Table D1. Psychological studies for insomnia disorder: risk of bias assessments

	Study
	Overall Risk of Bias Assessment

	Smith 20151
	Moderate - Double blind study; Not ITT analysis; no blinding; no multiple comparisons correction; small sample size but did power analyses, found significant results.

	Harvey 20142
	Moderate – Unblinded; low attrition; ITT analysis.

	Ho 20143
	High - Investigaters not blinded and high attrition rate over 30% in all categories; ITT analysis.

	Holmqvist, 20144
	Moderate - did state that no blinding but this most likely due to nature of treatment, attrition was 33% in one treatment group but this is the one major weakness.

	Irwin 20145
	Moderate - Assessors unaware of patient treatment assignment Unclear participant blinding. Outcome assessors blinded. Low attrition. ITT analysis.

	Ong 20146
	High - unblinded; non-standard randomization procedure; small sample size; unclear how missing data were handled.

	Taylor, 20147
	Moderate - Not ITT analysis; no blinding; no multiple comparisons correction; small sample size but did power analyses, found significant results.

	Van Straten 20148
	Moderate-High - Patients informed of allocation to group (unblinded). High attrition. ITT analysis with multiple imputation, but this is a very small sample so should be cautious with this.

	Arnedt, 20139
	Low-moderate: no ITT analysis; low attrition; multiple comparisons correction unclear; blinding, randomization method NR

	Bothelius 201310
	Moderate - Block randomization. Unblinded. Did not include several in final analyses who didn't complete baseline assessment.

	Fernando 201311
	Low - Double blind study ITT analysis; Low attrition; Multiple comparison correction unnecessary.

	Lancee 2013;12 Lancee 201413
	Moderate/High - No blinding; High attrition for some groups/time points. ITT analysis.

	Pech, 201314
	Moderate: ITT analysis; multiple comparisons correction unclear.

	Vitiello, 2013;15 McCurry, 201416
	Low-moderate: Participants and assessors blinded; modified ITT analysis; low attrition; no adjustment for multiple comparisons; did not discuss treatment fidelity.

	Epstein, 201217
	Low-moderate: no blinding; high attrition for 3-month and 1-year F/U.

	Espie, 2012;18 Espie 201419
	Low: controlled for unequal baseline values in analyses; ITT analysis

	Harris 201220
	Low - Participant and personnel blinding unclear; Raters blinded; ITT analysis for main outcomes; Low attrition.

	Jansson-Frojmark, 2012a21
	Low-moderate: ITT analysis; multiple comparisons correction unclear; randomization method unclear; analysis blinded.

	Jansson-Frojmark, 2012b22
	Low-Moderate: ITT analysis (one exception, a randomized participant who was excluded due to unstable medication use); Multiple comparisons correction unclear; randomization method unclear; analysis blinded.

	Jernelov 201223
	Moderate - Double blind placebo controlled study; High attrition rate; Randomization process not well described.

	Lancee 201224
	High - Not blinded, very high attrition (>30 % at 4 weeks). Large sample (n=623)

	Morgan, 201225
	Moderate: Very high attrition; No mention of correcting for multiple comparisons for reported outcomes (only for exploratory analyses).

	Pigeon, 201226
	Low-moderate: Blinding unclear; no attrition.

	Tang, 201227
	Moderate - Difference on baseline insomnia severity between groups controlled for in analysis; completer analysis; small sample size; no blinding; multiple comparisons correction unclear.

	Tegeler 201228

	High - mainly small sample size and no power, no blinding, wait-list control Blinding unclear; Multiple comparisons correction unclear.

	Bjorvatn, 201129
	Moderate: ITT analysis; blinding unclear; did not describe randomization process or compare baseline characteristics; attrition higher 20% for control group and did not explain missing data

	Buysee, 201130
	Moderate: Blinding unclear; multiple comparisons correction unclear; no sample size calculation

	Hammer 201131
	High – first author interviewed potential participants and conducted all treatments ; small sample size (n=8), no smaple size/power calculation; Did not analyze sleep log or actigraphy data underpowered comparative effectiveness study with sample size of 10; attrition of 20%.

	Passos 201132
	High - lack of statistical power and high attrition - 30%; ITT analysis. Blinding unclear. Multiple comparisons correction unclear.

	Rybarczyk, 201133
	Low: Participants recruited at the same time as another study and were basically those who chose not to participate in that study. ITT analysis for 8 week analysis only, completers only for 1 year analysis. Multiple comparisons correction unclear.

	Cortoos 201034
	Moderate - method of randomization was unclear but attrition was low at 6%. small n, no sample size calculation; no between-group comparisons; no numerical data for PSG results.

