[bookmark: OLE_LINK14]Supplemental Materials Table 2 Quality assessment of the included studies
Quality modified checklist from Downs and Black
	
	Item
	Scoring options

	
	
	Yes
	No
	UTD

	Q1
	Is the hypothesis/aim/objective of the study clearly described?
	1
	0
	N

	Q2
	Are the main outcomes to be measured clearly described in the Introduction or Methods section?
	1
	0
	N

	Q3
	Are the characteristics of the patients included in the study clearly described?
	1
	0
	N

	Q4
	Are the interventions of interest clearly described?
	1
	0
	N

	Q6
	Are the main findings of the study clearly described?
	1
	0
	N

	Q7
	Does the study provide estimates of the random variability in the data for the main outcomes?
	1
	0
	N

	Q8
	Have all important adverse events that may be a consequence of the intervention been reported?
	1
	0
	N

	Q9
	Have the characteristics of patients lost to follow-up been described?
	1
	0
	N

	Q10
	Have actual probability values been reported(e.g. 0.035 rather than <0.05) for the main
outcomes except where the probability value is less than 0.001?
	1
	0
	N

	Q11
	Were the subjects asked to participate in the study representative of the entire population from which they were recruited?
	1
	0
	0

	Q15
	Was an attempt made to blind those measuring the main outcomes of the intervention?
	1
	0
	0

	Q16
	If any of the results of the study were based on “data dredging,” was this made clear?
	1
	0
	0

	Q18
	Were the statistical tests used to assess the main outcomes appropriate?
	1
	0
	0

	Q20
	Were the main outcome measures used accurate (valid and reliable)?
	1
	0
	0

	Q21
	Were the patients in diverent intervention groups recruited from the same population?
	1
	0
	0

	Q23
	Were study subjects randomised to intervention groups?
	1
	0
	0

	Q26
	Were losses of patients to follow-up taken into account?
	1
	0
	0


UTD means Unable to determine. N means none.
Reference
[1] Downs SH, Black N. The feasibility of creating a checklist for the assessment of the methodological quality both of randomised and non-randomised studies of health care interventions. J Epidemiol Community Health. 1998 Jun;52(6):377-84. doi: 10.1136/jech.52.6.377. PMID: 9764259; PMCID: PMC1756728.

Quality evaluation of included controlled trials
	[bookmark: _Hlk182127578]Study/Item
	1
	2
	3
	4
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	15
	16
	18
	20
	21
	23
	26
	Total 
score
	Quality

	Lai et al. 2015
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	14
	High

	Adar et al. 2017
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	16
	High

	E. Tufekcioglu 2020
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	15
	High

	Abdelaal and Atia 2023
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	14
	High

	Hamed et al. 2023
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	16
	High

	Akinola et al. 2019
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	14
	High

	Yufei Ni et al. 2014
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	12
	Medium

	Fanxu Song et al. 2015
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	13
	High

	Wenwen Luo. 2018
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	13
	High

	Rui Zhang. 2018
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	13
	High

	Yonghong Zhao et al. 2021
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	13
	High

	Yuting Zou et al. 2014
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	12
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK12]Medium

	Qing Zhu et al. 2022
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	13
	High

	Fen Gao. 2022
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	12
	Medium

	Ballaz et al. 2011
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	15
	High



JBI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case Series
Reviewer	______________________________________ Date___________________________
Author_______________________________________Year_________Record Number_________
	
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	Not applicable

	1.Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case series? 
	□
	□
	□
	□

	2.Was the condition measured in a standard, reliable way for all participants included in the case series?
	□
	□
	□
	□

	3.Were valid methods used for identification of the condition for all participants included in the case series?
	□
	□
	□
	□

	4.Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of participants? 
	□
	□
	□
	□

	5.Did the case series have complete inclusion of participants?
	□
	□
	□
	□

	6.Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the participants in the study?
	□
	□
	□
	□

	7.Was there clear reporting of clinical information of the participants?
	□
	□
	□
	□

	8.Were the outcomes or follow up results of cases clearly reported? 
	□
	□
	□
	□

	9.Was there clear reporting of the presenting site(s)/clinic(s) demographic information?
	□
	□
	□
	□

	10.Was statistical analysis appropriate? 
	□
	□
	□
	□


Overall appraisal: 	Include	  □	Exclude	  □	Seek further info  □
Comments (Including reason for exclusion)

References
1.	Dekkers OM, Egger M, Altman DG, Vandenbroucke JP. Distinguishing case series from cohort studies. Annals of Internal Medicine. 2012;156(1 Part 1):37-40.
2.	Esene IN, Ngu J, El Zoghby M, Solaroglu I, Sikod AM, Kotb A et al. Case series and descriptive cohort studies in neurosurgery: the confusion and solution. Child's Nervous System. 2014;30(8):1321-32.
3.	Abu-Zidan FM, Abbas AK, Hefny AF. Clinical “case series”: a concept analysis. African Health Sciences. 2012;12(4):557-62.
4	Straus SE, Richardson WS, Glasziou P, Haynes RB. Evidence-based medicine: How to practice and teach EBM. 3rd Edition ed: Elsevier 2005.
5	Munn Z, Barker T, Moola S, Tufanaru C, Stern C, McArthur A, Stephenson M, Aromataris E. Methodological quality of case series studies, JBI Evidence Synthesis, doi: 10.11124/JBISRIR-D-19-00099


Quality evaluation of included Case Series
	Study
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Q9
	Q10
	Overall appraisal

	Fragala-Pinkham et al. 2009
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Include

	Fragala-Pinkham et al. 2014
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Include




JBI Critical Appraisal Checklist for case reports
Reviewer	_________________________________ Date____________________________
Author______________________________ Year_________  Record Number_________
	
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	Not applicable

	1. Were patient’s demographic characteristics clearly described?
	□
	□
	□
	□

	2. Was the patient’s history clearly described and presented as a timeline?
	□
	□
	□
	□

	3. Was the current clinical condition of the patient on presentation clearly described?
	□
	□
	□
	□

	4. Were diagnostic tests or assessment methods and the results clearly described?
	□
	□
	□
	□

	5. Was the intervention(s) or treatment procedure(s) clearly described?
	□
	□
	□
	□

	6. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly described? 
	□
	□
	□
	□

	7. Were adverse events (harms) or unanticipated events identified and described?
	□
	□
	□
	□

	8. Does the case report provide takeaway lessons?
	□
	□
	□
	□


Overall appraisal: 	Include	  □	Exclude	  □	Seek further info  □
Comments (Including reason for exclusion)
References:
[1] Gagnier JJ, Kienle G, Altman DG, Moher D, Sox H, Riley D, CARE Group. The CARE Guidelines: Consensus‐Based Clinical Case Reporting Guideline Development. Headache: The Journal of Head and Face Pain, 2013;53(10):1541-154
[bookmark: OLE_LINK13][2] Moola S, Munn Z, Tufanaru C, Aromataris E, Sears K, Sfetcu R, Currie M, Qureshi R, Mattis P, Lisy K, Mu P-F. Chapter 7: Systematic reviews of etiology and risk. In: Aromataris E, Munn Z (Editors). JBI Manual for Evidence Synthesis. JBI, 2020. Available from https://synthesismanual.jbi.global

Quality evaluation of included Case Reports
	Study
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Overall appraisal

	Retarekar et al. 2009
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Include



