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•	What does the report add, if anything, to the current     literature?





Should this report be in European Urology or another journal?








Does the Introduction provide the proper background and scientific rationale for carrying out the study? 








If yes, will it help us to understand this topic better and make better decisions?








Does the report cover an important topic?








Do the authors clearly state either their Aims, the Objective of the study, the Question they want to answer and/or the Hypothesis to be tested?








If yes, is this correct for the work and have they addressed it appropriately? 











Is the study design clear?








Is the study design appropriate and adequate for their aim?








Is the sample size properly justified and adequate to answer the question?





























If an RCT, is the treatment allocation process described and adequate?





























Are these clearly described and defined? 





























Are inclusion and exclusion criteria included?





























If so, are these clear, reasonable and adhered to?





























Do these participants represent the disease or the topic?





























Are the statistical methods clearly described and appropriate?





























Are the analyzed outcomes clearly defined?





























Are they the appropriate for the study design?
































Could they lead to bias or error?





























If multiple testing (subgroup analyses or interim analyses) is used, is this corrected for?





























Tables and Figures – are these clear? Are they all necessary or repetitive?


























Could a reader follow the report by just looking at the tables and figures? If not, can they be adjusted to do so?


























Are the data well presented?





























Do the results appear reasonable and credible?





























Do the results answer the Question?





























Have participants been excluded and could this bias the results?


























Have sufficient baseline data (participant characteristics) been provided to adequately describe the participants included in the study?























Is this appropriate? Does it review related literature and place the findings of this work within the field? Do the authors discuss limitations and strengths of their work? Is it likely to stimulate further work within this field? Is it interesting to the readership of European Urology?








Are these up to date and relevant?








Do the authors adhere to the number and style of European Urology?








Is it clear, is it short and does it reflect the work?








Is it appropriate and interesting for the reader?








Is the interpretation clear and warranted?








Is the interpretation clear and warranted?











Does it reflect the report and the data generated?





Does the abstract adhere to the European Urology stucture?








Are the interventions clearly described and in enough detail?





























Are the primary and secondary outcomes clear, objective and defined?





























Is the study ethical and moral? Is there a statement regarding Ethical Committee approval or Institutional Board Review?





























Is this an RCT, Systematic review or Meta-analysis, Observational study, Epidemiological study, Prognostic/predictive factor study, Biomarker study, Diagnostic accuracy study, or Health economic analysis? If so, have the authors adhered to the necessary reporting standards?


























Does it clearly state:





i). The problem being addressed





ii). The Objectives, Hypotheses, Aims or Questions being asked?





iii). The methodology used





iv). The participants including their selection criteria





v). The measured outcomes and statistics





vi). The main findings, any important secondary findings,�      and the limitations of the study





vii). The interpretation of these findings














