale.

If any changes were made to the processes used to select results within eligible outcome domains, specify the changes, along with a rationale.

Consider specifying which outcome domains were considered the most important for interpreting the review’s conclusions and provide rationale for the labelling (e.g., “a recent core outcome set identified the outcomes labelled ‘critical’ as being the most important to patients”).
Data items (other variables)

List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources).

Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear information from the studies.

If a tool was used to inform which data items to collect, cite the tool used.

Study of risk of bias assessment
Specify the tool(s) (and version) used to assess risk of bias in the included studies.

Specify the methodological domains/components/items of the risk of bias tool(s) used.

Report whether an overall risk of bias judgement that summarized across domains/components/items was made, and if so, what rules were used to reach an overall judgement.

If any adaptations to an existing tool to assess risk of bias in studies were made, specify the adaptations.

If a new risk of bias tool was developed for use in the review, describe the content of the tool and make it publicly accessible.

Report how many reviewers assessed risk of bias in each study, whether multiple reviewers worked independently, and any processes used to resolve disagreements between assessors.

Report any processes used to obtain or confirm relevant information from study investigators.

If an automation tool was used to assess risk of bias, report how the automation tool was used, how the tool was trained, and details on the tool’s performance and internal validation.
Effect measures

Specify for each outcome (or type of outcome [e.g., binary, continuous]), the effect measure(s) (e.g., risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or presentation of results.

State any thresholds (or ranges) used to interpret the size of effect (e.g., minimally important difference; ranges for no/trivial, small, moderate and large effects) and the rationale for these thresholds.

If synthesized results were re-expressed to a different effect measure, report the method used to re-express results (e.g., meta-analyzing risk ratios and computing an absolute risk reduction based on an assumed comparator risk).

Consider providing justification for the choice of effect measure.

Synthesis methods
Eligibility for synthesis

Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g., tabulating the study intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item of eligibility criteria).

Preparing for synthesis

Report any methods required to prepare the data collected from studies for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data conversions.
Tabulation and graphical methods

Report chosen tabular structure(s) used to display results of individual studies and syntheses, along with details of the data presented.

Report chosen graphical methods used to visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.

If studies are ordered or grouped within tables or graphs based on study characteristics (e.g., by size of the study effect, year of publication), consider reporting the basis for the chosen ordering/grouping.

If non-standard graphs were used, consider reporting the rationale for selecting the chosen graph.
Statistical synthesis methods

If statistical synthesis methods were used, reference the software, packages and version numbers used to implement synthesis methods.

If it was not possible to conduct a meta-analysis, describe and justify the synthesis methods or summary approach used.

If meta-analysis was done, specify:

the meta-analysis model (fixed-effect, fixed-effects or random-effects) and provide rationale for the selected model.

the method used (e.g., Mantel-Haenszel, inverse-variance).

any methods used to identify or quantify statistical heterogeneity (e.g., visual inspection of results, a formal statistical test for heterogeneity, heterogeneity variance (𝜏2), inconsistency (e.g., I2), and prediction intervals).

• If a random-effects meta-analysis model was used:

specify the between-study (heterogeneity) variance estimator used (e.g., DerSimonian and Laird, restricted maximum likelihood (REML)).

specify the method used to calculate the confidence interval for the summary effect (e.g., Wald-type confidence interval, Hartung-Knapp-Sidik-Jonkman).

consider specifying other details about the methods used, such as the method for calculating confidence limits for the heterogeneity variance.

If a Bayesian approach to meta-analysis was used, describe the prior distributions about quantities of interest (e.g., intervention effect being analyzed, amount of heterogeneity in results across studies).

If multiple effect estimates from a study were included in a meta-analysis, describe the method(s) used to model or account for the statistical dependency (e.g., multivariate meta-analysis, multilevel models or robust variance estimation).

If a planned synthesis was not considered possible or appropriate, report this and the reason for that decision.
Methods to explore heterogeneity
If methods were used to explore possible causes of statistical heterogeneity, specify the method used (e.g., subgroup analysis, meta-regression).

