
	Supplementary Material 4. Risk of bias assessment of methods, reported results, individual and overall ratings, and GRADE level of evidence from included studies

	Instrument
	Study Author, Year
	Methods
(Risk of bias) Assessment
	Individual results reported in in included studies for each psychometric property
	Rating of individual results
	Overall rating
	GRADE level of evidence

	Structural Validity

	Arabic
CDPCA-QOL
	Al-Dala'ien, 2026
	Very good
	Exploratory factor analysis.
KMO = 0.89
X2 = 3125.4,
p <0.001.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, missing data and response rates reported, only one study)

	Arabic 
MSPSS
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Arabic 
PSS-10
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CDLIFE
	Coburn, 2026
	Very good
	Exploratory factor analysis conducted.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	CDPCA-QOL
	Abreu Paiva, 2019
	Very good
	Confirmatory factor analysis conducted.
RMSEA = 0.022,
X2 (344) = 367.8,
p = 0.181.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, missing data and response rates reported, only one study)

	CINCY-FIS
	Cushing, 2018
	Very good
	Confirmatory factor analysis conducted.
RMSEA = 0.077,
X2 (222) = 288,
p <0.001.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, missing data and response rates reported, only one study)

	Croatian PedsQL FIM
	Knez, 2015
	Very good
	Exploratory factor analysis found 6 factors to explain 73.79 % of the total variance.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, missing data and response rates reported, only one study)

	FAQL-PB
	Greenhawt, 2016
	Adequate
	Exploratory factor analysis was conducted.
	+
	+
	Low
(Convenience sampling, sample size <100, only one study)

	FIC QOL
	Nanigian, 2008
	Adequate
	Exploratory factor analysis conducted but no paucity of information on analysis.
	+
	+
	Low
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study, limited information on factor analysis)

	FS-IS
	Lefton-Greif, 2014
	Very good
	A principal components extraction using promax rotation was conducted. Three factors were extracted, which corresponded to the three subscales. Squared multiple correlations suggested that all factors were internally consistent and well defined by the variables.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	GAD-7
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	HAPYs
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	IIS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PGCIQ
	Kim, 2005
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Guilfoyle, 2012
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Gray, 2013
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2015
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Robbertz, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Rea, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	POOPC
	Silverman, 2015
	Very good
	Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were conducted.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	Portuguese version FS-IS
	Rama, 2020
	Very good
	Exploratory Factor Analysis verified that the instrument would not be unifactorial (KMO = 0.74 and Bartlett’s sphericity test p < 0.001) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis confirmed the original model in three subscales with χ2/df = 1.23, CFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.90, RMSEA (90% CI) 0.049 (0.011–0.073).
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	PREOM-BMP
	Halleran, 2019
	Doubtful
	Principal component analyses were conducted for each construction and for the survey as a whole. Both approaches utilized eigenvalue decomposition yielding weak factor loadings limiting ability to properly identify meaningful subdimensions within the constructs.
	?
	?
	Low
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study, no exploratory or confirmatory factor analysis performed)

	PSS-10
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	RAND-36
	Greenley, 2009
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SBS specific FaMM
	Neumann, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SCL-8
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	WPAI-CD
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Very good
	Exploratory factor analysis KMO test = 0.7179, 
Barttlet’s test of sphericity, p value < 0.001 
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Adequate sample size, only one study)

	WPAI-UC
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Very good
	Exploratory factor analysis KMO test = 0.6947, 
Barttlet’s test of sphericity, p value < 0.001 
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Adequate sample size, only one study)

	ZBI-A
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Internal Consistency

	Arabic
CDPCA-QOL
	Al-Dala'ien, 2026
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.927 for all domains
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, missing data and response rates reported, only one study)

	Arabic 
MSPSS
	Almulla, 2024
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.87
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	Arabic 
PSS-10
	Almulla, 2024
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.743
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	CDLIFE
	Coburn, 2026
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.89
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	CDPCA-QOL
	Abreu Paiva, 2019
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.913; 95% CI: 0.892–0.932 for all domains
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, missing data and response rates reported, only one study)

	CINCY-FIS
	Cushing, 2018
	Very Good
	The total score demonstrated high reliability at the initial and 2-week follow-up: Cronbach’s α = 0.92/0.90.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, missing data and response rates reported, only one study)

	Croatian PedsQL FIM
	Knez, 2015
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α > 0.7 for all PedsQLTM
FIM scores
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, missing data and response rates reported, only one study)

	FAQL-PB
	Greenhawt, 2016
	Very good
	Cronbach α = 0.91
	+
	+
	Low
(Convenience sampling, sample size <100, only one study)

