Table 5 – JBI checklist for quality assessment of articles included in the overview 

	JBI Appraisal Item
	Iturralde-Garrote 2023
	Ata-Ali 2017
	Lee 2022
	Papadopoulou 2021
	Cellina 2021
	Vogiatzi 2014

	1. Is the review question clearly and explicitly stated?
	✅ Yes – Explicit PICOS and PRISMA-based question
	✅ Yes – Clear focused PICO question
	✅ Yes – Explicit question defined
	✅ Yes – Clear research objective and scope
	✅ Yes – Clearly defined aim
	✅ Yes – Focused research question stated

	2. Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review question?
	✅ Yes – Detailed eligibility criteria
	✅ Yes – Well-defined inclusion/exclusion
	✅ Yes – Aligned with objective
	✅ Yes – Well-defined and justified
	✅ Yes – Clear inclusion/exclusion
	✅ Yes – Explicit inclusion criteria

	3. Was the search strategy appropriate?
	✅ Yes – Five databases, PRISMA 2020
	✅ Yes – PubMed + manual + PRISMA
	✅ Yes – Multiple databases used
	✅ Yes – PubMed, manual, multilingual
	✅ Yes – Multi-database search
	✅ Yes – MEDLINE, EMBASE, Cochrane, grey sources

	4. Were the sources and resources used to search for studies adequate?
	✅ Yes – Wide electronic database coverage
	✅ Yes – PubMed and manual search
	✅ Yes – MEDLINE, Scopus, Google Scholar
	✅ Yes – Broad database inclusion
	✅ Yes – Adequate for topic scope
	✅ Yes – Multiple sources and grey literature

	5. Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriate?
	✅ Yes – NIH quality tool applied
	✅ Yes – MINORS scale used
	✅ Yes – Appraisal described
	✅ Yes – Quality assessment discussed
	✅ Yes – Appraisal method described
	✅ Yes – Standardized appraisal form used

	6. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more reviewers independently?
	✅ Yes – Two reviewers with consensus
	✅ Yes – Two independent reviewers
	✅ Yes – Independent appraisal confirmed
	✅ Yes – Dual independent reviewers
	✅ Yes – Three reviewers, consensus
	✅ Yes – Dual reviewers, arbitration by third

	7. Were there methods to minimize errors in data extraction?
	✅ Yes – Consensus resolution for discrepancies
	✅ Yes – Disagreement resolved by discussion
	✅ Yes – Verification by second author
	✅ Yes – Independent extraction and verification
	✅ Yes – Reviewer cross-checking
	✅ Yes – Independent extraction and verification

	8. Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?
	✅ Yes – Qualitative synthesis
	✅ Yes – Narrative synthesis
	✅ Yes – Narrative summary
	✅ Yes – Qualitative synthesis
	✅ Yes – Narrative synthesis
	✅ Yes – Qualitative synthesis

	9. Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?
	⚠️ Partial – Mentioned but not statistically tested
	⚠️ Partial – Not formally analyzed
	⚠️ Partial – Discussed but not tested
	✅ Yes – Bias acknowledged and discussed
	⚠️ Partial – Not statistically assessed
	⚠️ Partial – Acknowledged, not quantified

	10. Were recommendations for policy and/or practice supported by the reported data?
	✅ Yes – Conclusions directly supported by findings
	✅ Yes – Recommendations justified
	✅ Yes – Supported by evidence
	✅ Yes – Supported by data synthesis
	✅ Yes – Recommendations justified
	✅ Yes – Supported by results

	11. Were the specific directives for new research appropriate?
	✅ Yes – Clear future research recommendations
	✅ Yes – Future research identified
	✅ Yes – Future directions included
	✅ Yes – Explicit research suggestions
	✅ Yes – New research areas defined
	✅ Yes – Future recommendations clearly stated

	Overall Compliance (%)
	95.5%
	95.5%
	95.5%
	100%
	95.5%
	95.5%


✅ Yes = 1 point, ⚠️ Partial = 0.5 point.
Compliance % = (Score ÷ 11) × 100
