JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Ravieuser ml"_.n'larcu ﬂ%ﬁ%lﬁ ha rr\.nl:rrrnr; Data 14/11/20
Author_Klitzman Bobert L Year 2020  Record Mumber1_33103966_MADM
Y Mo  Unclear ot
applicable
1. Is the source of the apinian clearly identified? Zl
2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field H

of expartize?

3. Arethe interests of the relevant population the
central focus of the opinion?

4. |3 the stated position the resull of an analytical
process, and is there legic in the epinion expressed?

E. |5 there reference o the extant litergture?

6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources u -l:] u

lzgically dafandad?

Overall apprarsal {E T [T T8 B l[:l Exiliile lr.‘l_‘l-c FLErther Mo I:l

Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

& 1B, 2020, All rights retered TR grants isa of thoce Crite 3l Appraia] Chackdist Tor Text and Djsmon - 3
tanls for research purposes only, A1l other enquiries
shoald ba sant to JhipmthesisEadelade aduau



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Cate_ 15/11/20

AuthorHoon Baang L, Smith C.. Mirabell C,, et al, year_ 2020  Record Number_2_33089317_MADM

) S R S eyt o Bl

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

[}

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described?

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad
as & timeline?

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

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

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly
described?

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly
described?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events
identified and described?

& 0 & & @ # & @
O O O O 0o O o O
O " 0O O 0 0 O 0O
O 0 O o 5 O H

E. Does the case report provide takeaway l2ssons?

Owerall appralsal. Il ]:[ Exciude . Seek further info D

comments ||!1-.'|'JL'III'IE rEgsom for EK-ElUEI-}I'I]

Mo existe claridad en si los sintomas reportados son producto de COVID-19, |a enfermedad
de base del paciente (linfoma de células del mante) o el tratamiento administradoa. Asi
" misma, no aporta informacion atil para los pmp-ﬁslms ‘de nuestra revisidn sistemética.

£l JBl, 2020. All rights reserved. JBI grants use of these Critical Apprakial Checklist for Case Raports — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Raviawer Danlel de la Rosa Date
Author Thomas Sonnweber et al vear 2020 Record Number S-33087116
Fes Mo Unelear Mot
applicable
1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the

10,

11,

same population?

Were the exposures measured similarly to assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

Waera confounding factors identified?

Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

Was the follow up time reported and sufficient to
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

N N

O O O & O O O M

I\

O O B B0 O 8 g 0O B g O

0 & § N 0 0 8 BWO O O

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide ﬁ Seak furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

30% Imsaficiencia de hierro, 1% dafickencia de ke absolila, 17% deficiencia de hiero uncional, anemia 3.2%. Se enconind
una aspcacion postiva sgnificativa entre anamia v enfermedad crisca por COVID-18, v anemia y citodnas proinfamatorias
(IL-&, TMF-apina & [L-10). B 38% da los padentss presentata hiparferntinarnia (48% de kos homares y 23% de las muperes).

rn:l_‘ll.n;t GCT-5core (p=0,001) Mo e encontrd wune asociasciin enie hMperferitnema v eded,
£ 1B, 2030

Al pghts rederved, TR grants ise of thase

1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should be sant to jhipmthesis@adalacde adyau

Criclel pprass s

[l

g O o o o o o o 0O o

BRGSO

?I'I'I-Il'ﬁ. comebilidades,
i

eckdicr fea Coshuort Scushes - 3



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Reviewer Marco Antonic Delaye Martinez cate 15/11/20

suthor_Buselli R., Corsi M., Mecciari G, etal.  vear 2020  Record Number 4 33078141_MADM

P St TR A e e

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

[}

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described?

.

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad
as & timeline?

@

o = [ 0O 0O O

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

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

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly
described?

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly
described?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events
identified and described?

O O B &3 O K1

O O 0 0 @ [
]

o 0O 0 O 0 0 0O

L]
-

E. Does the case report provide takeaway l2ssons?

Overall appraisal:  includs I:[ Excluie | ek further info D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

B JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. 1Bl grants use of these Critical Apprakal Checklist for Case Reports — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Reviewer__Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez  bate__14/11/20

author  Ricardo J. José, Manuel A. et, al. vear 2020  Record Number 5_33054432_MAD

Ve Mo Unclear Bt
applicable
1. It the source of the opinion clearly identified? L O ]
2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field
of expertize? ! O O O
3. Areths interests of the refevant population the ] ] ]

central focus of the opinion?

4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and is there logic in the opinion expressed?

5. lithere referance to the extant literatura?

6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources
lzgically dafandad?

0o o =
L]
[l
L]

Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude Seek fitherinfo I:l

Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

snster‘nétlca Aun existen Ilmltaclcnes an det erm maral Iggreatn:la ::le h rarng_pe-ct asias

asociadas a COVID-19 representan un hallazgo consistente para "Long-COVID'

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Criteeal Appraieal Chacklist for Texe aral DEnion - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should be sant to jhipmthesis@adalacde adyau



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez
author Bhattacharya B., Kumar R., Prakash V.,

10,

11,

Date_Z25/11/20

year_ 2020

Record Number_6_ 33053181

@t al,

Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

Were the exposures measured similarly to assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

Were confounding factors identified?

Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

Was the follow up time reported and sufficient to
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Yes

@ & 0O 0O O 0O O = [0O O

]

Mo Unclear Not
applicable

L]

«C O 0J - @9 = e «© [ O [
g O O o O O o o O o 0O
O O O O O O o o o -

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide !‘ Seek further info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

Existen errores metodolégicos en la presentacion e interpretacion de datos, o gue o hace un

eit[cula:: poco corfiable. Mo reporta informacion relevante relacinngda a longcovid.

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

shoalld be sent to [biwynthesis@adelade sdy,oy

Critlezh Apprassal Checkiicr Fed CoduoiT Studhes - 3



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Reviewer _Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez  Date_ 23/11/20

Author WijE'IH tne T., Crewther 5. Year 2020 Record Mumber 7 33070003
Ve Mo Unclear Bt
applicable
1. ls the source of the opinion clearly identified? . ] [ 1]
2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field
of expertize? L L] [ L
3. Areths interests of the refevant population the
central focus of the opinion? o o] L]
4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and is there logic in the epinion expressed? i . - -
5. |3 thers reference to the extant literature? - 1 |
B. |z any incongruence with the literature/sources
i O @& O O

lzgically dafandad?

Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude Seek fitherinfo I:l

Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

arh::ulu es util uara 56 ||'|:‘:|U|d1:| en Ia dnscusuﬁn ] mtm::lum:uﬂn

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Criteeal Appraieal Chacklist for Texe aral DEnion - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

Marco Antonlo Delaye Martinez Date 23/11/20

Reviewer

Author Kingstone T, Taylor A, O'Donell C., et al. vear 2020 Record Mumber8_ 33061223

Yes Me  Unclear Mot
applicable

O

1. s thare congruity betwean the stated philosophical
perspective and the research methodology?

L]

2. Is there congruity between the research methodology
and the research quastion or objectives?

3. s there congruity between the research methodology
and the methods used to collect data?

4, s there congruity between the research methodelogy
and the representation and analysis of data?

4T ® =B @
O 0 0O & @8 0 O B

O o O 0 @ o 0O O 0 0O
1 T A i N il O 1 O O

5. Ik there congruity between the research methodology
and the interpretation of results?

6. [s there & statement locating the researcher culturaily
ar theoraticallv?

T. s the mfluence of the researcher on the research, and
vice- versa, addressed?

= O

&. Are participants, and their woices, adeguately
represented?

5. I the ressarch ethical according to currant criteria or,
for recent studies, and is there evidence of ethical
approval by an appropriate body?

@)
L]

10. Do the conclusians drawn in the research repart flow
from the analysis, or interpretation, of the data?

L]
]

Overall appraisal;  include ]:[ Exclude ek further info D

Cormments {including reason for excdusion)

Na reporta estimadores en n2lacion a la persistencia de sintomas persistentes, sin
embargo, aporta informacion util para incluir en discusion o andlisis.

w1, 2020, Al dghis ressrsad . 18] grarts uce af thaga Criricad Apaprassad Checkist for Quslitarwe Reseprch - 3
tanls for research purposes only, All cther enguiries
shoald b sent to Jhipmthesis@adalarde adua



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Ry DDM=R Date 2911 20
Author Konstantinidisa etal, . Year 2020 Record Number 9 33049753
Yes WNo  Unclear Not

applicable

[

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

2. Were the exposures measured similarly to assign
people to both exposed and unexposed groups?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable
way’r

4. Were confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confaunding factors
stated?

6. Were the groups/participants free of the autcome
at the start of the study {or at the moment of
Exposira)?

1. Were the outcomes measursd in & valid and reliable
wayr

B. 'Was the foliow up time reported and sufficlent to
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9. Was follow up complete, and if not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
ukilized?

8 B B [mvEm § Welm R
Hd B O B B O B8 &8 B8 £ B
O O O 0O wem O O e O O 0O

O o O o o O o o 0O O

11, Was appropriate statistical amalysis used?

Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude D Seek further info |:|

Commants {including reason for excusion)




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer Daniel de la Rosa Date 14-11-20

Author_Franziska Weichmanna and Peter Rohdewsldd  Year 2020 Recard Number | P=ooo taded

Mot
Mo Unclear _ﬂ
applicable

-
o
A

1. Isthe review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O]

1.  ‘Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
gquestion?

3. Was the search strategy appropriate’?

4. Were the sources and resources used to search for
studies adequate?

L. ‘Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriats?

6. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more
reviewers independenthy !

7.  Were there methods to minimize errors in data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

%, ‘Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?

10, Were recommendations for policy andfor practice
supported by the reported data?

11, ‘Were the specific directives for new research
appropriate?

B.E O B8 B 8208 B 0 08
O 1 N O O Y O I M I
1 O 1 1
DDEEEELEEIED\D

Dwerall apprasal; Inclde D Exclude E Sk fUrther info |:I

Commants {Including reasan fior exclusion]




1BI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case 5eries

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Cate 20/11/20

Author_Wootton S., King M., Alison J., et al. Year 2020 Record Mumber11 33042547

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

]

= Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case
sieriasy

« Was the condition measured in a standard, refiable
way for al| participants included in the caze serigs?

« Were valid methods used for identification of the
condition for all participants included in the case
saries?

w @& [

- Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of
participants?

=]

« Did the case serfes have complete inclusion of
participants?

= Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the
participants in the study?

—
ki

« Was there clear reporting of dinical infarmation of the
participants?

O O O O o 0O

e

< Ware the outcomes orF follow up results of cazes
clearly reported?

L]

« Was there clear remorting of the presenting
sita(s)/elinie{s) demographic infarmation?

O «€ O 0O 0 O O 0 O 0O
]

O O W

»
O
O
]
L]
L]
L]
L1
L]
- Was statistical analysis appropriate ? =]
Overall apprabsal; Inchude D Exchude E Seek further info D
Comments [Including regson for exdusion)

Se excluye por ser serie de casos. Sin embargoe, contiene informacion Jtil para la discusian.

£ IR, 2020, A1 rights reserved TR grants ise of thase Critieald Appwalss Checklist for Case Seres - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date_ 20/11/20
Author_Afshar Y., Gaw 8., Flaherman V. etal  Year 2020 Record Number12_33027186
Yes Mo Unclear Mot

applicable

»

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

—
F

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

g ® O O

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

W O 0O 0O 0O

6. ‘Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

0 g O

B. Was the fallaw up time reported and sufficient to
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

-

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

L]

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

Le
O O B B O 8 g 0O B g O

El &= EH OE =5 B
® OO0 O O Od O o o 04

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

]

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide !j Seak furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

Mo comments

£ IR, 2020, A1 rights reserved TR grants ise of thase Critlesl fpprassal Checkiics fer Cotart Stuches - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date_ 20/11/20
Author_ Ramasamy K., Saniasiaya J. Abdul N.  Year 2020 Record Number 1333025798
Yes Mo Unclear Mot

applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

-

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

o @ [ [

4. Were confounding factors identifieds

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. ‘Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

-« ® 0O O O 0O O

B. Was the fallaw up time reported and sufficient to
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

o [ e [0 0O

10. Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

@ [ w 0O
g O O o O O o o O o 0O
o O o o oo o o o 04O

O

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide E Seek further info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

El estudio se centra en determinar |a prevalencia v el grado de severidad de anemia y agencia

como sintomas gue conforman el cuadro agude de COVID-19. No aporta infermacidn Otil para
COVID prolongado; el tiempo de seguimiento es muy corto.

£ IR, 2020, Al rghts reserved 1B grants (e of Thase Critleal Apprasal Checkiics Fer Cohart Stuches - 3

taals for resaarch purposes only, All othear ennuiries

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date_ 253/11/20
Author Carvalho-Schneider C., Laurent E.,  Year 2020 Record Number14_33031948
Lemaignen A, et al. Yes Mo Unclear  Not
applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

-

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

e [ [

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. ‘Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

g = g

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

L]

B. Was the fallaw up time reported and sufficient to
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

w @ w =

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

o 0 B o0 O B B 0O B O O
O O 0O O 0O O O O 0O 0O O

o O o o oo o o o 04O

L

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs Exclide D Seek furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

Mo comments.

£ IR, 2020, A1 rights reserved TR grants ise of thase Critlesl fpprassal Checkiics fer Cotart Stuches - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date_ 30/11/20
Author S, Bellj et al, Year 2020 Record Number15 32764112
Yes Mo Unclear Not

applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

[
®

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

-

4. Were confounding factors identified?

N § O 0O @O

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. ‘Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

B. Was the fallaw up time reported and sufficient to
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

0 ® ® @& e O O

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

O = 0O 0O O 8 g O 0 O O

El &= EH OE =5 B
o O o o oo o o o 04O

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

L]

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide Seek further info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

Mo reporta la persistencia de sintomas asociados a COVID, segun |8 definicion de Long-
COVID. Sin embargo, evalia de forma de integral la disfuncion fisica y capacidad para realizar

las ADLs. Es util para discusion.

£ B, 2020, All rghes rederved TR grants ise of thase Critleal Apprasal Checkiisn fea Cohart Studhes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to jhipynthesis@adalade adu,au




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Raviewer Danial 08 la Rosa pate  14/11/20

Author Jerome René Lechien et al Year 2020  Record Mumber 16 33000300

s By

Yes Mo Unclear ot
applicable

[l
L]
]

[

1. s the source of the opinion clearly identified?

2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field

of expertize? L] [ L

3. Arethe interests of the relevant population the
central focus of the opinion?

4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and is there legic in the epinion expressed?

0 @ &8 B @
L]
[
[

5. |3 there reference to the extant literature? ] 1 |
6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources
lzgically dafandad? - a u
Overall appraisal,  nclude D Exclude Seek furtherinfo |:|
Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)
£ 1B, 2020 Al righis reserved VR grants ise of thase Critaeal Appraiisl Chacklist for Text amd Dpsnion - 3

1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should ba sant to jhipynthesis@adalade adu,au



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Raviewer Danial 08 la Rosa Diate 20/M11/20

Author Espen Lindholm year 2020  Record Mumber 17 33070585 _DDM

Yes Mo Unclear ot

applicable
1. |z the source of the opinion clearly identified? | I} d
2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field
of expertize? ! L] [ L
3. Arethe interests of the relevant population the
central focus of the opinion? u o E L]
4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
: ; e O ™ ] ]
process, and is there legic in the epinion expressed?
5. |3 there reference to the extant literature? LY ] 1 |
6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources
lzgically dafandad? . - E u
Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude 'm Seek ftherinfo |:|
Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)
£ 1B, 20200 All rghits reserved TR grants ise of thess Criteal Appraléal Chackifst Tor Text and OyEnion - 3

1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should ba sant to jhipynthesis@adalade adu,au



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR

ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer___ Daniel de |a Rosa Martinez Date  29/11/20 x
Author kamal et al Year_ 2020 Record Number_ 18 32991035
Y Mo  Unclear Mot
applicable

Overall appraisal:  Include I Excluds D Soek further info D

Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
defined?

Were the study subjects and the satting described in
datail?

Was the exposure measured in & valid and reliable
wayr

measurement of the condition?
Were confounding factors identified?

Wara strategios to deal with confounding factors
stated?

Were the autcomes measured In a valld and reliable
way?

Were objective, standard criteria used for I

Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Camments (Including reason for exclusian)

O O O O O 0O
O O o O 0o O

[]

O

H B =2 & B &8 B




EXPLANATION OF ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL
STUDIES CRITICAL APPRAISAL

How to cite: Moola 5 Munn 2, Tufanaru C, Aromataris £, Sears K, Sfetcu B, Currke M, Qureshi R, Mattis P,
Lisy K, Mu P-F. Chapter T: Systematic reviews of etiology and risk . in: Aromataris E, Munn I [Editars]. J8i
Manual for Evidence Spnthesis. JBI, 2020. Avallable from https:/feynthesismanual.bi.global

Analytical cross sectional studies Critical Appraisal Tool
Anawers: Yes, Mo, Unclear or Not/Applicable

1. Woere the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly defined?

The authors should provide clearinclusion and exclusion criteria that they developed prior to recruitment
of the study participants. The incluslon/exclusion criteria should be specified je.g., risk, stage of disease
progression] with sufficient detail and all the necessary information critical to the study.

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail?

The study sample should be described in sufficient detail 5o that other researchers can determing i itis
comparable to the population of interest to them. The authors should provide a clear description of the
population from which the study partidpants were selected or recruited, including demographics, location,
and time period.

3. Was the exposure measured in avalid and reliable way?

The study should clearly describe the method of measurement of exposure, Assessing validity requires that
2 'gold standard’ is available to which the measure can becomparad. The validity of expasure
measurement usdally relates to whether a current measure is appropriate or whether a measure of past
exposure is needed,

keliatslity refers 1o the processes included In an epidemiclogicel study to check repeetability of

measuraments of the exposures, These usuglly include intra-observer relizbility and inter-observer
reliabity.

4. Waere objective, standard criteria used for measurement of the condition?

It is usaful ta determine if patients were included in the study based on either 3 specified diagnosls or
definition. This is more likely to decrease the risk of bias. Characteristics are ancther useful approach to
matching groups, and studies that did not use specified diagnostic methods or definitiens should provide
evidence on matching by key characteristics

5. Were confounding factors identified?

Confounding has occurrad where the estimated intervention exposure effect is biasad by the presence of
some difference batween the comparisan groups (apart from the exposure investigated/of intereet).
Typical confounders include baseline characteristics, prognestic factors, or concomitant exposures |e.g.
smoking). A confounder is a difference between the comparison groups and it influences the direction of
the study resuits. & high quality study &t the level of cohort design will identify the potential confounders
and measure them {where possible). This is difficult for studies where behavioral, attitudinal or ifestyle
factors may impact on the results,

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

Strategies to deal with effects of confounding factors may be dealt within the study design or in data
analysis. By matching or stratifying sampling of participants, effects of confounding factors can be adjusted
for. When dealing with adjustment in data analysis, assess the statistics used In the study. Mast will be
some form of multivariate regression analysis to account for the confounding Tactors measured,

B, 2020, Al rights reserwed JB grants use of thase Critical appraisal Chacklist for snsbytical Cross Secional Soudies - 2
1ools far resaarch purposes only, all eiher enduiries
should bie sent o jlabywnthies e del s de edu s,



7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable way?

Fead the methods section of the paper. if for e g. lung cancer is assessed based on existing defiritions or
diagnostic criteria, then the answer to this guestion is likely to be yes. [Flung cancer i assessed using
observer reported, or self-reported scales, the risk of over- or under-reporting is increasad, and objectivity
i compromised. Importantly, determine if the measurement tools used were validated instruments as this
has a significant impact on outcome assessmant validity.

Having established the objectivity of the cutcome measurement (e.g. lung cancer] instrument, iU's
important to esteblish how the measurement was conducted. Were those involved in collecting data
trained or educated in the use of the instrument/s? (e.g. radiographers). ITthere was maore than one data
collector, weara they similar in terms of level of education, clinical or research experience, or lavel of
reespens bility in the plece of research Baing appraised?

8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

As with any consideration of statistical analysis, congderation should be given to whether there was a more
appropriate alternate statistical method that could have been used. The methods section should be
detalled enough for reviewers to identify which analytical technigues were used (in particular, regression or
stratification) and how specific confounders were measurad.

Forstudies utilizing regression analysis, it ks useful to identify if the study identified which vanables were
included and how they related to the outcome. If stratification was the analytical approach used, were the
strata of analysis defined by the specified variables? Additionally, it is also important to assess the
appropristeness of the analytical strategy in terms of the assumptions associated with the approach as
differing methods of analysls are based on differing assumptions about the data and how It-will respond.

B, 2020, Al rights reserwed JB grants use of thase Critical appraisal Chacklist for sansbytical Cross Secional Soudies - 3
1ools far resaarch purposes only, all eiher enduiries
should bie sent o jlabywnthies e del s de edu s,



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer Daniel de la Rosa Date 21.11-20
Author__ Dot Bougakow et al Year 2020 Record Number 18_32980825_DOM
Mot
Yes Mo  Unclear _ﬂ
applicable

1. Isthe review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O]

1.  ‘Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
gquestion?

3. Was the search strategy appropriate’?

4. Were the sources and resources used to search for
studies adequate?

L. ‘Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriats?

6. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more
reviewers independenthy !

7.  Were there methods to minimize errors in data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

%, ‘Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?

10, Were recommendations for policy andfor practice
supported by the reported data?

11, ‘Were the specific directives for new research
appropriate?

B.E O B8 B 8208 B 0 08
O 1 N O O Y O I M I
1 O 1 1
DO B8 BKE DB B N O

Dwerall apprasal; Inclde D Exclude E Sk fUrther info |:I

Commants {Including reasan fior exclusion]




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Karimi-Galouganhi &t al

Authar vear 2020 Record Number 2033014731

Yog Ma  Unclear Mest
applicable

]

1. ‘Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
deflined?

2 Were the study subjects and the setting described in
datail?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valicd and reliable
wayy

4. Were objective, standard criteria used for
measurement of the condition?

S T N S SR 1
L 0 B O

B Wore strategies to deal with confounding Factors
stated?

L]
L]

7. Woere the outcomes measured In 3 valid and reliable
way?

L]

O o N N O O o O
]

£
7
A
5 Were confounding factors identified? ]
L

E Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overallappraizal:  Include l:l Exclude E'S-eeklurtherinﬁ:- D

Coamments (including reason for exclusion)
Follow up time less than 21 days




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer Daniel de la Rosa Date 21.11-20
Author__ Scott Rooney, et al Year 2020 Record Number 21_32TiT507
Mot
Yes Mo  Unclear _ﬂ
applicable

1. Isthe review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O]

1.  ‘Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
gquestion?

3. Was the search strategy appropriate’?

4. Were the sources and resources used to search for
studies adequate?

L. ‘Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriats?

6. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more
reviewers independenthy !

7.  Were there methods to minimize errors in data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

%, ‘Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?

10, Were recommendations for policy andfor practice
supported by the reported data?

11, ‘Were the specific directives for new research
appropriate?

N N OODODDODODOOOOS
O e s O A o A B s
O Ooooooo0aoao
00N NENSIEE S O

Dwerall apprasal; I liede D Exclude ,Ei Seak fUrther info |:I

Commants {Including reasan fior exclusion]




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer  Daniel de |a Rosa Dte 29_11-20

Antonio Rosales-Castilios,

Authar Year 2020 Record Number 2239077167

Yog Ma  Unclear Mest
applicable

]

1. ‘Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly D
deflined?

clatail?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valicd and reliable 7

2 Were the study subjects and the setting described in E D
Wiy D

O O 0O 0O 0O
O o 0O 0O

4. Were objective, standard criteria used for /H
measurement of the condition?
5. Were confounding factors identified? ] E
B Wore strategies to deal with confounding Factors E"
stated? i:I |:| D

L]

7. Woere the outcomes measured In 3 valid and reliable
,E' ] Ed

way?

8 Was appropriate statistical analysis used? E ] ] ]

Overallappraizal:  Include l:l Exclude Hﬁ-eekfurtherinﬁ:- D

Camments (Including reason for exclusian)

“El lempo de seguimiento no se aspecifica para todos los pacienas,

ademas &l metodo diagnosico no fue PCK para todos.”




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Rmvimwser Marco Antonio Dela e Martinez Cate 31 .I'r1 ﬂzﬂ

.ﬁ.uthn:lr___m'"ak F Year_ _Euﬂg_u._ _ Record Numba r_z_;"iz_‘-"ﬁ‘ﬁﬁ“

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

[}

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described?

. @

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad
as & timeline?

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

5l

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

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly
described?

. &
® O O o o o

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly
described?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events
identified and described?

@€ 0O O O 0O O 0O 0O
O 0O O O O 0 0O

O 0O 0O
L]

il

E. Does the case report provide takeaway l2ssons?

Owerall appralsal. Il ]:[ Exciude W SEek further info D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

_._:;nrresnmdg a una_emnemﬂmnn de La entamﬁdaﬂﬂs nrﬂariaa 10C HG& ¥ EFJ!!} ::Lhmn mr.a,ua rte del
sindrome post-COVID.

B JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. 1Bl grants use of these Critical Apprakal Checklist for Case Reports — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




IBI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case 5eries

Reviewer_Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez pate_ 31/12/20

Author Brogna B., Bignardi E. Brogna C..etal. vYear 2020 Record Number 24 32998840

Yas Mo Unclear Mt
applicable
= Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case i
sieriasy

« Was the condition measured in a standard, refiable
way for al| participants included in the caze serigs?

« Were valid methods used for identification of the
condition for all participants included in the case
saries?

. Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of
participants?

« Did the case serfes have complete inclusion of
participants?

= Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the
participants in the study?

« Was there clear reporting of dinical infarmation of the
participanis?

O O O O o 0O

< Ware the outcomes orF follow up results of cazes
clearly reported?

L]

« Was there clear remorting of the presenting
sita(s)/elinie{s) demographic infarmation?

o «® O 0O = 0O @ 0O O 0O
]

O O 0o 0O 0O 0 0o 0O 0O 04d

00 ¢ = [0 @ [0 w & [0

=Was statistical analysis appropriate?

Overall apprabsal; Inchude EI Exchude Seek further info D
Comments [Including regson for exdusion)

El estudio no tiene por abjetivo repartar la presencia de sintomas persistentes en los
pacientes, mas bien resalta el papel de la TAC de torax para el diagnostico de COVID-19 en
paciertes con sintamatalogla sugestiva de la enfermedad y pruebas RT-PCR negativas .

£ IR, 2020, A1 rights reserved TR grants ise of thase Critieald Appwalss Checklist for Case Seres - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

shoalld be sent to [biwynthesis@adelade sdy,oy




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date 31/12/20
Author Landi F, Carfi A., Benvenuto F, et al. Year 2070 Record Number25_33041095
Y Mo Unelear Mot

applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

[l

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

8

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

g @

o 0 B o0 O B B 0O B O O
O O 0O O 0O O O O 0O 0O O

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

L ]

6. ‘Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

B. Was the fallaw up time reported and sufficient to
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

o B g

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

@

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

O & [0 0O O O O o O O

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs Exclide D Seek furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

Mo comments.

£ IR, 2020, A1 rights reserved TR grants ise of thase Critlesl fpprassal Checkiics fer Cotart Stuches - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should be sant to jhipmthesis@adalacde adyau



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Rmvimwser Marco Antonio Dela e Martinez Cate 31 .I'r1 ﬂm
suther_Carroll E., Neumann H,, Aguero vear 2020 pecord Number 2632044946

Rosenfield M., et al.

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

[}

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described?

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad
as & timeline?

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

g @ ® [

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

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly
described?

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly
described?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events
identified and described?

O O O O O O 0O -
L1 O B O H BOE
o 0O 0 O 0 0 0O

@ & - [@®

E. Does the case report provide takeaway l2ssons?

Overall appraisal:  includs I:[ Excluie l! seek further info D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

—Caso poen especifien para lang-COVID

B JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. 1Bl grants use of these Critical Apprakal Checklist for Case Reports — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




1BI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case 5eries

Reviewer_Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez pate_ 31/12/20

Author Masset C., Ville S, Halary F., etal, Year_ 2020 Record Number 27 32930055
Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

= Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case
sieriasy

]

« Was the condition measured in a standard, refiable
way for al| participants included in the caze serigs?

« Were valid methods used for identification of the
condition for all participants included in the case
saries?

- Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of
participants?

« Did the case serfes have complete inclusion of
participants?

= Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the
participants in the study?

¢ O @ [ [

« Was there clear reporting of dinical infarmation of the
participants?

O O O O o 0O

-

< Ware the outcomes orF follow up results of cazes
clearly reported?

L]

« Was there clear remorting of the presenting
sita(s)/elinie{s) demographic infarmation?

O O O 0O 0 0 & 0O 0O 0O
]

O 0 -

-
O
O
]
L]
@
L]
L1
-
- Was statistical analysis appropriate ? |
Overall apprabsal; Inchude D Exchude I Seek further info D
Comments [Including regson for exdusion)

Los simtomas reportados no cumplen con el criterio de temporalidad para sintomas
persistentes,

£ IR, 2020, A1 rights reserved TR grants ise of thase Critieald Appwalss Checklist for Case Seres - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer_Marco Antonlo Delaye Martinez Date_31/12/20

Author_W. Vaes A _Machado £, Meys R etal.  vear_ 2020  Record Number_28_32932582

Yes No  Unclear Not
applicable

1. Waere the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
defined ?

1

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in
detail?

e [
[]

3. Was the exposure measured ina vabd and reliable
wayt

n
L g
[]

4, Were objective, standard criteria used for
measurement of the condition?

3. Were confounding factors identifled?

™

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

7. Were the outcomes measured in & valid and reliable
way?

O O O 0O O
O O = 0O 0 0 0O =
o8 O B O H E

¢ 9 [

B. Was appropriate statistical analysls used?

Lver all appraisal Il Iuide D Exilucle m ek Bt her info D

Comments |Ir'|{|l_r~|‘1i|'||g FEaso Far E:-r{lu‘.l-::-l'l]

del 17%; el resto fue dlag nnstlc.adn nur mntnmas ono tema dla_qr_uﬁst ico al rnnmentn del '

estudio. Sinembargo por la informacion que aporta el estudio es util para la discusidn.

£ 1B, 2020, Al mghis reserved, JBE granis oss of thase Critical Appraisal Checklist for Anatyncal Cross Sacional Muiss -

1ol Tar resaanch purposes oaly, Al ihes enguires

bl be sent to jhisynthesds@a dolalde edu ey



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delave Martinez pate 04701727
Author Pizzini A., Aichner M., Sahanic S, etal. Year 2020  Record Number 29_32932831

Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

[l

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

®© o ® @

4. Were confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. ‘Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

B. Was the fallaw up time reported and sufficient to
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

-« w O O

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

L ]
@ 0O O O ® O O O O 0O

g 0O O o O O ¢ O 0O O 0O
g O o o o o o o 0O o

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

L]

L]
O

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide !II Seek further info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

por COVID-19, 5
deficiencia de vitamina D v el desarrollo de sitomas persistentes. El articulo es Otil para
discusion.
£ 1B, 2020 Al rights reserved VR grants ise of thase Critlcal fpprassal Checkiis fra Cohaort Stuches - 3
tonls for research purposes only, All cther enguities

shoalld be sent to [biwynthesis@adelade sdy,oy




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer Daniel de la Rosa Date 30-11-20
Author__ Lawrence B. Afrina et al. Vit 2020 Recard Mumiber_ 30_32020235_DDM
Not
Yes Mo  Unclear _ﬂ
applicable

1. Isthe review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O]

1.  ‘Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
gquestion?

3. Was the search strategy appropriate’?

4. Were the sources and resources used to search for
studies adequate?

L. ‘Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriats?

6. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more
reviewers independenthy !

A
O
]
L
|
]

7. ‘Were there methods ta minimize arrors in data
extraction’ D
E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate? D
]

%, ‘Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?

10, Were recommendations for policy andfor practice
supported by the reported data?

11, ‘Were the specific directives for new research
appropriate?

o o s I A A O o
0O Ooo0OO0OOOoooao
OO DBDEENY NEEO

Dwerall apprasal; I liede D Exclude Q’Sﬁ?kfljrthh info |:I

Commants {Including reasan fior exclusion]




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delave Martinez pate 04701727
Author ChenJ., Xu X., Hu J. etal. Year 2020  Record Number 31_329099617
Yo Mo Unclaar Mot

applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

[l

[ ]

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

)

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. ‘Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome

&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
exposure)?

« @ @& ¢

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

B. Was the fallaw up time reported and sufficient to
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

s @
0O & O O 0 0o O O O O 4

g O O o O O o o O o 0O
g O o o o o o o 0O o

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

.- [ ¥

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide ‘ Seek furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

No se reporta |a persistencia de sintomas por COVID-19.

& 1B, 2020, All rights retered TR grants isa of thoce Critlezh Apprassal Checkiicr Fed CoduoiT Studhes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

shoalld be sent to [biwynthesis@adelade sdy,oy



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer  Daniel de |a Rosa Dte 23-11-20

Helen O'Brien

2020 Recard Mumbe; 32_32804436

Authar Year

Yog Ma  Unclear Mest
applicable

]

1. ‘Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
deflined?

2 Were the study subjects and the setting described in
datail?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valicd and reliable
wayy

4. Were objective, standard criteria used for
measurement of the condition?

O O 0O 0O 0O

O O O O O N
[]
NN N NN 8§ O

5 Were confounding factors identified?

B Wore strategies to deal with confounding Factors
stated?

7. Woere the outcomes measured In 3 valid and reliable
way?

g O a0 O 0 K O
]
]

E Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overallappraizal:  Include l:l Exclude Hﬁ-eekfurtherinﬁ:- D

Camments (Including reason for exclusian)

“El lempo de seguimiento no se aspecifica para todos los pacienas,

ademas &l metodo diagnosico no fue PCK para todos.”




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR

TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Reviewer _Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez pate_04/01/21

Author__ Davido B., Seang 5., Barizien N., et al.  vear 2020 Record Number__33_32898712

1. Iz the source of the opinion clearly identified?

2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field
of expertize?

3. Arethe interests of the refevant population the
central focus of the opinion?

4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and is there logic in the epinion expressed?

5. lithere referance to the extant literatura?

6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources
lzgically dafandad?

Yes Mo Unclear  Not
applicable

® O O ]

e O O O

4 1 [ L]

1w L1 ]

® O 0O I

@ O 0O O

Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude ﬁ Seek fitherinfo I:l

Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

El articulo no es Uil para los propositos de la presente revision

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a

Criteal Appraléal Chackifst Tor Text and OyEnion - 3



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Rmvimwser Marco Antonio Dela e Martinez Cate 31 .I'r1 ﬂm

Authn:lr_w;;ng M., LiT. QiacF etal Year_ _EEE_D__ _ Record Number 34 32898993

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

1. :J;:n:iE::i?ent's demographic characterictics clearly D El D D
. :‘:’a;tt:::eﬁ::;nt's history clearly described and presentad D |:| D D
i, :Urz::;:;rr:ﬂ: ::::b;:Is E;;j:lr'm of the patient on i |:| D D
4. ::‘:;;:::::;::Eﬁ:;g;suﬁmut metheds and the » [ | il
5. :::: :i:: ;l;t-rwnt ionis] or treatrent procadure|s) clearly D D D
6. mz:izzgrsl-lnm rvention clinical condition clearly w [] 1 |
7 r::::i;::ir:; 3:::;5&&#;”115] or unanticipated events O ] i
&. Does the case report provide takeaway lessons? @ O J [

Overall appraisal:  includs I:[ Excluie seek further info D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

Dado que es un reporte de caso, el articulo se excluye dela revision sistematica. Sin
embargo aporta informacion relevante que puede ser utilizada en la discusion.

B JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. 1Bl grants use of these Critical Apprakal Checklist for Case Reports — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR

TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Raviewsr Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez pate 04/01/21

Author_Miglis M..Goodman B.. Chémali K. et al. Year_2020 _ Record Numier 35_32891765

1. |z the source of the opinion clearly identified?

2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field
of expertize?

3. Areths interests of the refevant population the
central focus of the opinion?

4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and is there logic in the epinion expressed?

5. lithere referance to the extant literatura?

6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources
lzgically dafandad?

Yes Mo Unclear ot
applicable

[ [ [

0
|

[

O i «d ® @& =
L]
[
[

Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude Q&ee“ullhermm I:l

Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

El articulo carece de informacion relevante para incluirlo en la discusion . Ademas no
cumple con el criterio de inclusidn en cuanto al tipo de articulos aceptados para la revision.

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

shoalld be sent to [biwynthesis@adelade sdy,oy

Crite 3l Appraiial Chackiist for Text and Dysnion - 3



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewsr Daniel de la Rosa Date 24.12-20
Author__ Mathew & Wilson, et al Year 2020 Record Number 21_ 32737507
Yes Mo Unclear H_ut
applicable

1. Isthe review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O]

1.  ‘Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
gquestion?

3. Was the search strategy appropriate’?

4. Were the sources and resources used to search for
studies adequate?

L. ‘Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriats?

6. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more
reviewers independenthy !

7.  Were there methods to minimize errors in data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

%, ‘Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?

10, Were recommendations for policy andfor practice
supported by the reported data?

11, ‘Were the specific directives for new research
appropriate?