	Jungqvist 2010;35 Jungqvist 201236
	Moderate. Randomization procedure description unclear for last third of participants. Unsure if randomized or not. Unblinded. ITT analysis; 

High. Randomization procedure description unclear for last third of participants. Unsure if randomized or not. Unblinded. Very high attrition (nearly 50% in one group, high still in the other). Not ITT analysis.

	Riley, 201037
	Moderate: No ITT analysis; two groups of intervention participants were combined for analyses; research assistants not blinded; did not adjust for multiple comparisons.no fidelity checks

	Edinger, 200938
	Low/moderate: Not ITT analysis; unclear about multiple comparisons corrections

	Ritterband 2009;39 Thorndike 201440 
	Low-moderate: ITT analysis; multiple comparisons correction unclear; no fidelity checks

	van Straten, 200941
	Low: ITT analysis; blinding, multiple comparisons adjustment, and fidelity checks unclear.  

	Vincent, 200942
	Low-moderate: Multiple comparisons correction unclear; high attrition

	Vitiello, 200943
	Moderate: Not ITT analysis;  multiple comparisons correction unclear; did not discuss attrition or compare completers to non-completers

	Soeffing, 200844
	Moderate-high: Discussed fidelity checks and treatment fidelity, but not attrition; did not report all scale outcomes; did not report methods for analyzing missing data

	Espie, 200745 
	Low-moderate: High attrition

	McCrae, 200746
	Moderate: Reporting bias, small n;  one participant not included in analyses due to withdrawal;  unclear blinding  and multiple comparisons correction

	Germain, 2006;47 Buysee 201130
	Moderate: Unclear whether all participants analyzed, missing data, and multiple comparisons; no between-group analysis.

	Wu, 2006
	Moderate: Blinding only for medications; not ITT analysis; multiple comparisons correction unclear; low statistical power

	Jansson, 200548
	Moderate: Did not mention blinding; few details about intervention; did not appear to correct for multiple comparisons; no explanation of attrition, completer analysis

	Morin, 200549
	Low-moderate: Says ITT analysis, but how drop-outs were handled NR; low attrition; randomization concealed; no sample size calculation; multiple comparisons correction unclear. Confusing as some "good sleepers" included despite requiring insomnia

	Rybarczyk, 200550
	Low-moderate: Multiple comparisons correction unclear;  didn't discuss who was delivering interventions or fidelity checks

	Bastien, 200451
	Low-moderate: Data was missing for blinding, randomization process; attrition high at 6 months, unclear how missing data were handled

	Jacobs 2004
	Moderate

	Strom, 200452
	Moderate: attrition over 20%, mostly in the treatment group; completer analysis; multiple comparisons correction unclear.  

	Edinger, 200353
	Low-moderate: Low attrition; ITT analysis; did not adjust for multiple comparisons

	Morgan, 200354
	Moderate: high attrition but reasonably powered and well randomized.

	Pallesen 200355
	High - due to lack of stat power and unclear exclusion of possible confounders (hypnotics); Attrition - 16.7% with extra 14.5% lost to followup at 6 months.

	Edinger, 200156
	Low: ITT analyses, though placebo group not included in 6 month analyses as they were re-randomized after first follow-up; otherwise low risk in all categories

	Espie, 200157
	Moderate/-high: Unclear about differences at baseline, blinding, multiple comparisons correction; no ITT analysis; no comparison of baseline characteristics

	Lichstein, 200158
	Moderate: Completer-only analysis, reasonable sample size; multiple comparisons problem

	Mimeault, 199959
	Moderate: Small sample size; no justification for clinical significance; completer-only analysis; While authors describe 4 LTFs during treatment, they do not describe the 9 they lost before follow-up (3 months).

	Morin, 199960
	Moderate: Analyses do not include drop outs. Blinding for PCT and PCT part of combined.  No mention of correcting for multiple comparisons. Select outcomes reported, but justified. Placebo group has treatment after 3 months.

	Jacobs 199361
	High – underpowered for CE study; no other similar comparisons. ITT analysis. Blinding unclear. Multiple comparisons correction unclear.

	Morin, 199362
	Low-moderate: Efficacy of randomization unclear; seemingly ITT analysis: multiple comparisons correction unclear: low attrition

	Espie, 198963
	Moderate-high: No sample size calculation and 4 treatment groups; unclear analysis, whether participants were analyzed per ITT, multiple comparisons, and what "experimental drop outs" means.  Care provider for all groups was senior author

	Morin, 198864
	Moderate: Blinding unclear; attrition unclear; ITT analysis unclear; possibly underpowered

	Morin, 198765
	High: High dropouts, small n, possible reporting bias
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