S6 Table. Validity assessments and adherence to reporting guidelines in systematic reviews of cellular research

	Systematic review
	Adherence to reporting guidelines?
	Formal risk of bias assessment
	Did authors assess model validity to establish how reliable the results were?
	Did the authors investigate marker or outcome validity to establish how reliable the results were?
	Did the authors consider the imprecision of the results?
	Reporting of technical repeats
	Reporting of inter-assay repeats
	Reporting of variability

	Napotnik 2016[1]
	No
	Cochrane collaboration risk of bias (majority of studies rated unclear)
	No
	Authors provided some discussion of experimental validity including compliance rate of evaluations.
	Incomplete outcome data only
	No
	No
	No

	Hooper 2009[2]
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Calton 2015[3]
	PRISMA
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Pavan 2015[4]
	PRISMA
	GRADE (unclear how the judgements were applied to basic research). Also, evaluated the evidence based on: (1) showing a potential effect; (2) inconclusive and (3) not supportive.
	Downgraded one study for using only one cell line.
	Unclear
	Unclear
	No
	No
	No

	Bus 2012[5]
	No
	No
	Limitations of different cell lines discussed
	Discussion of outcomes
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Mafi 2011[6]
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Shanbhag 2016[7]
	PRISMA and ARRIVE
	SYRCLE (overall, the included studies were of unclear to high ROB and moderate reporting quality).
	No for endothelial cells, osteoblasts or stem cells. Details of host animal provided
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Bastami 2016[8]
	Presentation of PRISMA flow diagram and clearly presents methods and results in line with PRISMA.
	No
	Partial. Description of model details and how they were reprogrammed or induced
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Ramamoorthi 2015[9]
	ARRIVE and CONSORT
	Cochrane (most studies reported no sample size calculation, allocation concealment, randomisation or blinding)
	Yes, for ARRIVE questions relating to methodology reporting but no validation of whether the models could represent functional stem cells.
	No judgement on the validity of chosen outcomes.
	Sample size. Yes, as described in ARRIVE and CONSORT, but not fed into which are the most reliable results.
	Yes
	Yes
	Descriptive outcomes

	Wang 2010[10]
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No

	Gudbergsson 2016[11]
	No, but presentation of PRISMA flow diagram
	No
	Considered method of isolation in detail. The influence of cell type and confluency was considered.
	Quantification method of extra-cellular vesicle yield was considered. Impact of purification methods on yield was considered. Common markers found on exosomes as a way of determining false positives. 
	Not for individual studies
	No
	No
	Box -Whisker plots

	Harkin 2016[12]
	No
	No
	Yes (origin of cells tracked).
	Yes (appropriate marker used, how was marker validated and controls)
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Xiao 2011[13]
	No
	Based on authors grading: A Systematic reviews/ meta-analyses of studies in vitro, B With comparable baseline, C Baseline unknown, D No comparable baseline. All were assigned grade B.
	No
	No. Controls reported for culture conditions but not for the markers.
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Hynes 2016[14]
	PRISMA
	Based on randomization, blinding, allocation concealment, incomplete data and selective outcome reporting. No evidence was found for the latter three domains.
	No
	No
	Sample size was considered, only 1/30 studies reported a calculation.
	No
	No
	No

	Korpershoek 2017[15]
	PRISMA
	No
	Described stem cell sources, queried the cell type required for regeneration had not been defined precisely. No functional validation of stem cell properties.
	No
	Number of cells required for regeneration
	No
	No
	No

	Rahman 2016[16]
	No
	A modified Quality Assessment Tool for Studies with Diverse Designs (Sirriyeh et al., 2012); average score range 13 -35
	Passage number and protein markers of endothelial cells.
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
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