[bookmark: _Toc204813430]DATA QUALITY ASSESSMENT FOR EACH INCLUDED STUDY
JBI CHECKLIST FOR QUASI-EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES 
	RoB Assessor: MAKAFUI DAWOE
	Date of Appraisal: 07/07/25
	Record Number: 001

	Study Author: ADENIYI ET AL.
	Study Title: EFFECT OF HEP
	Study Year: 2018




	JBI Checklist Question
	Comments/Justification
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	N/A

	Is it clear in the study what is the “cause” and what is the “effect” (i.e. there is no confusion about which variable comes first)?
	Education intervention is the cause, and change in oral health knowledge is the effect.
	
	
	
	

	Was there a control group?
	Pre-post design, no control.
	
	
	
	

	Were participants included in any comparisons similar?
	-
	
	
	
	

	Were the participants included in any comparisons receiving similar treatment/care, other than the exposure or intervention of interest?
	-
	
	
	
	

	Were there multiple measurements of the outcome, both pre and post the intervention/exposure?
	Baseline, 3-month and 6-month mark assessed for all outcomes.
	
	
	
	

	Were the outcomes of participants included in any comparisons measured in the same way?
	Used interviewer-administered questionnaire at all stages
	
	
	
	

	Were outcomes measured in a reliable way?
	
	
	
	
	

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

	Was appropriate statistical analysis used?
	Appropriate
	
	
	
	



OVERALL APPRAISAL: MODERATE QUALITY, INCLUDE

JBI CHECKLIST FOR QUASI-EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES 
	RoB Assessor: MAKAFUI DAWOE
	Date of Appraisal: 07/07/25
	Record Number: 001

	Study Author: AKAJI ET AL.
	Study Title: USING COMMUNITY P
	Study Year: 2018



	JBI Checklist Question
	Comments/Justification
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	N/A

	Is it clear in the study what is the “cause” and what is the “effect” (i.e. there is no confusion about which variable comes first)?
	Education intervention is the cause, uptake of scaling and polishing is the effect.
	
	
	
	

	Was there a control group?
	Pre-post design, no control.
	
	
	
	

	Were participants included in any comparisons similar?
	Rural vs Urban, and gender comparisons were made
	
	
	
	

	Were the participants included in any comparisons receiving similar treatment/care, other than the exposure or intervention of interest?
	All participants had oral health education, and had equal access to scaling and polishing services
	
	
	
	

	Were there multiple measurements of the outcome, both pre and post the intervention/exposure?
	Unclear whether there was both baseline and post-untervention measurements
	
	
	
	

	Were the outcomes of participants included in any comparisons measured in the same way?
	Same assessment was done for all participants
	
	
	
	

	Were outcomes measured in a reliable way?
	Questionnaires and oral examination
	
	
	
	

	Was follow-up complete and if not, were differences between groups in terms of their follow-up adequately described and analyzed?
	No follow-up done
	
	
	
	

	Was appropriate statistical analysis used?
	Appropriate
	
	
	
	



OVERALL APPRAISAL: MODERATE QUALITY, INCLUDE 

JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR QUALITATIVE RESEARCH
Reviewer	_MAKAFUI DAWOE______ Date________07/07/25_______________

Author_______Akera et al.________________________ Year___2022___  Record Number___3___
	
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	Not applicable

	1. Is there congruity between the stated philosophical perspective and the research methodology?
	□
	□
	
	□

	1. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the research question or objectives?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the methods used to collect data?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the representation and analysis of data?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the interpretation of results?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is there a statement locating the researcher culturally or theoretically?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is the influence of the researcher on the research, and vice- versa, addressed?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Are participants, and their voices, adequately represented?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is the research ethical according to current criteria or, for recent studies, and is there evidence of ethical approval by an appropriate body?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Do the conclusions drawn in the research report flow from the analysis, or interpretation, of the data?
	
	□
	□
	□


Overall appraisal: 	Include	  	Exclude	  □	Seek further info  □
Comments (Including reason for exclusion)
__Ranked as high quality due to 9 yes answers, which means the study satisfies most of the criteria for a high quality qualitative study.__


	AACODS
	BAATIEMA ET AL. (2024) // REVIEWED BY MAKAFUI DAWOE // 07/07/25
	YES
	NO
	?

