Supplementary File-2: Quality appraisal of included studies using the NIH/NHLBI quality assessment tool
	#
	First author, year (Ref)
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Q9
	Q10
	Q11
	Q12
	Overall quality

	1
	Wang et al. (2025) (17)
	Y
	Y
	CD
	NR
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	NA
	Fair

	2
	Fan et al. (2026) (16)
	Y
	Y
	CD
	NR
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	NA
	Poor

	3
	An et al. (2026) (12)
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	NA
	Fair

	4
	Ho et al. (2026) (15)
	Y
	Y
	CD
	NR
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	NA
	Poor

	5
	Zhang et al. (2026) (18)
	Y
	NR
	CD
	NR
	N
	CD
	CD
	NR
	CD
	N
	N
	NA
	Poor

	6
	Liu et al. (2026) (13)
	Y
	Y
	CD
	NR
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	NA
	Poor

	7
	Pan et al. (2026) (19)
	Y
	Y
	CD
	NR
	N
	Y
	CD
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	NA
	Poor


Assessment codes: Y, yes; N, no; CD, cannot determine; NR, not reported; NA, not applicable.
Overall ratings were based on qualitative judgment of internal validity and risk of bias rather than an arithmetic cutoff or summed score. Where available, trial registries and supplementary materials were consulted to clarify methodological items not fully reported in the primary publication or conference abstract.

NIH/NHLBI criteria for before-after (pre-post) studies with no control group
1. Was the study question or objective clearly stated?
2. Were eligibility/selection criteria for the study population prespecified and clearly described?
3. Were the participants in the study representative of those who would be eligible for the test/service/intervention in the general or clinical population of interest?
4. Were all eligible participants that met the prespecified entry criteria enrolled?
5. Was the sample size sufficiently large to provide confidence in the findings?
6. Was the test/service/intervention clearly described and delivered consistently across the study population?
7. Were the outcome measures prespecified, clearly defined, valid, reliable, and assessed consistently across all study participants?
8. Were the people assessing the outcomes blinded to the participants' exposures/interventions?
9. Was loss to follow-up after baseline 20% or less, and were those lost to follow-up accounted for in the analysis?
10. Did the statistical methods examine changes in outcome measures from before to after the intervention, with statistical tests providing P values for the pre-to-post changes?
11. Were outcome measures of interest taken multiple times before the intervention and multiple times after the intervention (i.e., was an interrupted time-series design used)?
12. If the intervention was conducted at a group level, did the statistical analysis account for the use of individual-level data to determine effects at the group level?
Source: National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute. Study Quality Assessment Tools. https://www.nhlbi.nih.gov/health-topics/study-quality-assessment-tools
