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	Grading  of risk of bias for  randomised controlled trials for non-pharmacological interventions

	Category
	n studies
	Total n
(Intervention)
	ROB
	Consistency
	Directness
	Precision
	Publication bias
	Total GRADE rating
	Athlete

	Exercise and rehabilitation
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Shadloo et al
	
	30 (15)
	High
	2 (participant  and methodology heterogenicity)
	0 (the evidence answers the review question)
	2 (small number of participants with no meaningful benefit difference)
	High
	High
	No

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Injections
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Papalia et al
	
	48 (48)
	Low
	1 (Methodology heterogenicity)
	0 (the evidence answers the review question)
	1 (small number of participants, meaningful medium-term benefit)
	High
	Low
	Yes

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Surgery
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gudas et al
	
	60 (60)
	Low
	1 (Methodology heterogenicity)
	0 (the evidence answers the review question)
	1 (small number of participants, meaningful medium-term benefit)
	High
	Low
	Yes

	TOTAL
	
	138 (93)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 2: Summary of appraisals


	Unique ID
	SHAD
	Study ID
	
	Assessor
	Dr L Pillay and S. de Beer
	

	Ref or Label
	
	Aim
	assignment to intervention (the 'intention-to treat' effect)
	
	
	

	Experimental
	WBVT
	Comparator
	CT
	Source
	
	

	Outcome
	PROMS, STRENGTH
	Results
	
	Weight
	1
	

	Domain
	Signalling question
	Response
	
	Comments

	Bias arising from the randomization process
	1.1 Was the allocation sequence random?
	Y
	
	

	
	1.2 Was the allocation sequence concealed until participants were enrolled and assigned to interventions?
	Y
	
	

	
	1.3 Did baseline differences between intervention groups suggest a problem with the randomization process?
	Y
	
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Some concerns
	
	

	Bias due to deviations from intended interventions
	2.1.Were participants aware of their assigned intervention during the trial?
	Y
	
	

	
	2.2.Were carers and people delivering the interventions aware of participants' assigned intervention during the trial?
	Y
	
	

	
	2.3. If Y/PY/NI to 2.1 or 2.2: Were there deviations from the intended intervention that arose because of the experimental context?
	N
	
	

	
	2.4 If Y/PY to 2.3: Were these deviations likely to have affected the outcome?
	NA
	
	

	
	2.5. If Y/PY/NI to 2.4: Were these deviations from intended intervention balanced between groups?
	NA
	
	

	
	2.6 Was an appropriate analysis used to estimate the effect of assignment to intervention?
	Y
	
	

	
	2.7 If N/PN/NI to 2.6: Was there potential for a substantial impact (on the result) of the failure to analyse participants in the group to which they were randomized?
	NA
	
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	
	

	Bias due to missing outcome data
	3.1 Were data for this outcome available for all, or nearly all, participants randomized?
	Y
	
	

	
	3.2 If N/PN/NI to 3.1: Is there evidence that result was not biased by missing outcome data?
	NA
	
	

	
	3.3 If N/PN to 3.2: Could missingness in the outcome depend on its true value?
	NA
	
	

	
	3.4 If Y/PY/NI to 3.3: Is it likely that missingness in the outcome depended on its true value?
	NA
	
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	
	

	Bias in measurement of the outcome
	4.1 Was the method of measuring the outcome inappropriate?
	N
	
	

	
	4.2 Could measurement or ascertainment of the outcome have differed between intervention groups?
	N
	
	

	
	4.3 Were outcome assessors aware of the intervention received by study participants?
	Y
	
	

	
	4.4 If Y/PY/NI to 4.3: Could assessment of the outcome have been influenced by knowledge of intervention received?
	N
	
	

	
	4.5 If Y/PY/NI to 4.4: Is it likely that assessment of the outcome was influenced by knowledge of intervention received?
	NA
	
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	
	

	Bias in selection of the reported result
	5.1 Were the data that produced this result analysed in accordance with a pre-specified analysis plan that was finalized before un-blinded outcome data were available for analysis?
	Y
	
