[bookmark: _Toc155971562][bookmark: _Toc155970899][bookmark: _Toc155971402][bookmark: _Toc24151][bookmark: _Toc174872484]Table 2. NEWCASTLE - OTTAWA QUALITY ASSESSMENT SCALE (COHORT STUDIES)
	Author year
	Selection
	Comparability
	Outcome
	Total score
	Overall quality

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	1
	1
	2
	3
	
	

	Savannah M van Dijk 2016
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	5
	★★

	David Beddow 2022
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	6
	★★

	Erin L Conway 2017
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	5
	★★

	Justin Kirven 2021
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	5
	★★

	Baman 2012
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	5
	★★

	Lauren W Kaminsky 2021
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	7
	★★★

	Jared Nelson 2022
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	5
	★★

	Montserrat Pérez-Encinas 2022
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	6
	★★

	Bernardo Sousa-Pinto 2018
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	6
	★★

	Motoa 2019
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	4
	★★

	Lauren W. Kaminsky 2023
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	6
	★★


Wells GA, Shea D, O'Connell D, et al. The newcastle-ottawa scale (NOS) for assessing the quality of nonrandomised studies in meta-analyses. https://www.ohri.ca/programs/clinical_epidemiology/oxford.asp

[bookmark: _Hlk178843691]Selection
1: Representativeness of the exposed cohort (1 point); 2: Selection of the non exposed cohort (1 point); 3: Ascertainment of exposure (1 point); 4: Demonstration that outcome of interest was not present at start of study (1 point).
Comparability
1: Comparability of cohorts on the basis of the design or analysis (2 point).
Outcome
1: Assessment of outcome (1 point); 2: Was follow-up long enough for outcomes to occur (1 point); 3: Adequacy of follow up of cohorts (1 point).
● = 0, ● = 1, ● = 2, ★ = Low quality (0-3 point), ★★ = Moderate quality (4-6 point), ★★★ = High quality (7-9 point).

