ROSES feedback summary

The anonymised comments below are summaries of the major points made by 6 reviewers to ROSES pro forma taken from extended questionnaires and interviews (transcripts available on request). They correspond to general notes about the applications and suitability of ROSES and actionable points that we have used to modify the ROSES pro forma, flow diagram and manuscript. 

General notes
[general remark]: Need to be aware of these [forms] from the start for it to work - authors should plan to complete the forms well before submission (i.e. this should be very clear on the CEE and EEJ websites that the forms are compulsory) [Reviewer 1] [BM response: the EEJ editor-in-chief has co-authored the ROSES manuscript and we will make sure that other EEJ editors and the whole CEE community are aware of ROSES by having dedicated ROSES website, making ROSES compulsory during submission with EEJ, and by launching ROSES during the second CEE conference in April 2018]
 [general remark]: Tester would be happy to fill in ROSES if the forms were condensed [Reviewer 3] [NRH response: we plan to condense the forms so that only the questions relevant to the type of synthesis conducted are presented]
[general remark]: Tester does not think ROSES should be guidance for review conduct – this should be done with CEE guidance, but reviewers could use ROSES to see if they have considered all the critical issues, for example. ROSES is the CEE guidance but just the really fundamental things. It could be used as a checklist for conduct but NOT substituting the CEE guidance [Reviewer 3] [BM response: we have emphasised in our manuscript how ROSES pro forma serve as brief overview of guidelines that must be used together with CEE guidelines]
[on search] Providing numbers before and after duplicate removal is complex procedurally – some databases get added in after duplicates partially removed, so there would be problems writing in the numbers in a simple format [Reviewer 3] [NH response: the standardised format is necessary to ensure consistency across reviews although we are aware that is a simplification.]
[on search]: The number of search results [requested in pro forma to be provided as meta-data] largely overlaps with the flow diagram, so if that should be submitted the number of search results is not needed. There is a risk that reporting number of search results in the Summary record will be perceived as double work” [Reviewer 2] [NRH response: our plan is to have the data from the summary record populate an interactive flow diagram that review authors can them submit along with their review, saving effort and ensuring consistency across reviews. But this is a valid criticism; that the data may need to be entered twice before this facility is available]


Points for editing ROSES pro forma
Could perhaps add a box to show other sources of articles e.g. alerts  [Reviewer 1] [corrected]
Methods: Critical appraisal: ‘you propose’ should be ‘used’ [Reviewer 2] [corrected]
Methods: Quantitative synthesis strategy: delete ‘planned’ [Reviewer 2] [corrected]
Results: Narrative synthesis: ‘as’ should be ‘and’ [Reviewer 2] [corrected]
Discussion: Knowledge gap and cluster identification strategy: this should be a description of the gaps and clusters found, not methods [Reviewer 2] [corrected]
The ‘Not applicable’ option needs to be clearer in ROSES summary record [Reviewer 3] [corrected]
“I am unclear as to how the Checklist, Summary record and Meta-data relate to each other and the documents given. I see what the summary record does, but I’m not sure if it is the Checklist or Meta-data? And how does ROSES review fit in?” [Reviewer 4] [corrected]
“Would recommend re-naming the critical appraisal section to reflect that it is a list of excluded studies” [Reviewer 4] [corrected] 
Describe what the columns in ROSES are [Reviewer 4] [corrected]
“many reviews are now moving towards using sensitivity analysis rather than exclusion as a way of understanding the impact of low quality studies on results – the current checklist makes it sounds as though exclusion at this stage is preferable, which I don’t think it is.” [Reviewer 5] [BM response: rephrased for clarity]
[bookmark: _GoBack]“I think that knowing whether or not a protocol is peer reviewed or not is very difficult – for example, a funded SR will have been peer reviewed by the funding panel, but this may not be obvious.” [Reviewer 5] [BM response: Whilst we are aware of practices in other fields (e.g. protocol repository platforms), registration and peer-review of a CEE protocol are both required steps and are done through CEE editorial process. This has now been clarified in the manuscript.]
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