If subgroup analysis or meta-regression was performed, specify for each:

which factors were explored, levels of those factors, and which direction of effect modification was expected and why (where possible).

whether analyses were conducted using study-level variables (i.e., where each study is included in one subgroup only), within-study contrasts (i.e., where data on subsets of participants within a study are available, allowing the study to be included in more than one subgroup), or some combination of the above.

how subgroup effects were compared (e.g., statistical test for interaction for subgroup analyses).

If other methods were used to explore heterogeneity because data were not amenable to meta-analysis of effect estimates (e.g., structuring tables to examine variation in results across studies based on subpopulation), describe the methods used, along with the factors and levels.

If any analyses used to explore heterogeneity were not pre-specified, identify them as such.
Sensitivity analyses
If sensitivity analyses were performed, provide details of each analysis (e.g., removal of studies at high risk of bias, use of an alternative meta-analysis model).

If any sensitivity analyses were not pre-specified, identify them as such.
Reporting bias assessment

Specify the methods (tool, graphical, statistical or other) used to assess the risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting biases).

If risk of bias due to missing results was assessed using an existing tool, specify the methodological components/domains/items of the tool, and the process used to reach a judgement of overall risk of bias.

If any adaptations to an existing tool to assess risk of bias due to missing results were made, specify the adaptations.

If a new tool to assess risk of bias due to missing results was developed for use in the review, describe the content of the tool and make it publicly accessible.

Report how many reviewers assessed risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis, whether multiple reviewers worked independently, and any processes used to resolve disagreements between assessors.

Report any processes used to obtain or confirm relevant information from study investigators.

If an automation tool was used to assess risk of bias due to missing results, report how the automation tool was used, how the tool was trained, and details on the tool’s performance and internal validation.
Certainty assessment

Specify the tool or system (and version) used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence.

Report the factors considered (e.g., precision of the effect estimate, consistency of findings across studies) and the criteria used to assess each factor when assessing certainty in the body of evidence.

Describe the decision rules used to arrive at an overall judgement of the level of certainty, together with the intended interpretation (or definition) of each level of certainty.

If applicable, report any review-specific considerations for assessing certainty, such as thresholds used to assess imprecision and ranges of magnitude of effect that might be considered trivial, moderate or large, and the rationale for these thresholds and ranges (item Effect measurement).

If any adaptations to an existing tool or system to assess certainty were made, specify the adaptations.

Report how many reviewers assessed certainty in the body of evidence for an outcome, whether multiple reviewers worked independently, and any processes used to resolve disagreements between assessors.

Report any processes used to obtain or confirm relevant information from investigators.

If an automation tool was used to support the assessment of certainty, report how the automation tool was used, how the tool was trained, and details on the tool’s performance and internal validation.

Describe methods for reporting the results of assessments of certainty, such as the use of Summary of Findings tables.

If standard phrases that incorporate the certainty of evidence were used (e.g., “hip protectors probably reduce the risk of hip fracture slightly”), report the intended interpretation of each phrase and the reference for the source guidance.

Other important aspects

Maintaining the integrity of the specifications

The template is used to format your paper and style the text. All margins, column widths, line spaces, and text fonts are prescribed; please do not alter them. You may note peculiarities. For example, the head margin in this template measures proportionately more than is customary. This measurement and others are deliberate, using specifications that anticipate your paper as one part of the entire proceedings, and not as an independent document. Please do not revise any of the current designations.

Prepare your paper before styling

Before you begin to format your paper, first write, and save the content as a separate text file. Complete all content and organizational editing before formatting. Please note sections below for more information on proofreading, spelling and grammar.

Keep your text and graphic files separate until after the text has been formatted and styled. Do not use hard tabs, and limit use of hard returns to only one return at the end of a paragraph. Do not add any kind of pagination anywhere in the paper. Do not number text heads-the template will do that for you.

