Appendix 1. Search strategies.
Databases: EBM Reviews - Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews <2005 to January 3, 2024>, Embase <1974 to 2024 January 04>, Ovid MEDLINE(R) ALL <1946 to January 04, 2024>
1	Ileostomy/ 
2	(Ileostomy or ileostomies).tw,kw,kf. 
3	((ostomy or ostomies) adj3 (entero* or instetinal* or ileo* or ileum or bowel or gut)).tw,kw,kf. 
4	((stoma or stomas) adj3 (entero* or instetinal* or ileo* or ileum or bowel or gut or abdominal or abdomen)).tw,kw,kf. 
5	(ostom* or ileostom* or stoma* or parastoma*).ti.
6	or/1-5
7	(systematic review or meta-analysis).pt.
8	meta-analysis/ or systematic review/ or systematic reviews as topic/ or meta-analysis as topic/ or "meta analysis (topic)"/ or "systematic review (topic)"/ or exp techNology assessment, biomedical/ or network meta-analysis/
9	((systematic* adj3 (review* or overview*)) or (methodologic* adj3 (review* or overview*))).ti,ab,kf.
10	((quantitative adj3 (review* or overview* or synthes*)) or (research adj3 (integrati* or overview*))).ti,ab,kf.
11	((integrative adj3 (review* or overview*)) or (collaborative adj3 (review* or overview*)) or (pool* adj3 analy*)).ti,ab,kf.
12	(data synthes* or data extraction* or data abstraction*).ti,ab,kf.
13	(handsearch* or hand search*).ti,ab,kf.
14	(mantel haenszel or peto or der simonian or dersimonian or fixed effect* or latin square*).ti,ab,kf.
15	(met analy* or metanaly* or techNology assessment* or HTA or HTAs or techNology overview* or techNology appraisal*).ti,ab,kf.
16	(meta regression* or metaregression*).ti,ab,kf.
17	(meta-analy* or metaanaly* or systematic review* or biomedical techNology assessment* or bio-medical techNology assessment*).mp,hw.
18	(medline or cochrane or pubmed or medlars or embase or cinahl).ti,ab,hw.
19	(cochrane or (health adj2 techNology assessment) or evidence report).jw.
20	(comparative adj3 (efficacy or effectiveness)).ti,ab,kf.
21	(outcomes research or relative effectiveness).ti,ab,kf.
22	((indirect or indirect treatment or mixed-treatment or baYesian) adj3 comparison*).ti,ab,kf.
23	(multi* adj3 treatment adj3 comparison*).ti,ab,kf.
24	(mixed adj3 treatment adj3 (meta-analy* or metaanaly*)).ti,ab,kf.
25	umbrella review*.ti,ab,kf.
26	(multi* adj2 paramet* adj2 evidence adj2 synthesis).ti,ab,kf.
27	(multiparamet* adj2 evidence adj2 synthesis).ti,ab,kf.
28	(multi-paramet* adj2 evidence adj2 synthesis).ti,ab,kf.
29	or/7-28
30	6 and 29
31         30 use medall
32         30 use oemezd
33         6 use coch


Lines7-18. Search filter: SR / MA / HTA / ITC - MEDLINE, Embase, PsycInfo. In: CADTH Search Filters Database. Ottawa: CADTH; 2024: https://searchfilters.cadth.ca/link/33. Accessed 2024-03-27.


Table S1. PRIOR Checklist (Gates M, Gates A, Pieper D, et al. Reporting guideline for overviews of reviews of healthcare interventions: development of the PRIOR statement. BMJ 2022;378:e070849. doi:10.1136/bmj-2022-070849.)