N N OODODDODODOOOOS
O e s O A o A B s
O Ooooooo0aoao
00N NENSIEE S O

Dwerall apprasal; I liede D Exclude ,Ei Seak fUrther info |:I

Commants {Including reasan fior exclusion]




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date  04/01/21
aAuthor Krisztian 5., Palmer J., Chen D.,etal. vear 20720 Record Number 37 330971285

Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

[l

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

L]

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

M O O O
-

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. ‘Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

§ 0 O O O ®

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

B. Was the fallaw up time reported and sufficient to
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

L_ I
m 0O & 0O O O O 0O 0O 0O

O O O O O O +.

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

g O o o o o o o

e [
O

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide Seek furthar info D
Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

Los sintomas persistentes que reportan no cumplen con los criterios de temporalidad.
Ademas, no se reporta la propeorcion de cada sintoma.

& 1B, 2020, All rights retered TR grants isa of thoce Critlezh Apprassal Checkiicr Fed CoduoiT Studhes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

shoalld be sent to [biwynthesis@adelade sdy,oy



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Raviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez oate_ 04/01/21

Author_lapey G Salomon A, Birlutiu A Year_ _EEE_D Record Mumber 38 32871902

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

[}

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described?

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad
as & timeline?

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

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

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly
described?

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly
described?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events
identified and described?

o o O o o o o =
" O O 0O 0O 0O

¢ O ® @ ¢ & ® [
o B B HJ B E

O

E. Does the case report provide takeaway l2ssons?

Owerall appralsal. Il ]:[ Exciude ﬁ SEek further info D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

__Lnfﬂmlamn I.ruJ_nﬂm_aﬁr_rmlmdq en La IJEEE!.JEJ'D o,

B JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. 1Bl grants use of these Critical Apprakal Checklist for Case Reports — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR

TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Raviewer_Marce Antonio Delaye Martinez pate 04/01/21

Author_Garg P, Arora U Kumar A etal,  Year 2020  Record Number39_32852801

1. |z the source of the opinion clearly identified?

2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field
of expertize?

3. Areths interests of the refevant population the
central focus of the opinion?

4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and is there logic in the opinion expressed?

5. lithere referance to the extant literatura?

6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources
lzgically dafandad?

Yo Mo Unclear hlot
applicable
T O
O m O O
» O O O
» O O u
RO O 0
O @ O 0

Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude [.E-eek!ullhermm I:l

Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

Los sintomas persistentes gue reportan corresponden a otres estudios incluidos

contemplados para la revision en la misma base de datos, por lo gue el articulo gueda

rechazado.

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should be sant to jhipmthesis@adalacde adyau

Crite 3l Appraiial Chackiist for Text and Dysnion - 3



IBI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case 5eries

Reviewer_Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date_ 04/01/21

Author Roth C., Berat N., Schnider P, et al. Year 2070  Record Mumber 40 32852173

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

]

= Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case
sieriasy

« Was the condition measured in a standard, refiable
way for al| participants included in the caze serigs?

e U

« Were valid methods used for identification of the
condition for all participants included in the case
saries?

. Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of
participants?

« Did the case serfes have complete inclusion of
participants?

= Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the
participants in the study?

« Was there clear reporting of dinical infarmation of the
participanis?

O O O O o 0O

< Ware the outcomes orF follow up results of cazes
clearly reported?

L]

« Was there clear remorting of the presenting
sitmls)feliniels) demographie informatian?

O O 0o 0O 0O 0 0o 0O 0O 04d
]

o0 e 8 0 @ & @
® » O O &8 O O O O @

=Was statistical analysis appropriate?

Overall apprabsal; Inchude D Exchude m Seek further info D
Comments [Including regson for exdusion)

For las caracteristicasbdel cuadro clinico de los pacientes, el arfticulo ofrece informacion
relevante para ladiscusion. Sinembargo, se excluye de | revision sistematica por el diseno del
estudio,

4] 1B, 2020, Al rghts retervad TR grants ise af thace Crineead Apprales! Chacklict tar Cage Sogies - 3

1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should ba sant to jhipynthesis@adalade adu,au




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewsr Daniel de la Rosa Date 21-12-20
Author__ Piero Portincssa, et al Year 2020 Record Number 41_325802684
Mot
Yes Mo Unclear _ﬂ
applicable

1. Isthe review question clearly and explicitly stated?

1.  ‘Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
gquestion?

3. Was the search strategy appropriate’?

4. Were the sources and resources used to search for
studies adequate?

L. ‘Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriats?

6. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more
reviewers independenthy !

7.  Were there methods to minimize errors in data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

%, ‘Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?

10, Were recommendations for policy andfor practice
supported by the reported data?

11, ‘Were the specific directives for new research
appropriate?

SN O0OO0ODO0DO0O000O0N
i O T N N A o e [ i
O o e o o O o O e O o O e R ~ R
DO ENNGSONDODODO

Dwerall apprasal; Inclde D Exclude H Sk fUrther info |:I

Commants {Including reasan fior exclusion]




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewsr Daniel de la Rosa Date 21-12-20
Author__ Chanu Rhee, et al. vear 2020 pocord Number 42_ 33020620
Mot
Yes Mo  Unclear _ﬂ
applicable

1. Isthe review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O]

1.  ‘Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
gquestion?

3. Was the search strategy appropriate’?

4. Were the sources and resources used to search for
studies adequate?

L. ‘Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriats?

6. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more
reviewers independenthy !

7.  Were there methods to minimize errors in data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

%, ‘Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?

10, Were recommendations for policy andfor practice
supported by the reported data?

11, ‘Were the specific directives for new research
appropriate?

N N OODODDODODOOOOS
O e s O A o A B s
O Ooooooo0aoao
00N NENSIEE S O

Dwerall apprasal; I liede D Exclude ,Ei Seak fUrther info |:I

Commants {Including reasan fior exclusion]




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR

TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Raviewesr Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date 05/01/21
Author Sebio R. year 2020 Record Mumber 43 32844317
Ve Mo Unclear Bt
applicable
1. ls the source of the opinion clearly identified? - 1 ] [ 1]
2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field -
of expertize? i [ L
3. Arethe interests of the relevant population the
central focus of the opinion? EI o o] L]
4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and is there logic in the opinion expressed? il [] 0 -
5. |3 thers reference to the extant literature? & ] 1 |
6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources u ' 0] u

lzgically dafandad?

Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude ﬂ Seek fitherinfo I:l

Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

El articulo no proporciona informacion Util mas alla de |la ya consultada para los propositos

de la prasente revision sistematica.

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a

Criteal Appraléal Chackifst Tor Text and OyEnion - 3



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer_Marco Antonlo DelayeMartinez  Date 05/071/21
Author_Garrigues E. Janvier P, Kherahi Y. et al Year_ 2020  Record Number_44.32853602
Yes Mo  Unclear Mat

applicable

1. Waere the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
defined ?

| O

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in
detail?

3. Was the exposure measured in & vabd and reliable
wayt

4, Were objective, standard criteria used for
measurement of the condition?

b ® [« 0O 0O
[]

e L

3. Were confounding factors identifled?

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

7. Were the outcomes measured in & valid and reliable
way?

5 N Y i | A 1 [
E O O B O H ©

e ® [
I N

B. Was appropriate statistical analysls used?

Lver all appraisal Il Iuide D Exilucle ‘ ek Bt her info D

Comments |Ir'|-:'ll_r~|‘1i|'||g FEaso Far |-_'-:ﬂ_|uh|-::-|'|]

revision sistematica. Sinembargo, SuU aceplacian al estudio esta a reserva de discusion con

los otros revisores.

£ 1B, 2020, Al mghis reserved, JBE granis oss of thase Critical Appraisal Checklist for Anstybical Cross Sacional ouidkes - 3
1ol Tar resaanch purposes oaly, Al ihes enguires

bl be sent to jhisynthesds@a dolalde edu ey



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer_Marco Antonlo Delayebartinez ~ Cate 05/01/21

Author_Tomasoni D, Bai F. Castoldi R etal. vear 2020  Record Number_$9_32841387
Yes Mo  Unclear Mot
applicable

1. Waere the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
defined ?

1

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in
detail?

3. Was the exposure measured in & vabd and reliable
wayt

4. Were oblective, standard criteria used for
measurement of the condition?

5. Were confounding factors identifled?

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

7. Were the outcomes measured in & valid and reliable
way?

® @ [ [ ® @ € [
O O O O O O O O
0O 0O @& ® 0O O O O
B 0O O B O B B

B. Was appropriate statistical analysls used?

Lver all appraisal Il Iuide - Exilucle D ek Bt her info D
Comments |Ir'|{|l.r~|‘1ll'||g FEaso for E:-l:{.lu‘_.lm'l]

Nocamment s

£ 1B, 2020, Al mghis reserved, JBE granis oss of thase Critical Appraisal Checklist for Anstybical Cross Sacional ouidkes - 3
1ol Tar resaanch purposes oaly, Al ihes enguires

bl be sent to jhisynthesds@a dolalde edu ey



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
CASE CONTROL STUDIES

Reviewer__ » Daniel de ia H“E_ ___ Date 06-01-20 .
o Deborah H. L. Ng, et al. vear 2020 Record Number 48_32009893
Yoz 4] Unclear e
applicable

1. Were the groups comparable other than the
presence of disezse in cases or the absence of H
diseaze in control?

2. Were pases and controls matched
appropriately?

3. Were thie same criteria used for identification
of cases and controls !

4. Was exposure measured in & standard, valid
and reliable way?

5. Was exposure measured in the same way for
cases and confrols?

B Were confounding factors Identified?

7. Were strategies to deal with confounding
lactors stated?

8. Were outcomes assessed in & standard, walid
and raliable way for caset and contrals?

8. Was the exposure period of interest long
enough o be meaningful?

DO & \EENS [ W

000000000 O
D0 0000000 O
OS O0OO0O00O0O0O0 O

10. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

ﬂugmllapnnigl' lnclede [:] Exclude ﬁ Saek Further info D

Cormrments (Including reason fiar exclusion

They don't report relevant information regarding persistent symptoms




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Raviewer Danial 08 la Rosa pate  14/11/20

Author Arsun Beklas et al Yaar 2020 Record Mumber 47 32849908

o e By

Yes Mo Unclear ot
applicable

[ O O

1. s the source of the opinion clearly identified?

2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field
of expertize?

O O O

central focus of the opinion?

4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and is there legic in the epinion expressed?

5. lithere referance to the extant literatura?

3. Arethe interests of the refevant population the m |:| Ij |:|
o
Y]
A

6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources
lzgically dafandad?

Owerall appraisal,  nclude D Exclude EI Seek fiertherinfo |:|

Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

Review

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Criteeal Appraieal Chacklist for Texe aral DEnion - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Raviawier Dani=l de la Rosa Dats 0501 -21
Authar Sachie lkegami el al. Year Record Number 48 32840002
Y Mo Unclear Mot

applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

[l

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

I

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

o
=

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

il

#

L]

4. Waere confounding factors identified? E'
&

L]

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
wayrt

B, Was the fallow up tme reported and sufficient ta I:I
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the D
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

1
[ |

® 0O ® O O O O O O O

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up ]
utilized?

O O &8 0O 0O
g O o o o o o o 0O o

@
O
O O

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide @ Seak furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

Mo comments.

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Critleal Apprasal Checkdics fea Colwort Stuches - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Raviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez oate 05/01/21

Authnr_wm_mwm| Year_ _EEE_D__ _ Record Mumber 49 32846839

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

[}

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described?

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad
as & timeline?

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

e @ O

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

.

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly
described?

&
O O 0O O O W

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly
described?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events
identified and described?

® [ W

]
L1 O B O H BOE
o 0O 0 O 0 0 0O

il

E. Does the case report provide takeaway l2ssons?

Owerall appralsal. Il ]:[ Exciude ! Seek further info D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

artu: L.l|D que-da e;-:::lmdu de Ia revision Emtematu:a Asl mismo, Ng r:urnple COn el cntenﬂ de
disefio para suinclusién.

B JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. 1Bl grants use of these Critical Apprakal Checklist for Case Reports — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Peng Xia et al

Authar Vear 2020 Record Number 032826326

Yog Ma  Unclear Mest
applicable

]

1. ‘Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
deflined?

2 Were the study subjects and the setting described in
datail?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valicd and reliable
wayy

4. Were objective, standard criteria used for
measurement of the condition?

S T N S SR 1
L 0 B O

5 Were confounding factors identified?

B Wore strategies to deal with confounding Factors
stated?

L]
L]

7. Woere the outcomes measured In 3 valid and reliable
way?

O
o N NN N O o o

N O ocoo N § §
[

E Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overallappraizal:  Include l:l Exclude E'S-eeklurtherinﬁ:- D

Coamments (including reason for exclusion)

Mo information on long term manifestation of COVID-13




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Ravbaier Dani=l de la Rosa Dats 0501 -21
Author Maria A. Corcorran, et al. Year 2020  Record Number $71_32827597
Yes Mo Unclear Not

applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

[l

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

M =

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

]

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

8 O 0O

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
wayrt

o O O O O O O 0O

B, Was the fallow up tme reported and sufficient ta I:I
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the D
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

1
[ |

® O ® O O 8 8B O O O

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up ]
utilized?

g O o o o o o o 0O o

@
O
O O

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide @ Seak furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

Mo comments.

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Critleal Apprasal Checkdics fea Colwort Stuches - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



CHECKLIST FOR ANALYTICAL
CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Critical Appraisal tools for use in JBI Systematic Reviews



INTRODUCTION

JBI s 20 JB |5 an International research organisation based In the Faculty of Health and Medical Sciences at
the University of Adelaide, South Australia. 18] develops and delivers urique evidence-based Information,
software, education and training designed Lo improve healthcare practice and health outcomes. With over
70 Collaborating Entities, servicing over 90 countries, 1B b a recopnised global lrader in evidence-based

healthcare,

JBI Systematic Reviews

The core of evidence synthesks is the systematic review of literature of & particular intervention, condition
of issue. The systematic review is-essentially an analysis of the available literature {that s, evidence} and a
judgment of the effectiveness or otherwise of a practice, invalving a seres of complex steps. 1Bl takes a
particular view on what counts as evidence and the methods utilised to synthesise those different types of
evidence, In line with this broader view of evidence, 18I has developed theories, methodologiss and
rgorous processes for the critical appraisal and synthesls of these diverse forms of evidence In order o aid
in clinical decision-making in healthcare. There now exists 1Bl guidance for conducting reviews of
effectiveness research, gualitative research, prevalence/incidence, etiology/risk, economic evaluations,
text/opinion, diagnostic tast accuracy, mixed-methods, umbrella reviews and scoping reviews. Further

information regarding IBI systematic reviews can be found in the JBI Evidence Synthesis Manual.

JBI Critical Appraisal Tools

All systematic reviews incorporate a process of critique or appraisal of the research evidence. The purpose
of this appraisal & to assess the methodological guality of 3 study and Lo detarmine the axtent to which 2
study has addressed the possibility of blas in its design, conduct and anabysis, All papers selected for
inclusion in the systematic raview [that is —those that mest the inclusion criteria described in the protocol)
need to be subjected to ngorous appraisal by two critical appraisers. The results of this appraizal can then
be used to inform synthesis and interpretation of the results of the study. 18I Critical appraisal tools have
been developed by the JBI and collaborators and approved by the JB| Scentific Committee following
extensive peér review, Although designed for use in systematic reviews, 1B critizal appraisal tools can also
be used when creating Critically Appraised Topics (CAT), in journal clubs and as an educational tool,

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Chackiist for Anabytical Cross Secignal Soidies - 2
Toads Tar resaarch purposes only, Al sther endguinks
shoudd b sent o jhbyynthes s deldde edu o,



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer: Daniel de la Rosa Martinez Date: 7 de abril 2020

Author; Year: 2020 Record Mumber; 52_32838787_DOM
Yas MNa  Unclear Mat

applicable

1. Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
defined?

L1

2 Were the study subjects and the sething described in
detail?

3. Was the exposure measured in avalid and reliable
way?

O .

4. Were objective, standard criterka used for
measurement of the condition?

5. Were confounding factors identified 7

6. Were strategies to deal with confaunding factors
stated?

7. Were the autcomes measured [n a valld and reltable
way?

8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

O i o 8 O 6 o O
O o 0O oo O
B B B B & 8 B8

B . O

Overall appraizal:  Include D Exclude I Seek further info D

Comments (Incleding reason for exclusion)

_Mo se mencionan sintomas persistentes, se hace una exploracion de la clinica perao sin &l seguimiento
suficiente para explorar secuelas o long covid

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Checklist for Anatytical Cross Secional Midies - 3
tods Tar resaarch purposes only, All sther endguirks

shiodd be sent to jhlyynthes lsfadeldde edu.ay



EXPLANATION OF ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL
STUDIES CRITICAL APPRAISAL

How to cite! Moaola 5, 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 (Editars). JB(
Maonual for Evidence Synthesis. 181, 2020. Available from hitps:/fsynthesismanual. jbi.global

Analytical cross sectional studies Critical Appraisal Toaol
Answers: Yes, Mo, Unclear or Not/Applicable

1, Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly defined?

The authors should provide clear inclusion and exdusion criteria that they developed prior to recruitmant

of the study participants, The incluslon/exclusion criteria should be specified [e.g., risk, stage of disease
progression) with sufficient detaif and all the necessaryinformation critical to the study.

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail?

The study sample should be described in sufficient detail so that other researchers can determine if it is
comparable to the population of interest to them:. The authors should provide a clear description of the
population from which the study participants wers selected or recruited, including demagraphics, location,
and time period.

3. Was the exposure measured in avalid and reliable way?

The study should clearly describe the method of measurement of exposure, Assessing valldity requires that
# 'gold standard' is available to which the measure can be compared, The validity of exposure
measurement usually relates to whether a current meaure s appropriate or whether a measure of past
exposure s needed,

Reliability refers to the processes induded in an epidemiological study to check repeatability of

measurements of the exposures, These usually include intra-observer relizhility and inter-chserver
refiability.

4. Woere objective, standard criteria used for measurement of the condition?

It is useful to delermine il patients wers included in the study based an either a specified diagnosis or
definition. This is mare likely to decrease the nsk of bias. Characteristics are another useful approach to
matching groups, and studies that did not use specified diagnostic methods or definitions should provide
evidence on matching by key characteristics

5. Were confounding factors identified?

Confounding has occurred where the estimated Intervention exposure effect is biased by the presence of
somie differance belween the comparison groups (apart from the exposure investigated/of interest).
Typical confounders include baseline characteristics, prognestic factors, or concomitant exposures (e g,
smoking). A confounder i a difference between the comparizon groups and it influences the direction of
the study results. A high quality study at the level of cohort design will identify the potential confounders
and measure them [where possible]. This ks difficult for studies where behavioral, attitudinal or lifestyle
factors may impact on the results,

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

Strategies to deal with effects of confounding factors may be dealt within the study design orin data
analysis. By matching or stratifying sampling of participants, effects of confounding factors can be adjusted
for, When dealing with adjustment in data analysis, assess the statistics usad in the study, Most will be
same Torm of multivariate regression analysis to account for the confounding factors measured,

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Chackiist for Anabytical Cross Secignal Soidies - @
Toads Tar resaarch purposes only, Al sther endguinks
shoudd b sent o jhbyynthes s deldde edu o,



7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable way?

Fead the methods section of the paper. i for e g. lung cancer is assessed based on existing defiritions or
diagnostic criteria, then the answer Lo this guestion is likely to be yes. W lung cancer i assessed using
observer reported, or self-reported scales, the risk of over- or under-reporting is increasad, and objectivity
is compromised. Importantly, determine if the measuremant tools used were validated instruments as this
has a significant impact on outcome assessmant validity.

Having established the objectivity of the cutcome measurement (e.g. lung cancer] instrument, iU's
important to esteblish how the measurement was conducted, 'Were those involved in collecting data
trained or aducated in the use of the instrument/s? (e.g. radiographers). if there was maore than one data
collector, wera they similar in terms of level of education, clinical or research experience, or level of
reespens bility in the piece of research Baing appraised?

8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

As with any consideration of statistical analysis, consderation should be given to whether there was a more
appropriate alternate statistical method that could have been used. The methods section should be
detalled enough for reviewers to identify which analytical technigues were used (in particular, regression or
stratification) and how specific confounders were measurad.

Forstudies utilizing regression analysis, it ks useful to identify if the study identified which variables were
included and how they related to the outcome. If stratification was the analytical approach used, were the
strata of analysis defined by the specified variables? Additionally, it is also important to assess the
appropristeness of the analytical strategy in terms of the assumptions associated with the approach as
differing methods of analysls are based on differing assumptions about the data and how It-will respond.

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Chackiist for Ansbytical Cross Secignal 3oidles - 3
Toads Tar resaarch purposes only, Al sther endguinks
shoudd b sent o jhbyynthes s deldde edu o,



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Daniel de la Rosa Martinez Date 15-01-21

Reviewer

Authar Tale et al vear 2020  Record Number 93_32814S78_DDM

— B

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

® O

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described?

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad
as & timeline?

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

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

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly
described?

O O 0 0O 0O

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly
described?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events
identified and described?

B 0O O O & &« g O
O O O O O O O d

-
0 0O @ ® O 0O

E. Does the case report provide takeaway l2ssons?

Overall appraisal:  includs I:I Excluie E seek further dnfo D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

Case report

1 JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. JBI grants use of these Critical Apprakal Checklist for Case Reparts — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer Daniel de la Rosa Date 21.11-20
Author__ 4. R. Kelly et al Year 2020 Record Number o4 32811575
Mot
Yes Mo Unclear _ﬂ
applicable

1. Isthe review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O]

1.  ‘Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
gquestion?

3. Was the search strategy appropriate’?

4. Were the sources and resources used to search for
studies adequate?

L. ‘Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriats?

6. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more
reviewers independenthy !

7.  Were there methods to minimize errors in data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

%, ‘Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?

10, Were recommendations for policy andfor practice
supported by the reported data?

11, ‘Were the specific directives for new research
appropriate?

xR Y O s Y s I o A o Y 0
A 800 &8 i 8 1 O
O e e I O e R e R I
00N NENSIEE S O

Dwerall apprasal; I liede D Exclude ,Ei Seak fUrther info |:I

Commants {Including reasan fior exclusion]

Review - Excludes




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

o Christine Miaskowski et al Yair 2020 Rascard Nuibias 55 32809060
Yes Mo Unclear et
applicable
1. ‘Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly

defined?

Were the study subjects and the setting described in
datail?

Was the exposure measured in a valid and relizble
wayy

Were abjective, standard criteria used for
measurement of the condition?

Were confounding factors identified?

Woere strategies to deal with confounding Factors
stated?

Wera the outcomes measured in 3 valid and reliable
way?

Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

a2 0
2 O
7 O
2 O
O &z
O #f
A O
2 O

Overallappraizal:  Include l:l Exclude E'S-eeklurtherinﬁ:- D

Coamments (including reason for exclusion)

__No information about PACS

O O 0O 0O 0O

[l

]

L 0 B O

L]

L]




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Ding Shi. et al 2020 Record Number 56_32614392_DDM

Authar Year

Yog Ma  Unclear Mest
applicable

]

1. ‘Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
deflined?

2 Were the study subjects and the setting described in
datail?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valicd and reliable
wayy

4. Were objective, standard criteria used for
measurement of the condition?

S T N S SR 1
0 O O 0O o
L 0 B O

5 Were confounding factors identified?

B Wore strategies to deal with confounding Factors
stated?

L]
[
L]

7. Woere the outcomes measured In 3 valid and reliable
way?

N N X NNNS§KN
O
O
O

E Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overallappraizal:  Include l:l Exclude E'S-eeklurtherinﬁ:- D

Coamments (including reason for exclusion)
Mo information about long-ferm manifestations




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer  Daniel de |a Rosa D 29_11-20

Martijn A. Spruit et al

Authar Vear 2020 Record Number 032817258

Yog Ma  Unclear Mest
applicable

2 0O

1. ‘Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
deflined?

2 Were the study subjects and the setting described in
datail?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valicd and reliable
wayy

4. Were objective, standard criteria used for
measurement of the condition?

S T N S SR 1
I T S

NN NNy &8N

5 Were confounding factors identified?

B Wore strategies to deal with confounding Factors
stated?

L]
[

7. Woere the outcomes measured In 3 valid and reliable
way?

o O 0 0O 0 0 0O 0O
]
]

E Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overallappraizal:  Include l:l Exclude E'S-eeklurtherinﬁ:- D

Coamments (including reason for exclusion)

Guideliness based on expart opinion




1BI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case 5eries

o Daniel de la Rosa Martinez Date 04/01/21
Author Martin A_ Vilela-Estradaa Year 2020 Record Number_59 32804922
Yas Mo Unclear Mt

applicable

]

= Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case
sieriasy

+ Was the condition measured in a standard, refiable
way for all participants included in the caze serigs?

« Were valid methods used for identification of the
condition for all participants included in the case
saries ¥

- Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of
participants?

« Did the case serfes have complete inclusion of
participants?

= Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the
participants in the study?

« Was there clear reporting of dinical infarmation of the
participants?

O O O O o 0O

< Ware the outcomes orF follow up results of cazes
clearly reported?

L]

« Was there clear remorting of the presenting
sita(s)/elinie{s) demographic infarmation?

O B & & L BB &8 & 8 O
[

B 8 O B B O @ B 0 N
O O 0o 0O 0O 0 0o 0O 0O 04d

=Was statistical analysis appropriate?

verall appraisal; Felude D Exclude é Sesk further Info D

Comments [Including regson for exdusion)

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Crinseal Appralesd Chacklist for Case Sapes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should be sent to JpipmthesisB agelaxde sdv.ay.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Reviewer Daniel de la Rosa Date 21-01-21

Auther_Pedro Augusto Sampaio RochaFilhe,  vear 2020 Record Mumber 60-32790179

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described? m D D D

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad E |:|
as & timeline?

3. Was the current dinkcal condition of the patient on ]j' |:|
presentation clearly described?
4. Were diagnostic tests or assessment methods and the m" D

results clearly described?

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly E" D

described?
B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly

described? E" D
7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events E‘l ]

identified and described?

O O 0 0O 0 0 0O
o 0O 0 O 0 0 0O

E. Dwoes the case report provide takeaway lessons? Ef |:|

Overall appraisal:  includs I:I Excluie E seek further info D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

Case report

1 JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. JBI grants use of these Critical Apprakal Checklist for Case Reparts — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Authar

Salma Batool-Anwar, Year

26-01-21

2020 Record Mumber

Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
deflined?

Were the study subjects and the setting described in
datail?

Was the exposure measured in a valid and relizble
wayy

Were abjective, standard criteria used for
measurement of the condition?

Were confounding factors identified?

Woere strategies to deal with confounding Factors
stated?

Wera the outcomes measured in 3 valid and reliable
way?

Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Yog M

Overallappraizal:  Include l:l Exclude E'S-eeklurtherinﬁ:- D

Coamments (including reason for exclusion)

Mo information about PACS

Unclear

O O 0O 0O 0O

[l

[l

61_32780011

et
applicable

]

L 0 B O

L]

L]




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR

ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer______ Daniel de |a Rosa Martinez Date  29/11/20
Authaor Carfi Year 2020  Record Number 62 32644139
Y Mo  Unclear

Overall appraisal:  Include I Excluds D Soek further info D

Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
defined?

Were the study subjects and the satting described in
datail?

Was the exposure measured in & valid and reliable
wayr

measurement of the condition?
Were confounding factors identified?

Wara strategios to deal with confounding factors
stated?

Were the autcomes measured In a valld and reliable
way?

Were objective, standard criteria used for I

Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Camments (Including reason for exclusian)

O O O O O 0O
O O o O 0o O

[]

Mot
applicable

O

H B =2 & B &8 B




EXPLANATION OF ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL
STUDIES CRITICAL APPRAISAL

How to cite: Moola 5 Munn 2, Tufanaru C, Aromataris £, Sears K, Sfetcu B, Currke M, Qureshi R, Mattis P,
Lisy K, Mu P-F. Chapter T: Systematic reviews of etiology and risk . in: Aromataris E, Munn I [Editars]. J8i
Manual for Evidence Spnthesis. JBI, 2020. Avallable from https:/feynthesismanual.bi.global

Analytical cross sectional studies Critical Appraisal Tool
Anawers: Yes, Mo, Unclear or Not/Applicable

1. Woere the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly defined?

The authors should provide clearinclusion and exclusion criteria that they developed prior to recruitment
of the study participants. The incluslon/exclusion criteria should be specified je.g., risk, stage of disease
progression] with sufficient detail and all the necessary information critical to the study.

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail?

The study sample should be described in sufficient detail 5o that other researchers can determing i itis
comparable to the population of interest to them. The authors should provide a clear description of the
population from which the study partidpants were selected or recruited, including demographics, location,
and time period.

3. Was the exposure measured in avalid and reliable way?

The study should clearly describe the method of measurement of exposure, Assessing validity requires that
2 'gold standard’ is available to which the measure can becomparad. The validity of expasure
measurement usdally relates to whether a current measure is appropriate or whether a measure of past
exposure is needed,

keliatslity refers 1o the processes included In an epidemiclogicel study to check repeetability of

measuraments of the exposures, These usuglly include intra-observer relizbility and inter-observer
reliabity.

4. Waere objective, standard criteria used for measurement of the condition?

It is usaful ta determine if patients were included in the study based on either 3 specified diagnosls or
definition. This is more likely to decrease the risk of bias. Characteristics are ancther useful approach to
matching groups, and studies that did not use specified diagnostic methods or definitiens should provide
evidence on matching by key characteristics

5. Were confounding factors identified?

Confounding has occurrad where the estimated intervention exposure effect is biasad by the presence of
some difference batween the comparisan groups (apart from the exposure investigated/of intereet).
Typical confounders include baseline characteristics, prognestic factors, or concomitant exposures |e.g.
smoking). A confounder is a difference between the comparison groups and it influences the direction of
the study resuits. & high quality study &t the level of cohort design will identify the potential confounders
and measure them {where possible). This is difficult for studies where behavioral, attitudinal or ifestyle
factors may impact on the results,

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

Strategies to deal with effects of confounding factors may be dealt within the study design or in data
analysis. By matching or stratifying sampling of participants, effects of confounding factors can be adjusted
for. When dealing with adjustment in data analysis, assess the statistics used In the study. Mast will be
some form of multivariate regression analysis to account for the confounding Tactors measured,

B, 2020, Al rights reserwed JB grants use of thase Critical appraisal Chacklist for snsbytical Cross Secional Soudies - 2
1ools far resaarch purposes only, all eiher enduiries
should bie sent o jlabywnthies e del s de edu s,



7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable way?

Fead the methods section of the paper. if for e g. lung cancer is assessed based on existing defiritions or
diagnostic criteria, then the answer to this guestion is likely to be yes. [Flung cancer i assessed using
observer reported, or self-reported scales, the risk of over- or under-reporting is increasad, and objectivity
i compromised. Importantly, determine if the measurement tools used were validated instruments as this
has a significant impact on outcome assessmant validity.

Having established the objectivity of the cutcome measurement (e.g. lung cancer] instrument, iU's
important to esteblish how the measurement was conducted. Were those involved in collecting data
trained or educated in the use of the instrument/s? (e.g. radiographers). ITthere was maore than one data
collector, weara they similar in terms of level of education, clinical or research experience, or lavel of
reespens bility in the plece of research Baing appraised?

8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

As with any consideration of statistical analysis, congderation should be given to whether there was a more
appropriate alternate statistical method that could have been used. The methods section should be
detalled enough for reviewers to identify which analytical technigues were used (in particular, regression or
stratification) and how specific confounders were measurad.

Forstudies utilizing regression analysis, it ks useful to identify if the study identified which vanables were
included and how they related to the outcome. If stratification was the analytical approach used, were the
strata of analysis defined by the specified variables? Additionally, it is also important to assess the
appropristeness of the analytical strategy in terms of the assumptions associated with the approach as
differing methods of analysls are based on differing assumptions about the data and how It-will respond.

B, 2020, Al rights reserwed JB grants use of thase Critical appraisal Chacklist for sansbytical Cross Secional Soudies - 3
1ools far resaarch purposes only, all eiher enduiries
should bie sent o jlabywnthies e del s de edu s,



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

heviaye;  Daniel de la Rosa Bite 30-01-21
Author Vallari Shah, et al Year 2020 Record Number 83_32526030
Yes Mo Unclear Not

applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the ﬁ
same population?

[l

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign Q
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

(4
E O 0O O

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

B, Was the fallow up tme reported and sufficient ta
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

[a
0o OO0 oo o o 0O o

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

O O & @ 0O 0O 0O

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

0O O O O 0 O o o o o O
O O O O O @
O @ &

(2

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide l]' Seak further info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

Mo information about PACS

£ IR, 2020, A1 rights reserved TR grants ise of thase Critleal fpprasa] Checkiiss fea Colart Studhes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Reviewer Daniel de la Rosa Cate 31-01-24

Authar Sam K. Touisserkani et al vear 2020 Record Number__ 0402002540

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

[}

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described?

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad
as & timeline?

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

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

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly
described?

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly
described?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events
identified and described?

N O O N 8 § O O
O O OO O O B8 &
O O O O 0o o O O
O 8§ O O O O O

E. Does the case report provide takeaway l2ssons?

Overall appraisal:  includs I:I Excluie m seek further info D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

1 JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. JBI grants use of these Critical Apprakal Checklist for Case Reparts — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Ravbayser Daniel de la Rosa Martinez Date 31-01-21
Author Carlo Gaspardone, et al. Year__ 2020 Record Number__ 83 32770687
Yes Mo Unclear Not

applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

iy [

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

E i

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

O O
d 0O
A4 o

(3 E]

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of

exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
wayrt

iy

0d4d
O #
Lalim

B, Was the fallow up tme reported and sufficient ta
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

O 0O O N O O O 8 B N

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

O O O O O 8 O O O O

N
0
u

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide ﬁ":.eeklurtherm!u D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

Mo comments.

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Critleal Apprasal Checkdics fea Colwort Stuches - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Raviawar Daniel de la Rosa ks 31-01-20

Kuhinr Xuamin Guo el al Year _ Record Numbe r_E’E 32849650

—_

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

[}

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described?

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad
as & timeline?

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

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

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly
described?

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly
described?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events
identified and described?

N B SR B N8 Q D
O O O O O O O O
O O O O O 0O 0O O
O O O O o O o

E. Does the case report provide takeaway l2ssons?

Overall appraisal:  includs I:I Excluie gﬁﬁﬂhmllllt‘rlllfu D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

Case raport

1 JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. JBI grants use of these Critical Apprakal Checklist for Case Reparts — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
QUASI-EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES

Reviewer Isaac David Judrez Cruz Date 141172020

Supeng Wang, Yang Pan, Chaanyi 'i"'!fﬂ_i'l-ﬂ.
Authar Huangyu Miao, Ashley N. Brown, Libin Rong Year__ 2020 Record Mumber 87 32771304_1DJC

e Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

1. lsitclearinthe study what & the ‘cause’ and what is
the "effect’ (i.e. there 5 no confusion about which
variable comes first)?

8

O O g O 0O 0O O 0O O

B

2. ‘Were the participants included in any com parisons
girmilar?

3. Were the participants included inany comparisons
recelving skmikar treatment/care, other than the
exposure of Intervention of inte resty

[

4. “Was there a control group?

5. ‘Were there miltiple measurements of the cutcome
both pre and post the intervention/exposure?

[l

6. Was follow up complete and if not, were differences
between groups in terms of their follow up
adequately described and analyzed?

7. Were the outcomes of participants included In any
comparizons measured in the same way?

8. Were outcomes measured in a reliable way?

L R Ao ™
DDDDDDDQ\D
R

O B @ @O

8. Was appropriate statistical analysis uzed?

Overall appraisal nclude D Exclude JHEHILMHEHMDD

Comments {Including reason for exclusion)

Se excluye este Articulo, no por su calidad, sino parque no cumple con la informacion de
interés para la revision, No hace mencidon a datos o informacion que nos sean (tiles por
&l momento.

£ B, 2020, All mights reserved, T8I grants usa of these Critical Apprasal Checklist for Cussi-Experimentad Studies - 3
tools for research purposes only, Al other enguiries

should be sent to jhignthesis@adelade ady, sy



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer  Daniel de |a Rosa Date 31-01-21

Yaira LA, et al

Author vear 2020 Record Number BB_32762737

Yog Ma  Unclear Mest
applicable

]

1. ‘Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
defined? & O

2 Were the study subjects and the setting described in
datail? E D

wayy

4. Were objective, standard criteria used for D
measurement of the condition? /E

L]
L]
3. Woas the exposure measured ina valid and reliable 3 I ]
[]
[]

L 0 B O

5. Were confounding factors identified? ] H

B Wore strategies to deal with confounding Factors I:l E"
stated?

[
L]

L]

7. Woere the outcomes measured In 3 valid and reliable
way? H B []

8 Was appropriate statistical analysis used? ﬂ ] ] ]

Overallappraizal:  Include l:l Exclude E'S-eeklurtherinﬁ:- D

Coamments (including reason for exclusion)

Follow up time less than 21 days




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer  Daniel de la Rosa Date  31-01-21
Auther  Cristina Corsini Campiolia, et al. Vear 2020 Record Number 09927711762
Yos Mo Unclear Mot
applicable
1 ::::E?: criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly ﬂ E] L‘:I E]
z ;‘u‘ﬂ::;;he study subjects and the setting described in E D D D
3 r;:?ME exposure measured in a valid and reliable 7 ] ] [
i s msumicn i A 0 o o
5. Woere confounding factors identified? ] H [] []
B, ::r:tr:d s?tr"-alagmas to deal with confounding Factors I:l E’ |:| D
F :u;a:; the outcomes measured in a valld and reliable E D |:| D
E Was appropriate statistical analysis used? ﬂ |:| |:| |:|

Overallappraizal:  Include l:l Exclude E'S-eeklurtherinﬁ:- D

Coamments (including reason for exclusion)
Follow up time less than 21 da!.rs




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Isaac David Jugrez Cruz Date 1411720
Authar Year  en Record Mumber 7037574 18_I0J0
Pon =t-Regamant L, Paris P, Trondhemne &, Salazer JP,
Paraira B, Dalial A, Aumaran C, Beyioul J, Jacoma C, = Mo Unclear Mot

Lawrichasse H, Lessans O, Mmozeck M, Vidal M, Maisas X apphicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

iy [

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

E i

oo
o O
o -

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome

&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
exposure)?

