Additional file 3: Appraisal of included studies
For this systematic review and meta-analysis, the JBI checklist providing prevalence data, as well as analytical cross-sectional and cohort studies, were used to evaluate full-text articles, as shown below. The first section of the checklists included the name of the reviewer, the date of the critique, the name of the author, the year of publication, and the record number. The next part contains specific questions, including 9 items for the checklist reporting prevalence data, 8 items for analytical cross-sectional, and 11 items for cohort studies. Possible options include yes, no, unclear, and not applicable. The reviewers critique then will be compiled using a summary format (Table S5-7).
Table S5: Summary of critical appraisal using JBI tool for studies reporting prevalence data
	Studies
	Reviewer
	Q1 
	Q2 
	Q3 
	Q4 
	Q5 
	Q6 
	Q7 
	Q8 
	Q9 
	Score
	%
	Risk of bias

	Abdissa et al [35] 
	Reviewer 1
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	9
	100
	Low 

	
	Reviewer 2
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	9
	
	

	Reepalu et al  [39] 
	Reviewer 1
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	9
	77.8
	Moderate

	
	Reviewer 2
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	9
	
	


Y: Yes; Q: question; Overall score was calculated by counting the number of Yes in each row. 
Questions: 
1. Was the sample frame appropriate to address the target population? 2. Were study participants sampled in an appropriate way? 3.Was the sample size adequate? 4.Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail? 5.Was the data analysis conducted with sufficient coverage of the identified sample? 6.Were valid methods used for the identification of the condition? 7. Was the condition measured in a standard, reliable way for all participants? 8.Was there appropriate statistical analysis? and 9. Was the response rate adequate, and if not, was the low response rate managed appropriately?
Overall appraisal: 	Include	  □	Exclude	  □	Seek further info  □

Table S6: Summary of critical appraisal using JBI tool for analytical cross-sectional studies
	Studies
	Reviewer
	Q1 
	Q2 
	Q3 
	Q4 
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Score  
	%
	Risk of bias

	Tachbele et al [25] 
	Reviewer 1
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	 7
	87.5
	Low 

	
	Reviewer 2
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	7
	
	

	Getaneh et al [33]
	Reviewer 1
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	8
	100
	Low 

	
	Reviewer 2
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	8
	
	

	Arimide et al [34]
	Reviewer 1
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	7
	87.5
	Low 

	
	Reviewer 2
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	7
	
	


Y: Yes; N: No; Q: question; score was calculated by adding the number of Yes in each row
Questions: 
1.Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly defined? 2.Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail? 3.Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable way? 4.Were objective, standard criteria used for measurement of the condition? 5.Were confounding factors identified? 6.Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated? 7.Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable way? and 8.Was appropriate statistical analysis used?
Overall appraisal: 	Include	  □	Exclude	  □	Seek further info  □
Table S7: Summary of critical appraisal using JBI tool for cohort studies 
	Studies
	Reviewer
	
	JBI’s critical appraisal questions 
	
	Score  
	%
	Risk of bias

	
	
	Q1 
	Q2 
	Q3 
	Q4 
	Q5 
	Q6 
	Q7 
	Q8 
	Q9 
	Q10
	Q11
	
	
	

	Getaneh et al [36]
	Reviewer 1
	NA
	NA
	Y
	NA
	NA
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	4
	
	Moderate

	
	Reviewer 2
	NA
	NA
	Y
	NA
	NA
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	4
	57.1
	

	Mulu et al 2015 [37]
	Reviewer 1
	NA
	NA
	N
	NA
	NA
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	5
	
	Moderate 

	
	Reviewer 2
	NA
	NA
	N
	NA
	NA
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	5
	71.4
	

	Mulu et al 2017 [38]
	Reviewer 1
	NA
	NA
	N
	NA
	NA
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	NA
	Y
	4
	
	Moderate

	
	Reviewer 2
	NA
	NA
	N
	NA
	NA
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	NA
	Y
	4
	66.7
	

	Tadesse et al [40]
	Reviewer 1
	NA
	NA
	N
	NA
	NA
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	NA
	Y
	4
	
	Moderate

	
	Reviewer 2
	NA
	NA
	N
	NA
	NA
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	NA
	Y
	4
	66.7
	

	Telele et al [41]
	Reviewer 1
	NA
	NA
	Y
	NA
	NA
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	NA
	Y
	5
	
	Low 

	
	Reviewer 2
	NA
	NA
	Y
	NA
	NA
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	NA
	Y
	5
	83.3
	


Y: Yes; N: No; U: Unclear; NA: Not Applicable; Q: question; score was calculated by adding the number of Yes in each row
Questions: 
1.Were the two groups similar and recruited from the same population? 2.Were the exposures measured similarly to assign people to both exposed and unexposed groups? 3.Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable way? 4.Were confounding factors identified? 5.Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated? 6.Were the groups/participants free of the outcome at the start of the study (or at the moment of exposure)? 7.Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable way? 8.Was the follow up time reported and sufficient to be long enough for outcomes to occur? 9.Was follow up complete, and if not, were the reasons to loss to follow up described and explored? 10.Were strategies to address incomplete follow up utilized?11.Was appropriate statistical analysis used? 
Overall appraisal: 	Include	  □	Exclude	  □	Seek further info  □


8