	Section
Topic
	#
	Item
	Location reported

	TITLE
	

	Title
	1
	Identify the report as an overview of reviews.
	 Pag 1

	ABSTRACT
	

	Abstract
	2
	Provide a comprehensive and accurate summary of the purpose, methods, and results of the overview of reviews.
	Pag 4

	INTRODUCTION
	

	Rationale
	3
	Describe the rationale for conducting the overview of reviews in the context of existing knowledge.
	Pag 5-6

	Objectives
	4
	Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) addressed by the overview of reviews.
	Pag 5-6

	METHODS
	

	Eligibility criteria
	5a
	Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the overview of reviews. If supplemental primary studies were included, this should be stated, with a rationale.
	Pag 7-8

	
	5b
	Specify the definition of ‘systematic review’ as used in the inclusion criteria for the overview of reviews.
	Pag 7-8

	Information sources
	6
	Specify all databases, registers, websites, organizations, reference lists, and other sources searched or consulted to identify systematic reviews and supplemental primary studies (if included).
Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
	Pag 7-8

	Search strategy
	7
	Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, such that they could be reproduced. Describe any search filters and limits applied.
	Pag 7-8

	Selection process
	8a
	Describe the methods used to decide whether a systematic review or supplemental primary study (if included) met the inclusion criteria of the overview of reviews.
	Pag 7-8

	
	8b
	[bookmark: _Hlk172903724]Describe how overlap in the populations, interventions, comparators, and/or outcomes of systematic reviews was identified and managed during study selection.
	Pag 7-8

	Data collection process
	9a
	Describe the methods used to collect data from reports.
	Pag 8

	
	9b
	If applicable, describe the methods used to identify and manage primary study overlap at the level
of the comparison and outcome during data collection. For each outcome, specify the method used to illustrate and/or quantify the degree of primary study overlap across systematic reviews.
	Pag 8

	
	9c
	If applicable, specify the methods used to manage discrepant data across systematic reviews during data collection.
	N/A

	Data items
	10
	List and define all variables and outcomes for which data were sought. Describe any assumptions made and/or measures taken to identify and clarify missing or unclear information.
	Pag 8-10

	Risk of bias assessment
	11a
	Describe the methods used to assess risk of bias or methodological quality of the included systematic reviews.
	Pag 10

	
	11b
	Describe the methods used to collect data on (from the systematic reviews) and/or assess the risk of bias of the primary studies included in the systematic reviews. Provide a justification for instances where flawed, incomplete, or missing assessments are identified but not re-assessed.
	N/A

	
	11c
	Describe the methods used to assess the risk of bias of supplemental primary studies (if included).
	N/A

	Synthesis methods
	12a
	Describe the methods used to summarize or synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s).
	Pag 8

	
	12b
	Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among results.
	N/A

	
	12c
	Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results.
	N/A

	Reporting bias assessment
	13
	Describe the methods used to collect data on (from the systematic reviews) and/or assess the risk of bias due to missing results in a summary or synthesis (arising from reporting biases at the levels of the systematic reviews, primary studies, and supplemental primary studies, if included).
	N/A

	Certainty assessment
	14
	Describe the methods used to collect data on (from the systematic reviews) and/or assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome.
	N/A

	RESULTS
	

	Systematic review and supplemental primary study selection
	15a
	Describe the results of the search and selection process, including the number of records screened, assessed for eligibility, and included in the overview of reviews, ideally with a flow diagram.
	Pag 10

	
	15b
	Provide a list of studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but were excluded, with the main reason for exclusion.
	NA



	Section
Topic
	#
	Item
	Location
reported

	Characteristics of systematic reviews and
supplemental primary studies
	16
	Cite each included systematic review and supplemental primary study (if included) and present its characteristics.
	Table 1

	Primary study overlap
	17
	Describe the extent of primary study overlap across the included systematic reviews.
	N/A

	Risk of bias in systematic reviews, primary studies, and
supplemental primary studies
	18a
	Present assessments of risk of bias or methodological quality for each included systematic review.
	Table S2-S3

	
	18b
	Present assessments (collected from systematic reviews or assessed anew) of the risk of bias of
the primary studies included in the systematic reviews.
	N/A

	
	18c
	Present assessments of the risk of bias of supplemental primary studies (if included).
	N/A

	Summary or synthesis of results
	19a
	For all outcomes, summarize the evidence from the systematic reviews and supplemental primary studies (if included). If meta-analyses were done, present for each the summary estimate and its
precision and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.
	Table 1

	
	19b
	If meta-analyses were done, present results of all investigations of possible causes of
heterogeneity.
	N/A

	
	19c
	If meta-analyses were done, present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the
robustness of synthesized results.
	N/A

