
Item Number Rompe et al, 2007 Rompe et al, 2009 1 (Low risk of Bias)
1 Random Sequence Genera�on Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias -1 (High Risk of Bias)
2 Alloca�on concealment Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias 0 (Unclear Risk of Bias)
3 Blinding of Par�cipants and Personnel High Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias
4 Blinding of Care Providers to the Interven�on High Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias
5 Blinding of Outcome Assessment Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
6 Incomplete Outcome Data - Dropout Rate Described and Acceptable Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
7 All Randomised Par�cipants Analysed in the Allocated Group Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
8 Selec�ve Repor�ng Unclear Risk of Bias Unclear Risk of Bias
9 Groups similar at Baseline (Prognos�c Indicators) Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias

10 Co-interven�ons Avoided or Similar Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
11 Compliance Acceptable Unclear Risk of Bias Unclear Risk of Bias
12 Similar �ming of the Outcome Assessment in Groups Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
13 Other Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias

Notes for Item 1

Notes for Item 2

Notes for Item 3

Not men�oned if pa�ents blinded to 
alloca�on, however unable to blind 
par�cipants given nature of interven�on 
included ac�ve (exercise) arm

Par�cipants not blinded to treatment 
assignment at any point in study

Notes for Item 4

Notes for Item 5

Notes for Item 6

Notes for Item 7

Notes for Item 8

No published protocol before, not 
documented what outcomes were 
measured, and if all outcomes were 
reported

No published protocol before, not 
documented what outcomes were 
measured, and if all outcomes were 
reported

Notes for Item 9

Due to no informa�on regarding 
significant differences for age and 
dura�on of symptom we assessed for 
differences and found both age (p=0.005) 
and dura�on of symptoms (p=0.046) to 
differ significantly. However, we assumed 
that these variables could not have 
affected the results  

Notes for Item 10 Both groups received eccetric training

Notes for Item 11 Informa�on is given only for the wait-and-
see group

Notes for Item 12

Notes for Item 13

Low Risk of Bias (number of items) 99
High Risk of Bias (number of items) 22

Unclear Risk of Bias (number of items) 22
Sum (Low = 0, Unclear = 0.5, High = 1 point) 33

Percentage for Risk of Bias %1.32%1.32
saiB fo ksiR woLsaiB fo ksiR woL

Item Number Rompe et al, 2008 Notarnicola et al, 2012
1 Random Sequence Genera�on Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
2 Alloca�on concealment Low Risk of Bias Unclear Risk of Bias
3 Blinding of Par�cipants and Personnel High Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
4 Blinding of Care Providers to the Interven�on High Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias
5 Blinding of Outcome Assessment Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
6 Incomplete Outcome Data - Dropout Rate Described and Acceptable Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
7 All Randomised Par�cipants Analysed in the Allocated Group Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
8 Selec�ve Repor�ng Unclear Risk of Bias Unclear Risk of Bias
9 Groups similar at Baseline (Prognos�c Indicators) Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias

10 Co-interven�ons Avoided or Similar Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
11 Compliance Acceptable Unclear Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
12 Similar �ming of the Outcome Assessment in Groups Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
13 Other Bias Low Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias

Notes for Item 1

Notes for Item 2 No informa�on

Notes for Item 3

Notes for Item 4

Notes for Item 5

Notes for Item 6

Notes for Item 7

Notes for Item 8

No published protocol before, not 
documented what outcomes were 
measured, and if all outcomes were 
reported

No published protocol before, not 
documented what outcomes were 
measured, and if all outcomes were 
reported

Notes for Item 9
Despite there was significant difference at 
baseline in Ankle-Hindfoot scale, we 
believe that this did affect the results due 
to the scale was not a condi�on-specific 
ques�onnaire

Notes for Item 10

Notes for Item 11 Authors report that rigid control of 
compliance was not possible

Good compliance; all pa�ents received 
ECSWT and dietary supplement for 2 
months

Notes for Item 12

Notes for Item 13
Pharmaceu�cal company funded the 
transla�on of the paper, and provided 
material. Authors claim no influence, 
however the paper reports a posi�ve 
result for the pharmaceu�cal where the 
pooled data shows no effect for pain.