	Authority
	Identifying who is responsible for the intellectual content.
Individual author:
• Associated with a reputable organisation?
• Professional qualifications or considerable experience?
• Produced/published other work (grey/black) in the field?
• Recognised expert, identified in other sources?
• Cited by others? (use Google Scholar as a quick check)
• Higher degree student under “expert” supervision?
Organisation or group:
• Is the organisation reputable? (e.g. W.H.O)
• Is the organisation an authority in the field?
In all cases:
• Does the item have a detailed reference list or bibliography?
	






	
	

	Accuracy
	• Does the item have a clearly stated aim or brief?
• Is so, is this met?
• Does it have a stated methodology?
• If so, is it adhered to?
• Has it been peer-reviewed?
• Has it been edited by a reputable authority?
• Supported by authoritative, documented references or credible sources?
• Is it representative of work in the field?
• If No, is it a valid counterbalance?
• Is any data collection explicit and appropriate for the research?
• If item is secondary material (e.g. a policy brief of a technical report) refer to
• the original. Is it an accurate, unbiased interpretation or analysis?
	






	
	

	Coverage
	All items have parameters which define their content coverage. These limits might mean that a work refers to a particular population group, or that it excluded certain types of publication. A report could be designed to answer a particular question, or be based on statistics from a particular survey.
• Are any limits clearly stated?
	



	
	

	Objectivity
	It is important to identify bias, particularly if it is unstated or unacknowledged.
• Opinion, expert or otherwise, is still opinion: is the author’s standpoint clear?
• Does the work seem to be balanced in presentation?
	


	
	

	Date
	For the item to inform your research, it needs to have a date that confirms relevance
• Does the item have a clearly stated date related to content? No easily discernible date is a strong concern.
• If no date is given, but can be closely ascertained, is there a valid reason for its absence?
• Check the bibliography: have key contemporary material been included?
	



	
	

	Significance
	This is a value judgment of the item, in the context of the relevant research area
• Is the item meaningful? (this incorporates feasibility, utility and relevance)
• Does it add context?
• Does it enrich or add something unique to the research?
• Does it strengthen or refute a current position?
• Would the research area be lesser without it?
• Is it integral, representative, typical?
• Does it have impact? (in the sense of influencing the work or behaviour of others)
	





	
	



SELECTED AS A HIGH QUALITY PUBLICATION

JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL TOOL FOR ASSESSMENT OF RISK OF BIAS FOR RANDOMIZED CONTROLLED TRIALS
	Assessor: MAKAFUI DAWOE
	Date of Appraisal: 07/07/25
	Record Number: 005

	Study Author: BIRUNGI ET AL.
	Study Title: 
	Study Year: 2015



	Checklist Question
	Comment/Justification
	Yes
	No 
	Unclear 
	N/A

	Was true randomization used for assignment of participants to treatment groups?
	Cluster-randomised trial
	
	
	
	

	Was allocation to treatment groups concealed?
	No clear statement
	
	
	
	

	Were treatment groups similar at the baseline?
	
	
	
	
	

	Were participants blind to treatment assignment?
	Not possible due to nature of intervention
	
	
	
	

	Were those delivering the treatment blind to treatment assignment?
	Not possible due to nature of intervention
	
	
	
	

	Were treatment groups treated identically other than the intervention of interest?
	Control group received standard of care
	
	
	
	

	Were outcome assessors blind to treatment assignment?
	Dentists performing the follow-up were blinded
	
	
	
	

	Were outcomes measured in the same way for treatment groups?
	
	
	
	
	

	Were outcomes measured in a reliable way
	Appropriate 
	
	
	
	

	Was follow up complete and if not, were differences between groups in terms of their follow up adequately described and analysed?
	Substantial loss to follow-up (only 55% of original participants were followed up)
	
	
	
	

	Were participants analysed in the groups to which they were randomized?
	No clear statement
	
	
	
	

	Was appropriate statistical analysis used?
	Appropriate 
	
	
	
	

	Was the trial design appropriate and any deviations from the standard RCT design (individual randomization, parallel groups) accounted for in the conduct and analysis of the trial?
	Appropriate
	
	
	
	








JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR ECONOMIC EVALUATIONS
Reviewer_MAKAFUI DAWOE___________ Date___________07/07/25____________________
Author_______BOACHIE ET AL.________________ Year___2023___  Record Number____006_____
	
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	Not applicable

	1. Is there a well-defined question?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is there comprehensive description of alternatives?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Are all important and relevant costs and outcomes for each alternative identified?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Has clinical effectiveness been established?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Are costs and outcomes measured accurately?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Are costs and outcomes valued credibly?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Are costs and outcomes adjusted for differential timing?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is there an incremental analysis of costs and consequences?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Were sensitivity analyses conducted to investigate uncertainty in estimates of cost or consequences?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Do study results include all issues of concern to users?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Are the results generalizable to the setting of interest in the review?
	
