BIAS ASSESMENT

1. Pozzi et al., 2019
· Confounding: Moderate risk. Large sample size and multicenter design could introduce variability.
· Selection of participants: Low risk. Clear inclusion and exclusion criteria.
· Classification of interventions: Low risk. Retrospective design ensures classification accuracy.
· Deviations from intended interventions: Low risk. Retrospective nature limits deviations.
· Missing data: Moderate risk. Potential for incomplete data.
· Measurement of outcomes: Low risk. Use of CPC and detailed reporting of neurological outcomes.
· Selection of the reported result: Low risk. Comprehensive outcome reporting.
2. Yang et al., 2019
· Confounding: Moderate risk. Single-center, retrospective study with strict exclusion criteria.
· Selection of participants: Low risk. Clear criteria for ECPR eligibility.
· Classification of interventions: Low risk. Retrospective design ensures proper classification.
· Deviations from intended interventions: Low risk. Retrospective nature minimizes deviations.
· Missing data: Moderate risk. Exclusion based on data availability might introduce bias.
· Measurement of outcomes: Low risk. Use of GOS and consistent reporting.
· Selection of the reported result: Low risk. Detailed reporting of 30-day outcomes.
3. Lee at al., 2020
· Confounding Risk: High - Many potential confounders not adequately controlled.
· Selection of Participants Risk: Moderate - Possible selection bias due to study design.
· Classification of Interventions Risk: Low - Clear and consistent classification of interventions.
· Deviations from Intended Interventions Risk: Low - Minimal risk of deviations.
· Missing Data Risk: High - Significant amount of missing data.
· Measurement of Outcomes Risk: Low - Outcomes measured reliably.
· Selection of Reported Results Risk: Low - Comprehensive outcome reporting.
4. Okada et al., 2020
· Confounding Risk: High - Several confounders were not adequately controlled.
· Selection of Participants Risk: Moderate - Some selection bias possible due to retrospective design.
· Classification of Interventions Risk: Low - Clear and consistent classification of interventions.
· Deviations from Intended Interventions Risk: Low - Interventions were consistently applied.
· Missing Data Risk: High - High amount of missing data impacting study outcomes.
· Measurement of Outcomes Risk: Low - Outcomes measured using reliable methods.
· Selection of Reported Results Risk: Low - Results reported as planned.
5. Debaty et al., 2021
· Confounding Risk: High - Many potential confounders not addressed.
· Selection of Participants Risk: Moderate - Possible selection bias due to study design.
· Classification of Interventions Risk: Low - Clear and consistent intervention classification.
· Deviations from Intended Interventions Risk: Low - Low risk of deviation.
· Missing Data Risk: High - Substantial missing data affecting results.
· Measurement of Outcomes Risk: Low - Standardized outcome measurement.
· Selection of Reported Results Risk: Low - Comprehensive reporting of outcomes.
6. Otani et al., 2022 (328 participants)
· Confounding Risk: High - Several potential confounders were not controlled.
· Selection of Participants Risk: Low - Clear criteria for inclusion and exclusion.
· Classification of Interventions Risk: Low - Interventions were clearly classified.
· Deviations from Intended Interventions Risk: Low - Minimal risk of deviations.
· Missing Data Risk: High - Significant amount of missing data.
· Measurement of Outcomes Risk: Low - Reliable and valid outcome measurement.
· Selection of Reported Results Risk: Low - Comprehensive reporting of results.
7. Makino et al., 2023
· Confounding Risk: High - Many confounders not accounted for.
· Selection of Participants Risk: Moderate - Potential selection bias due to study design.
· Classification of Interventions Risk: Low - Clear and consistent classification of interventions.
· Deviations from Intended Interventions Risk: Low - Low risk of deviations.
· Missing Data Risk: High - Large amount of missing data.
· Measurement of Outcomes Risk: Low - Standardized and reliable measurement.
· Selection of Reported Results Risk: Low - Comprehensive reporting of results.
8. Okada et al., 2023
· Confounding Risk: High - Many confounders not accounted for.
· Selection of Participants Risk: Moderate - Potential selection bias due to study design.
· Classification of Interventions Risk: Low - Clear and consistent classification of interventions.
· Deviations from Intended Interventions Risk: Low - Low risk of deviations.
· Missing Data Risk: High - Large amount of missing data.
· Measurement of Outcomes Risk: Low - Standardized and reliable measurement.
· Selection of Reported Results Risk: Low - Comprehensive reporting of results.
9. Shirakawa et al., 2023
· Confounding Risk: High - Many confounding factors not accounted for.
· Selection of Participants Risk: Moderate - Retrospective design may introduce selection bias.
· Classification of Interventions Risk: Low - Interventions were well-classified and applied.
· Deviations from Intended Interventions Risk: Low - Low risk of deviations.
· Missing Data Risk: High - Significant missing data could affect results.
· Measurement of Outcomes Risk: Low - Standard, reliable measurement of outcomes.
· Selection of Reported Results Risk: Low - All planned outcomes were reported.
10. Takiguchi et al., 2023
· Confounding Risk: High - Significant confounders not adequately controlled.
· Selection of Participants Risk: Moderate - Potential for selection bias due to retrospective design.
· Classification of Interventions Risk: Low - Clear intervention classification.
· Deviations from Intended Interventions Risk: Low - Minimal risk of deviations.
· Missing Data Risk: High - Large amount of missing data.
· Measurement of Outcomes Risk: Low - Outcomes measured reliably.
· Selection of Reported Results Risk: Low - Comprehensive outcome reporting.

