PRISMA 2020 Checklist
For: "Cabin Crew Decision-Making and Conflict Management During Unruly Passenger Incidents: A Focused Systematic Review of Human Factors, Training, and Safety Implications" (Imran)
Status key: Yes = fully reported; Partial = addressed but with a stated limitation; No = not conducted, with reason given. This is an honest self-assessment, not a claim of full compliance on every item.
	#
	Item
	Status
	Location / Notes

	1
	Title: identify as a systematic review
	Yes
	Title page - "A Focused Systematic Review"

	2
	Abstract: structured summary per PRISMA-for-Abstracts
	Yes
	Abstract

	3
	Rationale: describe rationale in context of existing knowledge
	Yes
	Section 1 (Introduction), Section 2

	4
	Objectives: provide explicit statement of objectives/questions
	Yes
	Section 3 (Research Questions)

	5
	Eligibility criteria
	Yes
	Section 4.3

	6
	Information sources: databases and other sources, last search date
	Yes
	Section 4.2 (OpenAlex, PubMed, TRID, Google Scholar; searches executed July 2026)

	7
	Search strategy: full search strategies for all databases
	Yes
	Section 4.2; full strings also provided in the separately drafted search protocol document

	8
	Selection process: methods, number of reviewers, use of automation
	Partial
	Section 4.4. Single-reviewer screening explicitly disclosed as a limitation (Section 8); no dual independent screening was performed

	9
	Data collection process
	Yes
	Section 4.5

	10a
	Data items: outcomes sought
	Yes
	Section 4.5, Table 3

	10b
	Data items: other variables collected
	Yes
	Section 4.5, Table 3

	11
	Study risk of bias assessment
	Partial
	Table 4 (MMAT) for the 6 empirical studies; the 4 non-empirical sources are not risk-of-bias appraised, as MMAT presupposes an empirical design (Section 6.2)

	12
	Effect measures
	Not applicable
	No meta-analysis or pooled effect estimate was conducted; narrative synthesis only (Section 4.1)

	13a
	Synthesis: eligibility for synthesis
	Yes
	Section 4.5, 6.1

	13b
	Synthesis: data preparation/transformation
	Yes
	Section 4.5

	13c
	Synthesis: tabulation/visual methods
	Yes
	Tables 3-5, Fig. 1

	13d
	Synthesis: statistical synthesis methods
	Not applicable
	No statistical/meta-analytic synthesis attempted given study heterogeneity and small n (Section 4.1)

	13e
	Synthesis: heterogeneity exploration
	Partial
	Discussed narratively (design/study-type heterogeneity, Section 6.2/6.4) rather than through formal statistical heterogeneity statistics

	13f
	Synthesis: sensitivity analysis
	No
	Not conducted; not applicable to a narrative synthesis of this evidence base

	14
	Reporting bias assessment (e.g., publication bias)
	No
	Not formally assessed (e.g., no funnel plot); acknowledged as a general limitation of small narrative reviews (Section 8)

	15
	Certainty assessment (e.g., GRADE)
	No
	Formal certainty-of-evidence rating (e.g., GRADE) was not conducted; MMAT appraisal (Table 4) and narrative caveats serve a related but less formal purpose

	16a
	Study selection: numbers screened/assessed/included/excluded
	Yes
	Table 2 (PRISMA flow), Fig. 2 (flow diagram)

	16b
	Study selection: excluded studies with reasons
	Yes
	Section 6.3; full record-by-record reasons in supplementary screening log

	17
	Study characteristics
	Yes
	Table 3

	18
	Risk of bias in studies
	Partial
	Table 4 for empirical studies only (see item 11)

	19
	Results of individual studies
	Yes
	Section 6.4, Table 3

	20a
	Synthesis results: characteristics/risk of bias context
	Yes
	Section 6.4-6.5

	20b
	Synthesis results: summary and precision
	Partial
	Narrative synthesis only; no pooled estimate or precision statistic, consistent with item 13d

	20c
	Synthesis results: heterogeneity investigation
	Partial
	Discussed narratively (Section 6.2, 6.5)

	20d
	Synthesis results: sensitivity analysis
	Not applicable
	See item 13f

	21
	Reporting biases
	No
	See item 14

	22
	Certainty of evidence
	No
	See item 15

	23a
	Discussion: interpretation consistent with results
	Yes
	Section 7

	23b
	Discussion: comparison with other evidence
	Yes
	Section 7 (comparison with McLinton et al. 2020, Table 1)

	23c
	Discussion: limitations of included studies
	Yes
	Section 8

	23d
	Discussion: limitations of the review process
	Yes
	Section 8 (single reviewer, no Scopus/WoS, language restriction, one unresolved record)

	24a
	Registration: registration information
	No
	This review was not prospectively registered on OSF or PROSPERO at the time of writing. A preregistration-style protocol document was drafted during the review's design phase but registration status has not been independently confirmed for this submission and should be verified/completed by the author before or at submission if required by the journal

	24b
	Registration: protocol availability
	Partial
	A detailed search protocol document exists (search strings, eligibility criteria, screening workflow) and can be supplied as supplementary material, but it is not a registered protocol with a timestamped public record

	24c
	Registration: amendments
	Not applicable
	No registered protocol to amend (see 24a)

	25
	Support: funding sources
	Yes
	Declarations section (Funding: None)

	26
	Competing interests
	Yes
	Declarations section

	27
	Availability of data, code, and materials
	Yes
	Declarations section (Data Availability, Code Availability)



Honest summary: the largest genuine gap against full PRISMA 2020 compliance is Item 24 (prospective registration). This review was designed with a written protocol but was not confirmed as formally registered on a public registry (e.g., OSF Registries, PROSPERO) before the searches were run. If required by the journal, the author should either register the protocol retrospectively with a note explaining the timing, or state plainly in the manuscript that no prospective registration was performed. Items 12-15 and 20b-22 (statistical synthesis, reporting-bias assessment, and formal certainty rating) are marked Not applicable/No because this is a small, heterogeneous, narrative-synthesis review rather than a meta-analysis; this is a defensible methodological choice given the evidence base, not an oversight, but reviewers may still ask for explicit justification of why GRADE or a reporting-bias assessment was not attempted.