	FIC QOL
	Nanigian, 2008
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	FS-IS
	Lefton-Greif, 2014
	Very good
	Internal reliability was very good with Cronbach alphas all above 0.7 (Total score = 0.89, daily activities = 0.88, worries = 0.85, and feeding difficulties = 0.85).
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	GAD-7
	Pacut, 2025
	Very good
	Cronbach α = 0.92
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, missing data and response rates reported, only one study)

	HAPYs
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.89
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	IIS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.90
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	PGCIQ
	Kim, 2005
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Guilfoyle, 2012
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α =0.90
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Adequate sample size and response rate reported in 5 studies)

	PIP
	Gray, 2013
	

Very good
	Cronbach’s α
PIP-F = 0.95,
PIP-D = 0.96; subdomains α ≥ 0.80
	+
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2015
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.94
	=
	
	

	PIP
	Robbertz, 2022
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.90-0.94
	+
	
	

	PIP
	Rea, 2022
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α= 0.94–0.96
	+
	
	

	POOPC
	Silverman, 2015
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α= 0.80-0.96
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	Portuguese version FS-IS
	Rama, 2020
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α= 0.83
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	PREOM-BMP
	Halleran, 2019
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.925.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	PSS-10
	Pacut, 2025
	Very good
	Cronbach α = 0.82
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, missing data and response rates reported, only one study)

	RAND-36
	Greenley, 2009
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α= 0.78
	+
	+
	Low
(Convenience sampling, sample size <100, only one study)

	SBS specific FaMM
	Neumann, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SCL-8
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α= 0.87
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	SS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.75
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	WPAI-CD
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.6968
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Adequate sample size, only one study)

	WPAI-UC
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.6581
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Adequate sample size, only one study)

	ZBI-A
	Almulla, 2024
	Very good
	Cronbach’s α = 0.77
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Convenience sampling, adequate sample size, only one study)

	Cross-cultural Validity

	Arabic
CDPCA-QOL
	Al-Dala'ien, 2026
	Very good
	Followed strict procedures for translation and cross-cultural adaptation process (forward translation, reconciliation, backward translation, and pre-testing)
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Adequate approach used, adequate sample size, only one study)

	Arabic 
MSPSS
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Arabic 
PSS-10
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CDLIFE
	Coburn, 2026
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CDPCA-QOL
	Abreu Paiva, 2019
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CINCY-FIS
	Cushing, 2018
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Croatian PedsQL FIM
	Knez, et al. 2015
	Very good
	Followed strict procedures for translation and cross-cultural adaptation process (forward translation, reconciliation, backward translation, and pre-testing)
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Adequate approach used, adequate sample size, only one study)

	FAQL-PB
	Greenhawt, 2016
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	FIC QOL
	Nanigian, 2008
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	FS-IS
	Lefton-Greif, 2014
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	GAD-7
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	HAPYs
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	IIS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PGCIQ
	Kim, 2005
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Robbertz, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Guilfoyle, 2012
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2013
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2015
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Rea, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	POOPC
	Silverman, 2015
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Portuguese version FS-IS
	Rama, 2020
	Very good
	Adhered to guidelines for cross-cultural adaptation of self-report measures developed by Beaton et al.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Adequate approach used, adequate sample size, only one study)

	PREOM-BMP
	Halleran, 2019
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PSS-10
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	RAND-36
	Greenley, 2009
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SBS specific FaMM
	Neumann, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SCL-8
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	WPAI-CD
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Very good
	Cross-cultural adaptation process conducted based on the model proposed by Beaton et al. 
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Adequate approach used, adequate sample size, only one study)

	WPAI-UC
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Very good
	cross-cultural adaptation process conducted based on the model proposed by Beaton et al.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Adequate approach used, adequate sample size, only one study)

	ZBI-A
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Reliability

	Arabic
CDPCA-QOL
	Al-Dala'ien, 2026
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Arabic 
MSPSS
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Arabic 
PSS-10
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CDLIFE
	Coburn, 2026
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CDPCA-QOL
	Abreu Paiva, 2019
	Adequate
	ICC = 0.88; p < 0.001
	+
	+
	Low
(Appropriate time between measures, response rates reported, but only 10 caregivers repeated tool after 1 week, only one study)

	CINCY-FIS
	Cushing, 2018
	Very good
	ICC=0.95
	+
	+
	Low
(Appropriate time between measurements, response rates not reported, only one study)

	Croatian PedsQL FIM
	Knez, et al. 2015
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	FAQL-PB
	Greenhawt, 2016
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	FIC QOL
	Nanigian, 2008
	Adequate
	The sign test and Wilcoxon signed rank test were used to evaluate test-retest reliability. No ICC calculated.
	+
	+
	Low
(Appropriate time between measures, response rates reported, but only 41 caregivers repeated tool after 4-6 weeks, only one study)