	

	
	5.2 ... multiple eligible outcome measurements (e.g. scales, definitions, time points) within the outcome domain?
	Y
	
	

	
	5.3 ... multiple eligible analyses of the data?
	N
	
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	High
	
	

	Overall bias
	Risk of bias judgement
	High
	
	

	Unique ID
	PAP
	Study ID
	
	Assessor
	Dr L Pillay and S. de Beer

	Ref or Label
	
	Aim
	assignment to intervention (the 'intention-to treat' effect)
	
	

	Experimental
	HA
	Comparator
	PRP
	Source
	 Journal article(s)

	Outcome
	IKDC, KOOS, VAS
	Results
	
	Weight
	1

	Domain
	Signalling question
	Response
	Comments

	Bias arising from the randomization process
	1.1 Was the allocation sequence random?
	Y
	

	
	1.2 Was the allocation sequence concealed until participants were enrolled and assigned to interventions?
	Y
	

	
	1.3 Did baseline differences between intervention groups suggest a problem with the randomization process?
	N
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	

	
	2.1.Were participants aware of their assigned intervention during the trial?
	PY
	

	
	2.2.Were carers and people delivering the interventions aware of participants' assigned intervention during the trial?
	Y
	



	Bias due to deviations from intended interventions
	2.3. If Y/PY/NI to 2.1 or 2.2: Were there deviations from the intended intervention that arose because of the experimental context?
	N
	

	
	2.4 If Y/PY to 2.3: Were these deviations likely to have affected the outcome?
	NA
	

	
	2.5. If Y/PY/NI to 2.4: Were these deviations from intended intervention balanced between groups?
	NA
	

	
	2.6 Was an appropriate analysis used to estimate the effect of assignment to intervention?
	Y
	

	
	2.7 If N/PN/NI to 2.6: Was there potential for a substantial impact (on the result) of the failure to analyse participants in the group to which they were randomized?
	NA
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	

	Bias due to missing outcome data
	3.1 Were data for this outcome available for all, or nearly all, participants randomized?
	Y
	

	
	3.2 If N/PN/NI to 3.1: Is there evidence that result was not biased by missing outcome data?
	NA
	

	
	3.3 If N/PN to 3.2: Could missing-ness in the outcome depend on its true value?
	NA
	

	
	3.4 If Y/PY/NI to 3.3: Is it likely that missing-ness in the outcome depended on its true value?
	NA
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	

	Bias in measurement of the outcome
	4.1 Was the method of measuring the outcome inappropriate?
	N
	

	
	4.2 Could measurement or ascertainment of the outcome have differed between intervention groups?
	N
	

	
	4.3 Were outcome assessors aware of the intervention received by study participants?
	N
	

	
	4.4 If Y/PY/NI to 4.3: Could assessment of the outcome have been influenced by knowledge of intervention received?
	NA
	

	
	4.5 If Y/PY/NI to 4.4: Is it likely that assessment of the outcome was influenced by knowledge of intervention received?
	NA
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	

	Bias in selection of the reported result
	5.1 Were the data that produced this result analysed in accordance with a pre-specified analysis plan that was finalized before un-blinded outcome data were available for analysis?
	Y
	

	
	5.2 ... multiple eligible outcome measurements (e.g. scales, definitions, time points) within the outcome domain?
	PN
	

	
	5.3 ... multiple eligible analyses of the data?
	PN
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	

	Overall bias
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	

	Unique ID
	GUD
	Study ID
	
	Assessor
	Dr L Pillay and S. de Beer

	Ref or Label
	
	Aim
	assignment to intervention (the 'intention-to treat' effect)
	
	

	Experimental
	OAT
	Comparator
	MF
	Source
	

	Outcome
	MOCART,ICRS,Tegner
	Results
	
	Weight
	1

	Domain
	Signalling question
	Response
	Comments

	Bias arising from the randomization process
	1.1 Was the allocation sequence random?
	Y
	

