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ANNEXI

Table 2. Bias assessment according to ROBINS-I (non-randomized studies)

Author |Type of| Confound | Bias in | Bias in | Bias due to | Bias due | Bias in the | Selection General comments
, Year |Study ing bias participant intervention | deviations to missing | measureme | bias in
selection classificatio | from the | data nt of | reported
n intended results results
intervention

Becker |Retrospective | Moderate | Moderate Low High Moderate | Moderate Moderate Moderate risk of bias
et  al. |cohort study due to retrospective
(2020) selection of

participants and lack
of blinding in the
intervention. Possible
bias in reporting of

results.
Moreau |Technical High High Moderate Moderate High Moderate Moderate Because  educational
et al |study outcomes were not
(2011) assessed directly and it

was more technical,
there is a high risk of
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selection and

measurement bias.
Gossett [Retrospective | Moderate | Moderate Low Moderate Moderate | Moderate Low There is a moderate
et  al. |cohort study risk of bias due to the
(2016) retrospective nature of

the study and the lack
of  blinding.  The
reporting of results is
clear and complete.

Daniels |Prospective | Moderate | Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate | Moderate Moderate Lack of blinding in the

et al. |observational intervention and

(2008)  [study selection of
participants may
introduce bias.
However,
measurement was
objective and results
were clear.

Rose et [Prospective | Moderate | Moderate Low Moderate Moderate | Moderate Low Moderate risk of bias

al. cohort study in participant selection

(2019) and in the

intervention, as it was
not blinded. Results
were reported fully
and transparently.

Confounding bias: Evaluates the presence of confounding factors that could affect the relationship between the intervention and the outcome, given that there is no randomization in these
studies.

Bias in participant selection: Analyzes whether participants were selected in a way that could introduce bias into the results.

Intervention classification bias: Measures whether the intervention was classified correctly and consistently across all participants.

Bias due to deviations from the intended intervention: Evaluates whether the intervention was implemented as intended or whether there were deviations.

Bias due to missing data: Consider whether missing data or participant withdrawal could have affected the results.

Bias in outcome measurement: Examines whether outcomes were measured objectively and without influence.

Selection bias in reported outcomes: Assesses whether all relevant outcomes were reported without omissions.
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Table 2. Bias assessment according to RoB 2 (randomized study)

Author, Type of Study Bias in the | Bias due to | Bias due to | Bias in the | Selection General comments
Year randomization | deviations missing measuremen | bias in
process from the | data t of results reported
assigned results
intervention
Wang et al. | Randomized Low Low Low Low Low Randomization was well
(2024) controlled trial described and the intervention

was consistently applied. No
significant biases were observed
in the reporting of results.

Bias in the randomization process: Evaluates whether the allocation of participants was random and well described.
Bias due to deviations from the assigned intervention: Measures whether the intervention was applied consistently and whether participants and evaluators were blinded to avoid influencing the
perception of the results.
Bias due to missing data: Analyzes whether missing data could have affected the results.
Bias in outcome measurement: Examines whether outcomes were measured objectively and whether evaluators were blinded to avoid influencing the measurement.

Selection bias in reported outcomes: Determines whether outcomes were reported completely and without omissions, providing a transparent view of the effects of the intervention.

Table 3. SWOT analysis (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats) on the use of forceps and simulation methods

Weaknesses

sizes in studies.

Lack of standardization in teaching methods and reliance on small sample

Threats

Risk of disappearing use of forceps in obstetric practice due to decreased
training opportunities and preference for cesarean sections in complicated

situations.
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Strengths Opportunities

High-fidelity simulators that reproduce realistic scenarios and allow | Integration of structured curricula that combine theory and practice,
immediate feedback, reducing complications, improving confidence and | optimizing training for critical procedures requiring the use of forceps.

technical skills.
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