
Supplemental Data

Supplementary Table 1: Search strategy for each database on July 20th, 2020

Bibliographic database Search String Remarks

EMBASE (‘‘sepsis prediction’’ OR

‘‘sepsis detection’’) AND

(‘‘machine learning’’ OR

‘‘artificial intelligence’’)

Google Scholar (‘‘sepsis prediction’’ OR

‘‘sepsis detection’’) AND

(‘‘machine learning’’ OR

‘‘artificial intelligence’’)

Software ‘Publish and
perish’ used to perform
the search

Pubmed/Medline (‘‘sepsis prediction’’ OR

‘‘sepsis detection’’) AND

(‘‘machine learning’’ OR

‘‘artificial intelligence’’)

Scopus TITLE-ABS-KEY ( ( ‘‘sepsis AND

prediction’’ OR ‘‘sepsis AND

detection’’ ) AND ( ‘‘machine

AND learning’’ OR ‘‘artificial

AND intelligence’’ ) )

Web of Science TOPIC: ((‘‘sepsis prediction’’

OR ‘‘sepsis detection’’) AND

(‘‘machine learning’’ OR

‘‘artificial intelligence’’))

Timespan: All years. Indexes: SCI-
EXPANDED, SSCI, A&HCI, CPCI-S,
CPCI-SSH, BKCI-S, BKCI-SSH, ESCI,
CCR-EXPANDED, IC.
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Supplementary Table 2: List of variables extracted

Category Variable Remark

Publication Details
Author
Year of Publication
DOI

Demographics

Sex count
Age years
Ethnicity count
Number of patients with sepsis count
Number of controls count
Prevalence of sepsis %

Study details

Dataset
Prediction task
Sepsis defintion
Case-control alignment Alignment of sepsis onset in controls
Inclusion Criteria

Software and Data

Data of used cohort available
Code for analysis
Code for sepsis label
Software
Library versions
Code licence available yes/no

Machine learning details

Model used
Model explanation
Evaluation metrics
External validation
Handling of missing data
Data types
Number of variables
Handling of circularity
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Supplementary Table 3: An explanation of quality assessment criteria

Categories Items Description Reported

Unmet need Limits in current
non-machine-
learning ap-
proach

Low diagnostic accuracy, low
human-level prediction accuracy or
prolonged diagnostic procedure

Yes/No

Reproducibility

Prevalence of Sep-
sis

The proportion of patients that sus-
tained a sepsis out of the entire
study cohort

Yes/No

Data availability Is the data used in the study pub-
licly available?

Yes/No

Feature engineer-
ing methods

How features were generated be-
fore model training

Yes/No

Code for data
wrangling and
analysis

Code describing the details of the
cleaning, preprocessing, and analy-
sis of the data.

Yes/No

Code of label Code describing sepsis label gener-
ation

Yes/No

Platforms/packages Both platforms and packages
should be reported

Yes/No

Hyperparameters All hyperparameters that are
needed for study replication

Yes/No

Robustness

Sample size > 50 Sepsis case sample size > 50 is re-
quired for the interpretation, power,
and validity of machine learning
methods.

Yes/No

Valid methods for
over-fitting

Valid methods for unbiased perfor-
mance assessment (or methods that
prevent overfitting)

Yes/No

Stability of results Calculated variation in the valida-
tion statistics

Yes/No

Generalisability External data val-
idation

Validation in settings different from
the research framework

Yes/No

Clinical significance

Predictors expla-
nation

Explanation (biological or quantifi-
cation) of the importance of each
predictor

Yes/No

Suggested clinical
use

Clinical usability and requirements
(e.g. what is still necessary before
making deployment possible)

Yes/No
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Supplementary Table 4: Demographic information reported by all studies (if available)
Study Age Sex (% female) Ethnicity (% non-Caucasian)

1 Abromavicius 2020 — — —

2 Barton 2019 55 (median, USCF), 65 (median,
MIMIC-III)

54.62 (USCF), 43.87 (MIMIC-III) —

3 Bloch 2019 55.4 (target group mean), 52.5 (control
group mean)

35 (target group), 40 (control group) —

4 Calvert 2016 — — —

5 Desautels 2016 65 (median) 43.85 —

6 Futoma 2017 — — —

7 Kaji 2019 — — —

8 Kam 2017 — — —

9 Lauritsen 2020 — — —

10 Lukaszewski 2008 60.16 (mean) 42.42 —

11 Mao 2018 65 (median) 43.97 —

12 McCoy 2017 — 51.43 —

13 Moor 2019 67.2 (target group mean), 64.2 (control
group mean

41.4 (target group), 45.4 (control group) 27.9 (target group), 28 (control
group)

14 Nemati 2018 — 52.4 —

15 Reyna 2020 — — —

16 Schamoni 2019 63 (median) 43.39 —

17 Scherpf 2019 — — —

18 Shashikumar 2017a 59 (median) 47 —

19 Shashikumar 2017b 63 (median) 48.8 —

20 Sheetrit 2019 — 38.4 (target group), 42.2 (control group) —

21 van Wyk 2019a — — —

22 van Wyk 2019b — — —
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PRISMA 2009 Checklist 

Section/topic  # Checklist item  Reported 
on page #  

TITLE   
Title  1 Identify the report as a systematic review, meta-analysis, or both.  1 
ABSTRACT   
Structured summary  2 Provide a structured summary including, as applicable: background; objectives; data sources; study eligibility criteria, 

participants, and interventions; study appraisal and synthesis methods; results; limitations; conclusions and 
implications of key findings; systematic review registration number.  

