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Article Being Reviewed 


Standards for Rating Program Evaluation, Policy or Survey Research, Pre-Post and Correlational Human Subjects, Disability-Related Research 

	Domain or Section of

Paper/Study being Rated
	Rating Question
	Indicators of Quality
	Ratings, Comments or Notes

	Introduction/Rationale for Research
	1) Study/research investigates questions that are important and can contribute to the knowledge base in this content area.
	Researchers:

…demonstrate a clear understanding of the literature through a substantive synthesis; they describe the relevance of that literature to the knowledge base.

…lay out the remaining gaps in knowledge relative to the issue being investigated.

…provide logical coverage of relevant current and past literature.

…clearly describe the importance or significance of the study questions, hypotheses or goals.

There are no major gaps in the relevant studies cited.
	(4) Definitely: The authors have addressed all bullet points adequately. 

(3) Somewhat: The authors have either covered all of the bullet points, but not adequately, or covered most of the bullet points adequately. (If there is a 50-50 split on addressing the bullets, give the higher rating).
(2) Minimally: The authors missed addressing the majority of bullet points, or addressed the bullet points inadequately.

(1) Not at all: The authors either did not address the bullet points, or did not address them adequately.

(Note that 99 should only be used if the entire Rating Question is not applicable.  If some of the indicators are not applicable, use the appropriate indicators and rate the question.)

	Introduction/Rationale for Research
	2) Study/research examines questions that are linked to relevant theory, current or past research, or understanding of the problem.


	Researchers:

…logically link hypotheses or study questions to extant knowledge and gaps in the research or understanding about the issue under investigation.

…clearly articulates the convergence and divergence of this research/study with current theory, research, or understanding of the problem.
	


	Domain or Section of

Paper/Study being Rated
	Rating Question
	Indicators of Quality
	Comments or Notes

	Introduction/Rationale for Research
	3) Study/research is based on clear chains of inferential reasoning that are grounded in the relevant literature.
	Researchers:

…state how the conducted research will advance the level of understanding of the problem.

…explain the mechanisms of action of the independent variables, how independent and dependent variables are posited to be related or inter-related, and why this is speculated.

…delineate primary research questions or hypotheses and, if appropriate, secondary questions they will address.

The literature review culminates in a rationale for the current study/research

(Note: the rationale for the study can be implied as long as the reader gets a sense of it.)
	

	Methods/Study Procedures
	4) Study/research uses rigorous or sound research methods that allow the questions of interest to be addressed.
	Since no one design can be expected to address the myriad of problems facing the field in your rating consider whether the study in question uses the most sound and appropriate research methods (that is, they match the design to questions under consideration) and whether the design will produce sound information to address the hypotheses or questions.

Researchers:

…consider the state of knowledge in the field.

…consider the feasibility of completing the study.

… use empirical and/or accepted scientific methods to address study questions.

(Note: For example, many are not sufficiently understood to warrant a randomized trial or even a quasi-experimental study of effectiveness. The state of the knowledge may be such that more needs to be understood and explored prior to considering effectiveness questions. We wouldn’t study the disability experience with a RCT, however, if there is an effectiveness question to be addressed and it can be feasibly addressed, then RCT is often the best match of the question to the research methodology.)


	


	Domain or Section of

Paper/Study being Rated
	Rating Question
	Indicators of Quality
	Ratings, Comments or Notes

	Methods/Study Procedures
	5) Researchers ensure the study design/research strategy is sufficiently transparent and ensure an objective approach to the research.
	Researchers describe:

…the study research/design strategy in sufficient detail to understand.

…the rationale for the design (should be rooted in how the design can best address the gaps in knowledge, coupled with feasibility of implementing and completing study).
	

	Methods/Study Procedures
	6) Researchers ensure the study methods and procedures are sufficiently transparent and ensure an objective approach to the research.
	Researchers describe:

…research procedures in enough detail that they can be critiqued.

…research methods (e.g., how study groups were established; method of assignment of intervention; any blinding or masking) in enough detail that they can be critiqued.

…data collection methods.

…time span covered by study.

…training of data collectors or interviewers.

 (Note: In the case of lengthy procedures, or coding that is described elsewhere, the researchers can provide a brief description and refer the reader to another source.; the scoring can take that into account by not giving the researcher a “4”)
	

	Methods/Study Procedures
	7) Researchers describe procedures to ensure appropriate handling and analysis of data.
	Researchers describe:

…coding, recoding or collapsing of data (if applicable).

…handling of missing data.

…how those lost to follow-up or study attrition differ from the remaining sample.

…how attrition and non-completers are treated in the analysis.

…their statistical plan and analysis approach.

…a power analysis, if appropriate to the study.

- Statistical analysis approach appears reasonable. (If you are unable to comment on the soundness of the statistical analyses, make a note of that.)
	


	Domain or Section of

Paper/Study being Rated
	Rating Question
	Indicators of Quality
	Ratings, Comments or Notes

	Methods/Study Procedures
	8) Study/researchers provide sufficient description of the sample and setting from which the sample is obtained.
	Researchers:

…provide sufficient description of the recruitment methods, including sources/setting of sample and characteristics of the group from which the sample was recruited or obtained.

…provide a rationale for why these individuals and sites were chosen (i.e., inclusion and exclusion criteria)

…provide sufficient demographic description of the sample to fully understand how the sample differs from other sub-populations of individuals in the field.

…provide sufficient clinical information to fully understand how the sample differs from other sub-populations of individuals in the field.

…provide information about the sample size at different steps of the study (e.g., recruitment, enrollment, follow-up—this could appear in the information on handling of missing data).

