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	A B S T R A C T
Background. [The clinical question and why the existing evidence is fragmented, inconsistent or out of date. One to three sentences, no citations.]
Objective. [The review question in PICO form, in one sentence: in [population], does [intervention or exposure] compared with [comparator] affect [outcome]?]
Methods. [Databases searched with the closing date, the registration number of the protocol, the eligibility criteria, the number of independent reviewers at screening and extraction, the risk-of-bias tool, the effect measure, the synthesis model, and the approach to heterogeneity and to certainty of evidence.]
Results. [Records screened and studies included, with the total number of participants. The pooled estimate with its 95% confidence interval and p value, I² with its interval, the results of the principal subgroup and sensitivity analyses, the overall risk of bias, and the GRADE certainty for the primary outcome.]
Conclusion. [What the synthesis establishes, at what certainty, and what follows for practice or for the design of the next study. One or two sentences, calibrated to the certainty of the evidence.]
250–300 words. The five headings above are retained for consistency across article types. Report the registration number in the Methods sentence. No references, no undefined abbreviations.
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1. Introduction
Three to four paragraphs. Establish the state of the art from the existing reviews, then show precisely why another synthesis is needed — new primary studies since the last review, a contested pooled estimate, an unexamined population or subgroup, or a methodological flaw in the earlier work. A review is scored on the novelty of its contribution, not on the size of its literature, so the gap must be argued rather than asserted. End with the review question in PICO form.

2. Methods
2.1. Study design and setting
[A systematic review with (or without) meta-analysis, reported in accordance with the PRISMA 2020 statement, whose checklist is supplied as a supplementary file. The protocol was registered prospectively with PROSPERO on [date], registration number [CRD…] — or state that the review was not registered and why. List every deviation from the protocol and the reason for it.]
2.2. Participants
[The eligibility criteria in PICOS form: population, intervention or exposure, comparator, outcomes (primary and secondary, each with its definition and time point), and eligible study designs. State the language and publication-date limits with a justification, and the exclusion criteria — conference abstracts, studies without extractable data, overlapping cohorts and how the overlap was resolved.]
2.3. Variables and instruments
[The data items extracted from each study: design, setting, sample size, participant characteristics, the instrument used to measure each outcome, effect estimates and their variance. The effect measure chosen (odds ratio, risk ratio, mean difference, standardized mean difference) and why. The risk-of-bias tool applied (RoB 2, ROBINS-I, Newcastle–Ottawa, JBI) and the framework for rating certainty (GRADE), with the person or persons who applied each.]
2.4. Data collection procedure
[Every database and register searched, with the interface and the date of the last search, and the full search string for at least one database reproduced in a supplementary file. Grey literature, trial registries, preprint servers and hand-searching of reference lists. Screening at title and abstract, then at full text, by two reviewers working independently, how disagreement was resolved, and the agreement statistic. Extraction into a piloted form, in duplicate, and contact with study authors for missing data.]
2.5. Statistical analysis
[Software and version. The synthesis model (random-effects with the DerSimonian–Laird or REML estimator, or fixed-effect) and the reason for it. Heterogeneity assessed by I², τ² and Cochran's Q with the threshold applied. Pre-specified subgroup analyses and meta-regression. Sensitivity and leave-one-out analyses. Small-study effects and publication bias examined by funnel plot and Egger's test where ten or more studies contribute. Where meta-analysis was not appropriate, describe the structured narrative synthesis (for example SWiM) instead.]
2.6. Ethical approval
[Ethical approval and informed consent were not required, because this study synthesizes previously published data and involves no new contact with human participants. Where individual participant data were obtained, state the approval and the data-sharing agreement under which they were used.]
3. Results
Report in PRISMA order: the flow of records, then the characteristics of the included studies, then risk of bias, then the synthesis for each outcome, then heterogeneity, subgroups, sensitivity and publication bias, and finally certainty of evidence. Do not interpret here.
[Paragraph 1 — records identified, screened, assessed at full text and included, with the reasons for exclusion, referring to the PRISMA flow diagram in Figure 1. Paragraph 2 — the characteristics of the included studies and the total number of participants, referring to Table 1. Paragraph 3 — risk of bias across studies and across domains. Paragraph 4 — the pooled estimate for the primary outcome with its 95% confidence interval, p value and I², referring to the forest plot. Paragraph 5 — subgroup, meta-regression and sensitivity analyses. Paragraph 6 — small-study effects and the GRADE certainty for each outcome.]
Table 1. [Characteristics of the included studies. One row per study, ordered by year or by effect size.]
	Study (year)
	Design, n
	Population
	Effect (95% CI)

	[Author (20xx)]
	[RCT, n = 000]
	[Country]
	[0.00 (0.00–0.00)]

	[Author (20xx)]
	[Cohort, n = 000]
	[Country]
	[0.00 (0.00–0.00)]

	[Author (20xx)]
	[Cross-sect., n = 000]
	[Country]
	[0.00 (0.00–0.00)]

	Pooled
	[k = 00, n = 0,000]
	—
	[0.00 (0.00–0.00)]


Notes: [Define every abbreviation. State the effect measure and the synthesis model. Give I² and its 95% interval for the pooled row, and the risk-of-bias judgement for each study. CI, confidence interval.]
[ Insert Figure 1 here — PRISMA 2020 flow diagram (mandatory) ]
≥ 300 dpi · the forest plot for the primary outcome follows as Figure 2, the risk-of-bias summary as Figure 3 · width 8.4 cm (one column) or 17.4 cm (full width)

Figure 1. [PRISMA 2020 flow diagram showing records identified from each database and register, records removed before screening, records screened, reports sought and assessed for eligibility, exclusions with reasons, and studies included in the review and in the meta-analysis.]
Tables and figures wider than one column: place the cursor before the item, then Layout ▸ Breaks ▸ Continuous, set that stretch to one column, insert the item, and add a second continuous break to return to two columns.
4. Discussion
4.1. Principal findings
[Answer the review question in the first two sentences: the direction and the magnitude of the pooled effect, and the certainty at which it is held. Do not repeat the full statistics.]
4.2. Comparison with the existing literature
[Set the pooled estimate against the earlier reviews and the principal primary studies, and explain every discrepancy — different eligibility criteria, a different synthesis model, newly published trials, or a different handling of the outliers.6–9 State whether this synthesis confirms, refines or overturns the earlier estimate. This explicit comparison against other investigators' findings is scored directly.]
4.3. Interpretation and mechanism
[The authors' own synthesis: what the pattern across studies means, the mechanism that would account for it, and what explains the heterogeneity. The accreditation guideline requires a review to contain a subsection carrying the authors' own original analysis and argument rather than a restatement of the included studies, and this is where it belongs.]
4.4. Implications for practice and policy
[What a clinician, service or guideline panel should do given this evidence and this certainty, and what should not yet be changed. Specify the design, population and outcome of the study that would resolve the remaining uncertainty.]
4.5. Strengths and limitations
[Limitations of the evidence — risk of bias within studies, inconsistency, indirectness, imprecision, publication bias — and limitations of the review process itself: language restriction, a single reviewer at any stage, unregistered protocol, or reliance on aggregate rather than individual participant data.]
5. Conclusion
[Two to four sentences. State what the synthesis establishes and at what certainty, answer the review question set out in the Introduction, and give the practical consequence together with the single most useful next study. No new data, no citations, and no claim that exceeds the GRADE rating reported.]
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