	□
	□
	□


Overall appraisal: 	Include	  	Exclude	  □	Seek further info  □
Comments (Including reason for exclusion)
________SATISFIES ALL THE CRITERIA FOR A HIGH QUALITY ECONOMIC EVALUATION_____________


JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer	___MAKAFUI DAWOE____________________ Date_________07/07/25____________

Author________CHEN ET AL.______________ Year__2021_  Record Number____007_____
	
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	Not applicable

	1. Is the review question clearly and explicitly stated?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review question?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Was the search strategy appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□

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

	1. Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriate?
	□
	
	□
	□

	1. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more reviewers independently?
	□
	
	□
	□

	1. Were there methods to minimize errors in data extraction?
	□
	□
	
	□

	1. Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?
	□
	□
	
	□

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

	1. Were the specific directives for new research appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□


Overall appraisal: 	Include	  		Exclude	  □	Seek further info  □
Comments (Including reason for exclusion)
___RATED AS MODERATE QUALITY DUE TO THE ABSENCE OF QUALITY APPRAISAL , WHICH IS A MAJOR LIMITATION. IT IS ALSO UNCLEAR WHAT METHODS WERE USED TO REDUCE ERRORS OF DATA EXTRACTION AND BIAS ______



JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL TOOL FOR ASSESSMENT OF RISK OF BIAS FOR RANDOMIZED CONTROLLED TRIALS
	Assessor: MAKAFUI DAWOE
	Date of Appraisal: 07/07/25
	Record Number: 008

	Study Author: ENGH ET AL.
	Study Rating: HIGH 
	Study Year: 2022



	Checklist Question
	Comment/Justification
	Yes
	No 
	Unclear 
	N/A

	Was true randomization used for assignment of participants to treatment groups?
	Follow-up of Cluster-randomised trial
	
	
	
	

	Was allocation to treatment groups concealed?
	No clear statement
	
	
	
	

	Were treatment groups similar at the baseline?
	
	
	
	
	

	Were participants blind to treatment assignment?
	Not possible due to nature of intervention
	
	
	
	

	Were those delivering the treatment blind to treatment assignment?
	Not possible due to nature of intervention
	
	
	
	

	Were treatment groups treated identically other than the intervention of interest?
	Controls received routine healthcare only, added education for interventions.
	
	
	
	

	Were outcome assessors blind to treatment assignment?
	Dentists performing the follow-up were blinded
	
	
	
	

	Were outcomes measured in the same way for treatment groups?
	
	
	
	
	

	Were outcomes measured in a reliable way
	Appropriate 
	
	
	
	

	Was follow up complete and if not, were differences between groups in terms of their follow up adequately described and analysed?
	Study included 70% of children (357 out of 511 from original study)
	
	
	
	

	Were participants analysed in the groups to which they were randomized?
	Follow-up placed all children with data in their original groups
	
	
	
	

	Was appropriate statistical analysis used?
	Appropriate 
	
	
	
	

	Was the trial design appropriate and any deviations from the standard RCT design (individual randomization, parallel groups) accounted for in the conduct and analysis of the trial?
	Appropriate
	
	
	
	








JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer	___MAKAFUI DAWOE____________________ Date_________07/07/25____________

Author________GHAFFARI ET AL.______________ Year__2018_  Record Number____009_____
	
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	Not applicable

	1. Is the review question clearly and explicitly stated?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review question?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Was the search strategy appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□

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

	1. Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more reviewers independently?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Were there methods to minimize errors in data extraction?
	□
	□
	
	□

	1. Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?
	
