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Appendix: Systematic search of the literature 

Search strategy 

A literature search of published systematic reviews and/or meta-analyses was performed using PubMed/Medline and Cochrane database (last search: August 10, 2022). For the 

search string this combination of text words was used: (prostat*) AND ((systematic review) OR (meta-analysis)) AND (PSMA). 

Study selection 

Recent systematic reviews and meta-analyses focused on PSMA-targeted imaging or therapy in prostate cancer, alone or in comparison with other imaging modalities or therapies, 

published in English language from 2020 were included. Recent consensus documents and guidelines on the same topic published from 2020 were also retrieved and provided as 

supporting documents. The time limit (publication year: 2020) was chosen since the publication velocity of papers within this area is so fast and a systematic review or meta-

analysis published before 2020 on this topic would be likely outdated. 

Search results 

Among 126 records retrieved, 62 were excluded (35 because not in the field of interest, 26 because systematic reviews or meta-analyses in the field of interest but published before 

the year 2020 and 1 because published in other than English language). Sixty-four articles (recent systematic reviews or meta-analyses) were included and provided to the panellists 

[Abrams-Pompe R et al. 2021; Alberts I et al. 2021; Alongi P et al. 2022; Annunziata S et al. 2020; Awenat S et al. 2021; Ballal S et al. 2021; Chavoshi M et al. 2020; Diao W et 

al. 2021; Evangelista L et al. 2021; Evangelista L et al. 2022; Farolfi A et al. 2021; Ferrari M et al. 2021; Gauthé M et al. 2021; Guglielmo P et al. 2021; Han S et al. 2021; Hernes 

E et al. 2021; Hu X et al. 2021; Huang Y et al. 2022; Huo H et al. 2022; Kawada T et al. 2022; Kimura S et al. 2020; Lee D et al. 2020; Ling S et al. 202; Liu F et al. 2021; Liu X 

et al. 2022 (a); Liu X et al. 2022 (b); Ma J et al. 2022; Ma W et al. 2022; Manfredi C et al. 2021; Matushita C et al. 2021; Mazrani W et al. 2022; McGeorge S et al. 2021; Nautiyal 

A et al. 2022; Pan K et al. 2021; Peng L et al. 2020; Perera M et al. 2020; Petersen L et al. 2020; Piccardo A et al. 2020; Pozdnyakov A et al. 2022; Qin Z et al. 2022; Sadaghiani 

M et al. 2021; Sadaghiani M et al. 2022; Satapathy S et al. 2020; Satapathy S et al. 2021 (a); Satapathy S et al. 2021 (b); Stabile A et al. 2022; Sun J et al. 2021; Sun M et al. 2020; 

Tan N et al. 2020; Tu X et al. 2020; Turpin A et al. 2020; Valle L et al. 2021;von Eyben F et al. 2020; von Eyben F et al. 2021; Wang J et al. 2021; Wang R et al. 2020; Wang R et 

al. 2021; Wang X et al. 2021; Woo S et al. 2020; Wu H et al. 2020; Yadav D et al. 2022; Zhao G et al. 2022; Zhao R et al. 2021; Zhao Y et al. 2022]. 

Seven additional articles (reporting information on recent consensus statements or guidelines) were also selected and provided as supporting documents [Aluwini S et al. 2021; 

Ceci F et al. 2021; Fanti S et al. 2021; Fanti S et al. 2022; Gandaglia G et al. 2021; Gillessen S et al. 2022; Schöder H et al. 2022]. 

Systematic reviews and meta-analyses were divided taking into account the different tracks. Some of them were assigned to multiple tracks. 