Abbreviations and acronyms

Non-standard abbreviations must be defined in the text following their first use. Provide a list of all nonstandard abbreviations after the keywords. Abbreviations and their explanations should be collected in a list, arranged alphabetically. However, the following need not be defined: ADP (adenosine 5’-diphosphate), AIDS (acquired immunodeficiency syndrome), AMP (adenosine 5’-monophosphate or adenylic acid), ATP (adenosine 5’-triphosphate), cAMP (adenosine 3_,5_-cyclic monophosphate), cDNA (complementary DNA), CoA (coenzyme A), DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid), ED50 (50% effective dose), ESR (electron spin resonance), FAB-MS (fast atom bombardment mass spectrometry), FAD (flavin adenine dinucleotide), GC-MS (gas chromatography-mass spectrometry), GLC (gas-liquid chromatography), GMP (guanosine 5_-monophosphate), HPLC (high-performance liquid chromatography, high-pressure liquid chromatography), IC50 (inhibitory concentration, 50%), IR (infrared), LC (liquid chromatography), LC/MS (liquid chromatography/mass spectrometry), LD50 (50% lethal dose), mRNA (messenger RNA), MS (mass spectrum), NMR (nuclear magnetic resonance), P450 (as in cytochrome P450), RNA (ribonucleic acid), TLC (thin-layer chromatography), tRNA (transfer RNA), UV (ultraviolet). Do not use abbreviations in the title or heads unless they are unavoidable.

Units

Symbols and Units: International standardized abbreviations should be used, for example: length (m, cm, mm, µm, nm, Å), mass (kg, g, mg, µg, ng, pg, mol, mmol, µmol), volume (L, mL, µL), time (s, min, h, d), temperature (°C, K), radiation (Bq, dpm, Gy, Sv), and concentration (M, mM, mol/L, mmol/L, mg/mL, µg/mL, %, % (v/v), % (w/v), ppm, ppb), acceleration due to gravity (g) need not be defined. 

Other abbreviations should be defined the first time that they are used in the text (i.e., the specific term should be followed by its abbreviation in parentheses), and they should be used consistently thereafter. Preferably, SI units should be used (http://physics.nist.gov/Pubs/SP330/sp330.pdf).
Use a zero before decimal points: “0.25”, not “.25”. Use “cm3”, not “cc”. 

Equations

The equations are an exception to the prescribed specifications of this template. You will need to determine whether or not your equation should be typed using either the Times New Roman or the Symbol font (please no other font). To create multileveled equations, it may be necessary to treat the equation as a graphic and insert it into the text after your paper is styled.

Number equations consecutively. Equation numbers, within square brackets, are to position flush right, as in [1], using a right tab stop. To make your equations more compact, you may use the solidus ( / ), the exp function, or appropriate exponents. Italicize Roman symbols for quantities and variables, but not Greek symbols. Use a long dash rather than a hyphen for a minus sign. Punctuate equations with commas or periods when they are part of a sentence, as in equation [1].
	a + b ( c = β
	[1]


Where a: xxxx; b: xxxx; c: xxxxx
Note that the equation is centered using a center tab stop. Be sure that the symbols in your equation have been defined before or immediately following the equation. Use 8 point Source Sans Pro as example.
The doses of drugs

It should be given as unit weight per kilogram body weight e.g., mg/kg and the concentrations should be given in terms of molarity e.g., nM or mM. The routes of administration may be abbreviated, e.g., intra-arterial (i.a.), intracerebroventricular (i.c.v.), intragastric gavage (i.g.), intramuscular (i.m.), intraperitoneal (i.p.), intravenous (i.v.), per os (p.o.), subcutaneous (s.c.), transdermal (t.d.), etcetera.

Documentation of plants and other organisms or starting materials

Use the correct scientific nomenclature. For plants, The Plant List (http://www.theplantlist.org/), the Index Kewensis (electronic Plant Information Centre ePIC, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, UK: http://www.kew.org/epic), and/or the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature (www.bgbm.fu-berlin.de/iapt/nomenclature/code/tokyo-e/default.htm) should be followed.