LI R

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
wayrt

ud

L]

B, Was the fallow up tme reported and sufficient ta
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

o o oo o o o o o

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

Kl:l R
O [] [] O []
] ] ] ]

L]

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide Seak furthaer info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

e induye. Apora inlonmacsdn sobee kA persisiencia de sinlomas newolygions, u relacion con celales v la prevalenca de dolores de cabeza
diranie lage auda y post indectitn,

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Critleal Apprasal Checkdics fea Colwort Stuches - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Rmvieyer isanc Duwid Julaz G Cate 1511430
A Desmd oo, WL Karerta, B, Bafalta, | Fira, T Mainen.
Author A Petrani, L Mogoo y Anionio Amendoiia. ¥Year 2020 Record Mumber 7132840158 1DJC
Mot
Yas Mo Unclear
applicable

1.  Is the review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O

2.  Werethe inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
question?

i, Was the search strategy appropriate?

4.  Were the sources and rescurces used to search for
studies adequate?

5. Were the criterla for appraising studles appropriate?

6. Was critical appraizal conducted by two or more
reviewers independently?

NN
O ) T A

7. ‘Were there methods to minimize errors 6 data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

9.  Wasthe lkelinood of publication bias assessed?

10. Were recommendations for policy and/or practice
supported by the reported data?

11. ‘Were the spacific directives for new research
appropriete?

Owerall appraisal:  Include D Exclude Iﬁk!urthnrin!c D

Comments {including reason fior exclusion)

E\ELE\Q\E
I I R I

DDDD&\DDDDDD
B 8 &0 B B . E

Se axcluye, = bien es una buena revision, no hace mencion de sintomas parsistentas o algan dalo de ulilidad para
nuesira revisian, por el hecho de que es una revisidn muy temprana, o hay muchos datos disponibles.

£ 1B, 2020, All rights reterved TR grants ige Critical Apprasal Checklstr tor Dpitemate Resvseias bl Rewanch Synthedes - 3
af these topls for research purposes anly.
A othay enguimies shoukd be sent 1o

b sint heci@adedaide. edu.au.



CHECKLIST FOR ANALYTICAL
CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Critical Appraisal tools for use in JBI Systematic Reviews



INTRODUCTION

JBI s 20 JB |5 an International research organisation based In the Faculty of Health and Medical Sciences at
the University of Adelaide, South Australia. 18] develops and delivers urique evidence-based Information,
software, education and training designed Lo improve healthcare practice and health outcomes. With over
70 Collaborating Entities, servicing over 90 countries, 1B b a recopnised global lrader in evidence-based

healthcare,

JBI Systematic Reviews

The core of evidence synthesks is the systematic review of literature of & particular intervention, condition
of issue. The systematic review is-essentially an analysis of the available literature {that s, evidence} and a
judgment of the effectiveness or otherwise of a practice, invalving a seres of complex steps. 1Bl takes a
particular view on what counts as evidence and the methods utilised to synthesise those different types of
evidence, In line with this broader view of evidence, 18I has developed theories, methodologiss and
rgorous processes for the critical appraisal and synthesls of these diverse forms of evidence In order o aid
in clinical decision-making in healthcare. There now exists 1Bl guidance for conducting reviews of
effectiveness research, gualitative research, prevalence/incidence, etiology/risk, economic evaluations,
text/opinion, diagnostic tast accuracy, mixed-methods, umbrella reviews and scoping reviews. Further

information regarding IBI systematic reviews can be found in the JBI Evidence Synthesis Manual.

JBI Critical Appraisal Tools

All systematic reviews incorporate a process of critique or appraisal of the research evidence. The purpose
of this appraisal & to assess the methodological guality of 3 study and Lo detarmine the axtent to which 2
study has addressed the possibility of blas in its design, conduct and anabysis, All papers selected for
inclusion in the systematic raview [that is —those that mest the inclusion criteria described in the protocol)
need to be subjected to ngorous appraisal by two critical appraisers. The results of this appraizal can then
be used to inform synthesis and interpretation of the results of the study. 18I Critical appraisal tools have
been developed by the JBI and collaborators and approved by the JB| Scentific Committee following
extensive peér review, Although designed for use in systematic reviews, 1B critizal appraisal tools can also
be used when creating Critically Appraised Topics (CAT), in journal clubs and as an educational tool,

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Chackiist for Anabytical Cross Secignal Soidies - 2
Toads Tar resaarch purposes only, Al sther endguinks
shoudd b sent o jhbyynthes s deldde edu o,



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer: Daniel de la Rosa Martinez, Date: lumes 26 de Abrnl 2021

Authar: Anika Singanayagam, « al Year: M130  Record Number: 72_32794447_DDM

Yes Mo Unclear flot
applicable

1. Waera the criteria for inclus:on in the sample claarly
defined?

L]

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in
detail?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable
wWay?

4. Were objective, standard criterla used for
measurement of the condition?

5 Were confounding Factors [dentified ?

ctated?

7. Were the outcomes measured in avalid and refiable
Way Ty

O O O O O O O

mpEEE | sl

O O O 0O O 0O 0O

B Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

L]
]
O
]
B Were strategies to deal with confounding factors D
[]

Overall appraisal; Ielrde D Exclude I Seel further info

Comments [Including reason for exclusion)

Mo aporta datos en relacion a sintomas persistentes, hace referencia a niveles de CT y s asociacion a
desenlaczs clinicos

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Checklist for Anatytical Cross Secional Midies - 3
tods Tar resaarch purposes only, All sther endguirks
shoudd b sent oo jhbsynt hes s @ deldde edu,aq



EXPLANATION OF ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL
STUDIES CRITICAL APPRAISAL

How to cite: Moola 5 Munn 2, Tufanaru C, Aromataris £, Sears K, Sfetcu B, Currke M, Qureshi R, Mattis P,
Lisy K, Mu P-F. Chapter T: Systematic reviews of etiology and risk . in: Aromataris E; Munn Z (Editars). J8i
Manual for Evidence Spnthesis. JBI, 2020. Avallable from https:/feynthesismanual.ibi.global

Analytical cross sectional studies Critical Appraisal Tool
Anawers: Yes, Mo, Unclear or Not/Applicable

1. Woere the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly defined?

The authors should provide clearinclusion and exclusion criteria that they developed prior to recruitment
of the study participants, The incluslon/exclusion criteria should be specified [e.g., risk, stage of disease
progression] with sufficient detail and all the necessary information critical to the study.

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail?

The study sample should be described in sufficient detail 5o that otiver researchers can determing i itis
comparable to the population of interest bo them. The authors should provide a clear description of the
population from which the study participants were selected or recruited, including demographics, location,
and time period.

3. Was the exposura measured in avalid and reliable way?

The study should clearly describe the method of measurement of exposure, Assessing validity requires that
2 'gold standard’ is available o which the measure can becomparad. The validity of expasure
measurement usdally relates to whether a current measure s appropriate or whether a measure of past
exposure is needed,

keliatslity refers 1o the processes induded in an epidemiologicel study o check repeetability of
measuraments of the exposures, These usuglly include intra-observer relizbifty and inter-observer
reliabity.

4. Waere objective, standard criteria used for measurement of the condition?

It is usaful ta determine if patients were included in the study based on either 3 specified diagnosis or
definition. This is more likely to decrease the risk.of bias. Characteristics are another useful approach to
matching groups, and studies that did not use specified diagnostic methods or definitlons should provide
evidence on matching by key characteristics

5. Were confounding factors identified?

Confounding has occurrad where the estimated intervention exposure effect is biasad by the presence of
some difference batween the comparisan groups (apart from the exposure investigated/of intereet).
Typical confounders include baseline characteristics, prognostic factors, or concomitant exposures |e.g.
smoking). A confounder is a difference between the comparison groups and it influences the direction of
the study resuits. & high quality study &t the level of cohort design will identify the potential confounders
and measure them {where possible). This is difficult for studies where behavioral, attitudinal or ifestyie
factors may impact on the results,

6. Woere strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

Strategies to deal with effects of confounding factors may be dealt within the study design or in data
analysis. By matching or stratifying sampling of participants, effects of confounding factors can be adjusted
Tor. When dealing with adjustment in data analysis, assess the statistics used In the study. Most will be
some form of multivariate regression analysis to account for the confounding Tactors measured,

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Chackiist for Anabytical Cross Secignal Soidies - @
Toads Tar resaarch purposes only, Al sther endguinks
shoudd b sent o jhbyynthes s deldde edu o,



7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable way?

Fead the methods section of the paper. i for e g. lung cancer is assessed based on existing definitions ar
diagnostic criteria, then the answer to this guestion is likely to be yes, I lung cancer is assessed using
observer reported, or self-reported scales, the risk of over- or under-reporting is increasad, and objectivity
is comprwmised. Importantly, determine if the measurement tools used were validated instruments as this
has a significant impact on outcome assessmant validity.

Having established the objectivity of the cutcome measurement (e.g. lung cancer] instrument, iU's
important to esteblish how the measurement was conducted. Were those involved in collecting data
trained or educated in the use of the instrument/s? (e.g. radiographers). if there was more than one data
collector, wera they similar in terms of level of education, clinical or research experience, or lavel of
reespens bility in the plece of research Baing appraised?

8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

As with any consideration of statistical analysis, congderation should be given to whether there was a more
appropriate alternate statistical method that could have been used. The methods section should be
detalled enough for reviewers to identify which analytical technigues were used (in particular, regression or
stratification) and how specific confounders ware measurad.

Forstudies utilizing regression analysis, it ks useful to identify if the study |dentified which variables were
included and how they related to the outcome. If stratification was the analytical approach used, were the
strata of analysis defined by the specified variables? Additionally, it is also important to assess the
appropristeness of the analytical strategy in terms of the assumptions associated with the approach as
differing methods of analysls are based on differing assumptions about the data and how it will respond

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Chackiist for Ansbytical Cross Secignal 3oidles - 3
Toads Tar resaarch purposes only, Al sther endguinks
shoudd b sent o jhbyynthes s deldde edu o,



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
CASE CONTROL STUDIES

Reviewer Isaac David Juarez Cruz Date 1811/20

Vaira L Hopkins G, Paetropeli M, Lechien J A, >
Chissa-EstombaC M, Salzano G, Cucurulic M,

Author Salzano F A, Saussez 5, Boscolo-Rizzo P, vear 2020  Record Mumber 723 32782030 _IDJC
Biglicli FDe Riu G.

Mot
applicable

=

B5 Bl rclear

1. Waere the groups comparable other than tha
presence of dizease in cazes or the absence of
diseass in controls?

2. Were rases and controls matched
eppropriately?

3. Weare the sarme criteria usad for identification
of cases and controls?

4. Waes exposure measured in 8 standard, valid
and reliable way?

3. Was exposure measured in the same way for
casas and controls?

B. Were confounding factors identified?

7. Were strategies to deal with confounding
factors stated?

B. Were putcomes sssessed in & standard. valid
and reliable way for cases and controls?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long
enough to be meaningful?

SCLELECRR
il Y i 1T i O O
DDDRRDDDD L
U oooo oo o

10, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overall appratsal  bclude J Exclude D Seek further info D

Lommernts {Ir|-r|l.||1in|:: reason for r:-r{lu-.im1:|

S Incluye, apona mucha informacion de utiidad, asi como hace alusion a la frecuencia de sinlomas persisientes,
3 embargo, reporta no encontrar relackin o predictores en personas gue presentaran sinfomas persistentes

£ 1B, 2020, All rghts reserved 1B grants use of these Crithcod Appeassal Checkiist for Case Control Studies - 3
tanls for research purposas anly, A other enguires
shoald be sent 1o jbisyntbesd s@ adelaide o s




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer Danisl Eduardo Sandoval Colin Date  03/04/2021 = o
Author  Alexander Wieck Flasldstad Year 2020 Record Number T3-32741438 DESC
Ye:  Noe  Unclear Mot

applicabhle

1. Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
defined?

L]

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in
datail?

3. Was the exposure measured in & valid and reliable
wayr

4. Were objective, standard criterls used for
measurement of the condition?

5. Were confounding factors identified?

B, Waere strategies to deal with confounding factars
stated?

7. Were the aulcomes measured |n a valld and reliable
wayrt

O 0O O O 0O 0O O O
0 B ¥ KK K R O
B O O O O 0O & O
O O 0O O 0O 0O 0O

B. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Owerall appradizal,  Include D Exclude E Seek further info D

Comments [Including reason for exclusion)

Mo Incluye sujetos con prueba (PCR o antigenos) positiva para SARS-CoV2.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

keviewer Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin pate 03/04/2021

Author Manuela Penmes, Giuseppa Lanza, Luca Fakzone a1 al Year 2020 Becord Number T2_32721841_DESC

e Mo Unclear hot

applicabls
1. s thesourceof the opinion clearly identified? [ O 1 C
2. E:::gzizl;r{e of opinion have standing in the field [ u 0 u
Y o a8 0 O O
e chriondimeaighetn oS = (R u (R = R =
5. |5 there reference to the extant literature? | O ] [
6. Isany incongruence with the literature/sources & O n .

lagically defended?

Overall appraissl;  include D Exclude E Spek further infio D

Carmmenls (Fncleding resson for eathuion)

Mo s realiza cueslionano porgus no cumpls con ks citeros de inchssion,
Ravisidn sabra manifestaciones neurologicas agudas an pacientes con COVID-19




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin Date 03/04/2021
Author  Van W Tenfono, Sam S Kim Chostephar | Lindesll sfal v 2020 Record Number 15-32730238_DESC
Yes Ma Unclear Mot

applicabhle

1. Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
defined?

L]

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in
datail?

3. Was the exposure measured in & valid and reliable
wayr

4. Were objective, standard criterls used for
measurement of the condition?

5. Were confounding factors identified?

O O FH B B @

B, Waere strategies to deal with confounding factars
stated?

7. Were the aulcomes measured |n a valld and reliable
wayrt

B
0o o 0O o o o o 0O

O L J O @ 3 T L
O O K & O O 0O

El

B. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overall appraisal  Include D Excludse D Seek further info E
Camments (Including Feasan for exclusion)

Salicitar mas wfomacion sobre s recuenclas de kos sinlomas no menclonades en o artioulo,




LK)

CLINICAL PICTURE

CIFAL: An Internatioral Jouraol of Medsine, 2000, 237858

doi: 10 LA medheiniss

Achminos Accaar Peblicton T 19 Sueguat 2000
Chivdcal piowe

Post-COVID-19 pneumonia pulmonary fibrosis

Case

A AE-vear-old male patient with o pior co-mochidities ope-
septed to the emergercy department with complaints of dry
coegh, Bever and thmat pain for the preceding 5days followned by
horiness of tueath fon the past 2 daye He hed no significant
timwel or contnct history. Hin vials were stible axoept for mild
hypoeminon poorm aiT [Spds of 5. On labor bory investgabon
bie had lymphopesia, eevated lactate detmdrogensse (LEH),
raked C-reactive proten and elevated Dedimer bewelz Initial
chest mdiceraph revesied periphersl multple Inhomogemesns
opecities i bilateml lung fields His reverss imnscriptase-
palyrrerase chain reaction nasal and cropharmgsal swab for
COWICL1% camree ot ba positive snd he was roanaged comaerva-
trwely with supplereental orepen, low roolecalar weight hepann,
dermmethasone and antipyr=ics. He we sympiomstially
irnproved nd contimeed to have hypokemia =ren after Tweeks of
treatmeni, =0 2 high rescluton oompued omogapyy of he
cheat was performed and it showed architectural distoction.
interlokar peptal thuckening and traction bronchisctasis features
[skonwm in Figure 14 and B) sugpestive of Gbmtbc lurng disesss He
win decharged on kame coygen therapy and planned ta enrall

i in antifibrotic therapy tradl during the sutsaqueent folloa-up.

Discussion
chinics! mamifesration: of Comna ving disease-I0E% [COVID-
1% hawe mnged from esymptomardoimild spmpioms o pevere

Ulmess ard muomaling’ Mot of the mild and moederate. caees
are recovered rompletely but 3 emal propomion of severe
cases with aouke mepimtary distrees syndrome continsed to
remain hypoxemic despite adequate treatment. Chest imagng
of this subeer of padents reveaded throde changes n the form
af tmction bhronchiectsis, arkatectumal dictartion and septal
thickening similar o the changss seen in other fibmobe lmg
diseazes,” The pathogenesls of posl-infsctive pulimonary fitng-
ois inchides dyoregulnted releaze of matriz metalloproteinenes
duming the mflammatory phese of adult respimatony distmess
ayndrome  (ARDS) causing epithelial and endethelisl injury
with wandheckes! [Eooprsilemdon, There s alse o vescilar
disfunction which is 2 key component of the smsitch Fam
ARDS to fhrosis, with vascular endotbelial growth factor and
cytolones such as interlubin-e and fumor nectosis factar
alpha being irmplissted . Althssgh the rmle of precenthy awil-
atle anfifibrotic drugs Eirfermicdone ancd nintedansy for fibretic
lumg disesses beyond Wiopathic pulmonary Gsiz have been
evaliatsd by some authees" thelt robe . post-COVID-19 preu-
monia pulmoneey hbross need fucther research o the pressnt
pandamic.

Fhotographs and tect from: 5, Take 2, Depastmentof Fulmorany
Medeine Al [eelic lostiiube of Blezlicn] Sccncea, Pushilksah
G, Imdia; B Chach, Poat Craduste [estitats of Modeeol
Education snd Ressarch, Chandigath 360012, India; 5 F. Meitei,
All India [nsciture of Medicel Sdences, Rishlkesh 245203, India;

Pl 3. (. 6redl By Triaothon byoenchieraasss, archimenared di eortien an d B serinba septal dickening s gpesine of pulmonry sz

@ The Autheeis 300 Pabilnbed by Oxclord Un ety Presson beball ol the Associston of Fhysicmes. S cights eseraed

Par permmaions, please el ourals permessonsionp com

e Amnump - un sant Ag o5 oEqas IR/ LIEL Leen e husns d o s e s win)) pEriemaseo
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JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer |saac David Judrez Cruz Data 24/11/20

Author I1ngting Guo, Xiaoming Liu, Cihao Xu Year 2020  Record Number 77_32822173_IDJG
TEzheng wWang, Lian yang, Hesho Sh,
hieng Dai. Fes Mo Unclear  Not

applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

[l

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

way?
4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome

&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and refliable M I:I
way?

B, Was the fallow up tme reported and sufficient ta M D

be long enough for outcomes to occur?
9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the {D
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up M ]
utilized?

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used? M D

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide l:l I:.e-alnclurtherlnh:rg

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)
Mo estoy sagur de la inclusidn o exclusion debido a que

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable d

DDDDDDH\RDDD

g O o o o o o o 0O o

cintamas porsislontes
£ IR, 2020, A1 rights reserved TR grants ise of thase Critleal fpprasa] Checkiiss fea Colart Studhes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

Reviewer laac David Juarez Sz Date 251120
Author Pratas Diogo, Silva Jorge Year 2020 Record Mumber 78_32730580_I1D.1C
MNe  Unclear Mt
applicable

1. s thare congruity betwean the stated philosophical
perspective and the research methodology?

O

2. Is there congruity between the research methodology
and the research quastion or objectives?

3. s there congruity between the research methodology
and the methods used to collect data?

4, s there congruity between the research methodelogy
and the representation and analysis of data?

5. Ik there congruity between the research methodology
and the interpretation of results?

6. [s there & statement locating the researcher culturaily
ar theoraticallv?

T. s the mfluence of the researcher on the research, and
vice- versa, addressed?

DDDQ\R&EH\E

O 0 0O & 8 0 O B

I:IE\EIQ\E\DDEIEID

&. Are participants, and their woices, adeguately
represented?

5. I the ressarch ethical according to currant criteria or,
for recent studies, and is there evidence of ethical
approval by an appropriate body?

L]
L]

10. Do the conclusians drawn in the research repart flow
from the analysis, or interpretation, of the data?

L1
L
O
L1
O
O
o
L1
L

B\
O

Overall appraisal;  Includs I:I Exclude g‘w-kfurlhnrinfn D

Cormments {including reason for excdusion)

Se excluve, debido a que no propociona informacidn gue empate xon lo gue buscamos
Se centra en el reconocimients de secuencias de ADN, de profeinas v como esio puede auxiiar en

el desamolllo de Trafamientos ¥oen as FrfUEl:}ﬁEl HIT-FiGH, entre Wﬁ.ﬂ COEnS
s, 2020, All dghis reseresd. 18] grants uce af e Criricad pgprass ad Checkist for Dualitatjve Recesrclh - 3

1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should ba sant to jhipnthesis@adalade adu,au




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer Danial Eduardo Sandoval Colin Date S1/03/2021
Authiar Sephen | Halin, Claires Mcwar, Gemma Whyatt ot al Vear 2020 Record Number T9-32729839_DESC
Yes MNe Unclear Mat
applicabhle
i, :-':nr:lzed'd'n; criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly E D Ei I:I
» 1 :::;TH?-IE study subjects and the setting described in E D D D
% :.n’::?the exposure measured in a valid and reliable ] m 0
i 0 o o
5. Were confounding factors identified? x [ ] I
B, Waere strategies to deal with confounding factars
stated? 0 XK O |
7. r::: the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable D D D
B. Was appropriate statistical analysis used? D E D D

Owerall appradizal,  Include Exclude D Seek further info D

Camments (Including Feasan for exclusion)




IBI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case Series
pate  31/03/2021

reviewer Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin

Author  E Gued), M Million, P Dudouat e al,

Year 2020

Record Mumber

« Were there clear criterla for incluson in the case
saries?

« Was the condition measurad in a standard, rallabla
way for all participants included in the case series?

« Were valid methods used for identification of the
condition for all participants mcluded in the case
sarhes?

= Did the caie series have consscutive Inclusion of
participants?

« Did the case serios have complets incluson of
participants?

«'Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the

participants in the study?

«Was there clear reporting of clinical information of the

participants?

» Were the cutcomes or follow up results of cases
clearty reported?

«Was there clear reporting of the prezenting
-;It-e[s],.l'qllni-:[ﬂ demographic infarmation?

» Was statistical analysis s pprogriate?

Yes

[

[

B @ @3 0O &8 B O

P

5

0 B B O B B 4O @

Overall appraisal:  Inciude I:i Exclude Ei Seek Turther info I:i

Comments [Including reason for exdusion)

Mo e nealiza Cusslicnanc porgue No cumpe con ks crbeas e inchusion,

WUnclear

[l

L]

=+ 8 B O O B O B

80_%: 728799 DESC

Mot
applicable

m

L]

Ek B B B B B O E

Reporte de hipometabaolismo 2n areas cersbrales por F-FOG PET de 2 casss 2n stapa postviral por COVID-19




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewsr_ Caros Alberto Fermin Martinez  Date U2/04/2021
Arither Bardn-Sanchez, et al. vear o020 Record Humber 81 32000532 CAFM
L= Me  Unclear Mot
eppicable
1. ":j".'::::l;ll'f criteria for inchesion in the sample clearly & . u u
2 :‘i;:ha study subjects and the setting described in m D El D
- :::r::;l he saposure measursd in avalid and reliable D E & j
ety By e D
5. Were confounding factors identifiad! ] h = O
a. E.:ztr:ds;'atemes to deal with confourding factors El R El j
I “Wlaevr: the outcomes measured in e validand relable & D El G
B. Was appropriate stalistical analyss osed? & ] ] '

Owerall appraisal; Include R&dm: D Saek further Infe D

Camrmenti | Intleding reason far axclimion)

los I'EELIIHDE- ﬂEpﬂﬁEﬂTﬂﬂﬂl‘l 'F':H FI'U'HW-B' Frﬂ E!ITI |l'T|'ﬂFI"I"Iﬂﬂﬂ'I IE DD'D.IW FI'IEﬂHI'IE l.lﬂl EI'II’.'-UE“-E
Bh Ihea o [ErEThmGce.

185, 20200 AN nights resareed. 181 granty use of these Crtcal Appralesd Cheekliss for Ardlyties) Crine Sectonad Studss - 3
Tenas Towr ressarch purpeses andy, All oiher enguinks
shauld be sent 1o [boynthesoad eleed = edu.au.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Ravbier lsaac David Juarez Cruz Date ZBM11/2020
Author * Year 2020  Record Number 82_32725271_IDJNG
Yes Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

B O O @ O

IE\EJ\D I

L] [KD o d o o o O o 04O

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

B, Was the fallow up tme reported and sufficient ta
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

!KD‘ERIE\E\DDDE\E.E\
[

[l
El &= & B E

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs ﬂturlune l:l Seek furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

Estudio de HOW, mencionado que las OTD son prevalentes en
este personal, de igual forma desglosa en que escecialidades
Ar 85105 CEs0roenes.

£ IR, 2020, A1 rights reserved TR grants ise of thase Critleal fpprasa] Checkiiss fea Colart Studhes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a




K

Ithzel Maria Villarreal, Marta Morato,
Mar Martinez-ﬂuizcﬂallr:r,ﬁndrés Mavarro,
Haimon Garcia-Chilleron, Alvaro Ruiz,

lsabella Vacallanos de Almeida, Luis Mazon,
Guillermo Plaza



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewsr Caflos Alberto Fermin Martinez  paie 02042021
Auther Xu K etal tear 2020  Recerd Mumber 83 32271376 _CAFM
Y Mo Unclear Mot
applcable
1. Wars tha bwo groups simélar and recnuited from the
garme poptlatics? H D D D

2, Were the exposures measured similarly 1o assign

people H ]

1. e beth expesed and unegseded groups?

1
O

4. Was Lhe e posure es asdrgd nos valld and rabable H
WY

5. Were confounding facters [demtified]

w

B. Were strategles to deal with cenfourding facters
stated?

N

7. Ware the groups/participants free of the outcomae
at the start of the study for &l the moment of D
eiposure) ¥

B. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and rekakle
way? "

9. Wasthe follow up time reported and sufficent to a
be long enough for oulcomes to oocur?

10. Was follow up complete, and ot werne the
ressors bo loes Lo follow up deaciibed and explored? H
11. Were strategies Lo sddress intomplele folley ug D
utilized?

] e o B0 0 I L O O
= B O 0O 0 B 8 8 Qa
I 0 & O O %% O 3O &

17, Was appropriate skztistical analyss used?

N

Chisrall aporasal Ineluds r--I Ferlude H Sapk Furthsr infa r-l

Cammants [Induding reason for exclision|

Aurmue o arficuls tene una matodologia robusta v detallada, 1a informacicn gue proves
ma entre en el albance de nuestro ]

B a0, T0En AR g bis re s rvesd, 100 granis wee ol these Crmiical Appr i ekt for Cobor Stuckes - 2
ool s fior resesrch purposes oty All other enoures

shouid b s=ent o jbemtbeso@adeledamluag.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewsr Daniel de la Rosa Date 01-02-11
Authir__ Maria Gavriatopoubou et al — 020 e — 84 32720223
Review Mot
Yes Mo  Unclear _ﬂ
applicable

1. Isthe review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O]

1.  ‘Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
gquestion?

3. Was the search strategy appropriate’?

4. Were the sources and resources used to search for
studies adequate?

L. ‘Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriats?

6. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more
reviewers independenthy !

7.  Were there methods to minimize errors in data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

%, ‘Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?

10, Were recommendations for policy andfor practice
supported by the reported data?

11, ‘Were the specific directives for new research
appropriate?

N NOoOOoOOoooOoooos
O Y O A 1 o O O
i o e o Y o O o Y o O o O o A
DOONTTNNENYNNO

Dwerall apprasal; Inclde D Exclude H Seek further info D

Commants {Including reasan fior exclusion]




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Raviewer Isaac David Juarez Cruz Date 29M11/20
Authnr m&m M' M’“I D Tear Eﬂm Hmd Hm!nh.er HE___:]EH DEE?._'D-.H:

Yes Mo Unclear ot

applicable

1. |z the source of the opinion clearly identified? [{ | I} [
2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field |{

of expertize? [ L] L
3. Arethe interests of the relevant population the lJ

central focus of the opinion? U o] L]
4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical I{ n 0 n

process, and is there legic in the epinion expressed?
5. |3 thers reference to the extant literature? |:/ ] 1 |
6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources J

lzgically dafandad? - O u

Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude Seek ftherinfo |:|

Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

Excluido, solo manciona gue es recomendable utilizar |a rehabilitacién en Spa’s con tecnicas ya ullizadas
amneriormanta pera fibrosis pulmonar entre otras. Mo hace mancion de datos relevantes.

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Criteeal Appraieal Chacklist for Texe aral DEnion - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviawer lraac Dawd Juarez Cruz Date 2911120
Author * Year 2020 Record Mumber 86 32823402 DG
Yes Mo Unclear Not

applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the |{ i 1
same population?

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign { D
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable ﬁ
way?

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

way?

B, Was the fallow up tme reported and sufficient ta
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable |{

DDDDDDEI\I%DD

DRDDDE&DDDDD

O O O 0O 8 d B O O

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the M
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up ]
utilized?

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used? {

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide é Seak furthar info D

_ y _ Unicamente hace alusion a s ntomas agudos, Menciona gue es
Lomments {Including reascn for exdusien)  regomendable el sequimiento de pacientes gue han sido dados de alia,
5in Errtrﬂ'gu- me hﬂblﬂ m&s de ein. EE menmnﬂn 135 medldﬂs uue

B Wira evitar

E.I u;l:l»ntﬂgn dahldu a quﬂ mn sun purlﬂdm de%mm& ==

£ IR, 2020, A1 rights reserved TR grants ise of thase Critleal fpprasa] Checkiiss fea Colart Studhes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



*

Lu Xia, Jun Chen, Thomas Friedemann, Zongguo Yarg, Yun Ling, Xubhui
Liu, Shuihwa Lu, Tag Li, Zhigang Song, Wei Huang, Yunfei Lu, Sven
Schrdder. and Hongzhou Lu



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Ravbaiinr Isaac David Juarez Cruz Date 28/11/20
Author Davide B, Ssang 5, Tubiana R, Truchis P Year__ 2020  Record Mumber_ 87_32712242_10JC
Mo Unclear Not
applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

-
Ii o

O O B B0 O 8 g 0O B g O

E\E\_B‘D R N R B\E\E\D

[l

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
wayrt

B, Was the fallow up tme reported and sufficient ta
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

D\Q\D\D o O O

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

I

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

L]
g O o o od o Eh\I:I I

]

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs é Exclide l:l Seek furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Critleal Apprasal Checkdics fea Colwort Stuches - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Ry lzasc David Jufrez Cruz Gats 10M 220
Authar Weiss A, Jellingso, Morten 3, vear 2020 Record Mumber B8 32711256 |DJC
Mot
¥, | Lnci
= ° esEr applicable

1.  Is the review question clearly and explicitly stated?

==
2.  Werethe inclusion criteria appropriate for the review K |:|

guestion?

O

i, Was the search strategy appropriate?

o O
4.  Were the sources and rescurces used to search for ’ D

studies adeguate?
5. Were the criterla for appraising studles appropriate? y D
6. Was critical appraizal conducted by two or more

reviewers independently? D D
7.  Were there methods to minimize errors In data {

extraction? D

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate? ]1 |:|

9.  Wasthe lkelinood of publication bias assessed?

10. Were recommendations for policy and/or practice f D

supported by the reported data?

11. ‘Were the spacific directives for new research /
appropriete? D

Owerall appraisal:  Include D Exclude Iﬁcfurthnrin!c D

Comments {including reason fior exclusion)

0 0 RH O GETODO
R s e s A e A = R

Mo aporta informacion o datos relevantes de la
fase post aguda de ia enfermedad, hace un
analisis muy detallado unicamente de |& fase
OO

£ 1B, 2020, All rights reterved TR grants ige Critical Apprasal Checklstr tor Dpitemate Resvseias bl Rewanch Synthedes - 3
af these topls for research purposes anly.
A othay enguimies shoukd be sent 1o

b sint heci@adedaide. edu.au.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Raviewss Isaac David Judrez Cruz Ciate 30/11/20

Author David H & Bosalina G vear 2020  pecord Number 89 32700223 IDJC

Yes Mo Unclear ot

applicable

1. |z the source of the opinion clearly identified? ] | I} {
2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field

of expertize? [ L] [ ﬁ
3. Arethe interests of the relevant population the

central focus of the opinion? d o o] L]
4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical |¥ u 0 n

process, and is there legic in the epinion expressed?
5. |3 there reference to the extant literature? I{ ] 1 |
6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources u ] 0] !

lzgically dafandad?

Owerall appraisal,  nclude M Exclude D Seek fiertherinfo |:|

Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Criteeal Appraieal Chacklist for Texe aral DEnion - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

P P lease David Judraz Cruz Ciate 30M1/20

Soon Tlin Lim, Benjamin Janaway,
Author___ Hamry Costello, Anand Trip and Gary Vear 2020  Record Number 903269735 1DJC

Price
Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable
1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly 6 D D
described?

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad E( |:|

as a timelina?

3. Was the current dinkcal condition of the patient on IJ |:|

presentation clearly described?

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

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly { D
described?

O O 0O 0O 0O O3

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly J D

describad?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events | ] |{

identified and described?

o 0O 0 O 0 0 0O

E. Dwoes the case report provide takeaway lessons? J |:| D

Overall appraisal:  includs I:I Excluie I!E.eehfumlfrlutu D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

B JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. 1Bl grants use of these Critical Apprakial Checklist for Cose Reports — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewsr  ALEJANDRO MARQUEZ SALINAS Date 31/03/2021
Yes Mo Unclear Mot
applcable
1. Ware tha two groups similar and recuited from the ] 0 0O ]

sarme poplation?

2, Were the exposures measured similarly 1o assign
people
1. e beth expesed and unegseded groups?

Ol
O
1
&

4. Was Lhe e posure es asdrgd nos valld and rabable
WY

5. Were confounding facters [demtified]

B, Wiere strategles to deal with cenfourding factar
stated

7. Ware the groups/participants free of the outcomae
at the start of the study for &l the moment of
eiposure)?

B. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and rekakle
way'r

9. Wasthe follow up time reported and sufficent to
be long enough tor oulcomes Lo oocur?

10. Was follow up complete, and ot werne the
ressons bo loes Lo follow up deaciibed and explored?

11. Were strategies Lo sddress intomplele folley ug
utilized?

=2 OB B & O LB B @ A
IR 1 SO O I S 1 D 1 IS
N B B 0O0 0O 8B B O H
0 0O 0O O & [0 O 3 1O

17, Was appropriate skztistical analyss used?

Chisrall aporasal Ineluds n Ferlude r-.l Sapk Furthsr infa m

Cammants [Induding reason for exclision|

E:tn .I't[u.llu- solarmente deml:e brevemente & la cohorte r.'|ue1'|.|e neg.ud.l sn pre:ent.lr reswladm

nut:ln:aﬂn Irrlnmau&n adl::nral uilllzmdn-at.ta :::nhnr'tu :lu panlmhas '

B a0, T0En AR g bis re s rvesd, 100 granis wee ol these Crmiical Appr i ekt for Cobor Stuckes - 2
ool s fior resesrch purposes oty All other enoures
shouid b s=ent o jbemtbeso@adeledamluag.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

. Daniel de la Rosa C2-02-21
Raviawer Date
Author Mary Daval et al Year 2020 Record Number 92 32630074
Ve Mo Unclear Bt
applicable
1. |z the source of the opinion clearly identified? ] | I}
2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field
of expertize? [ L] [ E
3. Arethe interests of the relevant population the
central focus of the opinion? u o o] [E
4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical m n 0 n
process, and is there legic in the epinion expressed?
5. |3 there reference to the extant literature? [] ] 1 )
6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources
lzgically dafandad? . ﬂ O u
Overall appraisal,  nclude D Exclude Il'l Seek furtherinfo |:|
Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)
£ 1B, 2020 Al righis reserved VR grants ise of thase Critaeal Appraiisl Chacklist for Text amd Dpsnion - 3

1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should ba sant to jhipynthesis@adalade adu,au



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewsr  ALEJANDRO MARGUEZ SaLMAS Date 3170372021
Yes Mo Unclear Mot
applcable
1. Wars tha bwo groups simélar and recnuited from the D I:I E I:l

sarme poplation?

2, Were the exposures measured similarly 1o assign
people
1. e beth expesed and unegseded groups?

Ol
O
&
O

4. Was the exposune e asuned [nos valld and rabable
W

5. Were confounding facters [demtified]

B, Wiere strategles to deal with cenfourding factar
stated

7. Ware the groups/participants free of the outcomae
at the start of the study for &l the moment of
eiposure)?

B. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and rekakle
wayr

9. Wasthe follow up time reported and sufficent to
be long enough for oulcomes to oocur?

10. Was follow up complete, and ot werne the
ressons bo loes Lo follow up deaciibed and explored?

11. Were strategies Lo sddress intomplele folley ug
utilized?

O O O B B BN O O H
N B B 0O O 0O 8 & O
= B B 0 08 B 8 8 @
iy B Ly 8O 8 O B i 8

17, Was appropriate skztistical analyss used?