	□
	□
	□

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

	1. Were the specific directives for new research appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□


Overall appraisal: 	Include	  		Exclude	  □	Seek further info  □
Comments (Including reason for exclusion)
___RATED AS HIGH QUALITY BECAUSE IT FULFILS MOST CRITERIA, ESPECIALLY QUALITY APPRAISAL AND BIAS REDUCTION. ______


JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer	___MAKAFUI DAWOE____________________ Date_________07/07/25____________

Author________KAGURU ET AL.______________ Year__2022_  Record Number____010_____
	
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	Not applicable

	1. Is the review question clearly and explicitly stated?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review question?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Was the search strategy appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□

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

	1. Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriate?
	□
	□
	
	□

	1. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more reviewers independently?
	□
	□
	
	□

	1. Were there methods to minimize errors in data extraction?
	□
	□
	
	□

	1. Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?
	□
	□
	
	□

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

	1. Were the specific directives for new research appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□


Overall appraisal: 	Include	  		Exclude	  □	Seek further info  □
Comments (Including reason for exclusion)
___RATED AS MODERATE TO HIGH QUALITY BECAUSE IT FULFILS MOST CRITERIA AND WAS METHODOLOGICALLY SOUND. HOWEVER THERE IS A LACK OF CLEARLY EXPRESSED QUALITY APPRAISAL AND BIAS REDUCTION. AUTHORS “SCRUTINIZED” THE SELECTED TOPICS, BUT DID NOT EXPLICITLY STATE HOW ______


JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR QUALITATIVE RESEARCH
Reviewer__MAKAFUI DAWOE______________________ Date________07/07/25______________

Author_______Matanhire-Zihanzu et al.______________ Year__2022___  Record Number_11_____
	
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	Not applicable

	1. Is there congruity between the stated philosophical perspective and the research methodology?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the research question or objectives?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the methods used to collect data?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the representation and analysis of data?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is there congruity between the research methodology and the interpretation of results?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is there a statement locating the researcher culturally or theoretically?
	□
	□
	
	□

	1. Is the influence of the researcher on the research, and vice- versa, addressed?
	□
	
	□
	□

	1. Are participants, and their voices, adequately represented?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Is the research ethical according to current criteria or, for recent studies, and is there evidence of ethical approval by an appropriate body?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Do the conclusions drawn in the research report flow from the analysis, or interpretation, of the data?
	
	□
	□
	□


Overall appraisal: 	Include	  	Exclude	  □	Seek further info  □
Comments (Including reason for exclusion)
________INCLUDED BECAUSE IT SATISFIES MAJORITY OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR A HIGH QUALITY  STUDY USING QUALITATIVE METHODS_________________________________________________________________
JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL TOOL FOR ASSESSMENT OF RISK OF BIAS FOR RANDOMIZED CONTROLLED TRIALS
	Assessor: MAKAFUI DAWOE
	Date of Appraisal: 07/07/25
	Record Number: 012

	Study Author: MELO ET AL.
	Study Rating: MODERATE
	Study Year: 2021



	Checklist Question
	Comment/Justification
	Yes
	No 
	Unclear 
	N/A

	Was true randomization used for assignment of participants to treatment groups?
	Two-arm, superiority, randomised controlled trial.
	
	
	
	

	Was allocation to treatment groups concealed?
	No clear statement
	
	
	
	

	Were treatment groups similar at the baseline?
	Significant differences in school, oral hygiene
	
	
	
	

	Were participants blind to treatment assignment?
	Not possible due to nature of intervention
	
	
	
	

	Were those delivering the treatment blind to treatment assignment?
	Not possible due to nature of intervention
	
	
	
	

	Were treatment groups treated identically other than the intervention of interest?
	Controls toothpaste and toothbrush but no education intervention.
	
	
	
	

	Were outcome assessors blind to treatment assignment?
	No clear statement
	
	
	
	

	Were outcomes measured in the same way for treatment groups?
	All assessments were done with same tools
	
	
	
	

	Were outcomes measured in a reliable way
	No clear statement
	
	
	
	

	Was follow up complete and if not, were differences between groups in terms of their follow up adequately described and analysed?
	Only 750 out of the original 1947 chidlren were followed up
	
	
	
	

	Were participants analysed in the groups to which they were randomized?
	Not clear, especially with high attrition rate
	
	
	
	

	Was appropriate statistical analysis used?
	Appropriate 
	
	
	
	

	Was the trial design appropriate and any deviations from the standard RCT design (individual randomization, parallel groups) accounted for in the conduct and analysis of the trial?
	Not clearly stated
	
	
	
	








JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR ANALYTICAL CROSS-SECTIONAL STUDIES

Reviewer	___MAKAFUI DAWOE__________ Date_______07/07/2025_____________

Author___Morgan et al.___ Year__2023_______  Record Number___013______

	
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	Not applicable

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

	1. Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable way?
	
	□
	□
	□

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

	1. Were confounding factors identified?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?
	□
	
	□
	□

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

	1. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?
	
