1. Quality Assessment of Cross-Sectional Studies Using the JBI Critical Appraisal Checklist (n = 10 studies)
	SN
	Author
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Q9
	Score
	Quality

	1
	Ramsha et al (17)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	9
	Very Good

	2
	Arif Husain et al(24)
	No 
	Yes
	No
	No 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	6
	Good

	3
	Ghanwa et al(25)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	8
	Very Good

	4
	Mashal Khan et al(29)
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	8
	Very Good

	5
	Anum Shumail et al(13)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	9
	Very Good

	6
	Paymaneh et al(30)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	9
	Very Good

	7
	Fatemeh et al(32)
	No 
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	7
	Very Good

	8
	Amna Khan et al(33)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	9
	Very Good

	9
	Sawsan et al(37)
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	8
	Very Good

	10
	Sandeep et al(14)
	No 
	No
	No 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	4
	Poor


Abbreviations and notes:
Q1: Was the sample frame appropriate to address the target population?
Q2: Were study participants sampled in an appropriate way?
Q3: Was the sample size adequate?
Q4: Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail?
Q5: Was the data analysis conducted with sufficient coverage of the identified sample?
Q6: Were valid methods used for the identification of the condition?
Q7: Was the condition measured in a standard, reliable way for all participants?
Q8: Was there appropriate statistical analysis?
Q9: Was the response rate adequate, and if not, was the low response rate managed appropriately?
Quality grading: Very Good = ≥7 criteria met; Good = 5-6 criteria met; Poor = ≤4 criteria met.

2. Quality Assessment of the Cohort Study Using the Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (n = 15 study)
	SN
	Author
	S1
	S2
	S3
	S4
	C1
	C2
	O1
	O2
	O3
	Stars
	Quality

	1
	Dr. B P Kalra et al(18)
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	9
	Very Good

	2
	Abohussein et al(19)
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	9
	Very Good

	3
	Alshaymaa.E. et al(20)
	○
	○
	★
	★
	○
	★
	★
	★
	★
	6
	Good

	4
	Subhajit Karan et al(21)    
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	9
	Very Good

	5
	Sandesh et al(22)
	★
	★
	★
	★
	○
	★
	★
	★
	★
	8
	Very Good

	6
	Shimaa R et al(23)
	○
	★
	★
	★
	○
	★
	★
	★
	○
	6
	Good

	7
	Mohammad et al(26)
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	9
	Very Good

	8
	Vasan et al(27)
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	9
	Very Good

	9
	Madhu Goyal et al(28)
	○
	★
	★
	★
	○
	★
	★
	★
	○
	6
	Good

	10
	FARRUKH et al(31)
	★
	★
	○
	★
	○
	○
	○
	○
	★
	4
	Poor

	11
	Rochelle et al(34)
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	9
	Very Good

	12
	Shahida et al(35)
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	9
	Very Good

	13
	Dr. Nikitha et al(36)
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	9
	Very Good

	14
	Sumit Goyal et al(38)
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	★
	9
	Very Good

	15
	Shereen Khan et al(39)
	○
	★
	★
	★
	○
	★
	★
	★
	○
	6
	Good


· NOS Selection domain (S1-S4): S1 = Representativeness of exposed cohort; S2 = Selection of non-exposed cohort; S3 = Ascertainment of exposure; S4 = Outcome does not present at start.
· NOS Comparability domain (C1-C2): C1 = Comparability on primary confounder; C2 = Additional confounder.
· NOS Outcome domain (O1-O3): O1 = Assessment of outcome; O2 = Follow-up long enough for outcomes to occur; O3 = Adequacy of follow-up.
· ★ = criterion met; ○ = criterion not met. Maximum score = 9 stars.
· Quality grading: Very Good ≥7 stars; Good = 5-6 stars; Poor = less than 5 stars
