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	Section and Topic
	Item #
	Checklist item
	Location in manuscript

	TITLE

	Title
	1
	Identify the report as a systematic review.
	Title page. The title explicitly reads: "Mapping of Evidence using a Systematic Framework Synthesis from Argentina and Chile." The term "systematic" is present in the title, and the abstract states: "This systematic review responds to a critical gap…"

	ABSTRACT

	Abstract
	2
	See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist.
	Abstract section (p.1). The abstract includes: background/rationale, objectives (neoliberal housing policies and low-income health in Argentina and Chile), methods (framework synthesis, 22 studies, PISO framework, PRISMA guidelines), results (four interlinked domains; bespoke risk of bias tool), and conclusions. PROSPERO registration number CRD42024602433 is cited.

	INTRODUCTION

	Rationale
	3
	Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge.
	Introduction section (pp.1–3). The rationale is grounded in the gap between existing housing-health evidence and the structural analysis of neoliberal housing reforms in Latin America. Literature from high-income countries and LMICs is reviewed (Braveman et al., 2011; Vlahov et al., 2007; Krieger & Higgins, 2002), and the limits of market-oriented approaches are discussed.

	Objectives
	4
	Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.
	Review Objective section (p.3). Explicit research question: "What factors explain increasing/decreasing benefits of neoliberal housing policies amongst low income families in Argentina and Chile?" The nexus between housing, health, and poverty is also defined.

	METHODS

	Eligibility criteria
	5
	Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses.
	Methodology section – "Types of studies included" and "Data extraction and data synthesis strategy" (pp.4–6). Inclusion: empirical studies (quantitative, qualitative, mixed-methods) on factors explaining benefits of neoliberal housing policies; Argentina and Chile; urban agglomerations >250,000 inhabitants; studies from 1990 to December 2023. Exclusion criteria listed: wrong date, country not Argentina/Chile, not targeting lowest income, not empirical, outcomes not aligned, not urban. Studies grouped into four thematic domains via framework synthesis (health, economic, social cohesion, urban integration).

	Information sources
	6
	Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or consulted to identify studies. Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
	Methodology section – "Search terms and strategy" (p.5). Three databases: Scopus, Web of Science, and PubMed; searched in English and Spanish. Search limited from 1990 to December 2023 (last search date). Limitation acknowledged: regional repositories such as SciELO underrepresented.

	Search strategy
	7
	Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and limits used.
	Methodology section – "Search terms and strategy" (p.5) and Additional file 2. Example string reported: ("housing" OR "social housing") AND ("neoliberal" OR "market-led") AND ("health" OR "well-being") AND ("Chile" OR "Argentina"). Full search strings for all repositories in Additional file 2. Search terms generated by meaning, grammar, style, and controlled vocabulary from each database (Additional file 1).

	Selection process
	8
	Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how many reviewers screened each record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	Methodology section – "Data extraction and data synthesis strategy" (pp.5–6). Screening conducted via EPPI Reviewer software. Articles randomly distributed among four team members; each article screened by at least two members independently (title/abstract). Disagreements resolved by a third reviewer. Full-text review for final inclusion; online workshop held to collectively agree on excluded articles.

	Data collection process
	9
	Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether they worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	Methodology section – "Data extraction and data synthesis strategy" (p.6). Data extracted using a structured spreadsheet (EPPI Reviewer) covering: citation details, population, geographic coverage, study purpose, research methods, themes, outcomes, relevant quotations. Two reviewers coded each study independently; discrepancies discussed and resolved by consensus, with a third reviewer if needed.

	Data items
	10a
	List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in each study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.
	Methodology section – "Framework synthesis" and Table 1 (pp.3–4). Four predefined outcome domains: (1) Health (material and environmental conditions); (2) Economic (resource access and financial stability); (3) Social cohesion (social capital and collective efficacy); (4) Urban spatial integration (spatial opportunity structures). Each study was permitted to contribute evidence to multiple domains.

	Data items
	10b
	List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources). Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear information.
	Methodology section – PISO framework (Table 2, p.4). Variables: Population (low-income families), Intervention (neoliberal housing policies), Setting (urban social housing in cities >250,000), Outcomes (economic/health equality, community cohesion, urban integration). Data extraction spreadsheet also included: citation details, geographic coverage, research methods, and data collection approach.

	Study risk of bias assessment
	11
	Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how many reviewers assessed each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	Methodology section – "Risk of bias" (pp.6–7). Bespoke risk of bias tool adapted from CASP, COREQ, and SRQR. Tool piloted on five diverse studies. Variables include: study design appropriateness, data collection rigour, sample transparency, confounding factors. Weighted scoring system: sample size 15%, study design 50%, data collection 30%, confounding factors 5%. Each article assessed by two team members independently; online workshop for final scores. Tool and template in Additional file 3.

