Appendix B Table of types of evidence supporting included SUNDAE Checklist items.[1]

Item In other
guidelines, Poorly Inclusion Important
% Delphi % Delphi but Specific to reported supports Ifir::):se';:i;fs for
respondents  respondents  particularly P PDA in existing  interpretation toi ty systematic
rating item rating item important . PDA of 0 Impac review and
. evaluation . upon PDA
as Important  as Essential for PDA evaluation  results/study . meta-
. . . effectiveness .
reporting studies quality analysis
guidelines
1 96% 88% X X
2 96% 90% X X X
3 98% 96% X X X X
4 89% 82% X X X X
5 83% 65% X X X
6 82% 68% X X X
7 89% 84% X X[2-4] X X X
8 90% 79% X X[4] X X
9 77% 65% X X X X
10 95% 94% X X X X
11 93% 88% X X[4-11] X X X
12 100% 98% X X[5-9] X X X
13 91% 85% X X X X
14 69% 55% X X X X
15 96% 89% X X X X
16 75% 57% X X[10] X X X
17 96% 85% X X[11] X X
18 66% 52% X X[11] X X
19 68% 60% X X X X
20 72% 68% X X X X
21 87% 82% X X X X
22 97% 93% X X X X
23 92% 86% X X X
24 85% 72% X X X
25 87% 76% X X X
26 74% 67% X X X[3, 12] X X
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