Chisrall aporasal Ineluds r—i Ferlude m Sapk Furthsr infa r-_l

Cammants [Induding reason for exclision|

El‘l'! Hﬂmrﬂ :Hl el s IH-H:]LHH m!lﬂﬂ nmﬂmm F'C-Hl.‘.l (B m!m [I'il'l}l'lﬁlﬁk I'Ill.-ﬁ'!-l.l! mmm

{1 ] L‘A‘.'l'l'lﬂlmh. mﬂnﬂep&-ﬂm l'.'H Ell"tl'_'l'l'ﬂ- F'ﬂnl' I]III'HI- Hﬂl‘h}ﬂﬂl’tf FI'EB-H'IlII‘lEI'I d!ll E'ﬂHlE mrﬁmmnﬂm

B a0, T0En A g his remervesd, 100 grants wee ol these Crmiical Appr i ekt for Cobor Stuckes - 2
ool s fior resesrch purposes oty All other enoures

shouid b s=ent o jbemtbeso@adeledamluag.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewsr _ ALEJANDRO MARQUEZ SALINAS Date 31:03/2021
Auther Zhao Y, etal vear 2020 Record Number 94_32B38238_ANMS
Ve Mo  Uncear Mot
applicable
1. Ware tha two groups similar and recuited from the & 0 0O ]

sarme poplation?

2, Were the exposures measured similarly 1o assign
people
1. e beth expesed and unegseded groups?

&
O
1
O

4. Was Lhe e posure es asdrgd nos valld and rabable
WY

5. Were confounding facters [demtified]

B, Wiere strategles to deal with cenfourding factar
stated

7. Ware the groups/participants free of the outcomae
at the start of the study for &l the moment of
eiposure)?

B. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and rekakle
way'r

9. Wasthe follow up time reported and sufficent to
be long enough tor oulcomes Lo oocur?

10. Was follow up complete, and ot werne the
ressons bo loes Lo follow up deaciibed and explored?

11. Were strategies Lo sddress intomplele folley ug
utilized?

N A B A A B B8 H
IR 1 SO O I S 1 D 1 IS
= B B 0 08 B 8 8 @
iy B Ly 8O 8 O B i 8

17, Was appropriate skztistical analyss used?

WS

Chisrall aporasal Ineluds m Ferlude r-.l Sapk Furthsr infa r-l

Cammants [Induding reason for exclision|

Aurgue no se anil.zan Ios factores de ne-.wgu dei'ammu‘rtes de persuierlua de ﬂlntnmEu il se reporta

pumslmda ur‘: Ia armmr. tntnnqr.m»:a :.- du Ialu.lr'rj:n ;:rurnnnar

B a0, T0En AR g bis re s rvesd, 100 granis wee ol these Crmiical Appr i ekt for Cobor Stuckes - 2
ool s fior resesrch purposes oty All other enoures
shouid b s=ent o jbemtbeso@adeledamluag.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Reviewer_Agand Siclia forade Dy SEE
M. Hosey, Oale W Neodham BEEES
Author e Year 20 Record Mumber T i
Yes Mo Unclear Bl ot
applicable

[ O O

1. Is the source of the opinion clearly identified?

2. Doesthe source of opinion have standing in the field
of expertise?

O O O

A, Are the interests of the relevant population the
central focus of the opinion?

4. |sthe stated position theresult of an anaktical
process, and is there logic In the opinion expressed?

5. lithere reference to the extant literatura?

6. lsany incongruence with the literature/sources
logically datendad?

N, 8 8 80 B 8
L]
[]
L]

L]

Overall appraisal,  nclude D Exclude ?’Hﬂkm:thermm

Cammenls [Ineluding reasen far aaelusian)

A pesaar ey (i e i buse B by B el uye P 1o de ae ko (M B i opinioies)

5B, 2020, Al rghis resered TBgranes use of these Criteeal Appraisgd Chasidist far Text gnd Dpinon - 3
1ools for research purposes anly, A0 ober enguines

should be sent to jbisynthesis@adelade adu.au.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
CASE CONTROL STUDIES

Reviewer  asiarvim Sicila Andrade Date 2wt
Author b B Mrigniegy Tigr t Year 202 Record Numbser_ 90280050 ASA
Mot
Yies Bla rclear *
applicable

1. Were the groups comparable ather than tha
prezence of dizease in cases or the absence of
diseass In controls?

2. Were tases and controls matched
appropriately?

4. Were the sarme eriterla used for dentification
of cases and controls?

4. Was exposure measured in-a standard, valid
and reliableway?
5. Was exposurs measurad in the same way for
cazes and confrols? I;ﬂ

B, Were confounding factors identified?

7. Were strategies to deal with comfounding
factors stated?

B, Waere sulcomes assessed ina standard, valld
and reliable way for cases and controls?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long
enough o be meaningful?

OO 0SSO0 0 0 O
&l B O08 B B &3 E
B B B8 B E E B

10, Was appropriate statistical analysis used? B

Cverall appraisal;  Includa D Exclude ﬂ’hﬂkmrth‘w'mic- D

Comments {neluding reasen for exclusien)

It doos not repor the ollow - up #me

£, 2020, All mghts reserved, |8 grants use of these Critical Appratsal Checkist for Case Control Studies - 3
tools for research purposes only, Al othier eaguines
ghoald ke sent to [bisyntbed s@ adelads s du.su.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Rsubaygy -Meincio SiclisAndods Data 30104 20
Author  Pelaud Choriote, Grandmakon Gasl, ot ol Yaar MO0 pernrd Murmber B 2660 _ASA
Yes Mo Unclear Mot
applicable
1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the ﬁ D |:| |:|

same population?

2. Were the exposures measured similarky to assign

penpls /Er

3. toboth exposed and unexposed groups?

[
L]
L]

4, Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable ,ﬁ
wayr

5. Woere confounding factors identified?
6. Were strategies to deal with confounding Factors

stated?

7. Were the groups/participants free of the oulcome
&t the start of the study (or at the moment of
exposure)?

8. Were the outcomes measurad in a valid and reliable
way?

9. Was the follow up tme reported and sufficient to
be long enough for cutcomes to occur?

10, Was lollow up complete, and if not, were the
reasons to koss to follow up described and explored?

11. Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

0 N 8§ 8 B § ® &
0 O O O O O O O
0 O O O O O O O

E O B B O O B O O

12, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

=]
L]

Overall appraisal:  Include é Exclude EI Spak furthar info [:]

Comments |Including reasen fior exclusion)

£ B, 2020, All rghis reserved TBgrants use of these Critieal appranad Cheskdis fer Cohort Siindhes - 3
1ools for research purposes anly, A0 ober enguines

should be sent to jbisynthesis@adelade adu.au.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
CASE CONTROL STUDIES

Reviewer toa Entid vialez Crux Bk 17/12/20
Author * Year__ogen  Record Number 98_32662745_IDJC
Yes Bl rclear s
applicable

1. Waere the groups comparable other than tha
presence of dizease in cazes or the absence of
disease in controls?

2. Were rases and controls matched
eppropriately?

3. Weare the sarme criteria usad for identification
of cases and controls?

4, Wes exposure measured in & sandard, valid
and reliable way?

5. Was axposure measurad in the same way far
cazes and controls?

B. Were confounding factors identified?

7. Were strategies to deal with confounding
factors stated?

B. Were putcomes assessed in a standard, valid
end reliable way for cases and controls?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long
enough to be meaningful?

DDDDRDUEKDEI
[]I:II:II:ID[]I:ED[]\EI

E]I:II:IEJ\I:IE]DDE]EI

KIKQ\EI O E\E\D [ D\

10, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overall appratsal  bclude ﬂ Exclude i&eh!urthea infio D

Lommernts {lr|1'_|l.||1in|:: reason for r:-rvl:1u-.ii:|-.|1:|

£ 1B, 2020, All rghts reserved 1B grants use of these Crithcod Appeassal Checkiist for Case Control Studies - 3
tanls for research purposas anly, A other enguires
shoald be sent 1o jbisyntbesd s@ adelaide o s




*

Luca IMAscanio, Manlic Pandolfini, Cristina Cingolani, Gino Latini, Paoclo Gradoni, Maria Capalbo, Gabriele Frausini,
Massimo Maranzano, Michaal J. Brenner, and Arianna [ Stadio.



1BI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case 5eries

Reviewer Algeiche Sl Akt Data ki

Author  Abdouaye Keita, Hamza Abdou, Ibrahima Clallo, Akeny Coman Year 2080 Record Mumber_ sg smemamn ASA

Yes Mo Unclear Mt
applicable

]

« Were there clear criteria for inclasion in the case
zirfes

+WWas the condition measured in a standard, refiable
way for all participants included in the case series?

« Were valid methods used for identification of the
condition for all participants included in the case
sorjes

« D the case sores have consecutive inclusion of
participants?

= Did the case seres have complete inclusion of
participants?

« Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the
participants in the study?

» Was there clear reporting of dinical infiarmation of the
participants?

- Ware the cutcomes oF Follow up results af casas
clearly reported?

«Was there clear reporting of the presenting
sitels)/clinic{s) demographic infarmation?

O =Gl "R SE, . T O B, DN
O 0 O O O O 0 O O
0O O OO oo o o o o

EL.I:I B B B B O B O

=Was statistical analysis appropriate 7

Overalfbappraisal; Inchde D Exchude seek further info D

Comments [Including reason for exclusion)

[Good evdenco. bul cass sores sidies ans nof 1o ba indutded sooonding 1o our proocol

5B, 2020, Al rghis resered TBgranes use of these Critecad Appraiesd Chacklist for Cae Sagps - 3
1ools for research purposes anly, A0 ober enguines

should be sent to jbisynthesis@adelade adu.au.



1BI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case 5eries

Reviewer Algeiche Sl Akt Data ki

Lan Lin. Sharshan-Luo, Bonje in. Monging ¥ang, ¥ische
Authar v etal 2 ¥ Year 2o Record Mumber 100 32653573 ASA

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

« Were there clear criteria for inclasion in the case D |:|

zirfes
« Was the condition measured in a standard, refiable O

way for all participants included in the case series? F
« Were valid methods used for identification of the

condition for all participants included in the case ﬁ‘ |

sarjes? i

« D the case sores have consecutive inclusion of
participants?

= Did the case seres have complete inclusion of
participants?

« Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the
participants in the study?

participants?

- Ware the cutcomes oF Follow up results af casas
clearly reported?

«Was there clear reporting of the presenting
sitels)/clinic{s) demographic infarmation?

» Was there clear reporting of dinical infiarmation of the D

O O 0 « 0 0 0 0o 0 4
O O O O O O O O 0O

=Was statistical analysis appropriate 7 w D

Overalfbappraisal; Inchde D Exchude »H seek further info D
Comments [Including reason for exclusion)

o e -3 0 CAGA Befias e ROl 0 Be inG uoad in our

5B, 2020, Al rghis resered TBgranes use of these Critecad Appraiesd Chacklist for Cae Sagps - 3
1ools for research purposes anly, A0 ober enguines

should be sent to jbisynthesis@adelade adu.au.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Risieser Alppnong Sclin Andrads Cage o

Author_dAbeio Sdil Barbar Bruni, Tuilo Braghl, Avdra MortisoLet . Year 2030 Record Mumber 101 326541168 A54

Yes Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

[}

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described?

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

1. Was the current cinical condition of the patient on
presentation clearly described?

O O O O

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

5. Was the intervention{s] or treatment procodures] clearly
described?

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly
described?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events
identifled and described?

o O & B B W S
| O 1 1 R 6 Y I (O
b B B2 B 0 O B

o o 0O O

8. [wes the case report provide takeaway lessons?

Overall appraizal;  Include I:I Exclude E seek further info D

Comments | ncluding reason for excusicn)

B JBl, 2020. All rights reserved. JBI grants use of these Eritical Appraisal Checklist for Case Reports - 3
toals far research purposes anly, Allother enguiries
should be sent 1o jbisynihesis @adelaide edu.ai.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Enrigue Cafiedo Guerra 20/03/2021

Rewiawer [ate

102 _32852812_ECG

Auther_ Mouna Asly, Asmea. Hezim Year 2020  Record Humber |

Yes Mo LUnckear Mot
appkcable

o

1. lsthesource of the opinion cleary identilied? ] ] CJ
2. Does the source of opinion have standing in the field EI/
of expertise? [ [ O
3. Are the interests of the relevant population the
central facus of the apinion? E O] O O
4, |sthe stated position the result of an analytical iEl [ ] B
process, and s there logic in the apinion exprassed?
5, |5 there reference to the extant lteratura? 1 0 ] IE’I
6. Isany incongruence with the literature,/sources O Ef 0 O
loglcally defended?
Owverall appraisal; Include D Exclude Eéeek further infa i:i
Comments {Including reason for exclusion)
£ IR, B2, 8l nghis reserved, HIl grants use of thaie critical Appradsal Checklist for Test and Oginien - 3

ook for resaarch purpasas only, A0 other enguiries
should ba sent to jhsynthesiz@adalaide adu ay



Feviewer _ |saac David Juareg G

Author__Feng Pan, Ghuansheng Zheng, TianhaYe,

JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
CASE CONTROL STUDIES

Lingli Li, Dehan Liu, Lin Li, Richard L Hesketh
& Lian“areg

Wera the groups comparable other than the
presence of dizease in cazes or the absence of

diseags in contrals?

. Were rases and controks matched

eppropriately?

. Were the same criterla used for dentification

of cases and controls?

Wes exposure measured in & Mandard, valid
and reliable way?

Was axvposure measured in the same way far
cazes and controls?

Were confounding factors identified?

Were strategies to deal with confounding
factors stated?

Were putcomes gssessed in a standard, valid
and reliable way for cases and controls?

. Was the exposure period of interest long

enough to be meaningful?

10, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Date 17M 220
Year__ 2020  Record Mumber_103 32647307 _IDJC

Yes B nclear i
applicable

AT AN B

DDDDG\DDDDD

[]I:II:II:ID[]I]DE\EI

E]I:II:II]\I:IE]DDE]EI

Overall appratsal  bclude I:I Exclude Ijs.eeh!urthea infio D

Lommernts {Ir|1'_|l.||1in|:: reason for r:-r{lu-.imﬂl

£ 1B, 2020, All rghts reserved 1B grants use of these
tanls for research purposas anly, A other enguires
shoald be sent 1o jbisyntbesd s@ adelaide o s

Criclcal Apprassal Checklist for Case Control Studies - 3



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewsr Enrigue Cafiedo Guerra Date  29/0372021
Tong-Zeg Li, Then-Humn Cao, o Chen, Mino-Tan Cai,

Ay thekoe YoZhene, Hu 200, s Vit Theng Clun Hia Ma, iar 2020 Becord Number_goq 3004073 ECG
Vimp-L, Lifusn i, Znoig-His D, Demn-Lel M, Lt
Clim Lidig

Mo Unclear Mot
applcable

1. Wars tha bwo groups simélar and recnuited from the
same population?

O O [

2, Were the exposures measured similarly 1o assign
pecple
1. e beth expesed and unegseded groups?

O
1
O

4. Was the exposune e asuned [nos valld and rabable
W

5. Were confounding facters [demtified]

B. Were strategles to deal with cenfourding factars
stated

7. Ware the groups/participants fres of the outcomae
at the start of the study for &l the moment of
eiposure)?

B. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and rekakle
wayr

9. Wasthe follow up time reported and sufficent to
be long enough for oulcomes to oocur?

10. Was follow up complete, and ot werne the
ressons bo loes Lo follow up deaciibed and explored?

11. Were strategies Lo sddress intomplele follew ug
utilized?

i ne s ek el
O 0O O 0O 08 0O 0 0O O3
I:II:IEII:IEIEIQEID
DDDDDE\DDD

17, Was appropriate skztistical analyss used?

Chisrall aporasal Ineluds m Ferlude Ihjr Sk Furthsr info I__l
Cammants [Induding reason for exclision)

Mo ey sguemsenio dinkca, al objetve dof ashuda es ver replicacicn vial

B a0, T0En A g his remervesd, 100 grants wee ol these Crmiical Appr i ekt for Cobor Stuckes - 2
ool s fior resesrch purposes oty All other enoures

shouid b s=ent o jbemtbeso@adeledamluag.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Reylayer ENMOUE Caneds Guema Date ZF032071

AutherTahir Jameel , Mukhtiar Baig , Zohair J. Gazzaz Year p20  Record Mumber 106_32TB28687_ECG

Yes Mo LUnckear Mot
appkcable

[

1. lsthesource of the opinion cleary identilied?

2. Does the source of opinion have standing in the field
of expertise?

O

3. Are the mterests of the relevant population the
central facus of the apinion?

4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and s there logic in the apinion exprassed?

5|

5. |5 there reference to the extant literature?

6. Isany incongruence with the literature,/sources
loglcally defended?

o o IEL\IKI:E L]
O IIkI:I O G\EI\

X o 0 0 0 O

E\EI

Owverall appraisal; Include D Exclude E/Seek further infa i:i

Comments {Including reason for exclusion)

LR, 52, All nghis resereed, M grants use of thase cntical Apprasal Checklst for Text and Oginicn - 3
ook for resaarch purpasas only, A0 other enguiries
should ba sent to jhsynthesiz@adalaide adu ay



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Isaac David Juarez Cruz

Rewimeer Date 29012420
authar Bell G, Crabtrea S, Hall E, Sabdage 5. Year 2020  Record Number 106_32B37330_IDJC
Mot
| Lnci
° Sl applicable

1.  Is the review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O

2.  Werethe inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
question?

i, Was the search strategy appropriate?

4.  Were the sources and rescurces used to search for
studies adequate?

5. Were the criterla for appraising studles appropriate?

6. Was critical appraizal conducted by two or more
reviewers independently?

7.  Were there methods to minimize errors In data
extraction?

0O O O O o o o O

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

9.  Wasthe lkelinood of publication bias assessed?

L]

10. Were recommendations for policy and/or practice
supported by the reported data?

E\I“_'IEKEIEII:IEII:IEIE\E

L]

11. ‘Were the spacific directives for new research
appropriete? D

O 0O 0O 0O D\Q\E\Q\D\ O

O 0 & 000000 0

Owerall appraisal:  Include D Exclude I:/Seekturthnrin!-: D

Comments {including reason fior exclusion)

£ 1B, 2020, All rights reterved TR grants ige Critical Apprasal Checklstr tor Dpitemate Resvseias bl Rewanch Synthedes - 3
af these topls for research purposes anly.
A othay enguimies shoukd be sent 1o

b sint heci@adedaide. edu.au.



1BI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case 5eries

Feviewer Izaac David Juarez Croz Cate 30152
Author x* Year__ 2020  Record Number 107_82614442_1DJC
Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable
. iflzz';here clear criteria for inchision in the case { 0 | n
= Was the condition measured in a standard, refiable
* o 0O O

way for all participants included in the caze serigs?

« Were valid methods used for identification of the
condition for all participants included in the case | M|
saries ¥

- Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of D { I:]
participants?

« Did the case serfes have complete inclusion of ‘{
participants? D D

= Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the ]{ D D

O O O O o 0O

participants in the study?
« Was there clear reporting of dinical infarmation of the JD El
participants?
=Were the outcomes or follow up results of cases ﬁ
clearly reported? I:I D D
« Was there clear remorting of the presenting l!
sita(s)/elinie{s) demographic infarmation? D EI D

=Was statistical analysis appropriate? £ D D D

verall appraisal; Felude Exclude D Sesek further Info D

Comments [Including regson for exdusion)

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Crinseal Appralesd Chacklist for Case Sapes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should be sent to JpipmthesisB agelaxde sdv.ay.



*

Paok Boscolo-Rizzo, MD; Danlele Borselto, MD; Cristoloro Fabbns, MD; Giacome Spirate, MD

Daniala Frazza, MD; Anna Menagaldo, MD; Francesca Mularoni, MD; Plergiorgio Gaudioso, MD;

Diego Cazzador, MD; Silvia Marciand, MD; Samuele Frasconi, MD; Mara Ferraro, MD: Cedlia Besro, MD; Chiara
Varago, MD; Plero Micolal, MD; Giancario Tirelll, MD: Maria Cristina Da Mosto, MD;

Rupert Obholzer, MA, MBBS; Roberto Rigoli, MD; Jerry Polesal, ScD; Claire Hopkins, MBBS



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer  Enngue Canecn Guamax Data 304N
i Lz Efena Cjsca Carmona, Mara Dkl Chimedn 2
Aither : 5 Fiar Record Number_10R 32818463 ECGdd

d

Hrt
M Ll
o el @ar et

1.k the review guestion chearly and suplictly stated?

O

2 Were the inclusion ceiteria appropriate for the revies
albgiticn ¥

3. ‘Was the sesrch strategy appropriate?

4,  ‘Were the sources and resowrces wsed to search for
studies adeguate

5. Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriate?
6.  Was critical appraisal conducted by taro or more
raviewers independently?

7. Were thare mathods to minimize errorsin data
extraction?

B, ‘Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate

9, Was the likelihood of publication bias asessed?

10, Were recaommendations for policy andfor practice
aupperted by the reported data?

11, ‘Were the specific directives for new research
appropnate?

ﬂEDﬁDDD)@E@:E’\E
1 N T o R Y o Y o O s O A o O
O 0O ®RO0O%EFOOOO
0 Y o o o O i o 0 o O

[

Cuerall appraisal:  Indude (1 Exelude E’ Seek further info
Camements |Including reasan for exclusion)

Mo irckive IFCETIRRCION e s Soone sintomas de ong SO0

O JBd, 2020 AM righis resereed. I8 grants Lse Ciiticel Appraisal Checkbst for Syst=matic A=views ano Research Syritheses - %
of thess toals for resesrch puposss onily,

Bl athar ergulires shoald be sent ta

fheenthesisEtacatade aduau



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Reviewer lsaac David Judrez Cruz Date 0RO171

Authar * Vear 2020 Record Number 108 32706218 IDJC

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly JD D

deseribed?

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad M |:|

as a timelina?

3. Was the current dinkcal condition of the patient on l{
presentation clearly described?

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

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly M D
described?

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly J D
described?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events
identified and described?

O 0O 0O 0 0 0O 0O
O 0O O O O 0 0O

O O
E. Dwoes the case report provide takeaway lessons? { |:|

Overall appraisal:  includs I:I Excluie iehfumlfrmtu D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

B JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. 1Bl grants use of these Critical Apprakial Checklist for Cose Reports — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Reviewer Monica Itzel Martiner Gutierrer  Date 03/04/2021

Author__ Fernn B Riste | Hann b, Waltber  Year 2020 Record Mumber 110 32758891 MIMG
A Mukberjes 4 Heald A

e Mo Unckear [y [t
applicable

1. Isthe source of the opinkon dearly Identified?

O 0O O

2. Does the source of opinion have standing in the
fizld of expertize?

H O L

3. Are the interests of the relevant population the
cenifral forus of the apinion?

4, |sthe stated position the result of &n analytical

B By B By B
O
]
L]

process, and is there logic in the opinion ] | ]
erpressed?
5. Isthere reference to the extant literature? ] 0 ]
B. |samy inoongruence with the literature fsources ﬁ'
legically defended? O U U
Crrerall apge sl Include D Exclude { Seek turther info D

Comments {Including reason for exclusion)

Es una carta al editer, basado enun ofte de cazo, guie remasca 13 posibilidad de un sindrome post =viral

por COVID- 29

] B, 20000 Al sights reseavad. FBI grants use of thess Crtical dpprasal Checklist for Text ard Opinbon
ok far research purpases only. Al ather enosries
shauld besant to jepnthesic@ adelaide adie au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Ravieer laaac David Juaraz Cruz Date ORI 2
Author_Raul D, Mitrani, Nitika Dabas, Jefirey Year 2020  Record Mumber_111_325897178_|DJG
J. Goldberger
Yas Mo Unclear fiat
applicable
1.  Is the review question clearly and explicitly stated? D El D

2.  Werethe inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
question?

i, Was the search strategy appropriate?

4.  Were the sources and rescurces used to search for
studies adequate?

5. Were the criterla for appraising studles appropriate?

6. Was critical appraizal conducted by two or more
reviewers independently?

7. ‘Were there methods to minimize errors 6 data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

9.  Wasthe lkelinood of publication bias assessed?

10. Were recommendations for policy and/or practice
supported by the reported data?

11. ‘Were the spacific directives for new research
appropriete?

O O 0O O o0 oOoo0oog o g

1 0 SERR LERRA
I S 51 QR 5 [ 15 151 O 0 U I O O I

B\E\DDDDDDDD

Owerall appraisal:  Include D Exclude IJS-EEHEurthnrin!-:

Comments {including reason fior exclusion)

L]

£ 1B, 2020, All rights reterved TR grants ige Critical Apprasal Checklstr tor Dpitemate Resvseias bl Rewanch Synthedes - 3
af these topls for research purposes anly.
A othay enguimies shoukd be sent 1o

b sint heci@adedaide. edu.au.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Isaac David Juirez Cruz Date DI040
Authar * vear 2020 pecoed Number 112_32585838_1DJC
¥ Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

D\E\DDD

o O O O O I]\I:I I E\Q

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

B B O B 8 O

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
wayrt

E\I:I O 0O KEI L]

[] I\D
O [] [] O
] ] [] ]

L]

B, Was the fallow up tme reported and sufficient ta
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

B\

10. Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide Seak furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Critleal Apprasal Checkdics fea Colwort Stuches - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



x

Daoyuan S, Baibel Du, Lujia M. Bo Yang MD, Huan Sun, Man Jiang,
Guohui Liu, Stéohane Massé, Lina Jin, Jared Nanthakumar, Abhishek Bhaskaran,
Ping Yang, Kumaraswamy Manthakumar



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Ry e lzame David Judrez Cruz Gike 000121
Author * Year EE}ED Record Numbear 113_32541 EE-_ inJc
Mot
i b Uncl
B85 a nchaar ———

1.  Is the review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O
O

2.  Werethe inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
question?

i, Was the search strategy appropriate?

4.  Were the sources and rescurces used to search for
studies adequate?

5. Were the criterla for appraising studles appropriate?

6. Was critical appraizal conducted by two or more
reviewers independently?

7. ‘Were there methods to minimize errors 6 data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

9.  Wasthe lkelinood of publication bias assessed?

10. Were recommendations for policy and/or practice
supported by the reported data?

11. ‘Were the spacific directives for new research
appropriete?

TREEH o

O O O 0O 0 d
T i 5 o Y 1l Iy
0 0 8 8 .0 8 8 08 08 B

Owerall appraisal:  Include D Exclude Seak further info D

Comments {including reason fior exclusion)

Mo menciona proporcion de algun sintoma persistente, solo menciona 1 vez gque s ha deteciado fos
persiztente pero no habla mas al respecio.

£ 1B, 2020, All rights reterved TR grants ige Critical Apprasal Checklstr tor Dpitemate Resvseias bl Rewanch Synthedes - 3
af these topls for research purposes anly.
A othay enguimies shoukd be sent 1o

b sint heci@adedaide. edu.au.



*

Michael C. Grant, Luke Geoghegan, Marc Arbyn, Zakaria

Mohammed, Luke McGuinness, Emily L. Clarke, Ryckie G.
Wade



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Rabmier lzaac David Jugrez Cruz Diate 1040121
Auther * Vear  20p0  Record Number 114_32574840_I0JC
Yes WMo  Unclear Mot

applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

[l

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
wayrt

B, Was the fallow up tme reported and sufficient ta
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

O O B B O 8 g O B g O

El &= EH OE =5 B E\E\\ O O 0O
o O O O O E\I:I o O O

e e T ke

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide Seek furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

Sin informiacidn de uiilidad para 1a revisidn

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Critleal Apprasal Checkdics fea Colwort Stuches - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



*

De Chang, Peng Zhao, Dawei Zhang, Jing-Hui Dong, Zhe Xu,
Guang Yang, Bo-Yu Li, Hong-Xia Liu, Bo-An Li, Cheng-Feng Qin,
Xiao-Hua Peng, Fu-Sheng Wang, Li-Xin Xie, Zhu Chen, Charles 5.
Dela Cruz, Lokesh Sharma, and En-Qiang Qin



1BI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case 5eries

Reviewar lsaac David Juarez Crue

Bate 10401/21

Auther *

Year 2020  Record Number 115 32548526 I0JC

= Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case
sieriasy

« \Was the condition measured in a standard, refiable
way for all participants included in the caze serigs?

« Were valid methods used for identification of the
condition for all participants included in the case
saries ¥

- Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of
participants?

« Did the case serfes have complete inclusion of
participants?

= Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the

participants in the study?

« Was there clear reporting of dinical infarmation of the { D

participants?

< Ware the outcomes orF follow up results of cazes
clearly reported?

« Was there clear remorting of the presenting
sita(s)/elinie{s) demographic infarmation?

=Was statistical analysis appropriate?

Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

oA :
/ o
£ o
o of

0 o

o o

O O O O o 0O

f o
{ o
4 o

L]

O 0O O 0 o0 &N O 0 o0 O
]

Overall apprabsal; Inchude D Exchude dﬁ:ekfurt}'mrlnfn D

Comments [Including regson for exdusion)

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should be sent to JpipmthesisB agelaxde sdv.ay.

Critsead Appralss Checklist for Case Senes - 3



*

Se Yoon Park, Soon Gyu Yun, Jeong Won Shin, Bo
Young Lee, Hyo-Ju Son, Seungjae Lee, Eunjung
Lee, and Tae Hyong Kim



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Rewimwer Isaan David Judrez Cruz Ciatm 110121
Author Sadaf All, Smitha Mathew, Joseph M. vear 2020 pecoed Number 116_32544670_10JC
Fappachan
Yas Mo Unclear Mot

applicable

[}

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described?

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad
as & timeline?

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

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

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly
described?

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly
described?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events
identified and described?

NN E\Q\Z\DKQ\ LN
o 0O 0O Od I I
T | R R (o A1/ [ R I (R
o O O o 0 0O 0O

E. Does the case report provide takeaway l2ssons?

Overall appraisal:  includs I:I Excluie seek further info D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

B JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. 1Bl grants use of these Critical Apprakial Checklist for Cose Reports — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

By bmder Isaaz David Juaraz Cruz Diata 11401 /T
Author Wiliam A Aaron S, Joseph P, Year 2020 Recocd Mumber 117_32533556_IDJC
Yes Mo Unelear Mot
applicable
1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the T

same population?

Z. Were the exposures measured similarly to assign M D D
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable {
way? [

4. Were confounding faciors identified? ] ] {

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors |:| D
stated?

6. Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome

&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable |:/ I:I

wayT

B, Was the fallow up tme reported and sufficient ta
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the { D
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

o O O O O E\I:I O O 0O O

El &= EH OE =5 B

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up ]
utilized?
11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used? ﬂ D
Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide Seek furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Critleal Apprasal Checkdics fea Colwort Stuches - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Reviewer Fernandez Chirino Luisa Date OB/04/2021
Author Fuﬂrﬂﬁiﬁ;ﬂag:ﬁ?ﬂgﬂﬂgﬁﬂ g Year 2020 Record NMumber 1 15_326305?9_'-':":

Yes Mo  Undear Mot
applicable

]

1. Were patient’s demographic characteristics chearly
described?

1. Wasthe patient's history clearly described and presentad
as a timelne?

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 procedurels) clearly
described?

X ® 8 R K R

O 0O 8 0O 0O 0O O 0O

b, Was the post-intervention dinkcal condition clearly
described?

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

K O 0O O O 0O O O

O o O O o oo 0O

O ©®

& Does the rase report provide takeaway lessons?

verall appraisal,  Include D Exclude E seck further infa D

Comments (including reason for exclusion)

Insufficient description




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Raviawer Isaac David Judraz Cruz Date 15/01/21
Author Gemel Falrm COVID-19 post accute Year 2020 Record Number_119 32520505 I0JC
caresiudy group

Yes Mo Unclear ot
applicable

1. |z the source of the opinion clearly identified? ] | I}

2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field
of expertize?

3. Arethe interests of the refevant population the l{ |:| Ij

central focus of the opinion?

d. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical I!

process, and is there legic in the epinion expressed?

5. |3 there reference to the extant literature? [] ] 1

NEER N

6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources
lzgically dafandad? [ O O

Owerall appraisal,  nclude D Exclude iﬁﬂk!mthermm |:|

Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Criteeal Appraieal Chacklist for Texe aral DEnion - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviews: Fermandez Chirino Luisa Date OS/04/2021
Authar ﬁf-ﬁ"ﬁfm I:"Etlhz St Sl year 2020 Hecord Number 120_32534042 | FC

¥os Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

0o o

1. Werethe two groups simikar and recruited from the
same population?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly 1o assign
people
3. toboth exposzed and unexposed groups?

4. Was theexposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

0 X ® X
]
=
[]

=
O O

5. Were confounding factors identified?

6. Ware stratagias to deal with confounding factors
stated ?

7. Werethe groups/participants free of the outcome
at the starl of the study (or at the moment of
BXposure)?

8. Were the outtomes measured in a valld and relkabla
way !

9. Was the follow up time reported and sufficent to
be long enough for cutcames Lo occur?

10, Was folbow up complete, and il nol were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

H O XK O O
H O & O I O

O 0O O O 0O O

11, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up E]
utilized?

H 8 80 B8 8 0O & A O

12, Was appropriste statistical analysis used? E[

[
[

Overall appraisal;  Include E Exclude D Soek further info D

Caornrments (Including reason for exclusion)



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewsr Fernandez Chirino Luisa nate 08/04/2021

Authior Yan, G, Prajapati, D, Ritter, M., DeConde, A.  Year 2020 Hecord Number 121_3251‘ ﬂﬂﬁﬁ_LFG

Yes Mo  Unclear Mot
applicable

1, Were the criteria for Inclusion in the sample clearly
defined?

K O ]

]

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in
detail?

b
]
L]

[l

3. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

[
i
i

4. Wers abpective, standard criterta used for
measurament of the condition ?

5. Were confounding factors identifled?

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

7. Werethe outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way 7

H K O O K K
O O O 0
0O O X X O
0 B B3 L B

8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Dverall appraisal:  Include D Exciude El 5eek further info D

Comments {Including reason for axclusion)




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Reviewer Fernandez Chirino Luisa Date OB/04/2021
Author mennh'!f-'ﬁ e LR e M T Year 2020 Record NMumber 122_325‘22523_LFC

Yes Mo  Undear Mot
applicable

]

1. Were patient’s demographic characteristics chearly
described?

1. Wasthe patient's history clearly described and presentad
as a timelne?

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 procedurels) clearly
described?

KK B B B R

O O O O O 0O O 0O

b, Was the post-intervention dinkcal condition clearly
described?

2

7. Wers adverse events (harms) or unanticipated events
identified arnd described?

K O 0O O O 0O O O

O O 0O O O 0O 0O

O ©®

& Does the rase report provide takeaway lessons?

e rall prr.;i:n.,ll. Include D Exclipge E seck further infa D

Comments (including reason for exclusion)

The article talks about persostent COVID not Long COVID, as the patient remained positive.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
CASE CONTROL STUDIES

Reviewsr Fermandez Chirino Luisa Date 08/04/2021
Chung, T. W,, Sridhar, 3,, Zhang, A. J.
A”thnr '[:'rhlll'l. H.. el H. H'Ear Euzﬂ H_E{_nrd Num[‘Er 1 23‘_32‘5432%_LFE
Yos Mo IHrnclear pot
applicable

1. Werethe groups comparable other than the
presence of disease in cases or the absence of
disease in controfs?

2. Ware cases and controls matched
appropriately?

3. Were the same criteria used for identfication
of cases and contrals?

4. Was exposure measured ina standard, valid
and reliable way?

3. Was exposure measured in the same way for
cases and controls?

6. Were confeunding factors identified?

7. Were strategies to deal with confounding
factorm stated?

B. Were outcomes astessed inoastandard, valid
and reliable way for cases and confrols?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long
encugh to be meaningful ?

g OO0 X EXXRER KX
LU0 I 10 0Oy CF i ol 1
OO O XKKOODOO O
5 1 U1 ) A 0 T (R 17 A 10

10, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overall appraizal: Include E[ Exclude m Seek further info D

Camments (Including reason for exclusion)




EXPLANATION OF CASE CONTROL STUDIES
CRITICAL APPRAISAL

How to cite: Mook 5 Munn Z, Tufanaru C, Aromatanls E, Sears K, 5fetcu B, Corre M, Qureshi B, Mattis P,
Lisy &, Mu P-F. Chapter 7: Spstematic reviews of etiology ond risk . In; Aromatords E, Munn 2 {Editors], JBI
Meonual for Evidence Synthesis. 1Bl, 2020, Available from https)/fsynthesismanual. jbi.global

Case Control Studies Critical Appraisal Tool

Answers: Yes, No, Unclear or Not/Applicable

1.

3.

Were the groups comparable other than presence of disease in cases or absence
of disease in controls?

The contrel group should be representative of the source population that produced the cases. This
i visually done by individual matching wherain controls are selected for each case on the hasis of
similarity with respect to certasin characteristics other than the exposure of interest, Frequency or
group matching 4 an altérnathve method, Selection bias may résult If the groups are nat
comparable.

Were cases and controls matched appropriately?

As in item 1, the study should include clear definitions of the source population. Sources fram
which cases and contrals were recruited should be carefully lecked at. For example, cancer
registries may be used to recruit participants in 8 study examining risk factors for lung cancer,
which typify population-based case control studies, Study participants may be selected from the
larpel population, the source poputation, or lrom a peol of eligible participants (such as in hospital
based case control studies).