	□
	□
	□


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




JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL TOOL FOR ASSESSMENT OF RISK OF BIAS FOR RANDOMIZED CONTROLLED TRIALS
	Assessor: MAKAFUI DAWOE
	Date of Appraisal: 07/07/25
	Record Number: 014

	Study Author: MUHOOZI ET AL.
	Study Rating: MODERATE
	Study Year: 2018



	Checklist Question
	Comment/Justification
	Yes
	No 
	Unclear 
	N/A

	Was true randomization used for assignment of participants to treatment groups?
	Cluster randomised controlled trial, follow-up.
	
	
	
	

	Was allocation to treatment groups concealed?
	No clear statement
	
	
	
	

	Were treatment groups similar at the baseline?
	Significant differences in school, oral hygiene
	
	
	
	

	Were participants blind to treatment assignment?
	Not possible due to nature of intervention
	
	
	
	

	Were those delivering the treatment blind to treatment assignment?
	Not possible due to nature of intervention
	
	
	
	

	Were treatment groups treated identically other than the intervention of interest?
	Controls received standard of care.
	
	
	
	

	Were outcome assessors blind to treatment assignment?
	Blinding was explicitly stated
	
	
	
	

	Were outcomes measured in the same way for treatment groups?
	Assessed through photos and questionnaires
	
	
	
	

	Were outcomes measured in a reliable way
	Assessed through photos and questionnaires
	
	
	
	

	Was follow up complete and if not, were differences between groups in terms of their follow up adequately described and analysed?
	Only 399 out of 511 chidlren were followed up
	
	
	
	

	Were participants analysed in the groups to which they were randomized?
	Assessment was by “intention-to-treat".
	
	
	
	

	Was appropriate statistical analysis used?
	Chi-square and logistic regression are appropriate 
	
	
	
	

	Was the trial design appropriate and any deviations from the standard RCT design (individual randomization, parallel groups) accounted for in the conduct and analysis of the trial?
	Cluster randomised controlled trial
	
	
	
	








	AACODS
	MUTAVE ET AL. (2024) // REVIEWED BY MAKAFUI DAWOE // 07/07/25
	YES
	NO
	?

	Authority
	Identifying who is responsible for the intellectual content.
Individual author:
• Associated with a reputable organisation?
• Professional qualifications or considerable experience?
• Produced/published other work (grey/black) in the field?
• Recognised expert, identified in other sources?
• Cited by others? (use Google Scholar as a quick check)
• Higher degree student under “expert” supervision?
Organisation or group:
• Is the organisation reputable? (e.g. W.H.O)
• Is the organisation an authority in the field?
In all cases:
• Does the item have a detailed reference list or bibliography?
	






	
	

	Accuracy
	• Does the item have a clearly stated aim or brief?
• Is so, is this met?
• Does it have a stated methodology?
• If so, is it adhered to?
• Has it been peer-reviewed?
• Has it been edited by a reputable authority?
• Supported by authoritative, documented references or credible sources?
• Is it representative of work in the field?
• If No, is it a valid counterbalance?
• Is any data collection explicit and appropriate for the research?
• If item is secondary material (e.g. a policy brief of a technical report) refer to
• the original. Is it an accurate, unbiased interpretation or analysis?
	






	
	

	Coverage
	All items have parameters which define their content coverage. These limits might mean that a work refers to a particular population group, or that it excluded certain types of publication. A report could be designed to answer a particular question, or be based on statistics from a particular survey.
• Are any limits clearly stated?
	



	
	

	Objectivity
	It is important to identify bias, particularly if it is unstated or unacknowledged.
• Opinion, expert or otherwise, is still opinion: is the author’s standpoint clear?
• Does the work seem to be balanced in presentation?
	


	
	

	Date
	For the item to inform your research, it needs to have a date that confirms relevance
• Does the item have a clearly stated date related to content? No easily discernible date is a strong concern.
• If no date is given, but can be closely ascertained, is there a valid reason for its absence?
• Check the bibliography: have key contemporary material been included?
	