Low Risk of Bias (number of items) 99
High Risk of Bias (number of items) 22

Unclear Risk of Bias (number of items) 22
Sum (Low = 0, Unclear = 0.5, High = 1 point) 33

Percentage for Risk of Bias %1.32%1.32
saiB fo ksiR woLsaiB fo ksiR woL

Item Number Costa et al, 2005 Rasmussen et al, 2008
1 Random Sequence Genera�on Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
2 Alloca�on concealment Low Risk of Bias Unclear Risk of Bias
3 Blinding of Par�cipants and Personnel Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
4 Blinding of Care Providers to the Interven�on High Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias
5 Blinding of Outcome Assessment Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
6 Incomplete Outcome Data - Dropout Rate Described and Acceptable High Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
7 All Randomised Par�cipants Analysed in the Allocated Group Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
8 Selec�ve Repor�ng High Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
9 Groups similar at Baseline (Prognos�c Indicators) Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias

10 Co-interven�ons Avoided or Similar Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
11 Compliance Acceptable Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
12 Similar �ming of the Outcome Assessment in Groups Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
13 Other Bias High Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias

Notes for Item 1

Notes for Item 2 No informa�on given

Notes for Item 3

Notes for Item 4

Notes for Item 5

Notes for Item 6 At 3 months 4/22 (treatment group) and 
7/27 lost to follow up (22.4%) 3 lost in total from both groups

Notes for Item 7

Notes for Item 8

No published protocol before, not 
documented what outcomes were 
measured, and if all outcomes were 
reported. Also, significant differences at 
baseline in: e.g. age, pain at sports 
par�cipa�on were not reported 

Study registered in ClinicalTrials.gov. 
Analyses that were not planned were 
described and jus�fied in the paper
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Notes for Item 10

Notes for Item 11 Treatment controlled and given in a clinic

Notes for Item 12

Notes for Item 13

The authors reported that did not find any 
significant differences in FIL score a�er 
treatment between the groups (p=0.137). 
By calcula�ng the p value based on given 
means and SDs the actual result was 
extremely sta�s�cally significant 
(p=0.0005). Due to this inconsistency we 
assigned a high risk of bias in this domain 
of the assessment tool

The authors reported that AOFAS score 
a�er treatment was significantly improved 
in the ECSWT group (p=0.05). By calcula�ng 
the p value based on given means and SDs 
the actual result was not sta�s�cally 
significant (p=0.757). Due to this 
inconsistency we assigned a high risk of 
bias in this domain of the assessment tool

Low Risk of Bias (number of items) 019
High Risk of Bias (number of items) 24

Unclear Risk of Bias (number of items) 10
Sum (Low = 0, Unclear = 0.5, High = 1 point) 5.24

Percentage for Risk of Bias %2.91%8.03
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GTPS
Item Number Rompe et al, 2009

1 Random Sequence Genera�on High Risk of Bias
2 Alloca�on concealment High Risk of Bias
3 Blinding of Par�cipants and Personnel High Risk of Bias
4 Blinding of Care Providers to the Interven�on High Risk of Bias
5 Blinding of Outcome Assessment Low Risk of Bias
6 Incomplete Outcome Data - Dropout Rate Described and Acceptable Low Risk of Bias
7 All Randomised Par�cipants Analysed in the Allocated Group Low Risk of Bias
8 Selec�ve Repor�ng Unclear Risk of Bias
9 Groups similar at Baseline (Prognos�c Indicators) Low Risk of Bias

10 Co-interven�ons Avoided or Similar High Risk of Bias
11 Compliance Acceptable Low Risk of Bias
12 Similar �ming of the Outcome Assessment in Groups Low Risk of Bias
13 Other Bias Low Risk of Bias