Were the same criteria used for identification of cases and controls?

It ke usaful fo determing if pationts were included In the study based on elthera spacified diagnosis
or definition. This is more likely to decrease the risk of bias. Characteristics are another useful
approach to matching groups, and stedies that did not use specified diagnostic methods or
definitions should provide evidence on matching by key characteristics. & case should be defined
clearly. It is also important that controls must fulfil all the eligibility criteria defined for the cases
except for those relating to diagnosis of the disease.

Was exposure measured in a standard, valid and reliable way?

The study should clearly describe the method of measurement of exposure. Assessing validity
requires that a "gold standard’ |s available to which the measure can be compared, The validity of
exposure measurement usually relates to whether a current measure is appropriate or whether a
measure of past exposure is needed.

Case control studies may investigate many different ‘exposures” that may or may not be associated

with the condition. In these cases, reviewars should use the main exposure of interest for their
revieny to answer this question when using this tool at the study level,

Reliability refers to the processes included in an epidemiclogical study to check repeatability of
measurements of the exposures, These uswally include intra-observer refiability and inter-observer
retiability.

Was exposure measured in the same way for cases and controls?

A5 in item 4, the study should cleary describe the method of measurement of exposurs. The
exposure measures should be clearly defined and described In detail, Assessment of exposure or

£ JB1, 2020, All rights reserved, 18I grants use of these Crincal Appralsal Checklist for Cese Controd Studies - 2
tools far research purpases caly. Al other enguirkes

sl b smpit Ly (BEynth esds @ adelal de_adii g,



risk factors should have been carried out according to same procedures o protocols Tor both cases
and contrals,

6. Were confounding factors identified?

Confounding has ocourred where the estimated Intervention exposure effect is blased by the
presence of some difference between the comparison groups (apart from the exposure
imvestigated/of interest], Typical confounders include baseline characteristics, prognostic factors, or
concomitant exposures (e.g. smokingl. A confounder is a difference between the compariscn
groups and it influences the direction of the study results. A high quality study at the leval of case
control design will identify the potential confourders and measure them (whera possible]. This is
difficalt for studies where behavioral, attitudinal or lifestyle factors may impact on the results.

7. Woere strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

Strategies 1o deal with effects of confounding factors may be dealt within the study design arin
data analysis. By matching or stratifying sampling of participants, effects of confounding factors can
be adjusted for, When dealing with adjustment in data analysis, assess the statistics used in the
study, Most will be some form of multivariate regression analysis to account for the confounding
factors measured. Look out for a description of statistical methods as regression methods such as
logistic regression are usually employed to deal with confounding factors/ variables of interest,

8. Were outcomes assessed in a standard, valid and reliable way for cases and
controls?

Read the methods section of the paper. If for a.g. lung cancer |5 assessed based on exlsting
definitions or diagnostic criteria, then the answer to this guestion is likely to be yes. Iflung cancer is
assessed using ohserver reported, or seli-reported sceles, the risk of over- or under-reporting is
increased, and objectivity is compromised. Importantly, determine if the measurement tools used
were validated instruments as this has a significant impact on outcome assessment validity.,

Having established the objectivity of the outcome measurement [eg. lung cancer] instrument, it's
impartant to establish how the measurement was conductad, Were those involved in collecting
data trained or educated in the use of the instrument/s? [e.g. radiographers). If there was more
than one data collector, were they similar in terms of leve| of education, clinical or research
experence, or level of responsibility in the piece of research being appraised?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long enough to be meaningful?

IL it particulary important i 2 case control study that the exposure time was sullicent enough (o
show an association betwesn the exposure and the outcome. It may be that the exposure penod
meay be too short or too long to Influence the outcome,

10.Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

&5 with any consideration of statistical analysis, consideration should be given to whether there
was a more appropriate alternate statistical method that could have been used. The methods
section should be detailed encugh for review ars to identify which analytical techniques were used
lin particular, regression or stratification| and how specific confounders were measured,

For studies utifizing regression analysis, it is useful to identify if the study identified which variables
were included and how they related to the outcome. IF stratification was the analybcal approsch
used, were the strata of analysis defined by the specified variables? Additionally, it is also important
to assess the appropriateness of the analytical strategy in terms of the assumptions associated with
the approach as differing methods of analysis are based on differing assumptions about the data
and hiow it will respond.

£ JB1, 2020, All rights reserved, 18I grants use of these Crincal Appratsal Checklist for Cese Controd Studies - 3
tools far research purpases caly. Al other enguirkes
shoald be sent e |bE esisiia



£ JB1, 2020, All rights reserved, 18I grants use of these Crincal Appralsal Checklist for Cese Control Studies - 4
tools far research purpases caly. Al other enguirkes

sl b smpit Ly (BEynth esds @ adelal de_adii g,



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Raviewer Isaac David Judrez Cruz Date 2801721
Author * Year 2020 Record Mumber 124 30505489 _|0UC

Yes Mo Unclear ot

applicable
1. |z the source of the opinion clearly identified? ] | I} ]{
2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field o = ] ]{
of expertize?
3. Arethe interests of the relevant population the l{ ] ] ]
central focus of the opinion?
4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical 1 n 0 E/
process, and is there legic in the epinion expressed? I:/
5. |3 there reference to the extant literature? [] ] 1
6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/ sources J
lzgically dafandad? . - O
Overall appraisal,  nclude D Exclude Seek furtherinfo |:|
Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)
£ 1B, 2020 Al righis reserved VR grants ise of thase Critaeal Appraiisl Chacklist for Text amd Dpsnion - 3

1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should ba sant to jhipynthesis@adalade adu,au



*

Sandro lannaccone, Paola Castellazzi, Andrea Teltamanti, Elise Houdayer, Luigia Brugliera,
Francesco de Blasio, Paclo Cimino, Marco Ripa, Carlo Meloni, Federica Alarmanna, Paolo
Scarpallini



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE REPORTS

Reviawer Juarez Cruz Isaac David Date 29501521
Authar_Jieging Jessica Xu, Dﬂgﬂsa”ﬁﬁ' E.u'tih?;g - Year__ 2020  Record Number_125_32483808_IDJC

Knoll, Marce! Ruzicks

Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

[}

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described?

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad J |:|

as a timelina?

3. Was the current dinkcal condition of the patient on J |:|

presentation clearly described?

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

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly M D

described?

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly J D
described? /

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events | ]

identified and described?

o B B HJ B E
O 0O O O O 0 0O

E. Dwoes the case report provide takeaway lessons? J |:|

Overall appraisal:  includs I:I Excluie D seek further info D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

B JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. 1Bl grants use of these Critical Apprakial Checklist for Cose Reports — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer Isaac David Juarez Cruz Date 1640121
Author * Year 2020  Record Mumber 126_32381497 IDJC
Yes Mo  Unclear Mot

applicable

1. Waere the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly d |:|
defined ?

1

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in D {

detail?

3. Was the exposure measured in & vabd and reliable I:l
wayt

4. Were oblective, standard criteria used for J D
measurement of the condition?

) I 1 (R i I

3. Were confounding factors identified? ] |!

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors D |:| £
stated?

7. Were the outcomes measured in & valid and reliable J
way? D D

o8 O B O H E

8. Was appropriate statistical analysks used? ]! [1 [

Owerall appraisal,  Includs D Exclude Mt'l‘hlllllhﬂ info D

Comments {Inclieding reason for exclusion)

£ 1B, 2020, Al mghis reserved, JBE granis oss of thase Critical Appraisal Checkiist for Anatybcal Cross Saciopal 3mides - 3
1ol Tar resaanch purposes oaly, Al ihes enguires
shouldd be sent o jhisynthesis @adelalde edu o



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer Isaac David Juarez Cruz Date 1640121
Author * Year 2020  Record Mumber 126_32381497 IDJC
Yes Mo  Unclear Mot

applicable

1. Waere the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly d |:|
defined ?

1

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in D {

detail?

3. Was the exposure measured in & vabd and reliable I:l
wayt

4. Were oblective, standard criteria used for J D
measurement of the condition?

) I 1 (R i I

3. Were confounding factors identified? ] |!

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors D |:| £
stated?

7. Were the outcomes measured in & valid and reliable J
way? D D

o8 O B O H E

8. Was appropriate statistical analysks used? ]! [1 [

Owerall appraisal,  Includs D Exclude Mt'l‘hlllllhﬂ info D

Comments {Inclieding reason for exclusion)

£ 1B, 2020, Al mghis reserved, JBE granis oss of thase Critical Appraisal Checkiist for Anatybcal Cross Saciopal 3mides - 3
1ol Tar resaanch purposes oaly, Al ihes enguires
shouldd be sent o jhisynthesis @adelalde edu o



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer lzaac David Juarez Cruz Date a0/01/21
Authaor * Year 120 Record Mumber 127_3224475821_1DJC
Mot
¥ Mo  Uncl
as a nclear -

1.  Is the review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O
O

2.  Werethe inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
question?

i, Was the search strategy appropriate?

4.  Were the sources and rescurces used to search for
studies adequate?

by Yty

5. Were the criterla for appraising studles appropriate?

6. Was critical appraizal conducted by two or more
reviewers independently?

7. ‘Were there methods to minimize errors 6 data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

O O O O O

9.  Wasthe lkelinood of publication bias assessed?

10. Were recommendations for policy and/or practice
supported by the reported data?

AR

T i 5 o Y 1l Iy
0 0 8 8 .0 8 8 08 08 B

11. ‘Were the spacific directives for new research
appropriete?

3
[]

Owerall appraisal:  Include Exclude Iﬁ Seak further info D

Comments {including reason fior exclusion)

£ 1B, 2020, All rights reterved TR grants ige Critical Apprasal Checklstr tor Dpitemate Resvseias bl Rewanch Synthedes - 3
af these topls for research purposes anly.
A othay enguimies shoukd be sent 1o

b sint heci@adedaide. edu.au.



*

Robert M Barker-Davies, Oliver O'Sullivan, Kahawalage Pumi Prathima
Senaratne , Polly Baker, Mark Cranley, Shreshth Dharm-Datta,
Henrietta Ellis, Duncan Goodall,4,7 Michael Gough, Sarah Lewis,
Jonathan Norman, Theodora Papadopoulou,4,8 David Roscoe, Daniel
Sherwood, Philippa Turner, Tammy Walker, Alan Mistlin, Rhodri Phillip,
Alastair M Nicol, Alexander N Bennett, Sardar Bahadur



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
STUDIES REPORTING PREVALENCE DATA

Reviewear Isaac David Juarez Cnue Data 01721

Author_Saurabh Gombara, MarceBy mang.camm A Year_ 2020  Record Number 128 32505778_IDJC
H::rgan. Ames I, sl , EETamin A,

Pinsky, Nigam H. Shah

Yag Mo Linchear Mat
applicable

1. 'Wasthe sample frame appropriate to address the target i:l D
population?

1. Waere study participants sampled in an appropriate way?

o O
3. Wasthe sample size adequate? C/ |:|

4.  ‘Ware the study subjeacts and the setting described in I! I:l
datail?

5. Wasthe data analysis conducted with sufficient coverage | [
of the identified sampla?

6. Were valid methods used for the identification of the J D
condition?

7. Wasthe condiion measured in a standard, reliable way
for all participants?

4 o
E.  Was there appropriate statistical analysis? |! D

. Was the response rate adequate, and if naf, was the low D |:|
response rate managed appropriately?

O 0O 0O 0O OB 0O 0 0O

OO0 O 0O O 0O 0O 0O

Owerall appraisal:  Include I:I Exclude Seelk further info D

Comments |Including reasen for excusion)

£ IR, 2020, A1 rights reserved TR grants ise of thase Critkeal Appralsal Chacklist for Prevaiende Stidles - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should ba sant to jhipynthesis@adalade adu,au



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Raviewer lsaac David Juaraz Cruz Ciate 300121
Author_Felix Inchausti, %us MacBeih, llanit vear 280 pecoed Number 129 32836375_I0JC
A5500-Ohayon, cario Dimaggio
Ve Mo Unclear Bt
applicable
1. |z the source of the opinion clearly identified? |:/ | I} d
2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field I:/
of expertize? L] [ L
3. Arethe interests of the relevant population the E/
central focus of the opinion? o o] L]
4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical ‘! n 0 n
process, and is there legic in the epinion expressed?
5. |3 there reference to the extant literature? |:/ ] 1 |
6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources J
lzgically dafandad? . - u
Overall appraisal,  nclude D Exclude ‘!Eeelt fLerther infio |:|
Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)
£ 1B, 20200 All rghits reserved TR grants ise of thess Criteal Appraléal Chackifst Tor Text and OyEnion - 3

1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should ba sant to jhipynthesis@adalade adu,au



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer_Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date_ 24/04/21
Author Huang L., Fhao B Tang D., et al. Year 2020 Record Number_130 32763118

Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the W
same population?

[l

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign i
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable g
way?

4. Waere confounding factors identified? H

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors g
stated?

&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
exposure)?

6. ‘Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome ’

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

B. Was the fallaw up time reported and sufficient to g
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the g
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up g
utilized?

o 0 B o0 O B B 0O B O O
g O O o O O o o O o 0O
g O o o o o o o 0O o

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used? r

Overall appraisal:  Includs H Exclide D Seek furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

No comments.

& 1B, 2020, All rights retered TR grants isa of thoce Critlezh Apprassal Checkiicr Fed CoduoiT Studhes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

shoalld be sent to [biwynthesis@adelade sdy,oy



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Ravieier Isaac David Juarez Cruz Date JH021

Author__ Ciaire Hopkine, Pevol Surds, Emily Vnitehead ano__ Year 2020 Record Number 131 _32366208_1DJC

B. Mirmal Kusnar
Yes Mo Unclear Not

applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

iy

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

4. Waere confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
wayrt

B, Was the fallow up tme reported and sufficient ta
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

O
]
o O o o oo o o o 04O D\Q\

E\D\E\E\D O O 0O O 0O 0O
I (T U =

B =2 B 6

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide Seek furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

No & todos os participantss se les realizo RT-FPCAR por o que los dakos carecen de validez

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Critleal Apprasal Checkdics fea Colwort Stuches - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date_7/04/21

Rewimywer

author_Yan C., Prajapati D., Either M. etal. Year 2020 Record Mumber132 32513065

Yes No  Unclear Not
applicable

1. Waere the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly D
defined ?

1

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in D
detail?

3. Was the exposure measured in & vabd and reliable ]g
wayt

measurement of the condition?

3. Were confounding factors identifled? ]
6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors ]
stated?

7. Were the outcomes measured in & valid and reliable g
way?

L
C4
[]
4. Were objective, standard criteria used for (] d
v
4
u
v

5 N Y i | A 1 [
E O O B O H ©

8. Was appropriate statistical analysls used? D

Lver all appraisal Il Iuide D Exilucle . ek Bt her info D

Comments |Ir'|-:'ll_r~|‘1i|'||g FEaso Far |-_'-:ﬂ_|uh|-::-|'|]

de
los pacientes. No se puede establecer de forma concreta el tiempo de sequimiento. Cabe la
posibilidad de que algunos pacientesnfueran entrevistados antes de los 21 dias de
saquimiento

£ 1B, 2020, Al mghis reserved, JBE granis oss of thase Critical Appraisal Checklist for Anstybical Cross Sacional ouidkes - 3
1ol Tar resaanch purposes oaly, Al ihes enguires

bl be sent to jhisynthesds@a dolalde edu ey



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

reviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date_7/04/21
Author_Baron-Sanchez J., Santiago C. Goizuetavear 2020 Record Mumber133 32900532
G., etal
Yes Mo  Unclear Mat
applicable
1. Waere the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
defined? g D I:I

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in
dera? ¥ O

3. Was the exposure measured ina vabd and reliable
wayt D ?
4, Were objective, standard criteria used for H |:|
measurement of the condition?
5. Were confounding factors identified? ] i
6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated? D g

7. Were the outcomes measured in & valid and reliable g D
way?

5 N Y i | A 1 [
E O O B O H ©

8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used? ‘E []

Lver all appraisal Il Iuide D Exilucle . ek Bt her info D

Comments |Ir'|{|l_r~|‘1i|'||g FEaso Far E:-r{lu‘.m-n]

r:.a rac*t&nstmas c:ia ras de relwanl:m gara |EI$ ﬁnes de Ia presente revisuon slstarnatlca

£ 1B, 2020, Al mghis reserved, JBE granis oss of thase Critical Appraisal Checklist for Anstybical Cross Sacional ouidkes - 3
1o Tar ressarch purposes oaly, Al sthes engueires

bl be sent to jhisynthesds@a dolalde edu ey



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer  Daniel de |a Rosa D 29_11-20

Louis Poncet-Megemaont. et al

Author vear 2020 Record Number 19932757419

Yog Ma  Unclear Mest
applicable

¥ ::?—EE:: criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly H E] L‘:I E]
T ;‘u‘ﬂ::;;he study subjects and the setting described in E D D D
3. E;:?ME exposure measured in & valid and refiable 3 T ] ]
L rti—" A DO O
5  Were confounding factors identified? L1 H L] [
6. ::r:tr:d s?tr"-alagmas to deal with confounding factors ] E’ [] []
# :u;a:; the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable H & ] []
E Was appropriate statistical analysis used? ﬂ |:| |:| |:|

Overallappraizal:  Include l:l Exclude E'S-eeklurtherinﬁ:- D

Coamments (including reason for exclusion)
The diagnostic method was not PCR for all paricipants




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delayve Martinez pate 07/04/21
Author Gong Y., Guan L. Jin Z.m et al, Year 2020 Record Number 136 32441786

Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population?

iy [

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

E i

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

01 O

v O
v O

4. Were confounding factors identifieds

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. ‘Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

(3 E]

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable D D
way?

B. Was the fallaw up time reported and sufficient to
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

g O

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

O O
o

1

10. Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

R 0K g R & OO0 & & @
g O O O O O O O O od

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used?

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide ﬂbﬂﬂhfurtherm!u D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

El articulo no cumple con los criterios basicos de seleccionny no aporta
informacion util para los objetivos de la presente revision sistematica.

& 1B, 2020, All rights retered TR grants isa of thoce Critlezh Apprassal Checkiicr Fed CoduoiT Studhes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should be sant to jhipmthesis@adalacde adyau



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date_7/04/21

Rewimywer

author_ Akter F., Mannan A., Mehedi H., etal. vear 2020 Record Number 137 33113469

Yes Mo  Unclear Mat
applicable

1. Waere the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly

defined? ﬁ D I:I
2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in

detail? ? [
3. Was the exposure measured in & vabd and reliable

wayt ? D
4, Were objective, standard criteria used for E I-:]

measurement of the condition?

5. Were confounding factors identified? 1] O
6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors D |:|
stated?

7. Were the outcomes measured in & valid and reliable

0 0O & & 0O O O O
0O O OO o o O

B. Was appropriate statistical analysls used? w |:|

Lver all appraisal Il Iuide D Exilucle g‘mﬂhlullhﬂ info D

Comments |Ir'|{|l.r~|‘1ll'||g FEaso for E:-r{.lu‘.lm'l]

£ 1B, 2020, Al mghis reserved, JBE granis oss of thase Critical Appraisal Checklist for Anstybical Cross Sacional ouidkes - 3
1ol Tar resaanch purposes oaly, Al ihes enguires
shouldd be sent o jhisynthesis @adelalde edu o



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez pate 07/04/20
Author  Klitzman R. vear 2020  pecord Number 138_33103966
Yo Mo Unclear hlot

applicable
L] L] [ ]

1. |z the source of the opinion clearly identified?

2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field
of expertize?

L]
]

[

3. Areths interests of the refevant population the
central focus of the opinion?

4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and is there logic in the opinion expressed?

5. lithere referance to the extant literatura?

6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources
lzgically dafandad?

Q Qg & S 7
L]
|
|

Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude i Seek fitherinfo I:l
Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

El articulo ne cuenta con las caracteristicas definidas para ser incluido en |a presente revision
sisternatica. Mo importa informacion mas alld de la ya documentada en articulos seleccionados.

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Criteeal Appraieal Chacklist for Texe aral DEnion - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer_Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez pate__ 07/04/21

Author Caronna E. Ballvé A, Ulauradd A, etal. Year 2020  Record Number 13933146036
Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the g i
same population?

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign E D
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable i I:I
way?

[l

]

L]

4. Were confounding faciors identified? ] ? ]

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors ] z

stated?

6. ‘Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of d D
Exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
wayT H D

B. Was the fallaw up time reported and sufficient to # D
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was fallow up complete, and if not, were the u ﬂ

reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized? W L]

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used? M D

Overall appraisal:  Includs H Exclide D Seek furthar info D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

__Nocomments,

El &= EH OE =5 B

[l

g O o o o o o o 0O o

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

shoalld be sent to [biwynthesis@adelade sdy,oy

Critlezl Apprassal Checkiicr Fed CoduoiT Studhey -
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CHECKLIST FOR ANALYTICAL
CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Critical Appraisal tools for use in JBI Systematic Reviews



INTRODUCTION

JBI s 20 JB |5 an International research organisation based In the Faculty of Health and Medical Sciences at
the University of Adelaide, South Australia. 18] develops and delivers urique evidence-based Information,
software, education and training designed Lo improve healthcare practice and health outcomes. With over
70 Collaborating Entities, servicing over 90 countries, 1B b a recopnised global lrader in evidence-based

healthcare,

JBI Systematic Reviews

The core of evidence synthesks is the systematic review of literature of & particular intervention, condition
of issue. The systematic review is-essentially an analysis of the available literature {that s, evidence} and a
judgment of the effectiveness or otherwise of a practice, invalving a seres of complex steps. 1Bl takes a
particular view on what counts as evidence and the methods utilised to synthesise those different types of
evidence, In line with this broader view of evidence, 18I has developed theories, methodologiss and
rgorous processes for the critical appraisal and synthesls of these diverse forms of evidence In order o aid
in clinical decision-making in healthcare. There now exists 1Bl guidance for conducting reviews of
effectiveness research, gualitative research, prevalence/incidence, etiology/risk, economic evaluations,
text/opinion, diagnostic tast accuracy, mixed-methods, umbrella reviews and scoping reviews. Further

information regarding IBI systematic reviews can be found in the JBI Evidence Synthesis Manual.

JBI Critical Appraisal Tools

All systematic reviews incorporate a process of critique or appraisal of the research evidence. The purpose
of this appraisal & to assess the methodological guality of 3 study and Lo detarmine the axtent to which 2
study has addressed the possibility of blas in its design, conduct and anabysis, All papers selected for
inclusion in the systematic raview [that is —those that mest the inclusion criteria described in the protocol)
need to be subjected to ngorous appraisal by two critical appraisers. The results of this appraizal can then
be used to inform synthesis and interpretation of the results of the study. 18I Critical appraisal tools have
been developed by the JBI and collaborators and approved by the JB| Scentific Committee following
extensive peér review, Although designed for use in systematic reviews, 1B critizal appraisal tools can also
be used when creating Critically Appraised Topics (CAT), in journal clubs and as an educational tool,

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Chackiist for Anabytical Cross Secignal Soidies - 2
Toads Tar resaarch purposes only, Al sther endguinks
shoudd b sent o jhbyynthes s deldde edu o,



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer: Daniel de la Rosa Martinez, Date: Martes 13 de Abril 2021
Author: Rossana Bussan, at al, ¥ear: 2020 Record Mumber: 140_33158808_DDM
Yes Mo Unciear Mot

applicable

1. Waera the criteria for inclus:on in the sample claarly
defined?

L]

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in
detail?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable
wWay?

4. Were objective, standard criterla used for
measurement af the condition ¢

5 Were confounding Factors [dentified ?

B Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

7. Were the outcomes measured in avalid and refiable
Way Ty

mlN EelmslE F O B
O O BB O O O O

B C O O O O o o
O O o O 0O O 0O

B Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overall appraisal; Ielrde D Exclude I Seel further info D

Comments [Including reason for exclusion)

He sporta informacion relevante para los fines de la revision

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Checklist for Anatytical Cross Secional Midies - 3
tods Tar resaarch purposes only, All sther endguirks
shoudd b sent oo jhbsynt hes s @ deldde edu,aq



Explanation of analytical cross sectional studies critical appraisal

How to cite; Moola 5, Munn Z, Tufanaru C, Aromataris E, Sears &, Sfetcu R, Currie M, Qureshi B, Mattis P,
Lisy K, Mu P-F. Chapter 7: Systematic reviews of etiology and risk . In: Aromataris E, Munn 2 (Editars). J81

tanua! for Evidence Synthesis, 18, 2020, Available from hitpsy/fsynthesismanual.joi.global

Analytical cross sectional studies Critical Appraisal Tool
Answers; Yes, No, Unclear or Not/applicable

1. Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly defined?

The authors sheuld provide clear inclusion and exclusion criteria that they developed prior to recruitment
of the study participants. The inclusionfexclusion criteria should be specified {e.g., risk, stage of diseass
progression) with sufficient detall and all the necessary Information critical to the study.

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail?

The study sample should be descrbed in sufficlent detail 2o that other rezearchers can determine if itis
comparable to the population of interest to them. The authors should provide a clear description of the
population from which the study participants wera salected or recruited, including demographics, location,
and time period.

3. Was the exposure measured in avalid and reliable way?

The study should clearly describe the method of measurement of exposure, Assessing validity requires that
4 'pold standard' is available to which the measure can be compared. The validity ef expozure

measurement usually relates to whether a current measure is appropriate or whether a measure of past
exposure s needad.

Reliability refers to the processes induded in an epidemiological study to chieck repeatability of
measurements of the exposures, These usually include intra-observer relizbility and inter-cbserver
refiability.

4. Were objective, standard criteria used for measurement of the condition?

It is useful to determine if patients wers includad in the study based on either a specified diagnosls or
definition. This is more likely to decrease the risk.of bias, Characteristics are another useful approach to
matching groups, and studies that did not use specified diagnostic methods or definitions shoukd provide
evidence on matching by key characteristics

5. Were confounding factors identified?

Confounding has occurred where the estimated intervention exposure effect is biased by the presence of
some difference between the comparison groups {apart from the exposure investigated/of interest).
Typical confounders include baseline characteristics, prognostic factors, oF concomitant exposures (e.g.
smaking). A confounder is a difference between the comparison groups and it influences the direction of
the study results. & high quality study at the level of cohort design will identify the potential confounders
and measure them [where possible), Thisis difficult for studies where behavioral, attitudinal or lifestyle
factors may impact on the resufts,

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

Strategies to deal with effects of confounding factors may be dealt within the study design orin data
analysis. By matching or stratifying sampling of participants, effects of confounding factors can be adjusted
for. When dealing with adjustment in data analysis, assess the statistics uzed in the study, Most will be
some form of multivariate regression analysis to account for the confounding factors measured.

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable way?

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Chackiist for Anabytical Cross Secignal Soidies - @
Toads Tar resaarch purposes only, Al sther endguinks
shoudd b sent o jhbyynthes s deldde edu o,



Read the methods section of the paper, Iffor e.g. lung cancer s assedsed basad on existing definitions or
diagnostic criteria, then the answer to this guestion is likely to be yes. i lung cancer is assessed using
observer reported, or seli-reported scales, the risk of over- or under-reporting is increassd, and abjectivity
is compromised. Importantly, determine if the measurement tools used were validated instruments as this
has a significant impact on outcome assessment vatidity.

Having established the objectivity of the cutcome measurement [e.g. lung cancer] Instrumaent, It's
important to establish how the measurement was conducted. Were those involved in collecting data
trained or educated in the use of the instrument/s ? (eg. radicgraphers). If there was more than one data
coflector, wera they similar in termsof level of education, clinical or research experience, or lavel of
responsibility in the piece of ressarch being appraized?

8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Az with any consideration of statistical analysis, congderation should be given to whether thers was 3 more
appropriate alternate statistical method that could have been wsed, The metheds section should be
detailed enough for reviewers toidentify which analytical technigues were used (in particular, regression or
stratification) and how specific confounders were measured.

Forstudies utilizing regression analyzis, it ks useful to identify if the study identified which variables were
included and how they related to the outcome. If stratification was the analytical approach used, were the
strata of analysis defined by the specified variables? Additionally, it ks also impoertant to assess the
appropriateness of the analytical strategy in terms of the assumpiions associated with the approach as
differing methods of analysis are based on differing assumptions about the data and how it will resoond.

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Chackiist for Ansbytical Cross Secignal 3oidles - 3
Toads Tar resaarch purposes only, Al sther endguinks
shoudd b sent o jhbyynthes s deldde edu o,



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez rare 97704720
Author_Falahl S., Kenarkoohl A. vear_2020  Record Mumber 141 _33200033
Yes Mo Unclear ot

applicable

[ O [

1. Iz the source of the opinion clearly identified?

2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field
of expertize?

O O O

3. Arethe interests of the refevant population the
central focus of the opinion?

4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and is there logic in the opinion expressed?

5. lithere referance to the extant literatura?

6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources
lzgically dafandad?

S A s N g g
L]
L
[]

Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude ﬁ Seek fitherinfo I:l
Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

Elarticulo no aporta informacion util para los fines de la presente revision
sistematica.

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Criteeal Appraieal Chacklist for Texe aral DEnion - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



CHECKLIST FOR ANALYTICAL
CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Critical Appraisal tools for use in JBI Systematic Reviews



INTRODUCTION

JBI s 20 JB |5 an International research organisation based In the Faculty of Health and Medical Sciences at
the University of Adelaide, South Australia. 18] develops and delivers urique evidence-based Information,
software, education and training designed Lo improve healthcare practice and health outcomes. With over
70 Collaborating Entities, servicing over 90 countries, 1B b a recopnised global lrader in evidence-based

healthcare,

JBI Systematic Reviews

The core of evidence synthesks is the systematic review of literature of & particular intervention, condition
of issue. The systematic review is-essentially an analysis of the available literature {that s, evidence} and a
judgment of the effectiveness or otherwise of a practice, invalving a seres of complex steps. 1Bl takes a
particular view on what counts as evidence and the methods utilised to synthesise those different types of
evidence, In line with this broader view of evidence, 18I has developed theories, methodologiss and
rgorous processes for the critical appraisal and synthesls of these diverse forms of evidence In order o aid
in clinical decision-making in healthcare. There now exists 1Bl guidance for conducting reviews of
effectiveness research, gualitative research, prevalence/incidence, etiology/risk, economic evaluations,
text/opinion, diagnostic tast accuracy, mixed-methods, umbrella reviews and scoping reviews. Further

information regarding IBI systematic reviews can be found in the JBI Evidence Synthesis Manual.

JBI Critical Appraisal Tools

All systematic reviews incorporate a process of critique or appraisal of the research evidence. The purpose
of this appraisal & to assess the methodological guality of 3 study and Lo detarmine the axtent to which 2
study has addressed the possibility of blas in its design, conduct and anabysis, All papers selected for
inclusion in the systematic raview [that is —those that mest the inclusion criteria described in the protocol)
need to be subjected to ngorous appraisal by two critical appraisers. The results of this appraizal can then
be used to inform synthesis and interpretation of the results of the study. 18I Critical appraisal tools have
been developed by the JBI and collaborators and approved by the JB| Scentific Committee following
extensive peér review, Although designed for use in systematic reviews, 1B critizal appraisal tools can also
be used when creating Critically Appraised Topics (CAT), in journal clubs and as an educational tool,

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Chackiist for Anabytical Cross Secignal Soidies - 2
Toads Tar resaarch purposes only, Al sther endguinks
shoudd b sent o jhbyynthes s deldde edu o,



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer: Daniel de la Rosa Martinez, Date: Martes 13 de Abril 2021

Author: Beatri Lopez-Barbaite Year: 2020 Record Mumber: 142 33275358 DDA

Yes Mo Unclear flot
applicable

1. Waera the criteria for inclus:on in the sample claarly
defined?

L]

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in
detail?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable
wWay?

4. Were objective, standard criterla used for
measurement af the condition ¢

Bl O

5 Were confounding Factors [dentified ?

B Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

7. Were the outcomes measured in avalid and refiable
Way Ty

O O o Mo O O O

O N B O

B O O O O O MO
O O o O 0O O 0O

B Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overall appraisal; Ielrde D Exclude l Seel further info D

Comments [Including reason for exclusion)

El diagrostico no fue uniforme para odos v no gueda claro e tiempo de seguwmismo o sl log sintomas son al
momento de la revaloracion

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Checklist for Anatytical Cross Secional Midies - 3
tods Tar resaarch purposes only, All sther endguirks
shoudd b sent oo jhbsynt hes s @ deldde edu,aq



Analytical cross sectional studies Critical Appraisal Tool
Answers; Yes, Mo, Unclear or Not/Ap plicable

1. Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly defined?

The suthors should provide clear inclusion and excusion driteria that they developed prior to recrultment
of the study participants. The inclision/exclusion criteria should be specified [e.g.; risk, stage of disease
progression) with sufficient detail and all the necessaryinformation critical to the study.

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail?

The study sample should be described in sufficient detail so that other researchers can determine if itis
comparable to the population of interest to them. The authors chould provide a clear description of the
population from which the study participants were selected or recruited, including demographics, location,
&nd time periad,

3. Was the exposure measured in avalid and reliable way?

The study should clearly describe the method of measure ment of exposure. Assessing validity requires that
a 'pold standard” 5 available to which the measure can be compared. The validity of exposure
moasurement usually relates to whether a current mesure is appro priate or whether a measura of past
exposure is needed,

Reliability refers to the processes induded in an epidemiological study to check repeatabifity of
measurements of the exposures, These viually include infra-observer reliabibty and inter-obsarver
reliabiity.

4. Were objective, standard criteria used for measurement of the condition?

It is useful to determine if patients wers included in the study based on either a specified diagnosis or
definition. This is more likely to decrease the risk of bias. Characteristics are another useful approach to
matching groups, and studies that did not use specified diagnostic methods or definitions should pravide
evidence on matching by key characternstics

5. Were confounding factors identified?

Confournding has occurred where the estimated intervention exposure effect is biased by the presence of
some difference between the comparison groups (apart from the exposure investigated/of interest).
Typlcal confounders Include baseline characteristics, prognostic factors, or concomitant exposures [e.g
smoking). A confeunder is a difference between the comparison groups and it influences the direction of
the study results. A high quality study at the level of cohort design will identify the potential confounders
and measure them |where possible) This s difficult for studies where behavioral, attitudinal or lifestyle
factors may impact on the results,

6. Woere strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

Strategies to deal with effects of confounding factors may be dealt within the study design or in data
analysis. By matching or stratifying sampling of participants, effects of confounding factors can be adjusted
for, When dealing with adjustment in data analysis, assess the statistics uzad in the study, Most will ba
same form of multivariate regression analysis to-sccount for the confounding factors measurad.,

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable way?

Fead the methods section of the paper. Iffor e.g. lung cancer is assessed based on existing definitions or
diagnostic criteria, then the answer to this question i likely to be yes, If lung cancer is assessed using
abserver reparted, or self-reported scales, the risk of over- or under-reporting is increased, and abjectivity
i5 compromised. Importantly, determine if the measurement Tools used were validated instruments as this
has a significant impact on outcome assessment validity.

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Chackiist for Anabytical Cross Secignal Soidies - @
Toads Tar resaarch purposes only, Al sther endguinks

shoudd be sent to jhlsynthes lsfadeldde edu.ay,



Having establishad the objectinty of the cutcome measurement (o.g. lung cancer] instrumaent, it's
important to estzblish how the measurement was conducted. Were those invelved in collecting data
trained or educated in the use of the instrument/s? (e.g. radiographers), i thers was more than one data
collector, were they similar in terms of level of education, clinical or research experience, or level of
responsibility in the piece of research being appraised?

8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

As with any consideration of fatistical analysis, condderation should ba given to whather there was a more
appropriate alternate statistical method that could have baen used. The methods section should be
detailed encugh for reviewers Yo dentify which amalytical techrigues were used [in particular, regrassion o
stratification) and how specific confounders were measured.

For studies utilizing regression analysis, It s useful to identify iFthe study Identified which varables wera
Imcluded and how they related to the outcome. IF stratification was the analytical approach used, were the
strata of apalysls defined by the specified varkables? Additionally, It ks alse imparfant (o assess the
appropriateness of the analytical strategy in terms of the assumptions associated with the approach as
differing methods of analysis are based on differing assumptions about the date and how it will respond,

£ B, 2020, Al rights reservad, TE grants e of thase Critical Appraisal Chackiist for Ansbytical Cross Secignal 3oidles - 3

Toads Tar resaarch purposes only, Al sther endguinks
shoudd b sent o jhbyynthes s deldde edu o,



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

keviewer Daniel Eduardo Sandova Colin pate  31/03/2021

Jorathan Wi Ting Wen LI, Ranata [ alics DE LUCA,
Author Herside Obveia MELLD NETO and low BARCELLOS  Year 2020 pecord Number 143_33331469_DESC

e Mo Unclear hot

applicabls
1. s thesourceof the opinion clearly identified? [ O 1 C
2. E:::gzizl;r{e of opinion have standing in the field X u 0 u
* enitcsattwopnenr T @ O O O
et cbriondimeaighetn iU - u R = R =
5. |5 there reference to the extant literature? [* O ] [
6. Isany incongruence with the literature/sources & O n ¥

lagically defended?