	
	

	Significance
	This is a value judgment of the item, in the context of the relevant research area
• Is the item meaningful? (this incorporates feasibility, utility and relevance)
• Does it add context?
• Does it enrich or add something unique to the research?
• Does it strengthen or refute a current position?
• Would the research area be lesser without it?
• Is it integral, representative, typical?
• Does it have impact? (in the sense of influencing the work or behaviour of others)
	





	
	


SELECTED AS A HIGH QUALITY GREY LITERATURE FOR MEETING ALL AACODS CRITERIA

JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer	___MAKAFUI DAWOE_______________ Date_________07/07/25____________

Author________PEERBHAY ET AL.______________ Year__2025_  Record Number____016_____
	
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	Not applicable

	1. Is the review question clearly and explicitly stated?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review question?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Was the search strategy appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□

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

	1. Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more reviewers independently?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Were there methods to minimize errors in data extraction?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?
	□
	
	□
	□

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

	1. Were the specific directives for new research appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□


Overall appraisal: 	Include	  		Exclude	  □	Seek further info  □
Comments (Including reason for exclusion)
___RATED AS HIGH QUALITY BECAUSE IT FULFILS MOST CRITERIA AND WAS METHODOLOGICALLY SOUND. HOWEVER THERE IS NO MENTION OF PUBLICATION BIAS ASSESSMENT ______


JBI CRITICAL APPRAISAL CHECKLIST FOR SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS AND RESEARCH SYNTHESES

Reviewer	___MAKAFUI DAWOE____________ Date_________07/07/25____________

Author________VERDUGO-PAIVA ET AL.______ Year__2024_  Record Number____017_____
	
	Yes
	No
	Unclear
	Not applicable

	1. Is the review question clearly and explicitly stated?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Were the inclusion criteria appropriate for the review question?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Was the search strategy appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□

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

	1. Were the criteria for appraising studies appropriate?
	□
	
	□
	□

	1. Was critical appraisal conducted by two or more reviewers independently?
	□
	
	□
	□

	1. Were there methods to minimize errors in data extraction?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Were the methods used to combine studies appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□

	1. Was the likelihood of publication bias assessed?
	□
	□
	
	□

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

	1. Were the specific directives for new research appropriate?
	
	□
	□
	□
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___RATED AS HIGH QUALITY BECAUSE IT WAS RELEVANT, FULFILS MOST CRITERIA AND WAS METHODOLOGICALLY SOUND. HOWEVER, THERE IS NO MENTION OF CRITICAL APPRAISAL OR PUBLICATION BIAS ASSESSMENT ___



	AACODS
	WHO (2016) // REVIEWED BY MAKAFUI DAWOE // 07/07/25
	YES
	NO
	?

	Authority
	Identifying who is responsible for the intellectual content.
Individual author:
• Associated with a reputable organisation?
• Professional qualifications or considerable experience?
• Produced/published other work (grey/black) in the field?
• Recognised expert, identified in other sources?
• Cited by others? (use Google Scholar as a quick check)
• Higher degree student under “expert” supervision?
Organisation or group:
• Is the organisation reputable? (e.g. W.H.O)
• Is the organisation an authority in the field?
In all cases:
• Does the item have a detailed reference list or bibliography?
	






	
	

	Accuracy
	• Does the item have a clearly stated aim or brief?
• Is so, is this met?
• Does it have a stated methodology?
• If so, is it adhered to?
• Has it been peer-reviewed?
• Has it been edited by a reputable authority?
• Supported by authoritative, documented references or credible sources?
• Is it representative of work in the field?
• If No, is it a valid counterbalance?
• Is any data collection explicit and appropriate for the research?
• If item is secondary material (e.g. a policy brief of a technical report) refer to
• the original. Is it an accurate, unbiased interpretation or analysis?
	






	
	

	Coverage
	All items have parameters which define their content coverage. These limits might mean that a work refers to a particular population group, or that it excluded certain types of publication. A report could be designed to answer a particular question or be based on statistics from a particular survey.
• Are any limits clearly stated?
	



	
	

	Objectivity
	It is important to identify bias, particularly if it is unstated or unacknowledged.
• Opinion, expert or otherwise, is still opinion: is the author’s standpoint clear?
• Does the work seem to be balanced in presentation?
	


	
	

	Date
	For the item to inform your research, it needs to have a date that confirms relevance
• Does the item have a clearly stated date related to content? No easily discernible date is a strong concern.
• If no date is given, but can be closely ascertained, is there a valid reason for its absence?
• Check the bibliography: have key contemporary material been included?
	



	
	

	Significance
	This is a value judgment of the item, in the context of the relevant research area
• Is the item meaningful? (this incorporates feasibility, utility and relevance)
• Does it add context?
• Does it enrich or add something unique to the research?
• Does it strengthen or refute a current position?
• Would the research area be lesser without it?
• Is it integral, representative, typical?
• Does it have impact? (in the sense of influencing the work or behaviour of others)
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