Pediatric Blast Trauma: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of Factors Associated with Mortality and Description of Injury Profiles
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	4.1: Is the sampling strategy relevant to address the research question?
	

	a. Sampling procedures target a pediatric population with blast injuries for the purpose of developing an injury profile.

	b. Samples are obtained inclusively from a state department, national, or medical registry, or other systematically organized database.

	c. Study sample is taken in total from the registry or database with minimal exclusions.

	d. Sampling procedures focused on an injury mechanism that can be exclusively stratified as either terrorism bombing, landmine, firework, natural gas explosion, or vulcanizing without overlap in reported injury profiles.

	4.2: Is the sample representative of the target population?
	
	

	a. The study describes a pediatric population with a unique injury profile stratified by body region.

	b. Study population can be stratified as GWOT vs non GWOT.
	

	c. The study is not a case study that limits generalizability to the target population as a whole.

	4.3: Are the measures appropriate?
	
	
	
	

	a. The study does not gather and organize demographic information from a non self-reporting or survey-based platform.

	4.4: Is the risk of nonresponse bias appropriate?
	
	
	

	a. Sample exclusions were only the result of poor demographic information accessibility or participants aged outside of the pediatric parameter of <18 y/o.

	b. Excluded participants represent <10% of the total initial study sample.

	4.5: Is the statistical analysis appropriate to answer the research question?
	

	a. There are no major complications with incidental or insignificant findings.
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