	Effect measures
	12
	Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or presentation of results.
	Not applicable. This review uses framework synthesis (qualitative/mixed-methods), not statistical meta-analysis. No effect measures were calculated. Results are presented thematically across four domains (Tables 5–8).

	Synthesis methods
	13a
	Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the study intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis).
	Methodology section (pp.3–6). Eligibility for synthesis determined by alignment with the four thematic domains of the a priori framework (Table 1), guided by the PISO framework (Table 2). Each included study was assessed against all four domains; studies could contribute to multiple domains.

	Synthesis methods
	13b
	Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data conversions.
	Methodology section – "Data extraction and data synthesis strategy" (p.6). Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed-methods findings treated as equivalent evidence during synthesis. Data extraction spreadsheet standardised across all study types. Thematic synthesis conducted via deductive line-by-line coding against predefined domains.

	Synthesis methods
	13c
	Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.
	Results and Discussion section. Individual study results presented in structured summary tables by domain: Table 5 (Health Outcomes), Table 6 (Economic Outcomes), Table 7 (Cohesion Outcomes), Table 8 (Spatial Outcomes). Study characteristics in Table 3; methodology mapping in Table 4. PRISMA flow diagram referenced as "Graphic 1."

	Synthesis methods
	13d
	Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-analysis was performed, describe the model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of statistical heterogeneity, and software package(s) used.
	Methodology section (pp.3–4). Framework synthesis chosen to integrate qualitative and mixed-methods evidence. The method maps data onto an a priori framework (Brunton et al., 2020). Aligned with PRISMA 2020 and PRISMA-ScR. No meta-analysis performed. Software: EPPI Reviewer for screening and data management.

	Synthesis methods
	13e
	Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g. subgroup analysis, meta-regression).
	Results section – "Mapping the Scope and Biases of the Existing Literature" (pp.7–9). Heterogeneity explored descriptively through mapping of geographic distribution, settlement scale, and methodology (Tables 3 and 4). No formal statistical subgroup analysis or meta-regression, as no meta-analysis was conducted.

	Synthesis methods
	13f
	Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results.
	Not formally reported. The risk of bias assessment (weighted scoring tool; Additional file 4) and the online consensus workshop served as a form of quality assurance. Limitations of the evidence base are discussed in the "Risk of bias results" section and in the Conclusions.

	Reporting bias assessment
	14
	Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting biases).
	Partially addressed. The Methodology section notes that Scopus, Web of Science, and PubMed may underrepresent regionally indexed journals such as SciELO (p.5). The imbalance toward Chilean and Santiago-based studies is acknowledged in the Results as a structural limitation (p.8). No formal statistical test for publication bias (e.g., funnel plot) was conducted, consistent with the qualitative/mixed-methods nature of the review.

	Certainty assessment
	15
	Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome.
	Not explicitly reported using a formal tool (e.g., GRADE). Methodological quality assessed via the bespoke risk of bias tool (see Item 11). Limitations in certainty are discussed narratively in the "Risk of bias results" section (pp.13–15) and the Conclusions, including inconsistent sample size reporting and insufficient reporting of confounding variables.

	RESULTS

	Study selection
	16a
	Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search to the number of studies included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.
	Methodology section – "Data extraction and data synthesis strategy" (p.6). Reference to "Graphic 1: PRISMA Report" (flow diagram, p.6). Final sample: 22 studies included. Screening conducted via EPPI Reviewer. Databases: Scopus, Web of Science, PubMed. Date range: 1990–December 2023.

	Study selection
	16b
	Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were excluded.
	Methodology section – "Data extraction and data synthesis strategy" (p.6). Reasons for exclusion at full-text stage listed: (1) date outside range; (2) not focused on Argentina or Chile; (3) not targeting lowest income; (4) not an empirical study; (5) outcomes not addressed; (6) not targeting urban agglomerations. Individual excluded studies not cited; the exclusion framework is described and justified.

	Study characteristics
	17
	Cite each included study and present its characteristics.
	Results section – Table 3 (pp.8–9): all 22 included studies listed with area covered, settlement scale, region, and country. Table 4 (p.10): research methods, primary and secondary data sources, and risk of bias scores. Each study cited with full reference in the bibliography.

	Risk of bias in studies
	18
	Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study.
	Table 4 (p.10): weighted risk of bias scores for all 22 studies. Detailed discussion in "Risk of bias results" section (pp.12–15). Full scoring in Additional file 4. Scoring rubric and variable justification in Additional file 3.

	Results of individual studies
	19
	For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) an effect estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or plots.
	Results section – Tables 5–8 (pp.10–13): each study's key findings, health/economic/cohesion/spatial factors, and direction of outcome (positive/negative) are reported per domain. Narrative synthesis provided for each domain. Note: statistical effect estimates not applicable given the qualitative/mixed-methods nature of the synthesis.