Quality assessment (AMSTAR 2)* of the included systematic reviews 

Items judged of critical importance: comprehensiveness of the literature search (item 4); included studies described in adequate detail (item 8); adequacy of risk of bias assessment 

of primary studies (item 9); appropriateness of meta-analytical methods (item 11); consideration of risk of bias when interpreting the results of the review (item 13). According to 

the responses to critical items, a final overall judgment of the whole review can be: 

High quality: No or one non-critical weakness: the systematic review provides an accurate and comprehensive summary of the results of the available studies that address the 

question of interest 

Moderate quality: More than one non-critical weakness but no critical flaws. It may provide an accurate summary of the results of the available studies that were included in the 

review 
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Low quality: One critical flaw with or without non-critical weaknesses: the review may not provide an accurate and comprehensive summary of the available studies that address 

the question of interest 

Critically low quality: More than one critical flaw with or without non-critical weaknesses: the review should not be relied on to provide an accurate and comprehensive summary 

of the available studies 

*Shea, B.J., et al., AMSTAR 2: a critical appraisal tool for systematic reviews that include randomised or non-randomised studies of healthcare interventions, or both. BMJ, 2017. 358: p. j4008 
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Track 1: Staging of Intermediate and High-Risk Prostate Cancer 

 
Quality assessment of the included systematic reviews 

n AMSTAR-2 criteria Abrams-Pompe R 

et al. 2021 

Annunziata S 

et al. 2020 

Awenat S 

et al. 2021 

Chavoshi M 

et al. 2022 

Evangelista L 

et al. 2021 

Evangelista L 

et al. 2022 

Guglielmo P 

et al. 2021 

Hernes E 

et al. 2021 

Hu X et 

al. 2021 

1 Research questions and inclusion criteria include 

components of PICO 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

2 Review methods established prior to the conduct of 

the review (protocol) and deviations justified 

partial yes no partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial 

yes 

3 Selection of study design explained yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

4 Comprehensive literature search strategy partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes yes partial 

yes 

5 Study selection in duplicate yes not reported yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

6 Data extraction in duplicate not reported not reported yes not reported yes yes not reported not reported yes 

7 List of excluded studies and justification of the 

exclusions 

partial yes no partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial 

yes 

8 Included studies described in adequate detail yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

9 Technique for assessing the risk of bias satisfactory yes no yes no yes yes yes yes yes 

10 Sources of funding for the primary studies reported no no no no no no no no no 

11 Appropriate methods for meta-analysis no meta-analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 
conducted 

yes yes 

12 Potential impact of risk of bias results on meta-

analysis assessed 

no meta-analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 
conducted 

no yes 

13 Risk of bias results accounted for in 

discussion/conclusion 

yes yes yes no no yes yes no yes 

14 Satisfactory discussion and explanation of observed 

heterogeneity, if any 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes 

15 Adequate investigation of publication bias no meta-analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 
conducted 

no yes 
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16 Conflict of interest of review authors and funding 

received for conducting the review reported 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Overall methodological quality moderate low moderate low low moderate moderate low high 

 

n AMSTAR-2 criteria Huang Y et 

al. 2022 

Kawada T 

et al. 2022 

Ling S et 

al. 2021 

Liu F et al. 

2021 

Liu X et al. 

2022 (a) 

Liu X et al. 

2022 (b) 

Manfredi C 

et al. 2021 

Matushita C 

et al. 2021 

McGeorge S 

et al. 2022 

Pan K et 

al. 2021 

Peng L et 

al. 2020 

1 Research questions and inclusion criteria include 

components of PICO 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

2 Review methods established prior to the conduct 

of the review (protocol) and deviations justified 

partial yes yes partial 

yes 

yes yes yes yes partial yes yes partial 

yes 

partial yes 

3 Selection of study design explained yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

4 Comprehensive literature search strategy yes partial yes partial 

yes 

yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial 

yes 

partial yes 

5 Study selection in duplicate yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes not reported yes yes 

6 Data extraction in duplicate yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes not reported yes yes 

7 List of excluded studies and justification of the 

exclusions 

partial yes partial yes partial 

yes 

partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial 

yes 

partial yes 

8 Included studies described in adequate detail yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

9 Technique for assessing the risk of bias 

satisfactory 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

10 Sources of funding for the primary studies 

reported 

no no no no no no no no no no no 

11 Appropriate methods for meta-analysis yes yes yes yes yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes 

12 Potential impact of risk of bias results on meta-

analysis assessed 

yes yes yes yes yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes 

13 Risk of bias results accounted for in 

discussion/conclusion 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

14 Satisfactory discussion and explanation of 

observed heterogeneity, if any 

yes yes yes no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 
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15 Adequate investigation of publication bias yes no yes no yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no no meta-
analysis 

conducted 

yes yes 

16 Conflict of interest of review authors and funding 

received for conducting the review reported 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Overall methodological quality moderate moderate high moderate high high moderate moderate moderate high high 