Overall appraissl;  include D Exclude E Spek further infio D

Carmmenls (Fncleding resson for eathuion)

Mo cumpla los criterios de inclusidn. Sin embargo, puede ser da ulilidad para la discusitn.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

peviewsr Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin Date  31/03/2024

Authior Ana P Bougas, Jakeine Rhanheimer and Jim Lagopouios yvaar 2020 Record Number 14433135582 _DESC

e Mo Unclear hot

applicabls
1. s thesourceof the opinion clearly identified? x O 1 C
2. E:::gzizl;r{e of opinion have standing in the field X u 0 u
Y o attuopenr. T @ 0 O O
Y e sk B O O 0O
5. |5 there reference to the extant literature? (%] O ] [
6. Isany incongruence with the literature/sources & O n m

lagically defended?

Overall appraissl;  include D Exclude Spek further infio D

Carmmenls (Fncleding resson for eathuion)

Mo cumple los criterios de indusidn. Sin ambargo, puede ser de utilidad para la discusién.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Author__ Qliver O'Sulivan vear 2020 Record Number 14533144403 DESC
¥es Mo Unclear Mot
applicabls
1. s thesourceof the opinion clearly identified? (¥ ] [ |
2. Doesthe source of opinion have standing in the field
of expertise? O 0 4
3. Aretheinterests of the relevant population the
central focus of the opinion? ki - n .
4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and is there logic in the opinion expressed? ¥ O O O
5. ls there reference to the extant literature? E O ] [
6. Isany incongruence with the literature/sources
b O O [ ¥

logically defended?

Overall appraissl;  include D Exclude E Spek further infio D

Carmmenls (Fncleding resson for eathuion)

Mo cumple los criterios de inclusion.
Mo es relevante para la discusion de este proyecto.
Conclantiza sobre la recasidad de rehabilitackon v evaluacion mullidsiplinana &s de la fase aguda.




IBI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case Series

Reviewer  Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin Cate 31/03/2021
Author LLq‘ Urcluoli and Elvira Guerrars Year Eﬂzﬂ H.EEII,'.H'I." Mum I:IE'F145—3$1EHEI—DESJ:
Yes P WUnclear kot
applicable

« Were there clear criterla for incluson in the case
saries?

« Was the condition measurad in a standard, rallabla
way for all participants included in the case series?

« Were valid methods used for identification of the
condition for all participants mcluded in the case
sarhes?

= Did the caie series have consscutive Inclusion of
participants?

« Did the case serios have complets incluson of
participants?

«'Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the

participants in the study?

«Was there clear reporting of clinical information of the

participants?

» Were the cutcomes or follow up results of cases
clearty reported?

«Was there clear reporting of the prezenting
-;It-e{s],.l'qllni-:[ﬂ demographic infarmation?

» Was statistical analysis s pprogriate?

[

[

B @ @3 0O &8 B O

5

0 B B O B B 4O @

Overall appraisal:  Inciude I:I Exclude E Seek Turther info I:i

Comments [Including reason for exdusion)

[l

L]

=+ 8 B O O B O B

m

L]

Ek B B B B B O E

o == rediza cuestionario porgae no cumpds con los criternos de inclusian, No reporan persistencia de sintomas.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

keviewer Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin pate  31/03/2021

Author Deysa D Luchmarsingh, Wutsas P Knacert Danido £ Aun-Casnisatat Yoar 2020 Record Number 147_33158907_DESC

¥es Mo Unclear Mot
applicabls
1. s thesourceof the opinion clearly identified? = ] [ |
2. Doesthe source of opinion have standing in the field
of expertise? x] 0 O 4
3. Aretheinterests of the relevant population the
central focus of the opinion? = - n .
4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical 5] = » ]
process, and is there logic in the opinion expressed?
5. ls there reference to the extant literature? Xl O ] [
6. Isany incongruence with the literature/sources 1 = M 5

logically defended?

Overall appraissl;  include D Exclude E Spek further infio D

Carmmenls (Fncleding resson for eathuion)

Mo v:-urnpla los caterios de inclusidn,

.ﬁ.b-u'da gnnugﬂlnmﬂ& las ﬁam.!m l:l& |ﬂ fumn:un vﬂfﬂla’mna 'fGEITtIIlJE mdmﬂhuﬁ




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin Date 31032021 =
Author Mao Pang, LI Wang, Qing Xue of al, vear 2020  Record Number 198_33132729_DESC
Yes Mo  Unclear Mot

applicabhle

1. Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
defined?

L]

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in
datail?

3. Was the exposure measured in & valid and reliable
wayr

4. Were objective, standard criterls used for
measurement of the condition?

5. Were confounding factors identified?

B, Waere strategies to deal with confounding factars
stated?

7. Were the aulcomes measured |n a valld and reliable
wayrt

O 0O O O 0O 0O O O
O O O O O o o O
0 Y N Y O (S 7 S /1 [ 1 G
O O 0O O 0O 0O 0O

B. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Qverall appraisal;  Include D Exclude Seek further info D
Comments [Including reason for exclusion)

Mo se realza cuesichario porgue no curmphe oon los criteros da mclusan,
Mo aborda sintomas persistendas,

Encukesta an imea para estudiar a prevalenca de carga alostatica en aba jadones madicos vs rategadans o mikiicos,




IBI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case Series
Reviewer_Danlel Eduardo Sandoval Colin pate 21/03/2021

Author 1ok Ting-Chen, Misgos Mertide Graci, Marks L ParaGorioetal  woar 20200 Record Number 149 33158704_DESC

Yes P WUnclear kot
applicable

« Were there clear criterla for incluson in the case
saries?

[l m

]
5

« Was the condition measurad in a standard, rallabla
way for all participants included in the case series?

[
L]
L]

« Were valid methods used for ientification of tha
condition for all participants mcluded in the case
sarbes?

= Did the caie series have consscutive Inclusion of
participants?

« Did the case serios have complets incluson of
participants?

« Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the
participants in the study?

«Was there clear reporting of clinical information of the
participants?

» Were the cutcomes or follow up results of cases
clearty reported?

«Was there clear reporting of the prezenting
-.th-e{s],.l'qtlni-:[j.I: demographic infarmation?

B @ @3 0O &8 B O
=+ 8 B O O B O B
Ek B B B B B O E

0 B B O B B 4O @

» Was statistical analysis s pprogriate?

Dverall appraisal: Incude D Extlude Ei Seek further info I:i

Comments [Including reason for exdusion)

Mo cumple bos criterios de nclusisn, Sin embarge, pusde ser de utiidad para la discusion,




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin Date 1042021
Author  Liam Townsend, Adam H. Dyer, Karen Jones et sl Year 200 Record Number 150_33166287_DESC
Yas Na  Unclear Mot

applicabhle

1. Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly
defined?

<]

L]

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in
datail?

3. Was the exposure measured in & valid and reliable
wayr

=

4. Were objective, standard criterls used for
measurement of the condition?

[]

5. Were confounding factors identified?

0 N
0o o 0O o o o o 0O

B, Waere strategies to deal with confounding factars
stated?

7. Were the aulcomes measured |n a valld and reliable
wayrt

=
O 0O B O O O 0O O
O O 0O 0O 0O 0O 0O

=

B. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overall appraisal  Include m Excluds D Seek further info D

Cammeants {Including reasan for exclusion)




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Reviewer Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin Cate 1042020

Author Jose Vergar, Camila Lirars-Silva, Martn B Brodskyet o year 2020 Record Number 191_33167752_DESC

e Mo Unclear hot

applicabls
1. s thesourceof the opinion clearly identified? [ O 1 C
2. E:::gzizl;r{e of opinion have standing in the field R u 0 u
* enimcsattwopnenr T @ O O O
et cbriondimaightn S - u (R = =
5. |5 there reference to the extant literature? X O ] [
6. Isany incongruence with the literature/sources & O n ™

lagically defended?

Overall appraissl;  include D Exclude E Spek further infio D
Carmmenls (Fncleding resson for eathuion)

Mo cumple los critertos de inclusion.

Habila sobre las posives aleradones neuriigicas que pueden inerderk en b deglucdn, con eledo i 5ok en el guso v el aial, sina lambien
an I funeedm sarsorcmators oa [ annga v A lamnge, qua poesden comprometsr s pretaccion da ' les vins respivaionns v k. sagandad de ln degleicn




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin Date 2910372021

Author  Swepna Mandel, Joseph Bametd, Simon E Bnll & ol Year 2020 Record Num ber 152_33172844 DESC

Yes Ma Unclear Mot
applicabhle

1. Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly

defined? El D Ei I:I
2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in

detail? .3 S | 0 O OO
3. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable

wayr |:| D D
4. Were objective, standard criterls used for

measurement of the condition? E D D I:I
5. Were confounding factors identified? |:| D |:I
B, Waere strategies to deal with confounding factars D E El D

stated?
7. Were the oulcomes measured in a valld and reliable

s ®m OO O
B. Was appropriate statistical analysis used? D D D

Owerall appradizal,  Include D Exclude E Seek further info D

Camments (Including Feasan for exclusion)




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

peviewer Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin Date 29/03/2021

Author  Peter V. Dicpingatis and Brerdan J. Caning vear 2020 pecord Number 153 33188436 DESC

e Mo Unclear hot

applicabls
1. s thesourceof the opinion clearly identified? [x O 1 C
2. E:::gzizl;r{e of opinion have standing in the field X u 0 u
Y o attuopenr. T F 0 O O
et cbriondimeaighetn iU S u T = R =
5. |5 there reference to the extant literature? X O ] [
6. Isany incongruence with the literature/sources & O n .

lagically defended?

Overall appraissl;  include D Exclude E Spek further infio D

Carmmenls (Fncleding resson for eathuion)

Mo poses datos para los propdsitos de este trabajo, pueds ser de ulilidad para la discusidn del manuscrito,




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin

Date  20/03/2021

Author  Tedsk Gshime Kswin Ten b Sish, Tokoad Yoshinom o o,

Year 2020 Record Number 154_32187076_DESC

1. Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly

defined?

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in

datail?

3. Was the exposure measured in & valid and relia
wayr

4. Were objective, standard criterls used for
measurement of the condition?

5. Were confounding factors identified?

B, Waere strategies to deal with confounding factars

stated?

7. Were the aulcomes measured In a valld and rel
wayrt

B. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overall appradszl  Include D Excluds ek

Camments (Including Feasan for exclusion)

N se esiudia a sujsios con diagnostico previo de COVID-1S

O O O
® O O O
o O O O
A w A
M O O O
g o
sl o T
® O O O

further info D




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

reviewer Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin Data 301032021

Author  Maress Gt Lucws Ersgegrots, Andres Tramarh ot sl vear 2020  peeord Mumber 155 32827304 DESC
Yes Mo Undear Not
applicable
1. Were tha twia groups similar and recruited from the D D D D

same population?

2. Were the exposures measured similardy to assign

people D

3. toboth exposed and unexposed groups?

[
O

]

4. Was the sxposure measured ina valid and reliable D
way?

5. Were confounding faciors identified?

O
L]

B, Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

L]
L]

7. Were the groups/participants free of the sutcome
at the start of the study [or at the moment of
exposure)?

B. Were the outcomes measured in a valld and reliable
wayT

9. ‘Was the fallow up time reported and sufficient to
be long encugh for outcomes to occur?

10, Was follow up complete, and if not, were the
reasons 1o loss to follow up described and explored?

11, Were strategies 1o address incomplete follow up
utiized?

0, B B = O 8
0. O 0O O 0O 0O 0 8 O
O O O O 0O O 0O 0O 04
., B 0 L L1

12. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overall dppraisal: Include D Exciude seek further info I:l

Cammenls (Including rezcan for exclusion)

Mo se realiza cuestionaric porque na cumpls con los oriterios de inclasidn.
Pl brvwrmntigen w il srvmn: prstel sgrdotic o de SO ID- 19 S swel o’ pos Tvided @ 230, 32y 4% diss con AT-PCR; sderiis de ightAl e g O-sth e un mido persadubos mepoes




IBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES
Reviewer Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin Date 30/03/2021

Author  Clok Cambin, Morin Crising Sewastone, Ao Sasasianc o al. Year 2021 Record Number 153_332“12_DEE-G
Yes Mo Undear Not
applicable
1. Were tha twia groups similar and recruited from the
L1 O []

same population?

2. Were the exposures measured similardy to assign

people E

3. toboth exposed and unexposed groups?

[
O

]

4. Was the sxposure measured ina valid and reliable
way?

5. Were confounding faciors identified?

(]
L]

B, Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

L]
L]

7. Were the groups/participants free of the sutcome
at the start of the study [or at the moment of
exposure)?

[x]

B. Were the outcomes measured in a valld and reliable
wayT

9. ‘Was the fallow up time reported and sufficient to
be long encugh for outcomes to occur?

[]

10, Was follow up complete, and if not, were the
reasons 1o loss to follow up described and explored?

11, Were strategies 1o address incomplete follow up
utiized?

=
KK O O 0O O 0O ®E O 0O
O O O O 0O O 0O 0O 04
O B O O O O

0O O ©H

12. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overall dppraisal: Include IE! Exciude i:l seek further info I:l

Cammenls (Including rezcan for exclusion)




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

reviewer Daniel Eduarde Sandoval Colin Data 30/03/2021
Author_Fran A Gere Lo Kaihrn . Segel BA and Wichoe! L ke Year 2020  Record Number 197_33213542_DESC
Yes Mo Undear Not
applicable
1. Were tha twia groups similar and recruited from the D D D D

same population?

2. Were the exposures measured similardy to assign

people D D

3. toboth exposed and unexposed groups?

O

]

4. Was the sxposure measured ina valid and reliable D D
way?

5. Were confounding faciors identified?

O
]
L]

B, Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

L]
L]
L]

7. Were the groups/participants free of the sutcome
at the start of the study [or at the moment of
exposure)?

B. Were the outcomes measured in a valld and reliable
wayT

9. ‘Was the fallow up time reported and sufficient to
be long encugh for outcomes to occur?

10, Was follow up complete, and if not, were the
reasons 1o loss to follow up described and explored?

11, Were strategies 1o address incomplete follow up
utiized?

0, B B = O 8
O O O O 0O 0O
O O O O 0O O 0O 0O 04
., B 0 L L1

12. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overall dppraisal: Include D Exciude seek further info D

Cammenls (Including rezcan for exclusion)

Mo ge realiza cuestionario porgque no cumple con los criterios de inclusian.
Las pruebas de PCR fuson incslimente mmiksdas debido & b degonibikdad de lesopos v readives
En prmmera nsAnas B caglura da sinfomes aslaha Imilda a &, poskermments a 12 La coplums 0a 125 snomas asia imeada a la fass agoda.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

reviewsr  Daniel Eduarde Sandoval Colin pata  30/03/2021

Author  Bromsn das Borsl, karnaba B Paicrs, Mosiqs Biskaiol. Vear 2020 Becord Mumber 158_33220049 DESC
Yes Mo Undear Not
applicable
1. Were tha twia groups similar and recruited from the
same population? D D D

2. Were the exposures measured similardy to assign

people E

3. toboth exposed and unexposed groups?

[
O

]

4. Was the sxposure measured ina valid and reliable [E]
way?

5. Were confounding faciors identified?

(]

B, Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

[l
E 0O O
L 0O

7. Were the groups/participants free of the sutcome
at the start of the study [or at the moment of
exposure)?

[]

B. Were the outcomes measured in a valld and reliable
wayT

9. ‘Was the fallow up time reported and sufficient to
be long encugh for outcomes to occur?

10, Was follow up complete, and if not, were the
reasons 1o loss to follow up described and explored?

11, Were strategies 1o address incomplete follow up
utiized?

O & O O O 0O 0O O 0O

B O K ¥ & O
O O O 0O 0O
., B 0 L L1 O

12. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overall dppraisal: Include D Exciude E seek further info I:l

Cammenls (Including rezcan for exclusion)




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

reviewer Daniel Eduarde Sandoval Calin pate 300372021

Yes MNe Unclear Mat
applicabhle

1. :-':nr:lzed'd'n; criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly [Ef D Ei I:I
2. :::;TH?-IE study subjects and the setting described in E D D D
3. :.u’::?the exposure measured in & valid and reliable |:| D D
N st i 0 o o
5. Were confounding factors identified? x [ O i
f rtzad;tratwin; to deal with confounding factars D El D
7. r::: the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable E D D D
8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used? E D D D

Owerall appradizal,  Include D Exclude E Seek further info D

Camments (Including Feasan for exclusion)




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

heviewer  Daniel Eduardo Sandoval Colin Date 30/03/2021

futhor M Mendelson, J Ned, L Blumberg et al. vear 2020  Record Mumber 180_33403997_DESC
¥es Mo Unclear Mot
applicabls
1. s thesourceof the opinion clearly identified? [ ] [ |
2. Doesthe source of opinion have standing in the field
of expertise? Bt 0 O 4
3. Aretheinterests of the relevant population the
central focus of the opinion? ¥ - n .
4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and is there logic in the opinion expressed? X O O O
5. ls there reference to the extant literature? ® O ] [
6. Isany incongruence with the literature/sources
b ®E O [ O

lagically defended?

Overall appraissl;  include D Exclude E Spek further infio D

Lomments (ncluding ressan Tor exchusion )

Mo poses informacidn para los propositos de este trabajo. Mo cumple con los criterios de inclusidn.




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES
reviewsr Danlel Eduarde Sandoval Colin Date 3M03/2021

Author Jerome R Lechien, Fabrce Joume, Stephens Hansetal. Yegr 2020 Record Number 181_33330338_DESC

Yes Mo Undear Not

applicable
1. Were tha twia groups similar and recruited from the D D D
X

same population?

2. Were the exposures measured similardy to assign

people D

3. toboth exposed and unexposed groups?

[
O

[X]

4. Was the sxposure measured ina valid and reliable E
way?

5. Were confounding faciors identified?

=
L]

B, Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

[><]
L]

7. Were the groups/participants free of the sutcome
at the start of the study [or at the moment of
exposure)?

[<]

B. Were the outcomes measured in a valld and reliable
wayT

Bl [

9. ‘Was the fallow up time reported and sufficient to
be long encugh for outcomes to occur?

[x<]

10, Was follow up complete, and if not, were the
reasons 1o loss to follow up described and explored?

Bd [0 [

11, Were strategies 1o address incomplete follow up
utiized?

O O

O O O 0 O O 0 0O 0O
=

0. O 0O &g 0 0O 0 B O

[x]
[]

12. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Overall dppraisal: Include D Exciude seek further info I:l

Cammenls (Including rezcan for exclusion)




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer Daniel de la Rosa Date 21.11-20
Author__ R. Torres-Castroa et al Year 2020 Record Number 162_33262076
Mot
Yes Mo  Unclear _ﬂ
applicable

1. Isthe review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O]

1.  ‘Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
gquestion?

3. Was the search strategy appropriate’?

4. Were the sources and resources used to search for
studies adequate?

L. ‘Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriats?

6. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more
reviewers independenthy !

7.  Were there methods to minimize errors in data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

%, ‘Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?

10, Were recommendations for policy andfor practice
supported by the reported data?

11, ‘Were the specific directives for new research
appropriate?

N N OODODDODODOOOOS
O e s O A o A B s
O Ooooooo0aoao
00N NENSIEE S O

Dwerall apprasal; I liede D Exclude ,Ei Seak fUrther info |:I

Commants {Including reasan fior exclusion]

Revigw




1BI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case 5eries

Reviewer Daniel de la Rosa Date 02-02-21
Author Melanie Dani et al Year 2020  Record Number 163_33243837
Yas Mo Unclear Mt
applicable
= Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case
sieriasy E. D D I:l
« Was the condition measured in a standard, refiable
way for all participants included in the caze serigs? E' D D
« Were valid methods used for identification of the
condition for all participants included in the case ﬁ | M|
saries ¥

- Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of
participants?

« Did the case serfes have complete inclusion of
participants?

= Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the
participants in the study?

« Was there clear reporting of dinical infarmation of the
participants?

O
Al
0 O O 0O O 0O

< Ware the outcomes orF follow up results of cazes
clearly reported?

« Was there clear remorting of the presenting
sita(s)/elinie{s) demographic infarmation?

S, BN N O O O

]

O O O 0O 0O 0O
O O

=Was statistical analysis appropriate? D D

Overall apprabsal; Inchude D Exchude mfﬁukfurthnrlnfn D

Comments [Including regson for exdusion)
Cases report

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Crinseal Appralesd Chacklist for Case Sapes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should be sent to JpipmthesisB agelaxde sdv.ay.



1BI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case 5eries

Reviewer Daniel de la Rosa Date 07-02-21
Author___ Edward Needhametall  Year_ 2020 Record Number_| 7493244712
Yas Mo Unclear Mat
applicable

= Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case
sieriasy

]

+ Was the condition measured in a standard, refiable
way for all participants included in the caze serigs?

« Were valid methods used for identification of the
condition for all participants included in the case
saries ¥

- Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of
participants?

« Did the case serfes have complete inclusion of
participants?

= Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the
participants in the study?

« Was there clear reporting of dinical infarmation of the
participants?

O O O O o 0O

< Ware the outcomes orF follow up results of cazes
clearly reported?

L]

« Was there clear remorting of the presenting
sita(s)/elinie{s) demographic infarmation?

O O S0 0O @ 0 8 N §
O

O & 0§ § 0O 0o o o O
a (v B S = O = I = A - (= R =

N,

=Was statistical analysis appropriate?

Overall apprabsal; Inchude D Exchude mfﬁukfurthnrlnfn D

Comments [Including regson for exdusion)
Cases report

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Crinseal Appralesd Chacklist for Case Sapes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should be sent to JpipmthesisB agelaxde sdv.ay.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Feviewsar Canigl de la Rosa Date 02.02.21
Author__ Etham Atsbati, et al. Year 2020 Record Mumber 165_33274259
Mot
Yes Mo Unclear _ﬂ
applicable

1. Isthe review question clearly and explicitly stated?

1.  ‘Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
gquestion?

3. Was the search strategy appropriate’?

4. Were the sources and resources used to search for
studies adequate?

L. ‘Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriats?

6. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more
reviewers independenthy !

7.  Were there methods to minimize errors in data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

%, ‘Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?

10, Were recommendations for policy andfor practice
supported by the reported data?

11, ‘Were the specific directives for new research
appropriate?

1 R o e O A I
Ooooooooooo@
Doz ORBRAERE RO

OO0 0Do0ooooooao

Dwerall apprasal; I liede D Exclude ‘E Seak fUrther info |:I

Commants {Including reasan fior exclusion]




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer Daniel de la Rosa Date 21.11-20
Author__ Scott Rooney, et al Year 2020 Record Number 21_32TiT507
Mot
Yes Mo  Unclear _ﬂ
applicable

1. Isthe review question clearly and explicitly stated?

O]

1.  ‘Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review
gquestion?

3. Was the search strategy appropriate’?

4. Were the sources and resources used to search for
studies adequate?

L. ‘Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriats?

6. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more
reviewers independenthy !

7.  Were there methods to minimize errors in data
extraction?

E.  Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?

%, ‘Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?

10, Were recommendations for policy andfor practice
supported by the reported data?

11, ‘Were the specific directives for new research
appropriate?

N N OOOoODODOOoOOoaogH
i e o e Y o s O o A s O o
O e Y e Y o O s O e R Y

O O S O R R R N B

Dwerall apprasal; I liede D Exclude ,Ei Seak fUrther info |:I

Commants {Including reasan fior exclusion]

Review




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

e Daniel de la Rosa cate 14411720
Author C. Andrejaka et al vear 2020  Record Number 167 332808941
Ve Mo Unclear Bt
applicable
1. s the source of the opinion clearly identified? ] ] ] N
2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field
of expertize? [ L] [ L
3. Arethe interests of the relevant population the
central focus of the opinion? u o o] L]
4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
. e S 5 O El
process, and is there logic in the opinion expressed?
5. |3 thers reference to the extant literature? [] ] 1 |
6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources
lzgically dafandad? . - O u
Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude D Seek fitherinfo I:l
Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)
£ 1B, 2020 Al righis reserved VR grants ise of thase Critaeal Appraiisl Chacklist for Text amd Dpsnion - 3

1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should ba sant to Jhigmthesis@adalarle ady,a



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer _Garlos Alberto Fermin Martinez  pate 1170472021
Auither Walsh-Messinger J, et & vear 2020 mecord Number 168_33269366_CAFM
L= Me  Unclear Mot
eppicable
1. ":j".':il:;;"l'f criteria for inchesion in the sample clearly H . u u
2 :‘i;:ha study subjects and the setting described in ? ]: El j
- :::r::; he saposure measursd in avalid and reliable D E g’ j
g ety @ 0 O O
5. Were confounding factors identifiad! ] i = O
a. E.:ztr:ds;'atemes to deal with confourding factors El EI' D j
I “Wlaevr: the outcomes measured in e validand relable ? E El G
B, Wias appeogpriate staligicsl anabyon ceed? g ] ] '

Owerall appraisal; Include D Eatlude D Saek further Infa W

Camrmenti | Intleding reason far axclimion)

La metodologia de esle anicuo es busna, el UNICD INconvernienis 25 que el dacnasico ge COVID-19 se hEo
con -1

0 con uicio clinico oe un médico (257

de o5 paclentes ).

podria contactar a los autores para gue

185, 20200 AN nights resareed. 181 granty use of these Crtcal Appralesd Cheekliss for Ardlyties) Crine Sectonad Studss - 3
Tenas Towr ressarch purpeses andy, All oiher enguinks
shauld be sent 1o [boynthesoad eleed = edu.au.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Caros Alberto Fermin Martinez  pa 11/04/2021
Auther Patarzan ME, at al. Year 2020 Fecord Numbed 169 EEEES_C&FM
Ve Mo  Uncear Mot
applicable
1. Ware tha two groups similar and recuited from the
sarme poplation? H D D |:|

2, Were the exposures measured similarly 1o assign
people
1. e beth expesed and unegseded groups?

N
0
O
m

Wy
5. Were confounding facters [demtified]

B. Were strategles to deal with cenfourding facters

4. Was Lhe e posure es asdrgd nos valld and rabable H
stated? [:l

7. Ware the groups/participants free of the outcomae
at the start of the study for &l the moment of
eiposure)?

B. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and rekakle z
way'r

9. Wasthe follow up time reported and sufficent to z
be long enough tor oulcomes Lo oocur?

O O O O O O W W 0O

C W B 0 0 B B B B
iy B Ly 8O 8 O B i 8

10. Was follow up complete, and ot werne the
ressors bo loes Lo follow up deaciibed and explored? ﬂ
11. Were strategies Lo sddress intomplele folley ug D
utilized?
17, Was appropriate skztistical analyss used? H

Chisrall aporasal Ineluds n Ferlude r-.l ek F:|r'rhr-r:nFnﬂ

Cammants [Induding reason for exclision|

En el -E-ih.ltiu g8 |nduy'erﬂn mencres de Ed.ad ypr:lenles gsintomaticos en la nfecdm Bg-uda pcrln que o

e yrepreny afipos de T

B a0, T0En AR g bis re s rvesd, 100 granis wee ol these Crmiical Appr i ekt for Cobor Stuckes - 2
ool s fior resesrch purposes oty All other enoures

shouid b s=ent o jbemtbeso@adeledamluag.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Caros Alberto Fermin Martinez  pa 11/04/2021
Raithida Deisenhammer F, et al, Year 2020  Record Number 170_33315138 CAFM
Yoz Mo Unclear Mot

applicable

1. Wars tha bwo groups simélar and recnuited from the
same population?

O O [

2, Were the exposures measured similarly 1o assign
people
1. e beth expesed and unegseded groups?

O
1
O

4. Was Lhe e posure es asdrgd nos valld and rabable
WY

5. Were confounding facters [demtified]

B, Wiere strategles to deal with cenfourding factar
stated

7. Ware the groups/participants free of the outcomae
at the start of the study for &l the moment of
eiposure)?

B. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and rekakle
way'r

9. Wasthe follow up time reported and sufficent to
be long enough tor oulcomes Lo oocur?

10. Was follow up complete, and ot werne the
ressons bo loes Lo follow up deaciibed and explored?

11. Were strategies Lo sddress intomplele folley ug
utilized?

N 00N § N0 N N N N
H & 09 o g g o 0
0O 8§ 8§ 0O O O ®| 0O O
o QY e [ e s v S = O = I

17, Was appropriate skztistical analyss used?

Chisrall aporasal Ineluds n Ferlude I] Sapk Furthsr infn r-l

Cammants [Induding reason for exclision|

El articulo incluye mencores de 18 afios, no se hace el diagndstico exclusivamente
con PCR o prueba de antigenos ¥ no reporia sinfomas persistentes

B a0, T0En AR g bis re s rvesd, 100 granis wee ol these Crmiical Appr i ekt for Cobor Stuckes - 2
ool s fior resesrch purposes oty All other enoures

shouid b s=ent o jbemtbeso@adeledamluag.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewsr Caflos Alberto Fermin Martinez  paie 11/04,/2021
Aithor Chevrer S, et al. vear 2021 oo od Humber 171_335216897_CAFM
W Mo  Unclear RNot

applicable

1. Wars tha bwo groups simélar and recnuited from the
same population?

O@ O

2, Were the exposures measured similarly 1o assign
people
1. e beth expesed and unegseded groups?

4. Was Lhe e posure es asdrgd nos valld and rabable
WY

NN N0
0O
O
O

IR 1 SO O I S 1 D 1 IS

5. Were confounding facters [demtified]

B. Were strategles to deal with cenfourding facters H
stated?

7. Ware the groups/participants free of the outcomae
at the start of the study for &l the moment of

eiposure)?

B. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and rekakle H
way'r

9. Wasthe follow up time reported and sufficent to H
be long enough tor oulcomes Lo oocur?

10. Was follow up complete, and ot werne the
w4

ressors bo loes Lo follow g desciibed and explored

11. Were strategies Lo sddress intomplele folley ug
utilized? E

= B D 0O 0 B 8 8 a
iy B Ly 8O 8 O B i 8

17, Was appropriate skztistical analyss used? H

Chisrall aporasal Ineluds n Ferlude ﬁ Sapk Furthsr info r-l

Cammants [Induding reason for exclision|

El articulo no presenta sintomas persistentes, por lo que aungue la metodologia sea
robusta, no se justifica su inclusion en nuestro analisis.

B a0, T0En AR g bis re s rvesd, 100 granis wee ol these Crmiical Appr i ekt for Cobor Stuckes - 2
ool s fior resesrch purposes oty All other enoures
shouid b s=ent o jbemtbeso@adeledamluag.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Rsubaygy -Meincio SiclisAndods Data 30104 20
Aulhor  Adii 3 Shah, Alysen W Wong, Camenon J Hague el al Year MO0 prnrd Murnbser 17232275023 ASA
Yes Mo Unclear Naot
applicable
1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the ﬂ D |:| |:|
same population?

2. Were the exposures measured similarky to assign
penpls

[
L]
L]

3. toboth exposed and unexposed groups?

4, Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable
wayr

5. Woere confounding factors identified?

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding Factors
stated?

7. Were the groups/participants free of the oulcome
&t the start of the study (or at the moment of
exposure)?

D o . B

8. Were the outcomes measurad in a valid and reliable
way?

0O € 8 O O

N O O O O o o o O

9. Was the follow up tme reported and sufficient to D
be long enough for cutcomes to occur?

10, Was lollow up complete, and if not, were the I:I
reasons to koss to follow up described and explored?

O Ol B O O O L0

11. Were strategies to address incomplete follow up D
utilized? lﬂ
12, Was appropriate statistical analysis used? F] ] []

Overall appraisal:  Include [::I Exclude F) Seak furthar info [:]

Comments |Including reasen fior exclusion)

£ B, 2020, All rghis reserved TBgrants use of these Critieal appranad Cheskdis fer Cohort Siindhes - 3
1ools for research purposes anly, A0 ober enguines

should be sent to jbisynthesis@adelade adu.au.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

R by, - Miiric Solla ks Dlata 2010/ 202
Aihieyy | TR Ehnnuter: Seno b PR e Yaar M0 Record Number 173 3003530 ASA
Yes Mo Unclear Naot
applicable
1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population? E D I:l I:l

2. Were the exposures measured similarky to assign

pecpla ‘El

3. toboth exposed and unexposed groups?

[
L]
L]

4, Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable E"
wayr

5. Woere confounding factors identified? ﬂ

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding Factors ﬁ
stated?

7. Were the groups/participants free of the oulcome
&t the start of the study {or at the moment of m’
exposure)?

8. Were the outcomes measurad in a valid and reliable ﬁ
way?

9. Was the follow up tme reported and sufficient to E
be long enough for cutcomes to occur?

2 B B B3 8 B B =
O Ol B O O O L0

B O EH B O © 8 O HO

10, Was lollow up complete, and if not, were the El
reasons to koss to follow up described and explored?
11. Were strategies to address incomplete follow up El
utilized?
12, Was appropriate statistical analysis used? E ] []

Overall appraisal:  Include ';ﬂ Exclude D Seak furthar info [:]
Comments |Including reasen fior exclusion)

This is o afuch of eucellent guakiy

£ B, 2020, All rghis reserved TBgrants use of these Critieal appranad Cheskdis fer Cohort Siindhes - 3
1ools for research purposes anly, A0 ober enguines

should be sent to jbisynthesis@adelade adu.au.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

R by, - Miiric Solla ks Dlata 2010/ 202
Author__ G Hust, G PRl | Korsterminkde, A Abundag o 8, Year B0 pecord Number  'TE-IRI010ASA
¥eo Mo Unclear Mot
applicable
1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the |:| D |:|
same population?
2. Were the exposures measured similarfy $o assign
pecpla

]
]
I
]

3. toboth exposed and unexposed groups?

4, Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable
wayr

Th

5. Woere confounding factors identified?

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding Factors
stated?

7. Were the groups/participants free of the oulcome
&t the start of the study (or at the moment of
exposure)?

8. Were the outcomes measurad in a valid and reliable
way?

9. Was the follow up tme reported and sufficient to
be long enough for cutcomes to occur?

10, Was lollow up complete, and if not, were the
reasons to koss to follow up described and explored?

11. Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

O Ol B O O O L0

o R i O -~ i R S = G ™
O O O O O o B8 I+ O

wW BB S O T O o

I

12, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

L]

Overall appraisal:  Include [::I Exclude F Seak furthar info [:]

Comments |Including reasen fior exclusion)

el carin & | sdibor maecing lanee he paouaia cofomea pam i prlunciiza & nads pobea b5 fieva, i e incys porlaka ol infefeadcion,

£ B, 2020, All rghis reserved TBgrants use of these Critieal appranad Cheskdis fer Cohort Siindhes - 3
1ools for research purposes anly, A0 ober enguines

should be sent to jbisynthesis@adelade adu.au.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Reviewer_Agand Siclia forade Dy SEE

Author  Mark Vink, Alesandes VirkSiese Year 20 Record Number 176_33322316_ASA

Yeg Mo Unclear Bt
applicable

[ O O

1. Is the source of the opinion clearly identified?

2. Doesthe source of opinion have standing in the field
of expertise?

L]
]

[

A, Are the interests of the relevant population the
central focus of the opinion?

4. |sthe stated position theresult of an anaktical
process, and is there logic In the opinion expressed?

5. lithere reference to the extant literatura?

6. lsany incongruence with the literature/sources
logically datendad?

EI-..Q,."‘E--..“-Q}-“B. L
C
O
Cl

Overall appraisal,  nclude D Exclude m.’ Seek further info I:l
Cammenls [Ineluding reasen far aaelusian)

M g ineh i RS RArAIES an & Aok

5B, 2020, Al rghis resered TBgranes use of these Criteeal Appraisgd Chasidist far Text gnd Dpinon - 3
1ools for research purposes anly, A0 ober enguines

should be sent to jbisynthesis@adelade adu.au.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Revigyar Nekrde Sclin Andods Data 307 04 0
Authgr Mayssam Mohme, Okvia Braftord of af Yaar MO pecord Number  177-33283678
Yes Mo Unclear Not

applicable
1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
same population? D I:l I:l

2. Were the exposures measured similarky to assign
penpls

Ly

L]

3. toboth exposed and unexposed groups?

5. Woere confounding factors identified?

wayr
?’ []
il

0 O

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding Factors
stated?

7. Were the groups/participants free of the oulcome
&t the start of the study (or at the moment of
exposure)?

8. Were the outcomes measurad in a valid and reliable
way?

O O

4, Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable )ﬁ I:I D

9. Was the follow up tme reported and sufficient to D |:|
be long enough for cutcomes to occur? ﬂ

10, Was lollow up complete, and if not, were the I:I I:l
reasons to koss to follow up described and explored?

11. Were strategies to address incomplete follow up D )Er D

O Ol B O O O L0

utilized?

L]

12, Was appropriate statistical analysis used? F] ] /é-

Overall appraisal:  Include [::I Exclude H Seak furthar info [:]

Comments |Including reasen fior exclusion)

£ B, 2020, All rghis reserved TBgrants use of these Critieal appranad Cheskdis fer Cohort Siindhes - 3
1ools for research purposes anly, A0 ober enguines

should be sent to jbisynthesis@adelade adu.au.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

R by, - Miiric Solla ks Dlata 2010/ 202
Author__ Bin Lera, Ling! X, Fan Tang, Jusman Maemurn, e & Year 200 Record Number_ '7BS1BSE0 ASA
¥eo Mo Unclear Mot
applicable
1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the d‘ D |:| |:|
same population?

2. Were the exposures measured similarky to assign

penpls m

3. toboth exposed and unexposed groups?

[
L]
L]

4, Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable D(

wayr

5. Woere confounding factors identified? ¢

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding Factors |:|
stated?

