2

Supplementary File 2: Study Quality
1. CONSORT Study Quality Analysis
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2. STROBE Study Quality Analysis
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Study

Study type

1. Title and abstract

2. Background and 

objectives

3. Trial design

4. Participants

5. Interventions

6. Outcomes

7. Sample size

8. Randomization-

Sequence generation

9. Allocation concealment 

 10. Implementation (who 

did what)

11. Blinding

12. Statistical methods

13. Participant flow 

diagram

14. Recruitment 

15. Baseline data

16. Numbers analysed

17. Outcomes and 

estimation

18. Ancillary analyses

19. Harms

20. Limitations

21. Generalisability

22. Interpretation

23. Registration

24. Protocol access

25. Funding details 

Highest Possible Score

Study Quality Score (Sum)

Study Score (%)

Study Quality 

Fulfilled

Partly Fulfilled (0.5

Not Fulfilled (0)

Not Applicable (0)

CriteriaScoreYesFulfilled Partly fulfilled Not fulfilled Not applicable RCTCohort Study Lingitudinal Cohort Study

1Anzaldo et al. (65) RCT  25 20.5 82.0%High 19 3 2 1

2Chai et al. (64)  RCT  25 21.5 86.0%High 20 3 2 1

3Chao et al. (57)  RCT 25 19.5 78.0%High 19 1 4 1

4Dong et al.  (58) RCT 25 18.5 74.0%High 18 1 5 1

5Fottrell et al. (66) RCT 25 20 80.0%High 20 0 4 1

6Goodarzi et al. (73) RCT 25 21 84.0%High 21 0 3 1

7Huo et al.  (59) RCT 25 24 96.0%High 24 0 0 1

8Islam et al. (84) RCT 25 20.5 82.0%High 20 1 3 1

9Kumar et al. (67) RCT 25 16 64.0%Fair 13 6 5 1

10Li et al.(62) RCT 25 22 88.0%High 22 0 2 1

11Liao et al. (60)  CRCT 25 23.5 94.0%High 23 1 1 1

12Limaye et al. (69)  RCT 25 22 88.0%High 20 4 0 1

13Olmen et al. (86) RCT 25 23 92.0%High 22 2 0 1

14Owolabi et al.(82) RCT 25 23 92.0%High 23 0 0 1

15Owolabi et al. (81) RCT 25 23.5 94.0%High 23 1 0 1

16Patnaik et al.(68) RCT 25 19.5 78.0%High 19 1 4 1

17

Peimani et al. (75)

Feas-RCT 25 18 72.0%High 17 2 5 1

18

Rasoul et al (83)

RCT 25 22.5 90.0%High 22 1 1 1

19Rotheram-Borus et al (76) Feas-RCT 25 16 64.0%Fair 13 6 5 1

20Shahid et al. (85) RCT 25 17.5 70.0%High 17 1 6 1

21Steinman et al (77) RCT 25 20 80.0%High 19 2 3 1

22Sun et al (61) RCT 25 20 80.0%High 20 0 4 1

23Wang et al.(87)  RCT 25 21 84.0%High 20 2 2 1

24Yasmin et al.  (88) RCT 25 23 92.0%High 22 2 0 1

25Zhou et al. (63) RCT 25 17 68.0%High 15 4 5 1

Mean 20.52 82.1%High 20.3 1.3 2.4 1

26 26 26 26 25 26 22 24 19 21 9 23 19 21 23 26 23 17 0 22 16 22 17 9 20

0 0 0 0 1 0 4 1 2 4 2 2 1 4 3 0 2 6 0 1 5 4 0 3 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 1 12 1 6 1 0 0 0 3 0 3 4 0 7 10 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0

104% 104% 104% 104% 100% 104% 88% 96% 76% 84% 36% 92% 76% 84% 92% 104% 92% 68% 0% 88% 64% 88% 68% 36% 80%

Fulfilled

Partly Fulfilled

Not Fulfilled

Not applicable

Percentage Fulfilled
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Study 

Study type

1. Title and abstract

2. Background/ Rationale

3. Objectives

4. Study Design

5. Settings

6. Participants (Flow diagram)

7. Variables 

8. Data Sources/ Measurements

9. Bias

10. Study Size

11. Quantitative Variables

12. Statistical Methods

13. Results: Participants (Flow diagram) 

14. Results: Descriptive Data

15. Results: Outcome Data

16. Main results 

17. Other analyses

18. Discussion: Key Results 

19. Discusion Limitations 

20. Interpretation

21. Generalizability

22. Funding

Highest Possible Score

Study Quality Score (Sum)

Study Score (%)

Study Quality 

Fulfilled 

Partly fulfilled 

Not fulfilled 

Not applicable 

1Chai et al. (64)

Cohort

22 17 77.3%High 15 4 3 0

2Doocy et al. (58)

Cohort 

22 20 90.9%High 19 2 1 0

3Haddad et al. (74)

Cohort 

22 20 90.9%High 19 2 1 0

4Pfammatter et al. (70)

Cohort

22 19.5 88.6%High 18 3 1 0

5Pichayapinyo et al. (78)

Cohort

22 20.5 93.2%High 20 1 1 0

Means 19.4 88.2%High

2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 0 2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Percentage Fulfilled 