 

n AMSTAR-2 criteria Perera M 

et al. 2020 

Petersen L 

et al. 2020 

Piccardo A 

et al. 2020 

Qin Z et 

al. 2022 

Satapathy S 

et al. 2021 (a) 

Stabile A 

et al. 2022 

Tu X et 

al. 2020 

Turpin A 

et al. 2020 

Wang J et 

al. 2021 

Wang R et 

al. 2020 

Wang Y et 

al. 2021 

1 Research questions and inclusion criteria include 

components of PICO 

yes yes yes yes yes yes ye yes yes yes yes 

2 Review methods established prior to the conduct 

of the review (protocol) and deviations justified 

partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes yes partial 

yes 

partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes 

3 Selection of study design explained yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

4 Comprehensive literature search strategy partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes yes partial yes partial 

yes 

no partial yes partial yes partial yes 

5 Study selection in duplicate yes no not 

reported 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

6 Data extraction in duplicate yes yes not 

reported 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

7 List of excluded studies and justification of the 

exclusions 

partial yes partial yes no partial yes partial yes partial yes partial 

yes 

no partial yes partial yes partial yes 

8 Included studies described in adequate detail yes yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes 

9 Technique for assessing the risk of bias 

satisfactory 

yes no no no yes yes yes no yes yes yes 

10 Sources of funding for the primary studies 

reported 

no no no no no no no no no no no 

11 Appropriate methods for meta-analysis yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes yes yes no meta-

analysis 
conducted 

yes yes yes 

12 Potential impact of risk of bias results on meta-

analysis assessed 

yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes yes 
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13 Risk of bias results accounted for in 

discussion/conclusion 

yes yes no yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes 

14 Satisfactory discussion and explanation of 

observed heterogeneity, if any 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes 

15 Adequate investigation of publication bias no no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no yes yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no yes yes 

16 Conflict of interest of review authors and 

funding received for conducting the review 

reported 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Overall methodological quality moderate low low low high high high low moderate high high 

 

n AMSTAR-2 criteria Woo S et 

al. 2020 

Wu H et 

al. 2020 

Yadav D et 

al. 2022 

Zhao G et 

al. 2022  

Zhao R et 

al. 2021 

Zhao Y et 

al. 2022 

1 Research questions and inclusion criteria include 

components of PICO 

yes yes yes yes yes yes 

2 Review methods established prior to the conduct 

of the review (protocol) and deviations justified 

partial 

yes 

partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes yes 

3 Selection of study design explained yes yes yes yes yes yes 

4 Comprehensive literature search strategy partial 

yes 

partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes 

5 Study selection in duplicate yes yes yes yes yes yes 

6 Data extraction in duplicate yes not 

reported 

yes yes yes yes 

7 List of excluded studies and justification of the 

exclusions 

partial 

yes 

partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes no 

8 Included studies described in adequate detail yes yes yes yes yes yes 

9 Technique for assessing the risk of bias 

satisfactory 

yes yes yes yes yes yes 

10 Sources of funding for the primary studies 

reported 

no no no no no no 

11 Appropriate methods for meta-analysis yes yes yes yes yes yes 
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12 Potential impact of risk of bias results on meta-

analysis assessed 

yes yes yes yes yes yes 

13 Risk of bias results accounted for in 

discussion/conclusion 

yes yes yes yes yes yes 

14 Satisfactory discussion and explanation of 

observed heterogeneity, if any 

yes yes yes yes yes yes 

15 Adequate investigation of publication bias yes yes yes yes no no 

16 Conflict of interest of review authors and 

funding received for conducting the review 

reported 

yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Overall methodological quality high high high high moderate moderate 
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Track 2: Imaging of Biochemical Recurrence in Prostate Cancer 

 

 