…describe who might not be represented in this sample (could appear in the Discussion or Limitations section)

(Note: If study relies on secondary analysis, many of the above items may be not applicable.)
	

	Methods/Study Procedures
	9) Researchers provide sufficient description of the intervention or independent variable(s). 
	Researchers describe:

…the independent variable in sufficient detail so it can be critiqued.

…the content of the experimental intervention and delivery (if there is an intervention) in sufficient detail to be understood and critiqued. 

…training, credentials or description of individuals conducting the experimental intervention (if there is an intervention).

…how adherence to the experimental protocol, or fidelity of experimental intervention was achieved (if applicable-may not be applicable in secondary analysis design).

(Note: in some correlational and cross-sectional studies Independent and Dependent variables can switch depending on analyses) 
	

	Domain or Section of

Paper/Study being Rated
	Rating Question
	Indicators of Quality
	Ratings, Comments or Notes

	Methods/Study Procedures
	10) Researchers provide sufficient description of the comparison groups (if applicable).
	Researchers describe:

…the content of the control/comparison intervention and delivery (if there is a comparison intervention) in sufficient detail to be understood and critiqued even if it is a “Services-as-Usual” intervention.

…training, credentials or description of individuals conducting the comparison intervention (if there is a comparison intervention).

…the fidelity of comparison intervention or adherence to the comparison protocol was achieved (if applicable-may not be applicable in secondary analysis design).

(Note: in some correlational and cross-sectional studies Independent and Dependent variables can switch depending on analyses)
	Indicate score of 99 if entire question is “Not Applicable”

	Methods/Study Procedures
	11) The study/researchers use appropriate and reliable conceptualization and measurement of variables.
	Researchers:

…clearly defined the variables under study and parameters and limitations of these definitions are spelled out.

…describe how their definitions deviate from, or are line with, existing research/literature in this area.

…sufficiently operationalize and defined the dependent or outcome variables.

…describe measurement instruments in terms of reliability, validity, and psychometric properties (if applicable); 

Psychometric properties appear adequate for the population under study (i.e., measures have been tested on population under study, or, if not, researchers provide a sufficient rationale for why these measures were used in this study).


	


	Domain or Section of

Paper/Study being Rated
	Rating Question
	Indicators of Quality
	Ratings, Comments or Notes

	Results
	12) The findings are logical, coherent and are supported by the evidence.
	Researchers describe:

…the findings of the study logically; they flow from the major results.

…keep the findings and the conclusions closely aligned and do not try to “stretch” their conclusions beyond what is warranted by the results.

If the researchers speculate about further implications of their findings, they make their assumptions explicit.
	

	Discussion
	13) The study/researchers evaluate alternative explanations for any findings.
	Researchers:

…provide clear and meaningful alternatives for their findings (competing or alternative rival hypotheses).

…suggest possible threats to their conclusions, that is, other phenomena not studied which could have caused the results they observed.
	

	Discussion/Conclusion
	14) The findings of the study are compared with other known and/or published research in the field. 
	Researchers:

…describe how their findings address knowledge gaps mentioned in the introduction.

…weave the findings of their study into the existing literature and knowledge gaps.

…explore differences in their findings with extant research or prevailing theories.
	

	Discussion/Conclusion
	15) The researchers discuss the limitations of the study and how those limitations could affect the results and interpretations. 
	Researchers:

…lay out the problems they encountered in conducting the research.

…describe study limitations in a way that suggests they are not providing “lip service” to this exercise, but that they have seriously entertained any possible difficulties or confounds.

…describe null findings and their implications (if applicable).

…describe possible remedies for their study limitations or problems (if applicable).
	

	Domain or Section of

Paper/Study being Rated
	Rating Question
	Indicators of Quality
	Ratings, Comments or Notes

	Discussion/Conclusion
	16) The researchers describe the generalizability of their finding to a broader group of settings or population.
	Researchers:

…lay out how broadly (or conversely, how narrowly) they believe their findings or their intervention can be generalized.

…describe to what individuals, settings, geographic locations and times their findings might be applicable.

…describe the limits to generalizability.
	

	Discussion/Conclusion


	17)  The researchers describe the impact of their findings for policy or practice, or theory (whichever is relevant given the study design and objectives).
	The researchers describe how their findings:

…are important for policy, clinical or rehabilitation practice or existing theory.

…match their recommendations or conclusions to the original purpose of the study.
	

	Other
	18) The study is submitted to a peer-review process.
	It should be evident that there was a peer review process.
	2=Yes

1=No

	Other


	19)  There is little suggestion of direct investigator bias in the design and execution of the study.
	Researchers:

…minimize direct opportunities for investigator bias (e.g., having investigator or intervention personnel assess outcomes) in the design of the study 

…discuss possible investigator bias (i.e. researchers having a stake in the outcomes), if applicable.
	Yes (that is, no investigator bias is evident)

No (investigator bias is evident)

	Other


	20) The researchers adhere to appropriate protection of human subjects and ethical procedures.
	Researchers:

…describe IRB review and approval (or, if the study was conducted in another country, a parallel human subjects’ review process should be noted).

(Note: if this is a European study, some human subject’s process should be adhered to and reported.  Beyond Europe, a statement about human subjects may not be required and reported on.)
	2=Yes

1=No


Quality Standards:

(4) Definitely: The authors have addressed all bullet points adequately. 

(3) Somewhat: The authors have either covered all of the bullet points, but not adequately, or covered most of the bullet points adequately (if there is a 50-50 split on addressing the bullets, give the higher rating).

(2) Minimally: The authors missed addressing the majority of bullet points, or addressed the bullet points inadequately.

(1) Not at all: The authors either did not address the bullet points, or did not address them adequately.
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