Statistical analysis
Declare the statistical package used (SPSS, Prism, Minitab, etc.) version, company, city, country. The variation of data should be expressed in terms of the standard error of mean (S.E.M) or the standard deviation (S.D.), along with the number of observations (n). The details of statistical tests used, and the level of significance should be stated. If more than one test is used it is important to indicate which groups and parameters have been subjected to which test.
Table 1 PRISMA 2020 item checklist should be consulted for the purpose of creating an adequate systematic review: “Page et al. (2021) The PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. PLoS Med 18(3): e1003583. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003583” (paper)

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003583.t001 (check list) Annex 1.
RESULTS
Study selection

Flow of the studies

Report, ideally using a flow diagram (Fig. 1), the number of: records identified; records excluded before screening; records screened; records excluded after screening titles or titles and abstracts; reports retrieved for detailed evaluation; potentially eligible reports that were not retrievable; retrieved reports that did not meet inclusion criteria and the primary reasons for exclusion; and the number of studies and reports included in the review. If applicable, also report the number of ongoing studies and associated reports identified.

If the review is an update of a previous review, report results of the search and selection process for the current review and specify the number of studies included in the previous review.

If applicable, indicate in the PRISMA flow diagram how many records were excluded by a human and how many by automation tools.

A PRISMA 2020 flow diagram for systematic reviews should be exposed (Fig. 1). See this example:
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	Figure 1. RISMA 2020 flow diagram template for systematic reviews.

The boxes in grey should only be completed if applicable; otherwise they should be removed from the flow diagram. Note that a “report” could be a journal article, preprint, conference abstract, study register entry, clinical study report, dissertation, unpublished manuscript, government report or any other document providing relevant information. https://journals.plos.org/plosmedicine/article/figure?id=10.1371/journal.pmed.1003583.g001 


Excluded studies
Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were excluded.

Study characteristics

Cite each included study and present its characteristics.

Present the key characteristics of each study in a table or figure (considering a format that will facilitate comparison of characteristics across the studies).

If the review examines the effects of interventions, consider presenting an additional table that summarizes the intervention details for each study.

Risk of bias in studies

Present tables or figures indicating for each study the risk of bias in each domain/component/item assessed (e.g., blinding of outcome assessors, missing outcome data) and overall study-level risk of bias.

Present justification for each risk of bias judgement, for example in the form of relevant quotations from reports of included studies.

If assessments of risk of bias were done for specific outcomes or results in each study, consider displaying risk of bias judgements on a forest plot, next to the study results.
Results of individual studies

For all outcomes, irrespective of whether statistical synthesis was undertaken, present for each study summary statistics for each group (where appropriate). For dichotomous outcomes, report the number of participants with and without the events for each group; or the number with the event and the total for each group (e.g., 12/45). For continuous outcomes, report the mean, standard deviation, and sample size of each group.

For all outcomes, irrespective of whether statistical synthesis was undertaken, present for each study an effect estimated and its precision (e.g., standard error or 95% confidence/credible interval). For example, for time-to-event outcomes, present a hazard ratio and its confidence interval.

If study-level data is presented visually or reported in the text (or both), also present a tabular display of the results.

If results were obtained from multiple data sources (e.g., journal article, study register entry, clinical study report, correspondence with authors), report the source of the data.

If applicable, indicate which results were not reported directly and had to be computed or estimated from other information.
Results of syntheses

Characteristics of contributing studies
Provide a brief summary of the characteristics and risk of bias among studies contributing to each synthesis (meta-analysis or other). The summary should focus only on study characteristics that help in interpreting the results (especially those that suggest the evidence addresses only a restricted part of the review question, or indirectly addresses the question).

Indicate which studies were included in each synthesis (e.g., by listing each study in a forest plot or table or citing studies in the text).
Results of statistical syntheses

Report results of all statistical syntheses described in the protocol and all syntheses conducted that were not pre-specified.

If meta-analysis was conducted, report for each:

the summary estimate and its precision (e.g., standard error or 95% confidence/credible interval).
measures of statistical heterogeneity (e.g., 𝜏2, I2, prediction interval).
If other statistical synthesis methods were used (e.g., summarizing effect estimates, combining P values), report the synthesized result and a measure of precision (or equivalent information, for example, the number of studies and total sample size).

If the statistical synthesis method does not yield an estimate of effect (e.g., as is the case when P values are combined), report the relevant statistics (e.g., P value from the statistical test), along with an interpretation of the result that is consistent with the question addressed by the synthesis method.

If comparing groups, describe the direction of effect (e.g., fewer events in the intervention group, or higher pain in the comparator group).