	
	1.2 Was the allocation sequence concealed until participants were enrolled and assigned to interventions?
	Y
	

	
	1.3 Did baseline differences between intervention groups suggest a problem with the randomization process?
	N
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	

	Bias due to deviations from intended interventions
	2.1.Were participants aware of their assigned intervention during the trial?
	N
	

	
	2.2.Were carers and people delivering the interventions aware of participants' assigned intervention during the trial?
	N
	

	
	2.3. If Y/PY/NI to 2.1 or 2.2: Were there deviations from the intended intervention that arose because of the experimental context?
	NA
	

	
	2.4 If Y/PY to 2.3: Were these deviations likely to have affected the outcome?
	NA
	

	
	2.5. If Y/PY/NI to 2.4: Were these deviations from intended intervention balanced between groups?
	NA
	

	
	2.6 Was an appropriate analysis used to estimate the effect of assignment to intervention?
	Y
	

	
	2.7 If N/PN/NI to 2.6: Was there potential for a substantial impact (on the result) of the failure to analyse participants in the group to which they were randomized?
	NA
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	

	Bias due to missing outcome data
	3.1 Were data for this outcome available for all, or nearly all, participants randomized?
	Y
	

	
	3.2 If N/PN/NI to 3.1: Is there evidence that result was not biased by missing outcome data?
	NA
	

	
	3.3 If N/PN to 3.2: Could missing-ness in the outcome depend on its true value?
	NA
	

	
	3.4 If Y/PY/NI to 3.3: Is it likely that missing-ness in the outcome depended on its true value?
	NA
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	



	Bias in measurement of the outcome
	4.1 Was the method of measuring the outcome inappropriate?
	N
	

	
	4.2 Could measurement or ascertainment of the outcome have differed between intervention groups?
	N
	

	
	4.3 Were outcome assessors aware of the intervention received by study participants?
	Y
	

	
	4.4 If Y/PY/NI to 4.3: Could assessment of the outcome have been influenced by knowledge of intervention received?
	N
	

	
	4.5 If Y/PY/NI to 4.4: Is it likely that assessment of the outcome was influenced by knowledge of intervention received?
	NA
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	

	Bias in selection of the reported result
	5.1 Were the data that produced this result analysed in accordance with a pre-specified analysis plan that was finalized before un-blinded outcome data were available for analysis?
	Y
	

	
	5.2 ... multiple eligible outcome measurements (e.g. scales, definitions, time points) within the outcome domain?
	N
	

	
	5.3 ... multiple eligible analyses of the data?
	N
	

	
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	

	Overall bias
	Risk of bias judgement
	Low
	


Table 3. RCT risk of bias
Shadloo (SHAD), whole body vibration training (WBVT), conventional training (CT), patient reported outcome measure scores (PROMS), Papalia (PAP), Gudas (GUD), Hyaluronic acid (HA), plasma rich platelets (PRP), International knee disease committee (IKDC), knee osteoarthritis outcomes score (KOOS), visual analog scale (VAS), osteochondral autologous transplant (OAT), microfracture (MF), Magnetic Resonance Observation of Cartilage Repair Tissue (MOCART), International cartilage repair society (ICRS)
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Figure 2. Risk of bias
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Figure 3. Summary of risk of bias results
As percentage (intention-to-treat)

Low risk	Randomization process	Deviations from intended interventions	Mising outcome data	Measurement of the outcome	Selection of the reported result	Overall Bias	66.7	100	100	100	66.7	66.7	Some concerns	Randomization process	Deviations from intended interventions	Mising outcome data	Measurement of the outcome	Selection of the reported result	Overall Bias	33.299999999999997	0	0	0	0	0	High risk	Randomization process	Deviations from intended interventions	Mising outcome data	Measurement of the outcome	Selection of the reported result	Overall Bias	0	0	0	0	33.299999999999997	33.299999999999997	
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Assignment to intervention (the 'intention-to-treat' effect)

Total number of study = 3

Low risk 66,7 100 100 100 66,7 66,7

Some concerns 33,3 0 0 0 0 0

High risk 0 0 0 0 33,3 33,3