7. Were the groups/participants free of the oulcome
&t the start of the study (or at the moment of [IT
exposure)?

8 Were the outcomes measurad in a valid and reliable E
way?

9. Was the follow up tme reported and sufficient to ﬁ
be long enough for cutcomes to occur?

E O EH B O B W O H
B O O O 0O O O O
O Ol B O O O L0

10, Was lollow up complete, and if not, were the
reasons to koss to follow up described and explored? ?
11. Were strategies to address incomplete follow up D
utilized?
12, Was appropriate statistical analysis used? E’ ] []

Overall appraisal:  Include [::I Exclude a Seak furthar info [:]

Comments |Including reasen fior exclusion)

El artiouo o moroiora ks sinlomss del segumicnio

£ B, 2020, All rghis reserved TBgrants use of these Critieal appranad Cheskdis fer Cohort Siindhes - 3
1ools for research purposes anly, A0 ober enguines

should be sent to jbisynthesis@adelade adu.au.



18I Crntical Appraisal Checklist for
Tualitative Research

ReviewerDanizl de |a Rosa. Date 03-02-21

Author Tpm Kingstone.gtal ... Y¥ear: 2020 Record Number: 179 33051223

s M

1. Is there congruity between the stated philosophical
perspective and the research methodology?

2. I there congruity between the research methodology
and the research question or objectives?

3. Is there congruity between the research methodology
and the methods used to collect data?

4. 15 there congruity between the research methodelopy
and the representation and analysis of data?

5.  Is there congruily between Che research methodology
and the interpretation of results?

&, ks there a statement locating the researcher culturally
or theoretically?

7. B the influence of the researcher on the research, and
vice- versa, addressed?

8. MAre participants, and their woices, adequately
represented?

9. Is the research ethical according to current criteria or,
for recent studies, and & there evidonce of ethical
approval by an aporopriate body?

10. Do the conclusions drawn in the research report flow
from the analysis, or interpretation, of the data?

O O 0O 0O O &0 O O 0 O

HE O O O NN B N EE s

Owerall appratsal I lude E Exclude l Seek further infc D

Comments (Inclueding reason for exclusicn)

Cualitative Reszzarch articles are not imcluded asz inclusion criteria

Unclear

OB EE C 0 0 0 0 O

Mat
applicable

O

o [ O O & i T [ [



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewsr  Daniel de la Rosa Date 04-02-21
Author__ Roy Meys, et al Yeal 2020 Record Number 180_33317214
Yes Mo Unclear Mot
applicable
1. Ei?[:l::: criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly H [:.l |:.| D
z ;‘u‘ﬂ::ﬁ;he study subjects and the setting described in E D D D
& raar?the exposure measured ina valic and relizble E D |:| D
e o m B O
5. Woere confounding factors identified? ] E [] []
6. ::r:tr;gdg;rﬂagl.@s to deal with confounding Factors 0 E’ [] ]

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
e A 0 0O O
8 Was appropriate statistical analysis used? ‘E’ ] ] ]

Overallappraizal:  Include D Exclude Hi-eel-;iurther infio D

Camments (Including reasan for exclusion]

~ El anleo sintoma persistents gue se reporta es disnea en 64% de los pacientes, sin embargo,
s0lo un pequefio porcentaje de los pacientes (23%, n=49) wvieron COVID-19 confirmado por
PCR. Se intenta mostrar 1a informacion de sintomas persisientes desagregada para los
pacientes con PCR positiva, pero al pareacer hay un arror en la presentacidn de estos
resultados. Se podria contactar a los autores para obtener solo la informacion de [os
pacientes PCR positivos, sin ambargo, 1a baja calidad del estudio, aunado & el bajo
porcentaje de pacentes con prueba de PCR, considero que no se justifica contactar alos
aulores y es mejor rechazar el articulo.



1BI Critical Appraisal Checklist for Case 5eries

Reviewer  Daniel dela Rosa Martinez Cate 03-02-21
Autliar LS Gercia-ATOHN, EUA Vear__ 2020 Record Number_24_32998840
Yas Mo  Unclear Mot

applicable

]

= Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case
sieriasy

+ Was the condition measured in a standard, refiable
way for all participants included in the caze serigs?

« Were valid methods used for identification of the
condition for all participants included in the case
saries ¥

- Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of
participants?

« Did the case serfes have complete inclusion of
participants?

= Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the
participants in the study?

« Was there clear reporting of dinical infarmation of the
participants?

O O O O o 0O

< Ware the outcomes orF follow up results of cazes
clearly reported?

L]

« Was there clear remorting of the presenting
sita(s)/elinie{s) demographic infarmation?

O O O 0O 0O O O 0O 0O

= GO GG 8™ 0O 0O B O B

O O o Qg ¢ B 8§ O 8 O
O

O
O

=Was statistical analysis appropriate?

verall appraisal; Felude D Exclude {Euicfurthnrlnfn D

Comments [Including regson for exdusion)

£ B, 2020, All rghs rederved 1B grants ise of thase Crinseal Appralesd Chacklist for Case Sapes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties

should be sent to JpipmthesisB agelaxde sdv.ay.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Enrique Cafieda Guerra Date 4/04/2021

Authior Ortelll, P, O, et al, Year 2020 Record Mumber 182 33359928 ECG

i,

11.

Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
warme population ?

Were the exposures measured similarly to asslgn
people to both exposed and unexposed groups?

Was the exposure measured In a valid and reliable
way?

Were confounding factors identified?

Waere strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

Were the groups/participants free of the outcome
at the start of the study |or at the moment of

EXpOSUre)f

Were the outeomes measured na valid and reliable
way'

Was the follow up time reported and sufficent ta
be long emough for outcomes ta accur?

Was lollow up complete, and il not, were the
reasons to loss to fallow up described and explored?

Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Yes

]
L]
L1
L]
L]

A

[l

1

A

Mo Unclear Not
applicabile

u@miie
oo A
O
7 O

[

A L

5 B O B
B B g g
O W N 0O O 0O O O

[

Cverall appraisml;  Include D Exclude E seek further infa D

Comments [including reasan for sxdusion)

LR, 52, All nghis resereed, M grants use of thase
ook for resaarch purpasas only, A0 other enguiries

should be sent to jhisynthesis@adelaide adu.ay

Critical Appraisal Chaclist for Cohort Studies - 3



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Enrique Cafieda Guerra Date 4/04/2021

Authior Arnatd, 0. T, et al. Year 2020 Record Number 183 33273006 ECG

Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicabile

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
warme population ?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly to asslgn
people to both exposed and unexposed groups?

3. ‘Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

4. Were confounding factors identified?

O 0O 0O 0O

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

[]
6. Were the groups/participants free of the outcome
at the start of the study |or at the moment of D

EXpOSUre)f
7. Were the outeomes measused ina valid and reliable

wayr

B. ‘Was the follow up time reported and sufficdent to
be long enough for cutcomes ta ocur?

O O O O O O
o O B 86" 8 2 B B O

o™ 0 0o oDocooN N

9. Was lollow up complete, and it not, were the |1—ﬂ.r
reasons to loss to fallow up described and explored?

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up |:[
utilized?

11, Was appropriate statistical analysis used? é []

Overall appraisml;  Inchude D Exclude m seek further infa D

Comments [including reasan for sxusion)

LR, 52, All nghis resereed, M grants use of thase Critical Appraisal Chaclist for Cohort Studies - 3
ook for resaarch purpasas only, A0 other enguiries

should be sent to jhisynthesis@adelaide adu.ay



CHECKLIST FOR CASE
CONTROL STUDIES

Critical Appraisal tools for use in JBl Systematic Reviews




INTRODUCTION

JBlis an international research organisation based in the Faculty of Health-and Medical 5ciences at the
University of Adelaide, South Australia. 18f develops and delivers unigue evidence-based information,
software, education and training designed to improve healthcare practice and health outcomes. With over
T0 Collaborating Entities, servicing over 30 countries, 1Bl is a recognised global leader in evidence-based

healthcars,

IBI Systematic Reviews

The coreof evidence synthesis is the systematic review of literature of a particular intervention, conditicn
or issue. The sysbematic review is essentially an analysis of the available literaturs [that is, evidence) and a
judgment of the effectiveness or otherwise of a practice, invelving a series of complex steps. JBl takes a
particular view an what counts as evidence and the methods utilised to synthesise those different types of
wvidenca, In Hoe with this broasder view of evidenca, JBI has doveloped theories, methadologies and
rigorous processes for the critical appralsal and synithesis of these diverse forms of evidence in order 0 akd
in climical deciston-making in healthcare. There now exists JBl guldance for conducting reviews of
effectiveness research, gualitative research, prevalence/incidence, etiology/risk, economic evalueations,
text/opinion, diagnosfic test accuracy, mied-methods, umbrella reviews and scoping reviews, Further
infermation regarding JBl systematic reviews can be found in the JBl Evidence Synthesis Manual.

BI Critical Appraisal Tools

All systemaltic reviews incorporale a process of critique or appraisal of the research evidence, The purpose
of this appraisal s to sssess the methodological quality of a study and to determing the extent to which &
study has addressed the possibility of bias in its design, conduct and analysis. All papers selacted for
inclusion inthe systematic review [Lhat 5 —those that meet the inclusion criteria described in the protodol)
need to be subjected to rigorous appraisal by bwo critical appraisers. The results of this appraisal can then
be used to inform synthesis and interpretation of the results of the study. Bl Critical appraiszl tools have
been developed by the JBI and collaborators and approved by the JBI Scientific Committee fallowing
extensive peer review, Although designed for use in systematic reviews, JBI critical appraisal toods can also

be used when creating Critically Appratsed Topics [CAT), in journal clubs and as an educational tool,

£ JB1, 2020, All rights reserved, 18I grants use of these Crincal Appralsal Checklist for Cese Controd Studies - 2
tools far research purpases caly. Al other enguirkes

sl b smpit Ly (BEynth esds @ adelal de_adii g,



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
CASE CONTROL STUDIES

Reviewer Enriqua Cafieda Guerra Date 4/04/3021
Author Galvan-Tejada, C. ., % al. Year 2020 Record Number 184 33327641 ECG

Mok
applicable

¥es No Unclear

1. Werethe groups comparable other than the
presence of disease in cases or the absence of
disease in controls?

O

S

T ] Y 1 (0 I i O i O (T O

2. Were cases and controls matched
appropriately?

3. Werethe same criteria used for identification
of cases and contrals?

A, Was exposure measured ina standard, valid
and reliable way?

5. Was exposure measured in the same way for
cases and contrals?

6. Were confounding factors (dentified?

7. Were strategies to deal with confounding
factors stated?

8. Were outcomes assessed in a standard, valid
and reliable way for casas and contrals?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long
encugh to be meaningiul?

e v iiNw o N N
OO O OD0O0OYW OO O
L E B O 5000 B [

10, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Owarall apprateal!  Includs D Exeluda E’Seeklurmerlhf-n D

Cormments (including reasen for exclushon)

Dicen que ircluyeron a sujetos con diagndstico conficmado por lsboratono de acuerdo a los lineamientos de fa OMS

Lin embargo. esto implicaria gus podrian estar sujebos sin PCR dado gue 1a definicidn operacional foma en cuenta
prusha de anbiperas

£ JB1, 2020, All rights reserved, 18I grants use of these Crincal Appratsal Checklist for Cese Controd Studies - 3
tools far research purpases caly. Al other enguirkes

sl b smpit Ly (BEynth esds @ adelal de_adii g,



EXPLANATION OF CASE CONTROL STUDIES
CRITICAL APPRAISAL

How to cite: Mook 5 Munn Z, Tufanaru C, Aromatanls E, Sears K, 5fetcu B, Corre M, Qureshi B, Mattis P,
Lisy &, Mu P-F. Chapter 7: Spstematic reviews of etiology ond risk . In; Aromatords E, Munn 2 {Editors], JBI
Meonual for Evidence Synthesis. 1Bl, 2020, Available from https)/fsynthesismanual. jbi.global

Case Control Studies Critical Appraisal Tool

Answers: Yes, No, Unclear or Not/Applicable

1.

3.

Were the groups comparable other than presence of disease in cases or absence
of disease in controls?

The contrel group should be representative of the source population that produced the cases. This
i visually done by individual matching wherain controls are selected for each case on the hasis of
similarity with respect to certasin characteristics other than the exposure of interest, Frequency or
group matching 4 an altérnathve method, Selection bias may résult If the groups are nat
comparable.

Were cases and controls matched appropriately?

As in item 1, the study should include clear definitions of the source population. Sources fram
which cases and contrals were recruited should be carefully lecked at. For example, cancer
registries may be used to recruit participants in 8 study examining risk factors for lung cancer,
which typify population-based case control studies, Study participants may be selected from the
larpel population, the source poputation, or lrom a peol of eligible participants (such as in hospital
based case control studies).

Were the same criteria used for identification of cases and controls?

It ke usaful fo determing if pationts were included In the study based on elthera spacified diagnosis
or definition. This is more likely to decrease the risk of bias. Characteristics are another useful
approach to matching groups, and stedies that did not use specified diagnostic methods or
definitions should provide evidence on matching by key characteristics. & case should be defined
clearly. It is also important that controls must fulfil all the eligibility criteria defined for the cases
except for those relating to diagnosis of the disease.

Was exposure measured in a standard, valid and reliable way?

The study should clearly describe the method of measurement of exposure. Assessing validity
requires that a "gold standard’ |s available to which the measure can be compared, The validity of
exposure measurement usually relates to whether a current measure is appropriate or whether a
measure of past exposure is needed.

Case control studies may investigate many different ‘exposures” that may or may not be associated

with the condition. In these cases, reviewars should use the main exposure of interest for their
revieny to answer this question when using this tool at the study level,

Reliability refers to the processes included in an epidemiclogical study to check repeatability of
measurements of the exposures, These uswally include intra-observer refiability and inter-observer
retiability.

Was exposure measured in the same way for cases and controls?

A5 in item 4, the study should cleary describe the method of measurement of exposurs. The
exposure measures should be clearly defined and described In detail, Assessment of exposure or

£ JB1, 2020, All rights reserved, 18I grants use of these Crincal Appralsal Checklist for Cese Control Studies - 4
tools far research purpases caly. Al other enguirkes

sl b smpit Ly (BEynth esds @ adelal de_adii g,



risk factors should have been carried out according to same procedures o protocols Tor both cases
and contrals,

6. Were confounding factors identified?

Confounding has ocourred where the estimated Intervention exposure effect is blased by the
presence of some difference between the comparison groups (apart from the exposure
imvestigated/of interest], Typical confounders include baseline characteristics, prognostic factors, or
concomitant exposures (e.g. smokingl. A confounder is a difference between the compariscn
groups and it influences the direction of the study results. A high quality study at the leval of case
control design will identify the potential confourders and measure them (whera possible]. This is
difficalt for studies where behavioral, attitudinal or lifestyle factors may impact on the results.

7. Woere strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

Strategies 1o deal with effects of confounding factors may be dealt within the study design arin
data analysis. By matching or stratifying sampling of participants, effects of confounding factors can
be adjusted for, When dealing with adjustment in data analysis, assess the statistics used in the
study, Most will be some form of multivariate regression analysis to account for the confounding
factors measured. Look out for a description of statistical methods as regression methods such as
logistic regression are usually employed to deal with confounding factors/ variables of interest,

8. Were outcomes assessed in a standard, valid and reliable way for cases and
controls?

Read the methods section of the paper. If for a.g. lung cancer |5 assessed based on exlsting
definitions or diagnostic criteria, then the answer to this guestion is likely to be yes. Iflung cancer is
assessed using ohserver reported, or seli-reported sceles, the risk of over- or under-reporting is
increased, and objectivity is compromised. Importantly, determine if the measurement tools used
were validated instruments as this has a significant impact on outcome assessment validity.,

Having established the objectivity of the outcome measurement [eg. lung cancer] instrument, it's
impartant to establish how the measurement was conductad, Were those involved in collecting
data trained or educated in the use of the instrument/s? [e.g. radiographers). If there was more
than one data collector, were they similar in terms of leve| of education, clinical or research
experence, or level of responsibility in the piece of research being appraised?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long enough to be meaningful?

IL it particulary important i 2 case control study that the exposure time was sullicent enough (o
show an association betwesn the exposure and the outcome. It may be that the exposure penod
meay be too short or too long to Influence the outcome,

10.Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

&5 with any consideration of statistical analysis, consideration should be given to whether there
was a more appropriate alternate statistical method that could have been used. The methods
section should be detailed encugh for review ars to identify which analytical techniques were used
lin particular, regression or stratification| and how specific confounders were measured,

For studies utifizing regression analysis, it is useful to identify if the study identified which variables
were included and how they related to the outcome. IF stratification was the analybcal approsch
used, were the strata of analysis defined by the specified variables? Additionally, it is also important
to assess the appropriateness of the analytical strategy in terms of the assumptions associated with
the approach as differing methods of analysis are based on differing assumptions about the data
and hiow it will respond.

£ JB1, 2020, All rights reserved, 18I grants use of these Crincal Appralsal Checklist for Cese Controd Studies - 5
tools far research purpases caly. Al other enguirkes
shoald be sent e |bE esisiia



£ JB1, 2020, All rights reserved, 18I grants use of these Crincal Appralsal Checklist for Cese Controd Studies - 6
tools far research purpases caly. Al other enguirkes

sl b smpit Ly (BEynth esds @ adelal de_adii g,



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Enrique Cafieda Guerra Date 4/04/2021

Author lkegami, 5, et al. Year 2020 Becord Mumber 185 32840002 ECG

Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicabile

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
warme population ?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly to asslgn
people to both exposed and unexposed groups?

wayr

O 0O 0O 0O

O O O O O O O 0O 0O 0 0O

4. Were confounding factors identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

[]
3, Was the exposure measurad in 8 valid and reliable ﬁ

at the start of the study |or at the moment of

6. Were the groups/participants free of the outcome
EXpOSUre)f Fy

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable ﬁ
way v

8. Was the follow up time reported and suffident to
be long emough for outcomes ta accur? ?

5 & O O B O
O 8 O O O O O O O N S

9. Was lollow up complete, and it not, were the m
reasons to loss to fallow up described and explored?
10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up D
utilized?
11, Was appropriate statistical analysis used? LN

Overall appraisml;  Inchude D Exclude E seek further infa D

Comments [including reasan for sxdusion)

LR, 52, All nghis resereed, M grants use of thase Critical Appraisal Chaclist for Cohort Studies - 3
ook for resaarch purpasas only, A0 other enguiries

should be sent to jhisynthesis@adelaide adu.ay



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Enrique Cafieda Guerra Date 4/04/2021

Author lkepgami, 5, et al. Year 2020 Becord Mumber 186 33310664 ECG

Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicabile

4

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
warme population ?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly to asslgn
people to both exposed and unexposed groups?

3, Was the exposure measurad in 8 valid and reliable
wayr

4. Were confounding factors identified?

O 0O 0O 0O

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Were the groups/participants free of the outcome
at the start of the study |or at the moment of
EXpOSUre)f

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way v

8. Was the follow up time reported and suffident to
be long emough for outcomes ta accur?

9. Was lollow up complete, and it not, were the
reasons to loss to fallow up described and explored?

O e~ & € =% 0 0O

O O 0O 0O 0O 0O

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

O O O O O O O 0O 0O 0 0O

O0M 0 0O 0 O 0 0o N

[

11. Was appropriate statistical analysis used? [I]

Cverall appraisml;  Include D Exclude E seek further infa D

Comments [including reasan for sxdusion)

LR, 52, All nghis resereed, M grants use of thase Critical Appraisal Chaclist for Cohort Studies - 3
ook for resaarch purpasas only, A0 other enguiries

should be sent to jhisynthesis@adelaide adu.ay



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Enrique Cafieda Guerra Date 4/04/2021

Authior lacobs, LG, et al. Year 2020 Record Mumber 187 333067521 ECG

Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicabile

th

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
warme population ?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly to asslgn
people to both exposed and unexposed groups?

3. ‘Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

4. Were confounding factors identified?

O 0O 0O 0O

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Were the groups/participants free of the outcome
at the start of the study |or at the moment of
EXpOSUre)f

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way v

8. Was the foltow up time reported and sufficent to
be long enough for outcomes ta oocur?

9. Was lollow up complete, and it not, were the
reasons to loss to fallow up described and explored?

N N 0N ¥ ¥ § 0 O

O O o N O O
0 O o oo o o oo o oo
0 8§ 0O O O o0 o o o N

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up |:[
utilized?
11, Was appropriate statistical analysis used? A [

Cverall appraisml;  Include E Exclude D seek further infa D

Comments [including reasan for sxdusion)

LR, 52, All nghis resereed, M grants use of thase Critical Appraisal Chaclist for Cohort Studies - 3
ook for resaarch purpasas only, A0 other enguiries

should be sent to jhisynthesis@adelaide adu.ay



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Enrique Cafieda Guerra Date 4/04/2021

Author Stavem, K, et al. Year 2020 Record Mumber 1838 33273028 ECG

Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicabile

Vi

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the D
warme population ?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly to asslgn D
people to both exposed and unexposed groups?

3. ‘Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable E
way?

O 0O 0O 0O

O O 0O 0O 0O

4. Were confoeunding factars identified? IE'

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors |:|
stated? g

6. Were the groups/participants free of the outcome
at the start of the study |or at the moment of ] E ]
EXpOSUre)f

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable D D ﬂ
way v

8. Was the follow up time reported and suffident to |:| D
be long emough for outcomes ta accur?

9. Was lollow up complete, and it not, were the D D
reasons to loss to fallow up described and explored?

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up I:l l:l
utilized?

O O O O 0 0D 0O 0O B M

11, Was appropriate statistical analysis used? |¥| I il

Cverall appraisml;  Include D Exclude ﬁ seek further infa D
Comments [including reasan for sxdusion)

* ==l ol ML LILAT KR 2 Ha | 5
determinar ientes aran elegibles en al estudio.
© M, J2h, All nghis reserved, FI grants use of thase Critical Appraisal Chwcklist v Cohort Studies = 3

ook for resaarch purpasas only, A0 other enguiries
should be sent to jhisynthesis@adelaide adu.ay



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer Enrique Cafiedo Guerrs Date 14/04/2021

Author El SBaved, S, et al. Year 2020 Record Mumber 189 33332756 ELG

Yies Mo Unclear Mot
applicaible

1. Were the triteria for Inclusion in the sample clearly I:I m
defined?

[

2. Werethe study subjects and the setting described in
detall?

3. Was the exposure measured in & valid and reliable
way 7

4. Were objective, standard criterka used for
measurament of the condition?

5. Were confounding factors identified?

G, Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated !

7. Were the outoomes measured in avalid and reliablz
way T

P - U -

O O O 0O O D)E[

LY ) B RN B m i
O 0O o o o o Od

B. Was appropriate statistical analysls used? Q

Owverall appraisal: Include D Exclude D Saek further info E\

Comments (Including reason for exclusion)

e comenta informacion de anhedonia y fatipa medida con dos escalas diferentes en pacientes recuperados con

COVID-19 gue hayan tenido dos pruebas negativas. S5e podria haber caracterizado mejor a |a poblacidn. Hicieron un

mussties por corveniencia. Yaldria |a pens preguntarle a los sutores 5 énsu estudio seleccionaren & poacientes eon
pruaba de PCR positivc en al diagndstico.

2 JBd, bO20. All rights ressrved. 181 grant use of thee Critwal Appraizal Chedkdist Tor Anaghytica] Cross Sectional Studies - 3
vools for research purposes only. All other enguines

should ba sent to jbesynthesiz@ adelaide. edu.au



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

ReviewerEnrique Canedo Guerra Date 14/04/2071

Author Ledds, £, et al, Year 2020 Record Number 190 33342437 ECG

Yes Mo Linclear Mot
applicable

1. |5 there congruity between the stated philosophical
perspective and the research methodology?

[]

2. |z there congruity betwesn the research methodology
and the research guestion or objectives?

3. Is there congruity between the research methodology
and the methods used to collect data?

4. |4 there congruity between the research methodology
and the representation and analysis of data?

5. 15 there congruity between the research methodology
and the interpretation of results?

6. s there a statement locating the researcher culturally
or theoretically?

O O O O o 0O

T, s the influence of the resaarcher on the resedrch, and
wviee- versa, addressed?

B. Are partidpants, and their woices, adeguately
represented?

5. |z the research ethical according to current criteria or,
for recent studies, and is there evidence of ethical
approval by an appropriate body?

4 0 2 0 =28 A &2 2

o O o o o o o 0O o O
O O 0O O 0 0O 0O 0O 0O

O O 0O O

10. Do the conclusions drawn in the research report flow Q
from the analysis, or interpretation, of the data?

Overall appraizal: Include D Exclude E‘ Seek further info D
Comments (Including reason for eaclusion)

Es un estudio cualitativs donde no todes los paciantes fueron disgnosticades con prueba de PCR spsrentements, Al
pelfECEr alpuncs sileios salg fueion incluidas por presencia de sinlomas en un periodo de Bempa

£ 18, A0, all nghts reserved, 181 grants use of thase {ritical Appraisal Chackhst for dhaftative Research - 3
ook for resaarch purpasas only, A0 other enguiries

shoald ba sent to jhisynthesis@adelaide adu.au



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Enrique Cafedo Guerra Date

Authior Chiun Gao, et al, Year 2020 Record Mumber 192 33068796 ECG

Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicabile

[]

1. Were the twa groups similar and recruited from the m ]
warme population ?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly to asslgn |:|
people to both exposed and unexposed groups? R

B

3. Was the exposure measured In o valld and reliabbe
wayr (Q

4. Were confounding factors identified?

stated !

6. Were the groups/participants free of the outcome
at the start of the study |or at the moment of

EXpOSUre)f

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors H—

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable E
way v

8. Was the follow up time reported and suffident to
be long emough for outcomes ta accur?

0 O O O W O
0 OO 0O OO0 Oao o o

O =T O O D O 9 8 O

9. Was lollow up complete, and it not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored? ﬂ
10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up D
utilized?
11. Was appropriate statistical analysis used? Kr []
Overall appraisml;  Inchude D Exclude seek further infa D

Comments [including reasan for sxdusion)

Tha clinigal status of patiants & unclear throughout thie study, 1€ isimplied that thesr srmpboms weang mecollacted from bospital
sdmasion. The primary ebjectve af the study s 1o explore faciors associated with sralonged yvirel shedding, not lome COVID,

LR, 52, All nghis resereed, M grants use of thase Critical Appraisal Chaclist for Cohort Studies - 3
ook for resaarch purpasas only, A0 other enguiries

should be sent to jhisynthesis@adelaide adu.ay



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Enrique Cafiedo Guerra Date 04/04/2021
Author Taboada M, et al Year 2020 Record Number 193 33413976 ECG

Yes Mo  Unclear

Mot
applicabile

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
warme population ? D D D R

2. Warethe exposures measured similarly to astign

peaple D D D ?
3. to both exposed and unexposed groups?

4, Was the exposure measured in g valid and reliable
way? .H/ D [:]

5. Were confounding factors identified ? El ﬁ\ D

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors |:| MD
stated?

7. Wers the groups/participants free of the ouloome

at the start of the study |or at the moment of D Ef D
snposure)?

B. Were the outcomes measured ina valid and reliatle |:| I:I
wayr ’E

9, Was the follow up time reported and sufficent to EI Ij
be long enough for oulcomes Lo aocur?

10, Was follow up complete, and if not, wers the
X OO

reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

11. Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized? D D D
12, Was appropriate statistical analysis used? H D D

Overall appraisal:  Include E&dude D Seek further info D

Comments {Including resson for axclusion)

L]

O O 0O 0O 0O 0O

X
O

LR, 52, All nghis resereed, M grants use of thase Critical Appraisal Chaclist for Cohort Studies - 3

ook for resaarch purpasas only, A0 other enguiries

should be sent to jhisynthesis@adelaide adu.ay



JB| CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT

STUDIES

Heviewer Maonics fzel Marfinez Guiierrez  Date 17042031

Author Chen ¥, Fuian, &, Fischinger, 5., Year 2020 Record Number134 3317109% MIMG

Mullur, J., Alyveo, © etal,

s

L. Werethe two groups sienllar and recruited frorm the same l:l
population?

. Werethe exposures measured similarly toassign people D
to both exposad and unexposed groups?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable wayy ﬁ
4, Were confounding Pactars identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

B, Werethe groups/participants free of the cutcome at the
start of the study (or at the moment of exposure)?

¥, Werathe outcomes maaswred in 3 valid and reliable
way?

O O O 0O

B, Was the follow up tme reperted and sufficlent tobe long
encagh for outcomes ko ooour?

G Was follow up complete, and if not, wore the reasens to H
less to follow up described and axplored ¥

10. Were strategies to address incemplete follow up utileed® [ ]

11, Was appropriate statistieal analysis used? m'

Mo Unclear

1 11
BEE

O M

Z O
Z O
7 O

O 0O O O
8 N = N i I

Mot
applicabla

O N OO OO OO0 0O 8N N



Chverall appraisal: inclhrde D Exclude ﬁ Seek further info I:l

Cormrants (Including reasan for exclusion)



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
CASE CONTROL STUDIES

Reviewer Monica ltzel Martinez Gutierrez

P Marese N Sto@novic, 5.,
Mdiahon, J. et al

1. ‘Werethe groups comparable other than the
presence of disesse in cases or the absence

of dissase in controks?

T Werecased and controls matched
appropriately?

3. Were the same ¢riberia usad or identificatian

of cases and contrals?

4. Was expodiere measured a standard, valid

and 1elable way?

3. Was exposure measuned in the same way for

Cates and controlsy

6. Were confounding factors identified?

T, Were strategies to deal with confeunding

factors stated?

B. ‘Wereoutesmes assessed in a standard, valid
and raliable way for cases and contraols?

O Wadk the exposure period of interest leng

encugh to be meanngful?

10, Was appropriate skatistical analysisused?

Date 0104/ 2021
Year 3020 Record Mumber 195 33443036 MIMG

BRESOO0OBSEB 8O0 K

et
applicabile

g
7
:

O

OO0 O880000 0
10 O v T O >4
N I I I I

Crverall appraisl Inelpce |:| Exclude ﬂ Saekrurtherlnfu-D

Comments (Including reason far exclusion)

@84 2oE Al nghts reserved, [H grants useaf thess

Studies - 1
tanks far research menpemses anly, All ahes @ng wres
shou'd be sent to jeynthesisi adedaide adu .

Critical Apprasal Checklist for Case Controd



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer Enrigue Canieda Guerrs Date 03,/04/2071

Author Richard €. Gerkin, Kathrin Chla, et al. Year 2020 Record Mumber 196 33367502 ECG

Yes Mo LUinclear Mot

applicable
1. Werethe criteria for Inclusion In the sample clesrly D
defined?

2. Werethe study subjects and the setting described in
detail?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable
way T

4, Wereobjective, stendard criteria used for
measurerment of the condition?

6. Were strategizs to deal with confounding factors
stated 7

O 0O 0 0O O

7. Ware the outcomes measused inoa valid snd raliabls
way’r

[

8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

O o O o 0O O O
O 0o W X O O O O

L

3. Ware confounding factars Idenatified? 1
[

Owarall appraleal!  Includs H Exeludse D Sask further info D
Cormments (including reason for exdushon)

Solo =8 comEnta en una seccion sobre ja recuperacion de fa funcon oifatoria en los primercs 4% dias de SEFUIMIENTD

despues del episodio agudo. 50.7% de los 3147 pacientes reportaron perdida del olfato persistente, perg no se tiens

nformadi & RingUn snko icianal,

2 JBd, bO20. All rights ressrved. 181 grant use of thee Critwxal Apprai=al Chedkdist Tor Anghytica] Crosa Sectional Studies - 3
vools for research purposes only. All other enguines

should ba sent to jbesynthesiz@ adelaide. edu.au.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT
STUDIES

Reviewer Monice itzel Martinez Guiierrez  Date 01,04,/2011

Author Tien J_Zhang, M._Jin M., ZFhang, F, Year 2020 Record Number 197 33298617 MIMG
Chu Q. etal
| Vi Mo Unclear Mot
applicabla

L. Werethe two groups sienllar and recruited frorm the same d
population?

o

. Werethe exposures measured similarly toassign people ﬁ
to both exposad and unexposed groups?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliabde way ¥
4, Were confounding Pactars identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

B, Werethe groups/participants free of the cutcome at the
start of the study (or at the moment of exposure]?

¥, Werathe outcomes maaswred in 3 valid and reliable
way?

N BB B OE

B O B & B @ =2 B &8 B OO

B, Was the follow up tme reperted and sufficlent tobe long d
encagh for outcomes ko ooour?

G Was follow up complete, and if not, wore the reasens to ﬁ
less to follow up described and axplored?

10. Were strategies to address incemplete follow up utileed® [ ]

B B 8 8 B 8 =2 E =2 E O

B S d O O &8 B B 3T O

11, Was appropriate statistieal analysis used? m



Chverall appraisal: inclhrde D Exclude ﬂ Seekfurther'mfulj

Cormrants (Including reasan for exclusion)

Es un estudio eentrade en el resultade del uss de tocllzumab esma tratamlento en pacientes con cuadro




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Enrique Cafieda Guerra Date 4/04/2021

Author Zhang, X, et al. Year 2020 Record Number 198 33388574 ECG

Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicabile

068 O

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
warme population ?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly to asslgn
people to both exposed and unexposed groups?

L1 O

way?

4. Were confounding factors identified?

[]
3. ‘Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable B\ |:| D
L]

N O

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated? D m D

6. Were the groups/participants free of the outcome

at the start of the study |or at the moment of ] ﬁ ]

EXpOSUre)f

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way v E D D

8. Was the follow up time reported and suffident to E |:| D
be long emough for outcomes ta accur?

9. Was lollow up complete, and it not, were the D D E
reasons to loss to fallow up described and explored?

0 O O O O o O o @

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up D l:l
utilized? E’\

11, Was appropriate statistical analysis used? E. I il

u

Cverall appraisml;  Include D Exclude E' seek further infa D

Comments [including reasan for sxdusion)

LR, 52, All nghis resereed, M grants use of thase Critical Appraisal Chaclist for Cohort Studies - 3
ook for resaarch purpasas only, A0 other enguiries

should be sent to jhisynthesis@adelaide adu.ay



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT
STUDIES

Reviewer Manica izel Martiner Gutisrrer  Date 020472021

Author_Xi3 L BOR, SHWED Ly, H)
Yiwang, ZhenLu, etal.

Vit Mo Unclear Flot
applicable

L. Werethe two groups similar and recruited Trom the same
population?

=
[

. Werethe exposures measured simiary toassign people
to both exposad and unexposed groups?

4 Was the exposure measured in a valid and relshle way?

4. Wereconfounding Bactors identified?

5. Werestrategies to geal with confounding factors stated?

B, Werethe groupd/participants free of the eulcarme at the
start of the study (o at the moment of exposure) ?

¥, Werethe outcomes maasured in 3 valid and raliahle
wayT

B, Was the follov uvp time reported and sufficlent tobe long
encugh for aut comes fo ooour?

8. Was follow up complete, and if ook, were the reasens to
less 1o fnlloaw wp described and explored ¥

O O & B0 0 O B 0 0O
me O O O B S B 0O [0 0O
H: e O O H H O H H
B & H O B B B B s

10 Were strategies te sddress incemplete follow up utilizad?

B

OO O

11, Was appropriate statietieal pnalygis used?

O Es, 2020 Al rights reservyed. VB grants use of thiess Criticel Appralsal Cheokdist for Cohort Studées
tacks far rmsearch purpaser anby, Al other snauiriss
Bholed b sent to [bpentbesi sl adelaide s g



Chierall appraisal: Inclede D Exclude Iﬁ Seek further info D
Commuants (Including roason for exclusion)

El sepuimients de pacientes copnalecientes sslo canforma wae seceldn en el artieula, no semendanan laa

O Es, 2020 Al rights reservyed. VB grants use of thiess Criticel Appralsal Cheokdist for Cohort Studées
tacks far msearch purposer anby, Al other snauiriss
should be sent to |lnsnthesisDadelside soi ).



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Enrique Cafieda Guerra Date 4/16/2021

Authior Biale, PW, et al, Year 2021 Record Number 200 33614816 ECS

Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicabile

2

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the
warme population ?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly to asslgn
people to both exposed and unexposed groups?

3. ‘Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

4. Were confounding factors identified?

O N O O

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors
stated?

6. Were the groups/participants free of the outcome
at the start of the study |or at the moment of

EXpOSUre)f

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way v

8. Was the follow up time reported and suffident to
be long emough for outcomes ta accur?

9. Was lollow up complete, and it not, were the
reasons to loss to fallow up described and explored?

0O O 0 08" § © 0O O 0O

O O O O O O O 0O 0O 0 0O
O B O O O O 0O O =

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

B 82 SN SN W O O

11. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

[
u

Cverall appraisml;  Include E Exclude D seek further infa D

Comments [including reasan for sxdusion)

LR, 52, All nghis resereed, M grants use of thase Critical Appraisal Chaclist for Cohort Studies - 3
ook for resaarch purpasas only, A0 other enguiries

should be sent to jhisynthesis@adelaide adu.ay



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR CASE

REPORTS

Heviewer Manica lizel Martinez Gutierrez  Date D2/0472021

Author Dadhwal, B, Sharma, M, & Suranl, 5, Year 2021 Record Number20l 33564509 MIMG
Yes Mo  Unclear Mot
applicable

Were patient’s demaographic charactenstics clearty
described?

Was the patient’s history clearly described and
presented as a timeling?

Was the current clinical condition of the patient on
prasentation clearly described?

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

Was the interventien(s) or treatment procedure(s)
clearly dascribed?

Was the post-intervertion clinical condition cleary

[

described?

. Were adverse events (harmns) or unanticipated events I:l M
identified ard described?