If synthesizing mean differences, specify for each synthesis, where applicable, the unit of measurement (e.g., kilograms or pounds for weight), the upper and lower limits of the measurement scale (e.g., anchors range from 0 to 10), direction of benefit (e.g., higher scores denote higher severity of pain), and the minimally important difference, if known. If synthesizing standardized mean differences, and the effect estimate is being re-expressed to a particular instrument, specify details of the instrument, as per the mean difference.

Results of investigations of heterogeneity

If investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity were conducted:

present results regardless of the statistical significance, magnitude, or direction of effect modification.

identify the studies contributing to each subgroup.

report results with due consideration to the observational nature of the analysis and risk of confounding due to other factors.

If subgroup analysis was conducted:

report for each analysis the exact P value for a test for interaction, as well as, within each subgroup, the summary estimates, their precision (e.g., standard error or 95% confidence/credible interval) and measures of heterogeneity.

consider presenting the estimate for the difference between subgroups and its precision.

If meta-regression was conducted:

report for each analysis the exact P value for the regression coefficient and its precision.

consider presenting a meta-regression scatterplot with the study effect estimates plotted against the potential effect modifier.

If informal methods (i.e., those that do not involve a formal statistical test) were used to investigate heterogeneity, describe the results observed.

Results of sensitivity analyses

If any sensitivity analyses were conducted:

report the results for each sensitivity analysis.

comment on how robust the main analysis was given the results of all corresponding sensitivity analyses.

consider presenting results in tables that indicate: (i) the summary effect estimate, a measure of precision (and potentially other relevant statistics, for example, I2 statistic) and contributing studies for the original meta-analysis; (ii) the same information for the sensitivity analysis; and (iii) details of the original and sensitivity analysis assumptions.

consider presenting results of sensitivity analyses visually using forest plots.

Reporting biases

Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis assessed.

If a tool was used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis, present responses to questions in the tool, judgements about risk of bias and any information used to support such judgements.

If a funnel plot was generated to evaluate small-study effects (one cause of which is reporting biases), present the plot and specify the effect estimate and measure of precision used in the plot. If a contour-enhanced funnel plot was generated, specify the ‘milestones’ of statistical significance that the plotted contour lines represent (P = 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, etc.)

If a test for funnel plot asymmetry was used, report the exact P value observed for the test, and potentially other relevant statistics, for example the standardized normal deviate, from which the P value is derived.

If any sensitivity analyses seeking to explore the potential impact of missing results on the synthesis were conducted, present results of each analysis (see item Results of sensitivity analyses), compare them with results of the primary analysis, and report results with due consideration of the limitations of the statistical method.

If studies were assessed for selective non-reporting of results by comparing outcomes and analyses pre-specified in study registers, protocols, and statistical analysis plans with results that were available in study reports, consider presenting a matrix (with rows as studies and columns as syntheses) to present the availability of study results.

If an assessment of selective non-reporting of results reveals that some studies are missing from the synthesis, consider displaying the studies with missing results underneath a forest plot or including a table with the available study results.
Certainty of evidence

Report the overall level of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each important outcome.

Provide an explanation of reasons for rating down (or rating up) the certainty of evidence (e.g., in footnotes to an evidence summary table).

Communicate certainty in the evidence wherever results are reported (i.e., abstract, evidence summary tables, results, conclusions), using a format appropriate for the section of the review.

Consider including evidence summary tables, such as GRADE Summary of Findings tables.
Other aspects to consider

Some common mistakes

The word “data” is plural, not singular.

The subscript for the permeability of vacuum (0, and other common scientific constants, is zero with subscript formatting, not a lowercase letter “o”.

In American English, commas, semicolons, periods, question and exclamation marks are located within quotation marks only when a complete thought or name is cited, such as a title or full quotation. When quotation marks are used, instead of a bold or italic typeface, to highlight a word or phrase, punctuation should appear outside of the quotation marks. A parenthetical phrase or statement at the end of a sentence is punctuated outside of the closing parenthesis (like this). (A parenthetical sentence is punctuated within the parentheses.)

A graph within a graph is an “inset”, not an “insert”. The word alternatively is preferred to the word “alternately” (unless you really mean something that alternates).