	FS-IS
	Lefton-Greif, 2014
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	GAD-7
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	HAPYs
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	IIS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PGCIQ
	Kim, 2005
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Robbertz, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Guilfoyle, 2012
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2013
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2015
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Rea, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	POOPC
	Silverman, 2015
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Portuguese version FS-IS
	Rama, 2020
	Adequate
	Description of test-retest reliability with ICC values for the subscales of Pt–Br–FS–IS of 0.95, 0.89 and 0.87 and 0.91 for total score. However, lack of information on repeat measures.
	+
	+
	Low
(Test-retest responses not reported, only one study)

	PREOM-BMP
	Halleran, 2019
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PSS-10
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	RAND-36
	Greenley, 2009
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SBS specific FaMM
	Neumann, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SCL-8
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	WPAI-CD
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	WPAI-UC
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	ZBI-A
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Measurement Error

	Arabic
CDPCA-QOL
	Al-Dala'ien, 2026
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Arabic 
MSPSS
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Arabic 
PSS-10
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CDLIFE
	Coburn, 2026
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CDPCA-QOL
	Abreu Paiva, 2019
	Adequate
	Time between repeated measures appropriate (1 week), unclear if patients stable on the construct measured, no measure of SEM, SDC or LoA.
	+
	+
	Low
(Adequate sample size but only 10 caregivers repeated test at a week, high risk of bias due to no statistics for measurement error reported)

	CINCY-FIS
	Cushing, 2018
	Very good
	Time between repeated measures appropriate (2 weeks), measure of SEM, MCID was 4.32
	+
	+
	Moderate
(Unclear how many caregivers repeated test in 2 weeks, conducted statistics for measurement error)

	Croatian PedsQL FIM
	Knez, et al. 2015
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	FAQL-PB
	Greenhawt, 2016
	Adequate
	MCID = 0.34, determined using the standard error of measurement method.
	+
	+
	Low
(Sample size <100, repeated measures not conducted, only one study)

	FIC QOL
	Nanigian, 2008
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	FS-IS
	Lefton-Greif, 2014
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	GAD-7
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	HAPYs
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	IIS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PGCIQ
	Kim, 2005
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Robbertz, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Guilfoyle, 2012
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2013
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2015
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Rea, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	POOPC
	Silverman, 2015
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Portuguese version FS-IS
	Rama, 2020
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PREOM-BMP
	Halleran, 2019
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PSS-10
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	RAND-36
	Greenley, 2009
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SBS specific FaMM
	Neumann, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SCL-8
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	WPAI-CD
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	WPAI-UC
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	ZBI-A
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Criterion Validity

	Arabic
CDPCA-QOL
	Al-Dala'ien, 2026
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Arabic 
MSPSS
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Arabic 
PSS-10
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CDLIFE
	Coburn, 2026
	Very good
	Parent CDLIFE total scores also correlated strongly with the PedsQL FIM.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	CDPCA-QOL
	Abreu Paiva, 2019
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CINCY-FIS
	Cushing, 2018
	Very good
	Correlation between both the parenting stress index and fecal incontinence severity score and the parenting stress scale of the CINCY-FIS (r = .41 & r = .14 respectively).
	+
	+
	Moderate
(correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	Croatian PedsQL FIM
	Knez, et al. 2015
	Very good
	Correlations between the PedsQLTM FIM and WHOQOL-BREF scales ranged 0.07–0.56.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	FAQL-PB
	Greenhawt, 2016
	Very good
	PedsQL-FIM scores correlated strongly with FAQL-PB scores (r 5 0.73, P <.001), and FAIM scores correlated moderately with FAQL-PB scores (r 5 0.39, P 5 .001).
	+
	+
	Low
(sample size <100, correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	FIC QOL
	Nanigian, 2008
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	FS-IS
	Lefton-Greif, 2014
	Very good
	To assess concurrent construct validity, they evaluated the correlations between the FS-IS and the PEDS-QL™ FIM, and other demographic and anthropometric variables.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	GAD-7
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	HAPYs
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	IIS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PGCIQ
	Kim, 2005
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Robbertz, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Guilfoyle, 2012
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2013
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2015
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Rea, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	POOPC
	Silverman, 2015
	Very good
	Convergent validity was determined by examining the correlations between the POOPC and the FDI, PIP, PedsQLTM, and PedsQLTM FIM.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	Portuguese version FS-IS
	Rama, 2020
	Very good
	Convergent validity determined examining correlations with PedsQLTM FIM. Discriminatory validity assessed as well.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	PREOM-BMP
	Halleran, 2019
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PSS-10
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	RAND-36
	Greenley, 2009
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SBS specific FaMM
	Neumann, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SCL-8
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	WPAI-CD
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	WPAI-UC
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	ZBI-A
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Hypothesis Testing (Construct Validity)