1-2 

INTRODUCTION   
Rationale  3 Describe the rationale for the review in the context of what is already known.  2-3 
Objectives  4 Provide an explicit statement of questions being addressed with reference to participants, interventions, comparisons, 

outcomes, and study design (PICOS).  
3 

METHODS   
Protocol and registration  5 Indicate if a review protocol exists, if and where it can be accessed (e.g., Web address), and, if available, provide 

registration information including registration number.  
3 

Eligibility criteria  6 Specify study characteristics (e.g., PICOS, length of follow-up) and report characteristics (e.g., years considered, 
language, publication status) used as criteria for eligibility, giving rationale.  

3-4 

Information sources  7 Describe all information sources (e.g., databases with dates of coverage, contact with study authors to identify 
additional studies) in the search and date last searched.  

3 

Search  8 Present full electronic search strategy for at least one database, including any limits used, such that it could be 
repeated.  

3, Suppl. 
Table 1 

Study selection  9 State the process for selecting studies (i.e., screening, eligibility, included in systematic review, and, if applicable, 
included in the meta-analysis).  

3 

Data collection process  10 Describe method of data extraction from reports (e.g., piloted forms, independently, in duplicate) and any processes 
for obtaining and confirming data from investigators.  

4 

Data items  11 List and define all variables for which data were sought (e.g., PICOS, funding sources) and any assumptions and 
simplifications made.  

4 

Risk of bias in individual 
studies  

12 Describe methods used for assessing risk of bias of individual studies (including specification of whether this was 
done at the study or outcome level), and how this information is to be used in any data synthesis.  

NA 

Summary measures  13 State the principal summary measures (e.g., risk ratio, difference in means).  NA 
Synthesis of results  14 Describe the methods of handling data and combining results of studies, if done, including measures of consistency 

(e.g., I2) for each meta-analysis.  
4 

 



PRISMA 2009 Checklist 
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Section/topic  # Checklist item  Reported 
on page #  

Risk of bias across studies  15 Specify any assessment of risk of bias that may affect the cumulative evidence (e.g., publication bias, selective 
reporting within studies).  

NA 

Additional analyses  16 Describe methods of additional analyses (e.g., sensitivity or subgroup analyses, meta-regression), if done, indicating 
which were pre-specified.  

4 

RESULTS   
Study selection  17 Give numbers of studies screened, assessed for eligibility, and included in the review, with reasons for exclusions at 

each stage, ideally with a flow diagram.  
5 

Study characteristics  18 For each study, present characteristics for which data were extracted (e.g., study size, PICOS, follow-up period) and 
provide the citations.  

6 

Risk of bias within studies  19 Present data on risk of bias of each study and, if available, any outcome level assessment (see item 12).  NA 
Results of individual studies  20 For all outcomes considered (benefits or harms), present, for each study: (a) simple summary data for each 

intervention group (b) effect estimates and confidence intervals, ideally with a forest plot.  
6-9, 
Table 1,2 

Synthesis of results  21 Present results of each meta-analysis done, including confidence intervals and measures of consistency.  6-9, 
Figure 2 
and 5 

Risk of bias across studies  22 Present results of any assessment of risk of bias across studies (see Item 15).  NA 
Additional analysis  23 Give results of additional analyses, if done (e.g., sensitivity or subgroup analyses, meta-regression [see Item 16]).  9, Table 

3 
DISCUSSION   
Summary of evidence  24 Summarize the main findings including the strength of evidence for each main outcome; consider their relevance to 

key groups (e.g., healthcare providers, users, and policy makers).  
14-18 

Limitations  25 Discuss limitations at study and outcome level (e.g., risk of bias), and at review-level (e.g., incomplete retrieval of 
identified research, reporting bias).  

18/19 

Conclusions  26 Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence, and implications for future research.  21 

FUNDING   
Funding  27 Describe sources of funding for the systematic review and other support (e.g., supply of data); role of funders for the 

systematic review.  
4/22 

 
From:  Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, Altman DG, The PRISMA Group (2009). Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses: The PRISMA Statement. PLoS Med 6(7): e1000097. 
doi:10.1371/journal.pmed1000097  
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