Notes for Item 1
Pa�ents allocated to a sequen�al 
treatment day (1,2, or 3)

Notes for Item 2

Notes for Item 3

Notes for Item 4

Notes for Item 5

Notes for Item 6

Notes for Item 7

Notes for Item 8

No published protocol before, not 
documented what outcomes were 
measured, and if all outcomes were 
reported

Notes for Item 9

Notes for Item 10 Not similar addi�onal treatments between 
groups at follow-up assessments

Notes for Item 11

Notes for Item 12

Notes for Item 13

Low Risk of Bias (number of items) 7
High Risk of Bias (number of items) 5

Unclear Risk of Bias (number of items) 1
Sum (Low = 0, Unclear = 0.5, High = 1 point) 5.5

Percentage for Risk of Bias 42.3%
Low Risk of Bias

MTSS
Item Number Newman et al, 2016 

1 Random Sequence Genera�on Low Risk of Bias
2 Alloca�on concealment Low Risk of Bias
3 Blinding of Par�cipants and Personnel Low Risk of Bias
4 Blinding of Care Providers to the Interven�on High Risk of Bias
5 Blinding of Outcome Assessment Low Risk of Bias
6 Incomplete Outcome Data - Dropout Rate Described and Acceptable Low Risk of Bias
7 All Randomised Par�cipants Analysed in the Allocated Group Low Risk of Bias
8 Selec�ve Repor�ng Unclear Risk of Bias
9 Groups similar at Baseline (Prognos�c Indicators) Low Risk of Bias

10 Co-interven�ons Avoided or Similar Low Risk of Bias
11 Compliance Acceptable Low Risk of Bias
12 Similar �ming of the Outcome Assessment in Groups Low Risk of Bias
13 Other Bias Low Risk of Bias

Notes for Item 1
Pa�ents allocated sequen�al in blocks of 4 
using a computer generated random 
number program

Notes for Item 2 Concealed from recruiter and par�cipants

Notes for Item 3

Notes for Item 4

Notes for Item 5 Baseline, 1 week and 10 weeks blinded 
assesor to group alloca�on

Notes for Item 6

Notes for Item 7

Notes for Item 8

No published protocol before, not 
documented what outcomes were 
measured, and if all outcomes were 
reported

Notes for Item 9
No significant differences as indicated by 
ANOVA at baseline

Notes for Item 10
Both groups were asked to keep their 
ac�vity levels as unchamged as possible. 
Not reported addi�onal treatments 
between groups at follow-up assessment

Notes for Item 11

Notes for Item 12

Notes for Item 13

Low Risk of Bias (number of items) 11
High Risk of Bias (number of items) 1

Unclear Risk of Bias (number of items) 1
Sum (Low = 0, Unclear = 0.5, High = 1 point) 1.5

Percentage for Risk of Bias 11.5%
Low Risk of Bias

Item Number Taunton et al, 2003 Wang et al, 2007 Zwerver et al, 2011 Vetrano et al, 2013 van der Worp et al, 2014 Thijs et al, 2016 (in press)
1 Random Sequence Genera�on Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
2 Alloca�on concealment Low Risk of Bias Unclear Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Unclear Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
3 Blinding of Par�cipants and Personnel Unclear Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
4 Blinding of Care Providers to the Interven�on High Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias
5 Blinding of Outcome Assessment Unclear Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
6 Incomplete Outcome Data - Dropout Rate Described and Acceptable Unclear Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias
7 All Randomised Par�cipants Analysed in the Allocated Group Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
8 Selec�ve Repor�ng High Risk of Bias Unclear Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Unclear Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Unclear Risk of Bias
9 Groups similar at Baseline (Prognos�c Indicators) Unclear Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias

10 Co-interven�ons Avoided or Similar Low Risk of Bias High Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
11 Compliance Acceptable Low Risk of Bias Unclear Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
12 Similar �ming of the Outcome Assessment in Groups Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias
13 Other Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias Low Risk of Bias

Notes for Item 1

Notes for Item 2

Notes for Item 3

Subjects not blinded to treatment 
alloca�on, suggest that high poten�al for 
placebo effect given injec�on therapy 
alloca�on

Notes for Item 4

Notes for Item 5
Pa�ents were blinded to interven�on at 5 
but not 12 weeks follow-up. Unclear who 
administered the jump test, and VISA-P at 
12 weeks.

