                                         Risk of bias assessment: Article 1
	Name of author(s): Melesse, D. Y. et al.  
Year of publication: 2020
Study title: The incidence of early post-operative hypoxemia and its contributing factors among patients underwent operation under anesthesia at University of Gondar comprehensive and specialized referral hospital, Gondar, North West Ethiopia, 2018. A prospective observational study

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	0 

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	10. Summary on the overall risk of study 
bias 
	LOW RISK 
	2


 
 
                                        
                                             Risk of bias assessment:Article 2
	Name of author(s): Mengistu, et al.
Year of publication: 2024
Study title: Incidence and Predictors of Post-operative Hypoxemia in Pediatric Patients Undergoing General Anesthesia: a Single-arm Prospective Multi-center Cohort Study 2023

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	1

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	1 

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	0 

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	1

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	10. Summary on the overall risk of study 
bias 
	MODERATE RISK 
	4




 
 
                                         Risk of bias assessment: Article 3
	Name of author(s): Quintero-Cifuentes, et al.
Year of publication: 2018
Study title: Incidence of early postanesthetic hypoxemia in the postanesthetic care unit and related factors

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	1 

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	1 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	0 

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	10. Summary on the overall risk of study 
bias 
	LOW RISK 
	3 


 

 

                                         
                           Risk of bias assessment: Article 4
	Name of author(s): Siddiqui, et al.
Year of publication: 2013
Study title: Predictors of desaturation in the postoperative anesthesia care unit: an observational study

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	1 

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	 

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	10. Summary on the overall risk of study 
bias 
	LOW RISK 
	3 


                                                    



                                       
                Risk of bias assessment: Article 5
	Name of author(s): Sun. Z, et al.
Year of publication: 2015
Study title: Postoperative Hypoxemia Is Common and Persistent: A Prospective Blinded Observational Study

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	1 

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	1 

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	1 

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	
	MODERATE RISK 
	5







                          
                       Risk of bias assessment: Article 6
	Name of author(s): Andualem. A, et al.
Year of publication: 2022
Study title: Incidence and associated factors of postoperative hypoxemia among adult elective surgical patients at Dessie Comprehensive Specialized Hospital: an observational study

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 1

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	1

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 1

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	0

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	 

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	1 

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	
	MODERATE RISK 
	6







                         Risk of bias assessment: Article 7
	Name of author(s): De Oliveira Filho, et al.

Year of publication: 2001
Study title: Factors associated to hypoxemia in the immediate postoperative period


	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 1

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	1

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 1

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	 1

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	1 

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	

	
	MODERATE  RISK 
	6







                       Risk of bias assessment: Article 8
	Name of author(s): Berhanu, M. et al.

Year of publication: 2023
Study title: Magnitude of early postoperative hypoxemia and its associated factors among adult patients who undergo emergency surgery under general anesthesia at Jimma Medical Center, Jimma, Southwest Ethiopia, 2021: a prospective observational study


	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	1

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	0

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	 

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	
	LOW RISK 
	3





                           Risk of bias assessment: Article 9
	Name of author(s): Kaushal, Ashutosh et al.

Year of publication: 2018
Study title: Identification of various perioperative risk factors responsible for development of postoperative hypoxaemia

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	1 

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	
	LOW RISK 
	3







                     Risk of bias assessment: Article 10
	Name of author(s): Labaste, François et al.

Year of publication: 2016
Study title: Predictors of desaturation during patient transport to the postoperative anesthesia care unit: an observational study

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	1 

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	
	LOW RISK 
	3







                  Risk of bias assessment: Article 11
	Name of author(s): Ishikawa, Masashi et al.

Year of publication: 2020
Study title: Postoperative desaturation and bradypnea after general anesthesia in non-ICU patients: a retrospective evaluation

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	1 

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	
	LOW RISK 
	3







                      Risk of bias assessment: Article 12
	Name of author(s): Juang, J. et al.

Year of publication: 2021
Study title: Post-anesthesia care unit desaturation in adult deep extubation patients

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 1

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	1 

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	
	MODERATE RISK 
	4







                   Risk of bias assessment: Article 13
	Name of author(s): Wolde, GD et al.

Year of publication: 2018
Study title: Magnitude and associated factors of immediate postoperative hypoxemia among elective surgical procedures at Tikur Anbessa Specialized hospital, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 1

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	1 

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	

	
	LOW  RISK 
	3







                      Risk of bias assessment: Article 14
	Name of author(s): Li, Hongyun et al.

