Table 1. Summary of Appraisal of Included Studies
Qualitative CASP Appraisal 
	 
	(Harris et al., 2014)
	(Hawkes et al., 2021)
	(Schweitzer et al., 2007)
	(Baker et al., 2019)
	Colic-Peisker, 2005)
	(Couch, 2017)
	(Hebbani et al., 2018)
	(Hughes, 2019)
	(Johnston et al., 2009)
	(Joyce & Liamputtong, 2017)
	(Lenette et al., 2012)
	(Riordan & Claudio, 2021)
	(Valibhoy et al., 2017)
	(Wood et al., 2019)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Author appraiser
	AD
	AD
	AD
	CR
	CR
	CR
	CR
	CR
	CR
	CR
	CR
	CR
	AD
	AD

	1.  Clear statement of the aims of the research
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	2.  Appropriateness of qualitative methodology
	yes although methodology not articulated
	yes although methodology not articulated
	yes Interpretive Phenomenological Analytic
	Yes although methodology not articulated
	Yes although methodology not articulated
	yes epistemological framework underpinned by intersectional analysis
	Yes although methodology not articulated
	Yes -  focused  ethnography, participatory/collaborative  research  methods
	Yes although methodology not articulated
	Yes - phenomenology
	Yes - ethnographic study
	Yes - constructivist approach
	Yes although methodology not articulated
	Somewhat - strengths based perspective framework

	3.  Appropriateness of research design
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes, but not clearly stated
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	yes
	Yes

	4.  Appropriate recruitment strategy
	Not clear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not clear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	5.  Appropriate data collection
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	6.  Relationship between researcher and participants been adequately considered
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No

	7.  Ethical issues been taken into consideration
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes but detail needed
	Yes - however greater detail needed
	No appproval reported
	Yes
	Not clearly stated
	Not clearly stated
	Not clearly stated
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not clearly stated

	8.  Rigorous data analysis
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Data analysis strategy not clearly defined
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	9.  Clear statement of findings
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Somewhat
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	10. Research value (Contribution to body of knowledge)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Quality of Study
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


+ = Yes; +/- = can’t tell; - = No  	
https://casp-uk.net/casp-tools-checklists/ 	




Mixed Methods Studies Appraisal 
	 
	McMichael
	Fozdar, 2011)
	(Walker et al., 2015)
	(Wong et al., 2019) 
	(Koh et al., 2018)

	Author appraiser
	AD
	AD
	CR
	CR
	CR

	S1. Are there clear research questions?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Qualitative -7
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data?
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? 
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Quantitative descriptive
	
	
	
	
	

	4.1. Is the sampling strategy relevant to address the research question?
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	4.2. Is the sample representative of the target population?
	Yes/not random
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	Can't tell
	Yes/not random

	4.3. Are the measurements appropriate?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	4.4. Is the risk of nonresponse bias low?
	 Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	4.5. Is the statistical analysis appropriate to answer the research question?
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Can't tell
	Yes
	Yes

	Mixed methods- 7
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5.1. Is there an adequate rationale for using a mixed methods design to address the research question?
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	5.2. Are the different components of the study effectively integrated to answer the research question?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	5.3. Are the outputs of the integration of qualitative and quantitative components adequately interpreted?
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	5.4. Are divergences and inconsistencies between quantitative and qualitative results adequately addressed?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Can't tell
	Yes

	5.5. Do the different components of study adhere to the quality criteria of each tradition of the methods involved?
	Yes
	Sort of
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes



[bookmark: RANGE!A26]+ = Yes; +/- = can’t tell; - = No

Hong, Q. N., S. Fàbregues, G. Bartlett, F. Boardman, M. Cargo, P. Dagenais, M.-P. Gagnon, F. Griffiths, B. Nicolau and A. O’Cathain (2018). "The Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT) version 2018 for information professionals and researchers." Education for information 34(4): 285-291.








Cross sectional appraisal
	 
	(Copolov, Knowles, & Meyer, 2020)
	(Nickerson et al., 2019)
	(Correa-Velez et al., 2020)
	(Khawaja, Hebbani, Gallois, & Mackinnon, 2020)
	(Tozer, Khawaja, & Schweitzer, 2017)
	(Delaporte & Piracha, 2018)
	(Lau et al., 2018)
	(Williams, McMahon, Grech, & Samsa, 2021)
	(Miller et al., 2022)

	 Author appraiser
	AD
	AD
	CR
	CR
	CR
	CR
	CR
	CR
	AD

	Introduction
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Were the aims/objectives of the study clear? 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Methods
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Was the study design appropriate for the stated aim(s)? 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Was the sample size justified? 
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Was the target/reference population clearly defined? (Is it clear who the research was about?)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Was the sample frame taken from an appropriate population base so that it closely represented the target/reference population under investigation?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	[bookmark: RANGE!A11]Was the selection process likely to select subjects/participants that were representative of the target/reference population under investigation?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Were measures undertaken to address and categorise non-responders?
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Were the risk factor and outcome variables measured appropriate to the aims of the study?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Were the risk factor and outcome variables measured correctly using instruments/measurements that had been trialled, piloted or published previously?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Is it clear what was used to determine statistical significance and/or precision estimates? (eg, p values, CIs)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Were the methods (including statistical methods) sufficiently described to enable them to be repeated?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Results
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Were the basic data adequately described?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Does the response rate raise concerns about non-response bias?
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	If appropriate, was information about non-responders described?
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Were the results internally consistent?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Were the results for the analyses described in the methods, presented?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Were the authors’ discussions and conclusions justified by the results?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Were the limitations of the study discussed?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Other
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Were there any funding sources or conflicts of interest that may affect the authors’ interpretation of the results?
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Was ethical approval or consent of participants attained?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes


[bookmark: RANGE!A29]Downes MJ,Brennan ML, Williams HC, et al. Development of a critical appraisal tool to assess the quality of cross-sectional studies (AXIS). BMJ Open2016;6:e011458.doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2016-011458 https://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/bmjopen/6/12/e011458.full.pdf


Non-randomised studies appraisal 
	Author appraiser
	CR & AD

	SELECTION Cohort
	(Zwi et al., 2018)

	1. Representativeness of the Exposed Cohort
	Yes

	2. Selection of the Non-Exposed Cohort
	Yes

	3. Ascertainment of Exposure
	Yes

	4. Demonstration That Outcome of Interest Was Not Present at Start of Study
	Yes

	COMPARABILITY
	

	5. Comparability of Cohorts on the Basis of the Design or Analysis 
	Yes

	OUTCOME
	

	6 Assessment of Outcome
	Yes

	7 Was Follow-Up Long Enough for Outcomes to Occur
	Yes

	8 Adequacy of Follow Up of Cohorts
	Yes



Peterson, J., V. Welch, M. Losos and P. Tugwell (2011). "The Newcastle-Ottawa scale (NOS) for assessing the quality of nonrandomised studies in meta-analyses." Ottawa: Ottawa Hospital Research Institute 2(1): 1-12.