Do not use the word “essentially” to mean “approximately” or “effectively”.

Be aware of the different meanings of the homophones “affect” and “effect”, “complement” and “compliment”, “discreet” and “discrete”, “principal” and “principle”.

Do not confuse “imply” and “infer”.

The prefix “non” is not a word; it should be joined to the word it modifies, usually without a hyphen.

There is no period after the “et” in the Latin abbreviation “et al.”.

The abbreviation “i.e.,” means “that is”, and the abbreviation “e.g.,” means “for example”.

An excellent style manual for science writers is (Young, 1989).

Using the template

After the text edit has been completed, the paper is ready for the template. Duplicate the template file by using the Save As command and use the naming convention prescribed by your conference for the name of your paper. In this newly created file, highlight all of the contents and import your prepared text file. You are now ready to style your paper; use the scroll down window on the left of the MS Word Formatting toolbar.

Results exposition
The results should be stated concisely without comments. Efforts should be made to avoid jargon, to spell out all non-standard abbreviations the first time they are mentioned and to present the contents of the study as clearly and concisely as possible. Results should be presented in logical sequence in the text with appropriate reference to tables and/or figures. The data given in tables or figures should not be repeated in the text. The same data should not be presented in both tabular and graphic forms. Simple data may be given in the text itself instead of figures or tables. Avoid discussions (if results only) and conclusions in the results section.
Figures and tables

 Figure captions should be below the Figures; table heads should appear above the Tables. Insert Figures and Tables after they are cited in the text. Use the abbreviation “Fig. 1”, even at the beginning of a sentence.
Table with JPPRes format:
	Table 1. Table type styles.

	Table Head
	Table Column Head

	
	Table column subhead
	Subhead
	Subhead

	Copy
	More table copy#
	0.01 ± 0.00a
	0.10 ± 0.00b

	Recopy
	More table recopy#
	0.02 ± 0.00a
	0.01 ± 0.00b

	#Sample of a Table footnote. (Table footnote)

Data are expressed as mean ± SEM or SD (n = xx) or Data from three independent determinations are expressed as mean ± SEM. Treatments not sharing the same letters in the same row are significantly different by ANOVA followed by a Tukey’s test (p<0.05). If abbreviation into the table these should be declared here.

See Archive for examples: (http://jppres.com/jppres/archive/).


We suggest that you use a table to insert a graphic (which is ideally a 300 dpi PNG file, with all fonts embedded) because, in an MSW document, this method is somewhat more stable than directly inserting a picture (see example below).

Figure and Table Labels: Use 8-point Source Sans Pro for Figure and Table labels. Use words rather than symbols or abbreviations when writing Figure axis labels to avoid confusing the reader. As an example, write the quantity “Magnetization”, or “Magnetization, M”, not just “M”. If including units in the label, present them within parentheses. Do not label axes only with units. In the example, write “Magnetization (A/m)”, not just “A/m”. Do not label axes with a ratio of quantities and units. For example, write “Temperature (°C)”, not “Temperature/°C”.
Figure with JPPRes format:
	[image: image2.png]JPPRes





	Figure 1. Example of a figure caption. (figure caption).

Sample of Figure caption: Data are expressed as mean ± SEM or SD (n = xx) or Data from three independent determinations are expressed as mean ± SEM. Treatments not sharing the same letters in the same row are significantly different by ANOVA followed by a Tukey’s test (p<0.05). If abbreviation into the table these should be declared here.


Another example: 

	A
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	Figure x. Antioxidant properties of the studied seed oils. 
(A) Total phenolics content among the different extractions techniques from Pica acid lime and sweet orange seeds; (B) ORAC equivalents in seed oils obtained by Soxhlet and ultrasound-assisted extractions (in ORAC, oil concentrations of 0.0125 µg/mL were tested); (C) Antioxidant capacity using DPPH scavenging capacity, in terms of half maximal effective concentration (EC50) in Soxhlet extractions; and (D) FRAP reaction in seed oils obtained by Soxhlet.