	Reporting biases
	20
	Present assessments (collected from systematic reviews and/or assessed anew) of the risk of bias due to missing primary studies, analyses, or results in a summary or synthesis (arising from reporting biases at the levels of the systematic reviews, primary studies, and supplemental primary
studies, if included) for each summary or synthesis assessed.
	N/A

	Certainty of
evidence
	21
	Present assessments (collected or assessed anew) of certainty (or confidence) in the body of
evidence for each outcome.
	N/A

	DISCUSSION
	

	Discussion
	22a
	Summarize the main findings, including any discrepancies in findings across the included systematic reviews and supplemental primary studies (if included).
	Pag 17-21

	
	22b
	Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.
	Pag 17-21

	
	22c
	Discuss any limitations of the evidence from systematic reviews, their primary studies, and supplemental primary studies (if included) included in the overview of reviews. Discuss any
limitations of the overview of reviews methods used.
	Pag 17-21

	
	22d
	Discuss implications for practice, policy, and future research (both systematic reviews and
primary research). Consider the relevance of the findings to the end users of the overview of reviews, e.g., healthcare providers, policymakers, patients, among others.
	Pag 17-21

	OTHER INFORMATION
	

	Registration and protocol
	23a
	Provide registration information for the overview of reviews, including register name and registration number, or state that the overview of reviews was not registered.
	Pag 7-8

	
	23b
	Indicate where the overview of reviews protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not
prepared.
	Pag 7-8

	
	23c
	Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol.
Indicate the stage of the overview of reviews at which amendments were made.
	N/A

	Support
	24
	Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the overview of reviews, and the role of
the funders or sponsors in the overview of reviews.
	Pag 3

	Competing
interests
	25
	Declare any competing interests of the overview of reviews' authors.
	Pag 2-3

	Author information
	26a
	Provide contact information for the corresponding author.
	Pag 1

	
	26b
	Describe the contributions of individual authors and identify the guarantor of the overview of
reviews.
	Pag 3

	Availability of data and other materials
	27
	Report which of the following are available, where they can be found, and under which conditions they may be accessed: template data collection forms; data collected from included systematic
reviews and supplemental primary studies; analytic code; any other materials used in the overview of reviews.
	Table 1, Supplementary appendix, S2, S3


















Table S2. Quality of 20 systematic reviews assessed by AMSTAR 2 (i.e., A Measurement Tool to Assess Systematic Reviews 2)

	Authors
	Quality of SR
	1. Did the research questions and inclusion criteria for the review include the components of PICO?
	2. Did the report of the review contain an explicit statement that the review methods were established prior to the conduct of the review and did the report justify any significant deviations from the protocol? 
	3. Did the review authors explain their selection of the study designs for inclusion in the review?
	4. Did the review authors use a comprehensive literature search strategy?
	5. Did the review authors perform study selection in duplicate?
	6. Did the review authors perform data extraction in duplicate?
	7. Did the review authors provide a list of excluded studies and justify the exclusions?
	8. Did the review authors describe the included studies in adequate detail?
	9. Did the review authors use a satisfactory technique for assessing the risk of bias (RoB) in individual studies that were included in the review?
	10. Did the review authors report on the sources of funding for the studies included in the review?
	11. If meta-analysis was performed did the review authors use appropriate methods for statistical combination of results?
	12. If meta-analysis was performed, did the review authors assess the potential impact of RoB in individual studies on the results of the meta-analysis or other evidence synthesis?
	13. Did the review authors account for RoB in individual studies when interpreting/ discussing the results of the review?
	14. Did the review authors provide a satisfactory explanation for, and discussion of, any heterogeneity observed in the results of the review?
	15. If they performed quantitative synthesis did the review authors carry out an adequate investigation of publication bias (small study bias) and discuss its likely impact on the results of the review?
	16. Did the review authors report any potential sources of conflict of interest, including any funding they received for conducting the review?