B, Doesthe case report provide takeaway lessons? m( |:|

Chyerall appraisal

include D Exclude m’ hkﬁanhcrinfu-lj

Comments [Including reason far exclusion)

L £ B B O O B

O & B O 08 O E

©r 1Bl 2020, All rights reserved. 1Bl grants use of thase

tools for research purposes only, All other enguiries
should be sent to [bisyninesis@adelaide.adu.au,

Crtical Apprasal Checklist for Caze R=pori:



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
CASE CONTROL STUDIES

Reviewer: Monica ltzel Martiner Gutierrez Cate 2903721

Authar Kiva b Fisher Samantha M. Olson bark W, Terforde Wedey H S2If Michael W etal,

Year 2021 Record Mumber 207 33405338 MIMG

Unecleas

&

Yag
applicatble

1. ere the groups comparable ather than the r’

presence of dissise in Gasss o the absence
of disease In controds?

2. Werecases and controls matched ﬁ
approprately?

3. were the same criteria used for bdentification H
of cases and controls?

O

d. ‘Was exposure measured in a standard, valid D
and reliable way?

5. Was exposure measured inthe same way for
cases and controls?

&, Wereconfounding facters ldentified? ﬁ
T Weere strategies 1o geal with confoanding ﬁ
Tactors stated?

8. Wereoutcomes assessed in a standard, valid ﬁ
and relighie way for cases and conirals?

DDDDDDE\DDD
EE\DDDDDDDD
OO0 OaB830 B0 a3

9, Was the exposure period of interest long I:I
encugh to be meanngiul?
10 Was appropriate skatistical analysis used? ﬁ

Crerall appralsal Incluge D Exciude D Seck further info g'

Commants (Inchiding reason for exclugion)

Las entrevist@s rezlizadas para el reporte de la salud fisica y mertal delos partid pantes, fueron realizadas con

pr eghingas rmadificadas d DL Healthy Dags Meagures v &ste no ha sida vahidade p abordar la caliad e

wida relacionada con |3 salud durante la fase de convalecenda de 13 enfermedad aguda v los dias en el

L [[+2x" rar apustados 3 12 dias previos al diggidaticn & ved del arigiial de 10 dia

@84 2oE Al nghts reserved, [H grants useaf thess Critical Apprasal Checklist for Case Controd
Sudes - 1

toohs far research punpases anly, Al ather andguiries

shou'd be sent to jeynthesisi adedaide adu .




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer FEIMAandez Chirino Luisa Date 15/04/2021
suther  Kandermirli, S, Allundag A, et. al.  vear2021 Record Number 203_33132007_LFC
¥es Mo Unclear Mot

applicable

0o o

1. Werethe two groups simikar and recruited from the
same population?

=

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly 1o assign
people

=
=
[

3. toboth exposzed and unexposed groups?

4. Was theexposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

5
O O

5. Were confounding factors identified?

6. Ware stratagias to deal with confounding factors
stated ?

7. Werethe groups/participants free of the outcome
at the starl of the study (or at the moment of
BXposure)?

8. Were the outtomes measured in a valld and relkabla
way !

9. Was the follow up time reported and sufficent to
be long enough for cutcames Lo occur?

10, Was folbow up complete, and il nol were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

11, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

X R K K K KK K KK K K
O O O 0O 0O O

O 0O 0O O 0O O 0O 0O 0O
O O O 0O 0O O

12, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

[
[

Overall appraisal; Include D Exclude m seek further info D

Caornrments (Including reason for exclusion)



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer FEIMAndez Chirino Luisa Date 15/04/2021
Auther  Kavag, E., Tahir, E., et. al. vear2021 Record Number 204_33386439_LFC
¥es Mo Unclear Mot
applicable
1. Woerethe two groups similar and recruited from the 5] [:I [:I [:I

same population?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly 1o assign

people E D

3. toboth exposzed and unexposed groups?

=
[

4. Was theexposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

O X
5
O O

O 0O O O O O B X 0O

5. Were confounding factors identified?

6. Ware stratagias to deal with confounding factors
stated ?

7. Werethe groups/participants free of the outcome
at the starl of the study (or at the moment of
BXposure)?

8. Were the outtomes measured in a valld and relkabla
way !

9. Was the follow up time reported and sufficent to
be long enough for cutcames Lo occur?

10, Was folbow up complete, and il nol were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

11, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

M ® O K X K O
O W O O O O
O O O 0O O O

12, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

[
[

Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude E soek further info D

Caornrments (Including reason for exclusion)



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

Reviewer Monica ltzel Martinez Gutierrez

Authar Weringa, Sharon Taylor, Clare

i,

Emma Ladds, Aler Rushforth, Sietsa

Rayner, Laiba Husain and Tricha

Is thare congruity between the stated philosophical
perspactive and the research met hodalogy ?

Isthere congruity between the researdh methodelogy
and the research question or objectives?

Isthere congruity between the researds methodology
and the mathods used to callect data?

Is there congruity between the researdh methodology
and the representation and analysis of data?

Is thare congruity between the researds methedelo gy
and the interpretation of results?

Is there a statement locating the researcher culturaly
or theonetically?

Iz the influence of the researcher on the receareh, and
wice- versa, addressed 7

Are  participants, and their wveices, adequately
represented |

Is the research ethical according Yo current criteria or,
for recent studies, and & there evidence of ethical

appraoval by an approgriate body?

Do the conclusion: drawn in the research report Mow
from thie anakysis, or nterpretation, of the datar

£ o, 2030 Al rghits resereed: 81 grants use of these

toolks far research punpsses anly. Al other s wiries
showd be sent o iyl s adelade s du s

Date 30032021

Year 2021 FRecord Mumber 205 33479068 MIMG

Yag Mo Unclear Mo
applicable

O

B & 0 O 0 K 8§ 5§ § N
O 0 & N & O O O O O
O B O 8 O 8 O B O O
O O O 0O O o o o O

Critical Appralsal Checidist for Quslitathe
Rt i



Chverall appraisal: inclhrde D Exclude ﬂ Seekfurther'mfulj

Commants {Including reasaon for exclusion)

Es un estudia qualitative que ne cumple can los dlterios de inclust dn, no se hace sepuimilents de los sinbemas

£ o, 2030 Al rghits resereed: 81 grants use of these Critical Appralsal Checidist for Quslitathe
Rataarch
toolks far research punpsses anly. Al other s wiries
shou'd be sent to |‘|.'n|:.g1|l'.|'rE:||:._ﬂ.';||J|;|.u_|d-E.;_|.‘|u._¢,-J



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer FEIMAndez Chirino Luisa Date 15/04/2021
suther  Langham, D., Loe, J., et al. Year2021 Hecord Number 206_33418864_LFC
¥es Mo Unclear Mot
applicable
1. Werethe two groups simikar and recruited from the E [:I D [:I

same population?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly 1o assign

people E |:|

3. toboth exposzed and unexposed groups?

=
[

4. Was theexposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

O X
5
O O

O 0O O O O O B X 0O

5. Were confounding factors identified?

6. Ware stratagias to deal with confounding factors
stated ?

7. Werethe groups/participants free of the outcome
at the starl of the study (or at the moment of
BXposure)?

8. Were the outtomes measured in a valld and relkabla
way !

9. Was the follow up time reported and sufficent to
be long enough for cutcames Lo occur?

10, Was folbow up complete, and il nol were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

11, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

M ® O K X K O
O W O O O O
O O O 0O O O

12, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

[
[

Overall appraisal;  Include D Exclude D Soek further info E

Caornrments (Including reason for exclusion)

Useful for discussion



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer FEIMAndez Chirino Luisa Date 15/04/2021
auther  Miklassen, A, S., Draf, J,, et al, Year2021 Becord Bumber 207 334040729 LFC
¥es Mo Unclear Mot
applicable
1. Woerethe two groups similar and recruited from the 5] [:I [:I [:I

same population?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly 1o assign
people

=
=
[

3. toboth exposzed and unexposed groups?

4. Was theexposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

5
O O

5. Were confounding factors identified?

6. Ware stratagias to deal with confounding factors
stated ?

7. Werethe groups/participants free of the outcome
at the starl of the study (or at the moment of
BXposure)?

8. Were the outtomes measured in a valld and relkabla
way !

9. Was the follow up time reported and sufficent to
be long enough for cutcames Lo occur?

10, Was folbow up complete, and il nol were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

11, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

K B 0 R K K B KK ® K
O W O O O O

O O O O O o o o O
O O O 0O O O

12, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

[
[

Overall appraisal;  Include E Exclude D Soek further info D

Caornrments (Including reason for exclusion)



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
CASE CONTROL STUDIES

Reviewar FEMandez Chirino Luisa nate 150472021
suthior Ramman, B., Cassar, M.P_, et. al Yeareve | Record Number 208_33480928 _LFC
Yes M Unclear i
applicable

1. Werethe groups comparable other than the
presence of disease in cases or the absence of
disease in controfs?

2. Ware cases and controls matched
appropriately?

3. Were the same criteria used for identfication
of cases and contrals?

4. Was exposure measured ina standard, valid
and reliable way?

3. Was exposure measured in the same way for
cases and controls?

6. Were confeunding factors identified?

7. Were strategies to deal with confounding
factorm stated?

B. Were outcomes astessed inoastandard, valid
and reliable way for cases and confrols?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long
encugh to be meaningful ?

K B XX XXEXNE K
LU0 I 10 0Oy CF i ol 1
OO 0O 000 0do0Oo0 O
5 1 U1 ) A 0 T (R 17 A 10

10, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Owverall appraizal: Include E Exclude D Seek further info D

Camments (Including reason for exclusion)




EXPLANATION OF CASE CONTROL STUDIES
CRITICAL APPRAISAL

How to cite: Mook 5 Munn Z, Tufanaru C, Aromatanls E, Sears K, 5fetcu B, Corre M, Qureshi B, Mattis P,
Lisy &, Mu P-F. Chapter 7: Spstematic reviews of etiology ond risk . In; Aromatords E, Munn 2 {Editors], JBI
Meonual for Evidence Synthesis. 1Bl, 2020, Available from https)/fsynthesismanual. jbi.global

Case Control Studies Critical Appraisal Tool

Answers: Yes, No, Unclear or Not/Applicable

1.

3.

Were the groups comparable other than presence of disease in cases or absence
of disease in controls?

The contrel group should be representative of the source population that produced the cases. This
i visually done by individual matching wherain controls are selected for each case on the hasis of
similarity with respect to certasin characteristics other than the exposure of interest, Frequency or
group matching 4 an altérnathve method, Selection bias may résult If the groups are nat
comparable.

Were cases and controls matched appropriately?

As in item 1, the study should include clear definitions of the source population. Sources fram
which cases and contrals were recruited should be carefully lecked at. For example, cancer
registries may be used to recruit participants in 8 study examining risk factors for lung cancer,
which typify population-based case control studies, Study participants may be selected from the
larpel population, the source poputation, or lrom a peol of eligible participants (such as in hospital
based case control studies).

Were the same criteria used for identification of cases and controls?

It ke usaful fo determing if pationts were included In the study based on elthera spacified diagnosis
or definition. This is more likely to decrease the risk of bias. Characteristics are another useful
approach to matching groups, and stedies that did not use specified diagnostic methods or
definitions should provide evidence on matching by key characteristics. & case should be defined
clearly. It is also important that controls must fulfil all the eligibility criteria defined for the cases
except for those relating to diagnosis of the disease.

Was exposure measured in a standard, valid and reliable way?

The study should clearly describe the method of measurement of exposure. Assessing validity
requires that a "gold standard’ |s available to which the measure can be compared, The validity of
exposure measurement usually relates to whether a current measure is appropriate or whether a
measure of past exposure is needed.

Case control studies may investigate many different ‘exposures” that may or may not be associated

with the condition. In these cases, reviewars should use the main exposure of interest for their
revieny to answer this question when using this tool at the study level,

Reliability refers to the processes included in an epidemiclogical study to check repeatability of
measurements of the exposures, These uswally include intra-observer refiability and inter-observer
retiability.

Was exposure measured in the same way for cases and controls?

A5 in item 4, the study should cleary describe the method of measurement of exposurs. The
exposure measures should be clearly defined and described In detail, Assessment of exposure or
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risk factors should have been carried out according to same procedures o protocols Tor both cases
and contrals,

6. Were confounding factors identified?

Confounding has ocourred where the estimated Intervention exposure effect is blased by the
presence of some difference between the comparison groups (apart from the exposure
imvestigated/of interest], Typical confounders include baseline characteristics, prognostic factors, or
concomitant exposures (e.g. smokingl. A confounder is a difference between the compariscn
groups and it influences the direction of the study results. A high quality study at the leval of case
control design will identify the potential confourders and measure them (whera possible]. This is
difficalt for studies where behavioral, attitudinal or lifestyle factors may impact on the results.

7. Woere strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

Strategies 1o deal with effects of confounding factors may be dealt within the study design arin
data analysis. By matching or stratifying sampling of participants, effects of confounding factors can
be adjusted for, When dealing with adjustment in data analysis, assess the statistics used in the
study, Most will be some form of multivariate regression analysis to account for the confounding
factors measured. Look out for a description of statistical methods as regression methods such as
logistic regression are usually employed to deal with confounding factors/ variables of interest,

8. Were outcomes assessed in a standard, valid and reliable way for cases and
controls?

Read the methods section of the paper. If for a.g. lung cancer |5 assessed based on exlsting
definitions or diagnostic criteria, then the answer to this guestion is likely to be yes. Iflung cancer is
assessed using ohserver reported, or seli-reported sceles, the risk of over- or under-reporting is
increased, and objectivity is compromised. Importantly, determine if the measurement tools used
were validated instruments as this has a significant impact on outcome assessment validity.,

Having established the objectivity of the outcome measurement [eg. lung cancer] instrument, it's
impartant to establish how the measurement was conductad, Were those involved in collecting
data trained or educated in the use of the instrument/s? [e.g. radiographers). If there was more
than one data collector, were they similar in terms of leve| of education, clinical or research
experence, or level of responsibility in the piece of research being appraised?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long enough to be meaningful?

IL it particulary important i 2 case control study that the exposure time was sullicent enough (o
show an association betwesn the exposure and the outcome. It may be that the exposure penod
meay be too short or too long to Influence the outcome,

10.Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

&5 with any consideration of statistical analysis, consideration should be given to whether there
was a more appropriate alternate statistical method that could have been used. The methods
section should be detailed encugh for review ars to identify which analytical techniques were used
lin particular, regression or stratification| and how specific confounders were measured,

For studies utifizing regression analysis, it is useful to identify if the study identified which variables
were included and how they related to the outcome. IF stratification was the analybcal approsch
used, were the strata of analysis defined by the specified variables? Additionally, it is also important
to assess the appropriateness of the analytical strategy in terms of the assumptions associated with
the approach as differing methods of analysis are based on differing assumptions about the data
and hiow it will respond.
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JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
CASE CONTROL STUDIES
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1. Werethe groups comparable other than the
presence of disease in cases or the absence of
disease in controfs?

2. Ware cases and controls matched
appropriately?

3. Were the same criteria used for identfication
of cases and contrals?

4. Was exposure measured ina standard, valid
and reliable way?

3. Was exposure measured in the same way for
cases and controls?

&, Were confounding factors identified?

7. Were strategies to deal with confounding
factorm stated?

B. Were outcomes astessed inoastandard, valid
and reliable way for cases and confrols?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long
encugh to be meaningful ?
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10, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Owverall appraizal: Include D Exclude E Seek further info D

Camments (Including reason for exclusion)

Mot relevant o Long COVID,




EXPLANATION OF CASE CONTROL STUDIES
CRITICAL APPRAISAL

How to cite: Mook 5 Munn Z, Tufanaru C, Aromatanls E, Sears K, 5fetcu B, Corre M, Qureshi B, Mattis P,
Lisy &, Mu P-F. Chapter 7: Spstematic reviews of etiology ond risk . In; Aromatords E, Munn 2 {Editors], JBI
Meonual for Evidence Synthesis. 1Bl, 2020, Available from https)/fsynthesismanual. jbi.global

Case Control Studies Critical Appraisal Tool

Answers: Yes, No, Unclear or Not/Applicable

1.

3.

Were the groups comparable other than presence of disease in cases or absence
of disease in controls?

The contrel group should be representative of the source population that produced the cases. This
i visually done by individual matching wherain controls are selected for each case on the hasis of
similarity with respect to certasin characteristics other than the exposure of interest, Frequency or
group matching 4 an altérnathve method, Selection bias may résult If the groups are nat
comparable.

Were cases and controls matched appropriately?

As in item 1, the study should include clear definitions of the source population. Sources fram
which cases and contrals were recruited should be carefully lecked at. For example, cancer
registries may be used to recruit participants in 8 study examining risk factors for lung cancer,
which typify population-based case control studies, Study participants may be selected from the
larpel population, the source poputation, or lrom a peol of eligible participants (such as in hospital
based case control studies).

Were the same criteria used for identification of cases and controls?

It ke usaful fo determing if pationts were included In the study based on elthera spacified diagnosis
or definition. This is more likely to decrease the risk of bias. Characteristics are another useful
approach to matching groups, and stedies that did not use specified diagnostic methods or
definitions should provide evidence on matching by key characteristics. & case should be defined
clearly. It is also important that controls must fulfil all the eligibility criteria defined for the cases
except for those relating to diagnosis of the disease.

Was exposure measured in a standard, valid and reliable way?

The study should clearly describe the method of measurement of exposure. Assessing validity
requires that a "gold standard’ |s available to which the measure can be compared, The validity of
exposure measurement usually relates to whether a current measure is appropriate or whether a
measure of past exposure is needed.

Case control studies may investigate many different ‘exposures” that may or may not be associated

with the condition. In these cases, reviewars should use the main exposure of interest for their
revieny to answer this question when using this tool at the study level,

Reliability refers to the processes included in an epidemiclogical study to check repeatability of
measurements of the exposures, These uswally include intra-observer refiability and inter-observer
retiability.

Was exposure measured in the same way for cases and controls?

A5 in item 4, the study should cleary describe the method of measurement of exposurs. The
exposure measures should be clearly defined and described In detail, Assessment of exposure or
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risk factors should have been carried out according to same procedures o protocols Tor both cases
and contrals,

6. Were confounding factors identified?

Confounding has ocourred where the estimated Intervention exposure effect is blased by the
presence of some difference between the comparison groups (apart from the exposure
imvestigated/of interest], Typical confounders include baseline characteristics, prognostic factors, or
concomitant exposures (e.g. smokingl. A confounder is a difference between the compariscn
groups and it influences the direction of the study results. A high quality study at the leval of case
control design will identify the potential confourders and measure them (whera possible]. This is
difficalt for studies where behavioral, attitudinal or lifestyle factors may impact on the results.

7. Woere strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

Strategies 1o deal with effects of confounding factors may be dealt within the study design arin
data analysis. By matching or stratifying sampling of participants, effects of confounding factors can
be adjusted for, When dealing with adjustment in data analysis, assess the statistics used in the
study, Most will be some form of multivariate regression analysis to account for the confounding
factors measured. Look out for a description of statistical methods as regression methods such as
logistic regression are usually employed to deal with confounding factors/ variables of interest,

8. Were outcomes assessed in a standard, valid and reliable way for cases and
controls?

Read the methods section of the paper. If for a.g. lung cancer |5 assessed based on exlsting
definitions or diagnostic criteria, then the answer to this guestion is likely to be yes. Iflung cancer is
assessed using ohserver reported, or seli-reported sceles, the risk of over- or under-reporting is
increased, and objectivity is compromised. Importantly, determine if the measurement tools used
were validated instruments as this has a significant impact on outcome assessment validity.,

Having established the objectivity of the outcome measurement [eg. lung cancer] instrument, it's
impartant to establish how the measurement was conductad, Were those involved in collecting
data trained or educated in the use of the instrument/s? [e.g. radiographers). If there was more
than one data collector, were they similar in terms of leve| of education, clinical or research
experence, or level of responsibility in the piece of research being appraised?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long enough to be meaningful?

IL it particulary important i 2 case control study that the exposure time was sullicent enough (o
show an association betwesn the exposure and the outcome. It may be that the exposure penod
meay be too short or too long to Influence the outcome,

10.Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

&5 with any consideration of statistical analysis, consideration should be given to whether there
was a more appropriate alternate statistical method that could have been used. The methods
section should be detailed encugh for review ars to identify which analytical techniques were used
lin particular, regression or stratification| and how specific confounders were measured,

For studies utifizing regression analysis, it is useful to identify if the study identified which variables
were included and how they related to the outcome. IF stratification was the analybcal approsch
used, were the strata of analysis defined by the specified variables? Additionally, it is also important
to assess the appropriateness of the analytical strategy in terms of the assumptions associated with
the approach as differing methods of analysis are based on differing assumptions about the data
and hiow it will respond.
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JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT
STUDIES

Reviewer  Monica ltzel Martinez Guberrez  Date_31/03/2021

Author Rosales-Castillo A Garciadelos  Year 2021 Record Number210 33521308 MIMG
Rios C, Mediavila Garcla

it Mo Unclear Mok
applicabla

A

L. Werethe two groups sienllar and recruited frorm the same
population?

. Werethe exposures measured similarly toassign people
to both exposad and unexposed groups?

3. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable wayy
4, Were confounding Pactars identified?

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

B, Werethe groups/participants free of the cutcome at the
start of the study (or at the moment of exposure)?

¥, Werathe outcomes maaswred in 3 valid and reliable
way?

B, Was the follow up tme reperted and sufficlent tobe long
encagh for outcomes ko ooour?

G Was follow up complete, and if not, wore the reasens to
less to follow up described and axplored ¥

10 Were strategies to sddrass inoemplete fallow up vtilized?

B O &% W 8 &8 O B O # O
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11, Was appropriate statistieal analysis used?
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JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
CASE CONTROL STUDIES

Reviewar FEMandez Chirino Luisa nate 150472021
Author EhEng, W.H., Lul, WD, et al vear eve 1 Record Number €11_33139131_LFC
Yos Mo Unclear i
applicable

1. Werethe groups comparable other than the
presence of disease in cases or the absence of
disease in controfs?

2. Ware cases and controls matched
appropriately?

3. Were the same criteria used for identfication
of cases and contrals?

4. Was exposure measured ina standard, valid
and reliable way?

3. Was exposure measured in the same way for
cases and controls?

&, Were confounding factors identified?

7. Were strategies to deal with confounding
factorm stated?

B. Were outcomes astessed inoastandard, valid
and reliable way for cases and confrols?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long
encugh to be meaningful ?
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10, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Owverall appraizal: Include D Exclude E Seek further info D

Camments (Including reason for exclusion)

Does not speak about Long COVID,




EXPLANATION OF CASE CONTROL STUDIES
CRITICAL APPRAISAL

How to cite: Mook 5 Munn Z, Tufanaru C, Aromatanls E, Sears K, 5fetcu B, Corre M, Qureshi B, Mattis P,
Lisy &, Mu P-F. Chapter 7: Spstematic reviews of etiology ond risk . In; Aromatords E, Munn 2 {Editors], JBI
Meonual for Evidence Synthesis. 1Bl, 2020, Available from https)/fsynthesismanual. jbi.global

Case Control Studies Critical Appraisal Tool

Answers: Yes, No, Unclear or Not/Applicable

1.

3.

Were the groups comparable other than presence of disease in cases or absence
of disease in controls?

The contrel group should be representative of the source population that produced the cases. This
i visually done by individual matching wherain controls are selected for each case on the hasis of
similarity with respect to certasin characteristics other than the exposure of interest, Frequency or
group matching 4 an altérnathve method, Selection bias may résult If the groups are nat
comparable.

Were cases and controls matched appropriately?

As in item 1, the study should include clear definitions of the source population. Sources fram
which cases and contrals were recruited should be carefully lecked at. For example, cancer
registries may be used to recruit participants in 8 study examining risk factors for lung cancer,
which typify population-based case control studies, Study participants may be selected from the
larpel population, the source poputation, or lrom a peol of eligible participants (such as in hospital
based case control studies).

Were the same criteria used for identification of cases and controls?

It ke usaful fo determing if pationts were included In the study based on elthera spacified diagnosis
or definition. This is more likely to decrease the risk of bias. Characteristics are another useful
approach to matching groups, and stedies that did not use specified diagnostic methods or
definitions should provide evidence on matching by key characteristics. & case should be defined
clearly. It is also important that controls must fulfil all the eligibility criteria defined for the cases
except for those relating to diagnosis of the disease.

Was exposure measured in a standard, valid and reliable way?

The study should clearly describe the method of measurement of exposure. Assessing validity
requires that a "gold standard’ |s available to which the measure can be compared, The validity of
exposure measurement usually relates to whether a current measure is appropriate or whether a
measure of past exposure is needed.

Case control studies may investigate many different ‘exposures” that may or may not be associated

with the condition. In these cases, reviewars should use the main exposure of interest for their
revieny to answer this question when using this tool at the study level,

Reliability refers to the processes included in an epidemiclogical study to check repeatability of
measurements of the exposures, These uswally include intra-observer refiability and inter-observer
retiability.

Was exposure measured in the same way for cases and controls?

A5 in item 4, the study should cleary describe the method of measurement of exposurs. The
exposure measures should be clearly defined and described In detail, Assessment of exposure or
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risk factors should have been carried out according to same procedures o protocols Tor both cases
and contrals,

6. Were confounding factors identified?

Confounding has ocourred where the estimated Intervention exposure effect is blased by the
presence of some difference between the comparison groups (apart from the exposure
imvestigated/of interest], Typical confounders include baseline characteristics, prognostic factors, or
concomitant exposures (e.g. smokingl. A confounder is a difference between the compariscn
groups and it influences the direction of the study results. A high quality study at the leval of case
control design will identify the potential confourders and measure them (whera possible]. This is
difficalt for studies where behavioral, attitudinal or lifestyle factors may impact on the results.

7. Woere strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

Strategies 1o deal with effects of confounding factors may be dealt within the study design arin
data analysis. By matching or stratifying sampling of participants, effects of confounding factors can
be adjusted for, When dealing with adjustment in data analysis, assess the statistics used in the
study, Most will be some form of multivariate regression analysis to account for the confounding
factors measured. Look out for a description of statistical methods as regression methods such as
logistic regression are usually employed to deal with confounding factors/ variables of interest,

8. Were outcomes assessed in a standard, valid and reliable way for cases and
controls?

Read the methods section of the paper. If for a.g. lung cancer |5 assessed based on exlsting
definitions or diagnostic criteria, then the answer to this guestion is likely to be yes. Iflung cancer is
assessed using ohserver reported, or seli-reported sceles, the risk of over- or under-reporting is
increased, and objectivity is compromised. Importantly, determine if the measurement tools used
were validated instruments as this has a significant impact on outcome assessment validity.,

Having established the objectivity of the outcome measurement [eg. lung cancer] instrument, it's
impartant to establish how the measurement was conductad, Were those involved in collecting
data trained or educated in the use of the instrument/s? [e.g. radiographers). If there was more
than one data collector, were they similar in terms of leve| of education, clinical or research
experence, or level of responsibility in the piece of research being appraised?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long enough to be meaningful?

IL it particulary important i 2 case control study that the exposure time was sullicent enough (o
show an association betwesn the exposure and the outcome. It may be that the exposure penod
meay be too short or too long to Influence the outcome,

10.Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

&5 with any consideration of statistical analysis, consideration should be given to whether there
was a more appropriate alternate statistical method that could have been used. The methods
section should be detailed encugh for review ars to identify which analytical techniques were used
lin particular, regression or stratification| and how specific confounders were measured,

For studies utifizing regression analysis, it is useful to identify if the study identified which variables
were included and how they related to the outcome. IF stratification was the analybcal approsch
used, were the strata of analysis defined by the specified variables? Additionally, it is also important
to assess the appropriateness of the analytical strategy in terms of the assumptions associated with
the approach as differing methods of analysis are based on differing assumptions about the data
and hiow it will respond.
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JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
ANALYTICAL CROSS SECTIONAL STUDIES

Rewimywer

Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date_ 20/04/71

author Townsend L., Dowds J., OBrien K., et al. vear 2020 Record Mumber 212_33413026

Yes Mo  Unclear Mat
applicable

1. Waere the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly ﬁ |:|
defined ?

1

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in g

detail?

3. Was the exposure measured in & vabd and reliable #
wayt

4, Were objective, standard criteria used for f

measurement of the condition?

5. Were confounding factors identified? ﬁ
6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors i
stated?

g o O o o O

7. Were the outcomes measured in & valid and reliable q
way?

5 N Y i | A 1 [
E O O B O H ©

B. Was appropriate statistical analysls used? ﬁ |:|

Lver all appraisal Il Iuide m;l ludde D ek Bt her info D

Comments |Ir'|{|l.r~|‘1ll'||g FEaso for E:-r{.lu‘.lm'l]

Mo comments.
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auther  NMyall, K.J,, Mukheree, B, et al, Year2021 Becord Bumber 213 33433263 LFC
¥es Mo Unclear Mot
applicable
1. Woerethe two groups similar and recruited from the 5] [:I [:I [:I

same population?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly 1o assign
people

=
=
[

3. toboth exposzed and unexposed groups?

4. Was theexposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

5
O O

5. Were confounding factors identified?

6. Ware stratagias to deal with confounding factors
stated ?

7. Werethe groups/participants free of the outcome
at the starl of the study (or at the moment of
BXposure)?

8. Were the outtomes measured in a valld and relkabla
way !

9. Was the follow up time reported and sufficent to
be long enough for cutcames Lo occur?

10, Was folbow up complete, and il nol were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

11, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

R R B KK K K X K K
O O O 0O 0O O

O 0O 0O O 0O O 0O 0O 0O
O O O 0O 0O O

12, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

[
[

Overall appraisal;  Include E Exclude D Soek further info D

Caornrments (Including reason for exclusion)



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
TEXT AND OPINION PAPERS

Raviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date_19/04/21
Author__Wileratne G., Crewther S. vear_2020 _ Record Number 21433543150
Ve Mo  Unclear Mot

applicable
L] L] [ ]

1. |z the source of the opinion clearly identified?

2. Doesthesource of apinion have standing in the field
of expertize?

0
|

[

3. Areths interests of the refevant population the
central focus of the opinion?

4. |5 the stated position the result of an analytical
process, and is there logic in the epinion expressed?

5. lithere referance to the extant literatura?

6. |5 any incongrusnce with the literature/sources
lzgically dafandad?

0D R R R
L]
L2l
LI

Overall appraisal;  nglude D Excliide ﬁ Seek fierther info I:l

Comments | Including reason for eaclusion)

F'ractmr‘rers sar ra la |dentlf icacion 'r ma nelu del Elndmme pu&i—ﬂﬂ"flﬂ 19 gg_du : No se ace gla
por la naturaleza del articulo, sin embargo es util para discusion.
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Reviewer_Marco Antonio Delgye Martinez Date

Authar Mareno-Perez et al Yaar 202 Record Mumber 215_33450302
Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the g
same population?

[l

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign E
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable i
way?

4. Waere confounding factors identified? D

5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors H
stated?

&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
exposure)?

6. ‘Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome r

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

B. Was the fallaw up time reported and sufficient to #
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9, Was follow up complete, and If not, were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

o 0 B o0 O B B 0O B O O
g O O o O O o o O o 0O
g O o o o o o o 0O o

10, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up W
utilized?
11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used? M

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide {':.eehfurtherm!u D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)
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1. Woerethe two groups similar and recruited from the 5] [:I [:I [:I

same population?

2. Werethe exposures measured similarly 1o assign
people

=
=
[

3. toboth exposzed and unexposed groups?

4. Was theexposure measured in a valid and reliable
way?

5
O O

5. Were confounding factors identified?

6. Ware stratagias to deal with confounding factors
stated ?

7. Werethe groups/participants free of the outcome
at the starl of the study (or at the moment of
BXposure)?

8. Were the outtomes measured in a valld and relkabla
way !

9. Was the follow up time reported and sufficent to
be long enough for cutcames Lo occur?

10, Was folbow up complete, and il nol were the
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

11, Were strategies to address incomplete follow up
utilized?

R R B KK K K X K K
O O O 0O 0O O

O 0O 0O O 0O O 0O 0O 0O
O O O 0O 0O O

12, Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

[
[

Overall appraisal;  Include E Exclude D Soek further info D

Caornrments (Including reason for exclusion)
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Yas Mo Unclear Mot
applicable

[}

1. Were patient's demographic characteristics clearly
described?

2. 'Was the patient’s history clearly described and presentad
as & timeline?

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

results clearly described?

5. Was the intarvention!s] or treatrmant procadure|s) clearly
described?

B. Was the post-intervention clinical condition clearly
described?

7. Were adverse events [harms] or unanticipated events
identified and described?

[
4. Were diagnostic tests or assessment methods and the i
C.q
[3

N 0O O O O O O O
L1 O B O H BOE
o 0O 0 O 0 0 0O

E. Does the case report provide takeaway l2ssons?

Overall appraisal:  includs I:[ Excluie E seek further dnfo D

Lomments | Including reason for exdusicn)

Mo se reporta suficiente evidencia para atribuir estas caracteristicas a PACS,

B JBI, 2020. All rights reserved. 1Bl grants use of these Critical Apprakal Checklist for Case Reports — 3
tools for research purposes only, All other enquiries
should be sent to [bisynthesis@adelaide.edu.au.




1Bl CrimicaL Appraisat CHECKLIST FOR
CASE COMTROL STUDIES

Reviewar Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Cate_20/04/21

Author_Ortelk] B, Ferrazzoli D.. Sebastianelli L., Year  2p20  Record Number 2718 33359928
et al.

Mot

Yes MNe Limclear spphicilie

1. Were the groups comparble other than the

presence of disease in cases or the absence of H [l [] [

disease In controls?

2. Woere caies and contrals matched
appropriately?

3. Werethe same criteria used for identification
of cases and controls?

4. Was exposure measured in a standard, valld
and reliable way?

5. Was exposure measured in the same way far
cas=s and controks?

B, Were confounding facters identified?

7. Were strategies to deal with confounding
factors stated?

B. Woere gutcomes assessed in-a standard, valid
and reliable way for cases and controls?

9. Was the exposure period of interest long
enough to be meaningful?

R R R R RS s K
L]
]
D

£ 81, 20200 All rights reserved. 181 granis e of these Crirical Appralsal Checkdist for Case Control Stidies - 3
tools for resessch purpases oaly, All ather efines

shawld ba sant to jheynthesisiad edaida eduau



10. Was appropriate statistical analysis used? g ] = ]

Overall appraisal: Includa D Exduda ﬂ Seek further info I:l
Comrments {Inchiding reason for exclusicn)

Mo aporta informacion Gtil para los fines de |la presente revision sistematica.

81, 2020, All rights reserved. 18] granis wSe of these Cririca! Appralsal Checkdist for Tase Control Stidies - 4
tonls for resesrch purpases only, &1 athar enquities
shauld ba sant to jbEynthesisfadelsids eduan.



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR
SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewsr FErMandez Chirino Luisa Date 15/04/2020
_ﬁ_”thmr;TEni Lu HI| Hﬂgﬂmq T|| all ﬂ1 H'Ear Euzﬂ Hﬂnrrj Num her— 21: g_EEEFsdg?_LFc
Mot
Yes Mo Undear _
applicabile

1. It the review question clearly and explicitly stated? E D D D
2.  Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review

question? E |:[ D E[
3.  Was the search strategy appropriate? E D D D
4. 'Were the sources and resources used to search for

studies adeguate? E D D D
5. ‘Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriater E |:| |:| D
b.  Was critical appraizal conducted by twio or more

reviewesrs inde pendenthy? H D D |:|
T.  Woere there methods to minimize errors in data

extraction? K [ [] []
E. Woere the methods used to combine studies apprapriate? E D D E[
9. Was the likelthood of publication bias assessed? E D D D
10. Were recommendations for policy andfor practice

supporied by the reported data? D E[ E D
11. Were the spedfic directives for new research

appropriate? I:I D E D

Cwerall appraisal: Include D Exclude E Saek further info D

Comments (Including reason for exclusion)

Too general,




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR COHORT STUDIES

Reviewer Marco Antonio Delaye Martinez Date  20/04/21
Author Brant-Zawadski M., Fridman D, Year 2020 Record Number 220 33604403
Robinson B, et al.
Yes Mo Unclear Not
applicable

1. Were the two groups similar and recruited from the g i
same population?

[l

£. Were the exposures measured simitlarly To assign ﬁ
pecpla to both exposed and unexposed groupsr

3. Was the axposure measured in a valid and reliable ﬁ
way?

4. Were confounding factors identified? f
5. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors g
stated?
6. ‘Wera the groups/participants free of the autcome
&t tha start of the study [or at the moment of
Exposure)?

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable
way?

B. Was the fallaw up time reported and sufficient to M
be long enough for outcomes to occur?

9. Was follow up complete, and if not, were the v
reasons to loss to follow up described and explored?

10. Were strategies to address incomplete follow up v
utilized?

L 0O B o0 O B B 0O & O
g O O o O O o o O o 0O
g O o o o o o o 0O o

11, Was appropriate statistical analbysis used? {

Overall appraisal:  Includs I:I Exclide ﬁ'.—-eehfurtherln!u D

Comments {Including reason for exdusion)

El articulo no aporta informacion Gtil para los fines de la presemite revision sistematica,

& 1B, 2020, All rights retered TR grants isa of thoce Critlezh Apprassal Checkiicr Fed CoduoiT Studhes - 3
1anls for research purposes only, A1 other enquirties
should be sant to jhipmthesis@adalacde adyau