	Results of syntheses
	20a
	For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies.
	Results section – "Mapping the Scope and Biases of the Existing Literature" (pp.7–9). Study characteristics (country, scale, methodology) and risk of bias scores (Table 4) summarised before each domain synthesis. Limitations of the evidence base (geographic and methodological concentration) noted.

	Results of syntheses
	20b
	Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the summary estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.
	Not applicable (no meta-analysis). Thematic synthesis results presented narratively and in Tables 5–8, with direction of outcome (positive/negative) indicated for each study. Synthesis conclusions per domain provided in "Narrative synthesis" section and "Interconnections across domains" subsection.

	Results of syntheses
	20c
	Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results.
	Results section – "Mapping the Scope and Biases of the Existing Literature" (pp.7–9). Heterogeneity discussed in terms of geographic concentration (Chile vs. Argentina; Santiago over-represented), settlement scale, and methodological diversity (qualitative vs. quantitative vs. mixed). No formal statistical investigation of heterogeneity conducted.

	Results of syntheses
	20d
	Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results.
	Not formally reported as sensitivity analysis. The "Risk of bias results" section (pp.12–15) provides a quality-informed narrative discussion of how methodological limitations of included studies may affect overall conclusions, including issues of sample size non-reporting and confounding variable omission.

	Reporting biases
	21
	Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis assessed.
	Partially reported. The structural bias of global indexing systems (underrepresentation of SciELO and regional journals) is acknowledged in the Methodology and Conclusions. The geographic imbalance toward Chile/Santiago is discussed in the Results as a potential source of selection bias. No formal test for reporting bias (e.g., Egger test) conducted.

	Certainty of evidence
	22
	Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed.
	Addressed narratively. The "Risk of bias results" section (pp.12–15) discusses limitations that affect confidence in findings, including inconsistent sample size reporting, lack of confounding variable disclosure, and methodological transparency gaps. No formal GRADE or equivalent tool applied.

	DISCUSSION

	Discussion
	23a
	Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.
	Conclusions section (pp.15–17). Findings interpreted in relation to prior literature on housing, health, and poverty (Braveman et al., 2011; Krieger & Higgins, 2002; Satterthwaite et al., 2020). The failure of property ownership to guarantee socio-economic mobility is contextualised within broader debates on neoliberal housing policy.

	Discussion
	23b
	Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review.
	Results section (pp.8–9; pp.12–15) and Conclusions (p.17). Limitations include: geographic concentration in Chile/Santiago; methodological predominance of qualitative studies; inconsistent reporting of sample sizes and confounding variables; low use of intersectional analysis; limited Argentine evidence base.

	Discussion
	23c
	Discuss any limitations of the review processes used.
	Methodology section and Conclusions (p.17). Limitations: reliance on three international databases (underrepresentation of SciELO and regional journals); bespoke risk of bias tool not externally validated; variability in reporting quality across studies; language and database biases acknowledged.

	Discussion
	23d
	Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research.
	Conclusions section (pp.15–17). Implications for policy: housing must be situated in a broader social policy ecology; participatory and community-rooted approaches associated with more positive outcomes; market-driven paradigms insufficient to break poverty cycles. Future research: fill geographic gaps (Argentina, non-Santiago Chile); develop adaptable mixed-methods appraisal tools; improve reporting standards.

	OTHER INFORMATION

	Registration and protocol
	24a
	Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number, or state that the review was not registered.
	Abstract (p.1). Registered in PROSPERO: ID CRD42024602433. URL: https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/PROSPERO/display_record.php?RecordID=602433

	Registration and protocol
	24b
	Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared.
	Abstract (p.1). Protocol available via PROSPERO registration (CRD42024602433) at the URL provided. No standalone protocol document separately reported.

	Registration and protocol
	24c
	Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol.
	Not reported. No amendments to the registered protocol are mentioned in the manuscript.

	Support
	25
	Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or sponsors in the review.
	Declarations section (final pages). Funding sources: Reading Real Estate Foundation; Fondecyt 11200793 ANID, Chile; Fondecyt ANID-SIA 85240235, Chile. Role of funders in the review is not explicitly described beyond acknowledgement.

	Competing interests
	26
	Declare any competing interests of review authors.
	Declarations section. Statement: "The authors declare that they have no competing interests."

	Availability of data, code and other materials
	27
	Report which of the following are publicly available and where they can be found: template data collection forms; data extracted from included studies; data used for all analyses; analytic code; any other materials used in the review.
	Declarations section and List of additional files. Additional file 1 (search terms), Additional file 2 (search strings), Additional file 3 (risk of bias template and variable justification), and Additional file 4 (scoring per study) listed as supplementary materials. Data derived from publicly accessible bibliographic databases (Scopus, Web of Science, PubMed).
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