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Table S1. Within studies’ Risk of Bias Assessment for Qualitative Studies using CASP Checklist

	Author(s), year
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Q9
	Overall assessment

	Cilliers, 2010
	Y
	Y
	Y
	C
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	No or few limitations

	Menegaz, 2020
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	C
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	No or few limitations

	Schwartz, 2022
	Y
	Y
	Y
	C
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	No or few limitations


Y, yes; N, no; C, can’t tell; CASP Checklist. Critical appraisal checklist for qualitative studies.
1. Was there a clear statement of the aims of the research?
2. Is a qualitative methodology appropriate?
3. Was the research design appropriate to address the aims of the research?
[bookmark: _Hlk109144553][bookmark: _Hlk109144518]4. Was the recruitment strategy appropriate to the aims of the research?
[bookmark: _Hlk109144676]5. Was the data collected in a way that addressed the research issue?
6. Has the relationship between researcher and participants been adequately considered?
7. Have ethical issues been taken into consideration?
8. Was the data analysis sufficiently rigorous?
9. Is there a clear statement of findings?
10. Overall assessment?


[bookmark: _Toc126870085]Table S2. Within studies’ Risk of Bias Assessment for Case Series using JBI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case Series and Score

	Author(s), year
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Q9
	Q10
	Score

	DeCampli, 2010
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	U
	5/10

	Eide, 2016
	Y
	U
	N
	U
	U
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	5/10

	McNally, 2006
	Y
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	8/10


[bookmark: _Hlk105665571]Y, yes; N, no; U, unclear; NA, not applicable; JBI critical appraisal checklist for case series.
Q1: Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case series? 
Q2: Was the condition measured in a standard, reliable way for all participants included in the case series?
[bookmark: _Hlk106216841]Q3: Were valid methods used for identification of the condition for all participants included in the case series?
Q4: Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of participants?
Q5: Did the case series have complete inclusion of participants?
Q6: Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the participants in the study?
Q7: Was there clear reporting of clinical information of the participants?
Q8: Were the outcomes or follow up results of cases clearly reported? 
Q9: Was there clear reporting of the presenting site(s)/clinic(s) demographic information?
Q10: Was statistical analysis appropriate? 
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[bookmark: _Toc126870086]Table S3. Within studies’ Risk of Bias Assessment for Quasi-experimental Study using ROBINS-I and Overall Rating

	Author(s), year
	Bias due to confounding
	Bias in selection of participants into the study
	Bias in classification of interventions
	Bias due to deviations from intended interventions
	Bias due to missing data
	Bias in measurement of outcomes
	Bias in selection of the reported result
	Overall bias

	Yu, 2021
	Moderate
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Moderate risk of bias

	Day 2023
	Moderate
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Moderate
	Low
	Moderate risk of bias





[bookmark: _Toc126870087]Table S4. Within studies’ Risk of Bias Assessment for Mixed-Methods Studies using MMAT and Score

	Author(s), year
	S1
	S1
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	1.5
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	2.4
	2.5
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	3.5
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3
	4.4
	4.5
	5.1
	5.2
	5.3
	5.4
	5.5
	Score

	Cable, 2018
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	N
	C
	Y
	C
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	40%

	Cummings, 2014
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	C
	C
	
	
	
	
	
	C
	Y
	N
	C
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	40%

	Dean, 2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	C
	Y
	N
	C
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	40%

	Grant, 2009
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	C
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	60%

	Grant, 2017
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	C
	Y
	Y
	C
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	60%


Y, yes; N, no; C, can’t tell; MMAT checklist. Critical appraisal checklist for mixed methods studies.
S1. Are there clear research questions?
S2: Do the collected data allow to address the research questions?
Q1.1: Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question?
Q1.2: Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question?
Q1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data?
Q1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? 
Q1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?
Q2.1. Is randomization appropriately performed?
Q2.2. Are the groups comparable at baseline?
Q2.3. Are there complete outcome data?
Q2.4. Are outcome assessors blinded to the intervention provided?
Q2.5 Did the participants adhere to the assigned intervention?
Q3.1. Are the participants representative of the target population?
Q3.2. Are measurements appropriate regarding both the outcome and intervention (or exposure)?
Q3.3. Are there complete outcome data?
Q3.4. Are the confounders accounted for in the design and analysis?
Q3.5. During the study period, is the intervention administered (or exposure occurred) as intended?
Q4.1. Is the sampling strategy relevant to address the research question?
Q4.2. Is the sample representative of the target population?
Q4.3. Are the measurements appropriate?
Q4.4. Is the risk of nonresponse bias low?  
Q4.5. Is the statistical analysis appropriate to answer the research question?
Q5.1. Is there an adequate rationale for using a mixed methods design to address the research question?
Q5.2. Are the different components of the study effectively integrated to answer the research question?
Q5.3. Are the outputs of the integration of qualitative and quantitative components adequately interpreted?
Q5.4. Are divergences and inconsistencies between quantitative and qualitative results adequately addressed?
Q5.5. Do the different components of the study adhere to the quality criteria of each tradition of the methods involve?