Data from three independent determinations are expressed as mean ± SEM.  Results that not sharing the same letters in the same graphic are significantly different by ANOVA followed by a Tukey’s test (p ≤ 0.05). SE: Soxhlet extraction; D-UAE: direct ultrasound-assisted extraction; I-UAE: indirect ultrasound-assisted extraction; TE: Trolox equivalents; IE: iron equivalents; ORAC: Oxygen Radical Absorbance Capacity. See Archive for examples: (http://jppres.com/jppres/archive/).


DISCUSSION
This section should deal with the interpretation, rather than recapitulation of results. It is important to discuss the new and significant observations in the light of previous work. Discuss also the weaknesses or pitfalls in the study. New hypotheses or recommendations can be put forth. Avoid unqualified statements and conclusions not completely supported by the data. Repetition of information given under Introduction and Results should be avoided.

Interpretation

Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.

Limitations of evidence

Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review.

Limitations of review processes

Discuss any limitations of the review processes used, and comment on the potential impact of each limitation.

Implications

Discuss implications of the results for practice and policy.

Make explicit recommendations for future research.

CONCLUSION
Conclusion section is mandatory for this journal. Conclusions contain essentially the 'take-home' message of a paper. Conclusions are not an extension of the discussion or a summary of the results. Authors are advised to list important implications of their work in form of a paragraph. Conclusions must not contain references to the cited literature.
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This section is one of the most important sections of the document. 

Most authors (99.95%) do not pay attention to the following items and therefore the process of revising and editing the manuscript suffers unnecessary delays. It is therefore very important that you read the following very well and comply with these recommendations.
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Please pay close attention to it. 

•
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ChecKklist item

Identify the report as a systematic review.

See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist (Table 2).

Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge.

Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.

Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the
syntheses.

Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or
consulted to identify studies. Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.

Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and
limits used.

Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review,
including how many reviewers screened each record and each report retrieved, whether they worked
independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.

Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data
from each report, whether they worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming
data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.

List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were
compatible with each outcome domain in each study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points,
analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.

List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention
characteristics, funding sources). Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear
information.

Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s)
used, how many reviewers assessed each study and whether they worked independently, and if
applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.

Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis
or presentation of results.

Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating
the study intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis
(item #5)).

Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of
missing summary statistics, or data conversions.

Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.

Describe any methods used to synthesise results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-
analysis was performed, describe the model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of
statistical heterogeneity, and software package(s) used.

Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g.
subgroup analysis, meta-regression).

Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesised results.

Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from
reporting biases).

Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an
outcome.

Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the
search to the number of studies included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram (see Fig 1).

Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain
why they were excluded.

Cite each included study and present its characteristics.
Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study.

For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate)
and (b) an effect estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using
structured tables or plots.

For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies.

Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the
summary estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical
heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.

Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results.
Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesised results.

Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each
synthesis assessed.

Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed.

Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.
Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review.
Discuss any limitations of the review processes used.

Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research.

Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number, or
state that the review was not registered.

Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared.
Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol.

Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or
sponsors in the review.

Declare any competing interests of review authors.

Report which of the following are publicly available and where they can be found: template data
collection forms; data extracted from included studies; data used for all analyses; analytic code; any
other materials used in the review.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003583.t001




Annex 2. PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist*. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003583.t002
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ChecKklist item

Identify the report as a systematic review.

Provide an explicit statement of the main objective(s) or question(s) the review
addresses.

Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review.

Specify the information sources (e.g. databases, registers) used to identify studies and
the date when each was last searched.

Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies.

Specify the methods used to present and synthesise results.

Give the total number of included studies and participants and summarise relevant
characteristics of studies.

Present results for main outcomes, preferably indicating the number of included
studies and participants for each. If meta-analysis was done, report the summary
estimate and confidence/credible interval. If comparing groups, indicate the
direction of the effect (i.e. which group is favoured).

Provide a brief summary of the limitations of the evidence included in the review
(e.g. study risk of bias, inconsistency and imprecision).

Provide a general interpretation of the results and important implications.

Specify the primary source of funding for the review.

Provide the register name and registration number.

*This abstract checklist retains the same items as those included in the PRISMA for Abstracts statement published in
2013, [54] but has been revised to make the wording consistent with the PRISMA 2020 statement and includes a new

item recommending authors specify the methods used to present and synthesise results (item #6).

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003583.1002
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