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	Karhula, 2013
RefID-1399
PMID-24079918

	GRADE Criteria
	Reviewer’s Assessment

	-Failure to develop and apply appropriate eligibility criteria (inclusion of control population). 
-Under – or overmatching in case-control studies. 
-Selection of exposed and unexposed in cohort studies from different populations.
	Appropriate criteria
Not a case control
Selection of exposed and unexposed (High v low job strain) was done at the group level and not the individual level.  Potential for misclassification within groups and some ecologic bias.

	-Flawed measurement of both exposure and outcome.
-Differences in measurement of exposure (e.g., recall bias in case-control studies).
-Differential surveillance for outcome in exposed and unexposed in cohort studies.
	No
Sleep diaries, use of shift schedules, use of Actigraphy and no mention of how data between the three were validated. Subjective reporting on previous shift and perception of recovery on 5 pt Likert. 
No

	-Failure to adequately control for confounding
-Failure of acurate measurement of all known prognostic factors and/or lack of adjustment in statistical analysis
	Restriction in design phase and poor explanation of assessment and control for confounding in the analytic phase.
See above in analytic phase, Otherwise OK

	-Incomplete follow-up

	95/422 participated after applying inclusion criteria. Unknown if there were missing data from sleep diaries or discrete questions pre and post.
























	Baulk, 2007
RefID-2396
PMID-n/a

	GRADE Criteria
	Reviewer’s Assessment

	-Failure to develop and apply appropriate eligibility criteria (inclusion of control population). 
-Under – or overmatching in case-control studies. 
-Selection of exposed and unexposed in cohort studies from different populations.
	Failed to describe any eligibility criteria.
Not a case control.
Unable to assess, there is no description of the population that comprised the high and low workload groups. There is a potential selection bias if these groups were comprised of significantly different types of workers.

	-Flawed measurement of both exposure and outcome.
-Differences in measurement of exposure (e.g., recall bias in case-control studies).
-Differential surveillance for outcome in exposed and unexposed in cohort studies.
	No evidence of flawed measurement.
Potential for self-report bias on exposure or outcome.
Response rates are reported as high but quantitative evidence as to such is not available.

	-Failure to adequately control for confounding
-Failure of acurate measurement of all known prognostic factors and/or lack of adjustment in statistical analysis
	There was no discussion of control for confounding in either the design or analytic phase of the study.
No prognostic factors were measured.

	-Incomplete follow-up

	Response rate of 96%






























	Takahashi, 2006
RefID-2085
PMID-17190723

	GRADE Criteria
	Reviewer’s Assessment

	-Failure to develop and apply appropriate eligibility criteria (inclusion of control population). 
-Under – or overmatching in case-control studies. 
-Selection of exposed and unexposed in cohort studies from different populations.
	Appropriate
Not a case control
Yes-the exposed and unexposed were derived from the same plant but represented clearly different workers/populations. See table 1. Selection bias

	-Flawed measurement of both exposure and outcome.
-Differences in measurement of exposure (e.g., recall bias in case-control studies).
-Differential surveillance for outcome in exposed and unexposed in cohort studies.
	Exposure-good – Outcome-good for self report.  No actigraphy for actual sleep.
None observed in methods however in the limitations the state that the main independent variable was self-reported, which conflicts.
No

	-Failure to adequately control for confounding
-Failure of acurate measurement of all known prognostic factors and/or lack of adjustment in statistical analysis
	Confounding was controlled for in the analysis phase and not in the design phase.
Did not consider caffeine use or pre-existing sleep disorders.

	-Incomplete follow-up

	Self-admitted small sample size from the entire plant.  Loss to follow-up was by design and there was no assessment of differences between those included and those excluded.  




























	Dorrian, 2011
RefID-1057
PMID-20691425

	GRADE Criteria
	Reviewer’s Assessment

	-Failure to develop and apply appropriate eligibility criteria (inclusion of control population). 
-Under – or overmatching in case-control studies. 
-Selection of exposed and unexposed in cohort studies from different populations.
	6 groups none identified as a control group. Though otherwise appropriate
N/A
All were exposed some at different levels risk of occupational misclasification bias. No a priori knowledge of differences in exposure between groups.

	-Flawed measurement of both exposure and outcome.
-Differences in measurement of exposure (e.g., recall bias in case-control studies).
-Differential surveillance for outcome in exposed and unexposed in cohort studies.
	No clearly defined outcome, no clear exposure outcome relationship.
Sleep diaries and self-report
N/A no defined outcome

	-Failure to adequately control for confounding
-Failure of acurate measurement of all known prognostic factors and/or lack of adjustment in statistical analysis
	No design phase control of confounding, used ANOVA in the analysis-a weak analytic method of control.
Unable to determine if age, gender BMI, shiftwork and caffeine were adjusted in MMANOVA.

	-Incomplete follow-up

	7 loss to follow-up for excessive  missing data, no discussion of an acceptable amount of missing data in those retained.


























	Grech, 2009
RefID-1228
PMID-19586

	GRADE Criteria
	Reviewer’s Assessment

	-Failure to develop and apply appropriate eligibility criteria (inclusion of control population). 
-Under – or overmatching in case-control studies. 
-Selection of exposed and unexposed in cohort studies from different populations.
	21 potential subjects with 1 non-participant. Only shift workers participated.
Not a case-control study
No explicit exposed or unexposed group. It is potential that an individual acted as a paired observation of exposed and unexposed but it is likely potential that an individual would be classified as only exposed or only unexposed during the study.

	-Flawed measurement of both exposure and outcome.
-Differences in measurement of exposure (e.g., recall bias in case-control studies).
-Differential surveillance for outcome in exposed and unexposed in cohort studies.
	Used single item measure from the CSS
No direct mention and no mention of how it was accounted for.
No direct mention of differential outcome ascertainment but no mention of how it was controlled.

	-Failure to adequately control for confounding
-Failure of acurate measurement of all known prognostic factors and/or lack of adjustment in statistical analysis
	Controlled for time into patrol but no other important confounders.
Did not measure other prognostic factors outside exposure and outcome.

	-Incomplete follow-up

	Unknown-not reported.
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