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APPENDIX A
AMSTAR-2 Assessment Table
1. Article Name: Estimated prevalence of human papillomavirus among Nigerian women: A systematic review and meta-analysis_________________________________
	Anorou et al.

	Answer Type
	1. PICO components included?
	2. Protocol established before review?
	3. Explanation of study designs?
	4. Comprehensive search strategy?
	5. Study selection in duplicate?
	6. Data extraction in duplicate?
	7. List and justification of exclusions?
	8. Adequate detail of included studies?
	9. Risk of bias assessed appropriately?
	10. Funding sources of studies reported?
	11. Appropriate meta-analysis methods?
	12. RoB impact on meta-analysis assessed?
	13. RoB considered in interpretation?
	14. Heterogeneity explained/discussed?
	15. Publication bias assessed?
	16. Conflicts of interest reported?

	Answer (Yes / No / Partial Yes)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partial
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partial
	No
	Yes
	No
	Partial
	Yes
	No
	No


Decision: Low
2. Article Name: Prevalence and Type Distribution of Human Papillomavirus Recovered from the Uterine Cervix of Nigerian Women: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis_________________________________
	Kabuga et al. 

	Answer Type
	1. PICO components included?
	2. Protocol established before review?
	3. Explanation of study designs?
	4. Comprehensive search strategy?
	5. Study selection in duplicate?
	6. Data extraction in duplicate?
	7. List and justification of exclusions?
	8. Adequate detail of included studies?
	9. Risk of bias assessed appropriately?
	10. Funding sources of studies reported?
	11. Appropriate meta-analysis methods?
	12. RoB impact on meta-analysis assessed?
	13. RoB considered in interpretation?
	14. Heterogeneity explained/discussed?
	15. Publication bias assessed?
	16. Conflicts of interest reported?

	Answer (Yes / No / Partial Yes)
	Partial
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Partial
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No



Decision: Low


3. Article Name: The pattern of human papillomavirus infection and genotypes among Nigerian women from 1999 to 2019: a systematic review_________________________________
	Emeribe et al.

	Answer Type
	1. PICO components included?
	2. Protocol established before review?
	3. Explanation of study designs?
	4. Comprehensive search strategy?
	5. Study selection in duplicate?
	6. Data extraction in duplicate?
	7. List and justification of exclusions?
	8. Adequate detail of included studies?
	9. Risk of bias assessed appropriately?
	10. Funding sources of studies reported?
	11. Appropriate meta-analysis methods?
	12. RoB impact on meta-analysis assessed?
	13. RoB considered in interpretation?
	14. Heterogeneity explained/discussed?
	15. Publication bias assessed?
	16. Conflicts of interest reported?

	Answer (Yes / No / Partial Yes)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes


Decision: Critically Low


4. Article Name: High-risk human papillomavirus infection among Nigerian women: A systematic review and meta-analysis_________________________________
	Ezechi et al.

	Answer Type
	1. PICO components included?
	2. Protocol established before review?
	3. Explanation of study designs?
	4. Comprehensive search strategy?
	5. Study selection in duplicate?
	6. Data extraction in duplicate?
	7. List and justification of exclusions?
	8. Adequate detail of included studies?
	9. Risk of bias assessed appropriately?
	10. Funding sources of studies reported?
	11. Appropriate meta-analysis methods?
	12. RoB impact on meta-analysis assessed?
	13. RoB considered in interpretation?
	14. Heterogeneity explained/discussed?
	15. Publication bias assessed?
	16. Conflicts of interest reported?

	Answer (Yes / No / Partial Yes)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partial
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes



Decision: High


ASMTAR-2 Decision Making Guide
  High: Zero or one non-critical weakness. The systematic review provides an accurate and comprehensive summary of the available studies.
  Moderate: More than one non-critical weakness, but no critical flaws. It may provide an accurate summary, but there are some areas for improvement. (Note: Multiple non-critical weaknesses might lead to downgrading to "Low" if they significantly diminish confidence).
  Low: One critical flaw, with or without non-critical weaknesses. The review has a significant flaw and may not provide an accurate and comprehensive summary.
  Critically Low: More than one critical flaw, with or without non-critical weaknesses. The review has major flaws and should not be relied upon to provide an accurate and comprehensive summary.