	Nizum 2022
	Moderate
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	N/A
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Lederhuber 2023
	High
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Makowsky 2019
	Very low
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	N/A 
	N/A 
	Yes
	No
	N/A 
	Yes

	Afifi 2018 
	Very low
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	N/A 
	N/A 
	No
	No
	N/A 
	Yes

	Tam 2014
	High
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Herbert 2019 
	High
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Goodman 2022
	High
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Faury 2017
	High
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A 
	N/A 
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A 
	Yes

	Phatak 2014
	High
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Danielsen 2013
	Low
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	N/A 
	N/A 
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	Yes

	Li 2013
	High 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Guo 2023 
	Very low
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Partial 
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	Heydari 2023
	Very low
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	N/A 
	N/A 
	No
	Yes
	N/A 
	Yes

	Jin 2022
	Low
	Yes
	Partial
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A 
	N/A 
	Yes
	Yes
	N/A 
	Yes

	Zhang 2024
	Very low
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No 
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Moulaei 2023 
	Very low
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partial 
	Partial
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	N/A
	No
	No
	N/A 
	Yes

	Liu 2023
	Very low
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	N/A 
	N/A
	No
	No
	N/A 
	Yes

	Hocevar 2010
	Very low 
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	Unclear
	No
	No
	No
	No
	N/A 
	N/A 
	No
	No
	N/A 
	No

	Recalla 2013
	Very low
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	N/A 
	N/A 
	No
	No
	N/A
	Yes

	Pittman 2009
	Very low
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear
	No
	Partial
	No
	No
	N/A
	N/A
	No
	No
	N/A
	No



N/A: no meta-analysis 
From: Shea BJ, Reeves BC, Wells G, et al. AMSTAR 2: a critical appraisal tool for systematic reviews that include randomised or non-randomised studies of healthcare interventions, or both. BMJ. 2017 Sep 21;358:j4008. doi: 10.1136/bmj.j4008.








Table S3. Scoping reviews (n=2) assessed by the PRISMA-ScR Checklist (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses extension for Scoping Reviews Checklist)
	SECTION
	ITEM
	Panattoni 2023
	Mitchell 2021

	TITLE

	Title
	1
	Yes
	Yes
	ABSTRACT

	Structured summary
	2
	Yes
	Yes
	INTRODUCTION

	Rationale
	3
	Yes
	Yes

	Objectives
	4
	Yes
	Yes

	METHODs

	Protocol and registration
	5
	No
	Yes
	Eligibility criteria
	6
	Yes
	Yes
	Information sources*
	7
	Yes
	Yes
	Search
	8
	Yes
	Yes
	Selection of sources of evidence†
	9
	Yes
	Yes
	Data charting process‡
	10
	Yes
	Yes
	Data items
	11
	Yes
	Yes
	Critical appraisal of individual sources of evidence§
	12
	No
	No
	Synthesis of results
	13
	Yes
	Yes
	RESULTS

	Selection of sources of evidence
	14
	Yes
	Yes
	Characteristics of sources of evidence
	15
	Yes
	Yes
	Critical appraisal within sources of evidence
	16
	No
	No
	Results of individual sources of evidence
	17
	Yes
	Yes
	Synthesis of results
	18
	Yes
	Yes
	DISCUSSION

	Summary of evidence
	19
	Yes
	Yes
	Limitations
	20
	Yes
	Yes
	Conclusions
	21
	Yes
	Yes
	FUNDING

	Funding
	22
	Yes (no funding)
	Yes


JBI = Joanna Briggs Institute; PRISMA-ScR = Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses extension for Scoping Reviews.
* Where sources of evidence (see second footnote) are compiled from, such as bibliographic databases, social media platforms, and Web sites.
† A more inclusive/heterogeneous term used to account for the different types of evidence or data sources (e.g., quantitative and/or qualitative research, expert opinion, and policy documents) that may be eligible in a scoping review as opposed to only studies. This is not to be confused with information sources (see first footnote).
‡ The frameworks by Arksey and O’Malley (6) and Levac and colleagues (7) and the JBI guidance (4, 5) refer to the process of data extraction in a scoping review as data charting.
§ The process of systematically examining research evidence to assess its validity, results, and relevance before using it to inform a decision. This term is used for items 12 and 16 instead of "risk of bias" (which is more applicable to systematic reviews of interventions) to include and acknowledge the various sources of evidence that may be used in a scoping review (e.g., quantitative and/or qualitative research, expert opinion, and policy document).

From: Tricco AC, Lillie E, Zarin W, O'Brien KK, Colquhoun H, Levac D, et al. PRISMA Extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMAScR): Checklist and Explanation. Ann Intern Med. 2018;169:467–473. doi: 10.7326/M18-0850.