	Arabic
CDPCA-QOL
	Al-Dala'ien, 2026
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Arabic 
MSPSS
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Arabic 
PSS-10
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CDLIFE
	Coburn, 2026
	Very good
	Parent CDLIFE total scores also correlated strongly with the PedsQL FIM.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	CDPCA-QOL
	Abreu Paiva, 2019
	Not assessed
	Not assessed 
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CINCY-FIS
	Cushing, 2018
	Very good
	Correlation between both the parenting stress index and fecal incontinence severity score and the parenting stress scale of the CINCY-FIS (r = .41 & r = .14 respectively).
	+
	+
	Moderate
(correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	Croatian PedsQL FIM
	Knez, et al. 2015
	Very good
	WHOQOL-BREF as comparator instrument measure (convergent validity) and comparison between domains (discriminative validity)
	+
	+
	Moderate
(correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	FAQL-PB
	Greenhawt, 2016
	Very good
	PedsQL-FIM scores as adequate compactor instrument and comparison between domains.
	+
	+
	Low
(sample size <100, correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	FIC QOL
	Nanigian, 2008
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	FS-IS
	Lefton-Greif, 2014
	Very good
	PedsQL-FIM scores as adequate compactor instrument and comparison between domains.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	GAD-7
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	HAPYs
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	IIS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PGCIQ
	Kim, 2005
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Robbertz, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Guilfoyle, 2012
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2013
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2015
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Rea, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	POOPC
	Silverman, 2015
	Very good
	FDI, PIP, PedsQLTM, and PedsQLTM FIM as adequate comparators.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	Portuguese version FS-IS
	Rama, 2020
	Very good
	PedsQLTM FIM as adequate comparator.
	+
	+
	Moderate
(correlations were properly calculated, only 1 study)

	PREOM-BMP
	Halleran, 2019
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PSS-10
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	RAND-36
	Greenley, 2009
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SBS specific FaMM
	Neumann, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SCL-8
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	WPAI-CD
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	WPAI-UC
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	ZBI-A
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Responsiveness

	Arabic
CDPCA-QOL
	Al-Dala'ien A, 2026
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Arabic 
MSPSS
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Arabic 
PSS-10
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CDLIFE
	Coburn, 2026
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	CDPCA-QOL
	Abreu Paiva, 2019
	Doubtful
	Indirect assessment, good floor and ceiling effects 2.7%.
	+
	+
	Low
(No comparison with gold standard to detect changes over time, did not assess correlations between change scores or ROC)

	CINCY-FIS
	Cushing, 2018
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Croatian PedsQL FIM
	Knez, et al. 2015.
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	FAQL-PB
	Greenhawt, 2016
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	FIC QOL
	Nanigian, 2008
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	FS-IS
	Lefton-Greif, 2014
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	GAD-7
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	HAPYs
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	IIS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PGCIQ
	Kim, 2005
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Robbertz, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PIP
	Guilfoyle, 2012
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2013
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Gray, 2015
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	PIP
	Rea, 2022
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	
	

	POOPC
	Silverman, 2015
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Portuguese version FS-IS
	Rama, 2020
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PREOM-BMP
	Halleran, 2019
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	PSS-10
	Pacut, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	RAND-36
	Greenley, 2009
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SBS specific FaMM
	Neumann, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SCL-8
	Skovslund Nielsen, 2025
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	SS-P
	Baudino, 2021
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	WPAI-CD
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	WPAI-UC
	Velasco Rodriguez-Belvis, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	ZBI-A
	Almulla, 2024
	Not assessed
	Not assessed
	?
	?
	Not assessed

	Abbreviations: LoE, level of evidence; Mod, moderate; NA, not assessed; PROM, patient-reported outcome measure.
a Ratings for overall quality for each psychometric measurement property are reported as sufficient (+), insufficient (–), indeterminate (?).
b Assessed using Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development, and Evaluation, reported as high, moderate, low, or very low.
c Recommendation criteria: A indicates evidence for sufficient content validity (any level; ≥3 of 4 domains) and at least low-quality evidence for sufficient internal consistency (which requires sufficient structural validity); these measures can be recommended for use. B indicates measures not categorized as A or C; these measures require further evaluation to assess quality before being recommended for use. C indicates high-quality evidence for a measurement property rated as insufficient; these measures are not recommended for use.