Notes for Item 6

Loss to follow-up not clearly reported, but 
likely 3/10 (placebo) and 1/10 (ECSWT) 

4/31 (13%) lost to follow-up in placebo arm 
compared to 1/31 (3%) in treatemnt arm

Ini�al power calcula�on 28 per group, 
finally 22 in ECSWT and 30 to control. 7 lost 
to follow-up in ECSWT group and 4 lost 
from control group, total of 11/52 >20%

Notes for Item 7

Notes for Item 8

No published protocol before, not 
documented what outcomes were 
measured, and if all outcomes were 
reported

No published protocol before, not 
documented what outcomes were 
measured, and if all outcomes were 
reported

Published protocol No published protocol before, not 
documented what outcomes were 
measured, and if all outcomes were 
reported Registered trial

No published protocol before, not 
documented what outcomes were 
measured, and if all outcomes were 
reported

Notes for Item 9 Stated in paper, but no data provided

Notes for Item 10
4 knees received 2nd ECSWT and near all 
pa�ents in control group received mul�ple 
non-specified modali�es and some 
NSAIDs

Low number of reported cointerven�ons

Notes for Item 11 No informa�on given for the control group 
regarding sessions and compliance

No informa�on regarding home exercise 
programme post-treatment

Web-based logbook for compliance and 
other informa�on

Notes for Item 12

Notes for Item 13

Low Risk of Bias (number of items) 012192177
High Risk of Bias (number of items) 212132

Unclear Risk of Bias (number of items) 102034
Sum (Low = 0, Unclear = 0.5, High = 1 point) 5.21315.44

Percentage for Risk of Bias %2.91%7.7%1.32%7.7%6.43%8.03
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PHT
Item Number Cacchio et al, 2011

1 Random Sequence Genera�on Low Risk of Bias
2 Alloca�on concealment Low Risk of Bias
3 Blinding of Par�cipants and Personnel High Risk of Bias
4 Blinding of Care Providers to the Interven�on High Risk of Bias
5 Blinding of Outcome Assessment Low Risk of Bias
6 Incomplete Outcome Data - Dropout Rate Described and Acceptable High Risk of Bias
7 All Randomised Par�cipants Analysed in the Allocated Group Low Risk of Bias
8 Selec�ve Repor�ng Unclear Risk of Bias
9 Groups similar at Baseline (Prognos�c Indicators) Low Risk of Bias

10 Co-interven�ons Avoided or Similar Low Risk of Bias
11 Compliance Acceptable Unclear Risk of Bias
12 Similar �ming of the Outcome Assessment in Groups Low Risk of Bias
13 Other Bias Low Risk of Bias

Notes for Item 1

Notes for Item 2

Notes for Item 3

Notes for Item 4

Notes for Item 5

Notes for Item 6 5/20 in control group lost to follow-up 
compared to 1 in the treatment arm.

Notes for Item 7

Notes for Item 8

No published protocol before, not 
documented what outcomes were 
measured, and if all outcomes were 
reported

Notes for Item 9

Notes for Item 10

Notes for Item 11

Given the drop-out rate of patents from 
the exercise group and the lack of 
repor�ng in compliance in exercise 
program we were unable to assess 
compliance

Notes for Item 12

Notes for Item 13

Low Risk of Bias (number of items) 8
High Risk of Bias (number of items) 3

Unclear Risk of Bias (number of items) 2
Sum (Low = 0, Unclear = 0.5, High = 1 point) 4

Percentage for Risk of Bias 30.8%
Low Risk of Bias
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