Year of publication: 2023
Study title: Risk Factors of Hypoxemia in the Postanesthesia Care Unit After General Anesthesia in Children

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	1 

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0 

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	
	LOW RISK 
	3







                    Risk of bias assessment: Article 15
	Name of author(s): Maity, Abhijan et al.

Year of publication: 2018
Study title: Detection of hypoxia in the early postoperative period

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 1

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	1

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	1 

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	1

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	1

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	

	
	MODERATE RISK 
	6







                       Risk of bias assessment: Article 16
	Name of author(s): Marcondes et al.

Year of publication: 2006
Study title: Transportation of patients to the post-anesthetic recovery room without supplemental oxygen: repercutions on oxygen saturation and risk factors associated with hypoxemia

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	0

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	1

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	
	LOW RISK 
	3







                    Risk of bias assessment: Article 17
	Name of author(s): Tang, S., et al.

Year of publication: 2019
Study title: Incidence of hypoxemia in a post-anaesthesia care unit and relevant risk factors: a retrospective study of 14604 patients with general anaesthesia

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 1

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	1

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	0

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	0

	
	LOW RISK 
	3







               Risk of bias assessment: Article 18
	Name of author(s): Taye, M. G., et al.

Year of publication: 2021
Study title: Predictors of hypoxemia after general anesthesia in the early postoperative period in a hospital in Ethiopia: an observational study

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	0

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	0

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	0

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	1 

	
	LOW RISK 
	1








                   Risk of bias assessment: Article 19
	Name of author(s): Walker. M. et al.
Year of publication: 2015
Study title: Risk factors for oxygen desaturation on arrival in the postanesthesia care unit

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	0

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 1

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	1

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	0

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	0

	
	LOW RISK 
	2







                    Risk of bias assessment: Article 20
	Name of author(s): Uakritdathikarn, T. et al.
Year of publication: 2008
Study title: Perioperative Desaturation and Risk Factors in General Anesthesia

	Risk of bias items 
	Risk of bias levels 
	Points scored 

	1. 	Was the study’s target population a close representation of the national population in relation to relevant variables, e.g. age, sex, occupation? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study’s target population was a close representation of the national population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study’s target population was clearly NOT representative of the national population. 
	 

	2. 	Was the sampling frame a true or close representation of the target population? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The sampling frame was a true or close representation of the target population. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The sampling frame was NOT a true or close representation of the target population. 
	

	3. Was some form of random selection used to select the sample, OR, was a census undertaken? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): A census was undertaken, OR, some form of random selection was used to select the sample (e.g. simple random sampling, stratified random sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): A census was NOT undertaken, AND some form of random selection was NOT used to select the sample. 
	1 

	4. 	Was the likelihood of non-response 
bias minimal? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The response rate for the study was ≥75%, OR, an analysis was performed that showed no significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non- responders 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The response rate was <75%, and if any analysis comparing responders and non-responders was done, it showed a significant difference in relevant demographic characteristics between responders and non-responders 
	

	5. 	Were data collected directly from the 
subjects (as opposed to a proxy)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): All data were collected directly from the subjects. 
	 0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): In some instances, data were collected from a proxy. 
	 

	6. 	Was an acceptable case definition 
	Yes (LOW RISK): An acceptable case definition was used. 
	0

	used in the study? 
	No (HIGH RISK): An acceptable case definition was NOT used 
	

	7. 	Was the study instrument that measured the parameter of interest (e.g. prevalence of low back pain) shown to have reliability and validity (if necessary)? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The study instrument had been shown to have 
reliability and validity (if this was necessary), e.g. test-re- test, piloting, validation in a previous study, etc. 
	0

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The study instrument had NOT been shown to have reliability or validity (if this was necessary). 
	

	8. 	Was the same mode of data collection 
used for all subjects? 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The same mode of data collection was used for all subjects. 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The same mode of data collection was NOT used for all subjects. 
	0

	9. Were the numerator(s) and denominato r(s) for the parameter of interest appropriate 
	Yes (LOW RISK): The paper presented appropriate numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest (e.g. the prevalence of low back pain). 
	

	
	No (HIGH RISK): The paper did present numerator(s) AND denominator(s) for the parameter of interest but one or more of these were inappropriate. 
	0 

	
	LOW RISK 
	1