Quality assessment of the included systematic reviews 

n AMSTAR-2 criteria Alberts I 

et al. 2021 

Annunziata S 

et al. 2020 

Chavoshi M 

et al. 2022 

Diao W et 

al. 2021 

Evangelista L 

et al. 2021 

Evangelista L 

et al. 2022 

Farolfi A 

et al. 2021 

Ferrari M 

et al. 2021 

Hernes E 

et al. 2021 

Huo H et 

al. 2022 

1 Research questions and inclusion criteria include 

components of PICO 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

2 Review methods established prior to the conduct of 

the review (protocol) and deviations justified 

yes no partial yes yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial 

yes 

3 Selection of study design explained yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

4 Comprehensive literature search strategy yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes yes partial 

yes 

5 Study selection in duplicate yes not reported yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

6 Data extraction in duplicate yes not reported not reported yes yes yes not 

reported 

yes not 

reported 

yes 

7 List of excluded studies and justification of the 

exclusions 

partial yes no partial yes no partial yes partial yes no partial yes partial yes partial 

yes 

8 Included studies described in adequate detail yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

9 Technique for assessing the risk of bias satisfactory yes no no yes yes yes no yes yes yes 

10 Sources of funding for the primary studies reported no no no no no no no no no no 

11 Appropriate methods for meta-analysis yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes yes 

12 Potential impact of risk of bias results on meta-

analysis assessed 

yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes yes no meta-
analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes no yes 

13 Risk of bias results accounted for in 

discussion/conclusion 

yes yes no yes no yes yes yes no yes 

14 Satisfactory discussion and explanation of observed 

heterogeneity, if any 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes 
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15 Adequate investigation of publication bias yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes yes no meta-
analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes no yes 

16 Conflict of interest of review authors and funding 

received for conducting the review reported 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Overall methodological quality high low low moderate low moderate low high low high 

 

n AMSTAR-2 criteria Kimura S 

et al. 2020 

Liu F et 

al. 2021 

Liu X et al. 

2022 (a) 

Liu X et al. 

2022 (b) 

Ma W et 

al. 2022 

Manfredi C 

et al. 2021 

Matushita C 

et al. 2021 

Mazrani W 

et al. 2022 

McGeorge S 

et al. 2022 

Pan K et 

al. 2021 

1 Research questions and inclusion criteria include 

components of PICO 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

2 Review methods established prior to the conduct of 

the review (protocol) and deviations justified 

yes yes yes yes partial yes yes partial yes partial yes yes partial 

yes 

3 Selection of study design explained yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

4 Comprehensive literature search strategy partial yes yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes no partial yes partial 
yes 

5 Study selection in duplicate yes yes yes yes yes yes yes not reported not reported yes 

6 Data extraction in duplicate yes yes yes yes yes yes yes not reported not reported yes 

7 List of excluded studies and justification of the 

exclusions 

partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial 
yes 

8 Included studies described in adequate detail yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

9 Technique for assessing the risk of bias satisfactory yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

10 Sources of funding for the primary studies reported no no no no no no no no no no 

11 Appropriate methods for meta-analysis yes yes yes yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes no no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes 

12 Potential impact of risk of bias results on meta-

analysis assessed 

yes yes yes yes yes no meta-

analysis 
conducted 

yes yes no meta-

analysis 
conducted 

yes 

13 Risk of bias results accounted for in 

discussion/conclusion 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

14 Satisfactory discussion and explanation of observed 

heterogeneity, if any 

yes no yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes 
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15 Adequate investigation of publication bias yes no yes yes yes no meta-
analysis 

conducted 

no no no meta-
analysis 

conducted 

yes 

16 Conflict of interest of review authors and funding 

received for conducting the review reported 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Overall methodological quality high moderate high high high moderate moderate low moderate high 

 

n AMSTAR-2 criteria Perera M 

et al. 2020 

Piccardo A 

et al. 2020 

Pozdnyakov 

A et al. 2022 

Qin Z et 

al. 2022 

Sun J et 

al. 2021 

Tan N et 

al. 2020 

Turpin A 

et al. 2020 

Valle L et 

al. 2021 

Wang R et 

al. 2020 

Wang R et 

al. 2021 

Zhao G et 

al. 2022  

Zhao R et 

al. 2021 

1 Research questions and inclusion criteria include 

components of PICO 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

2 Review methods established prior to the conduct 

of the review (protocol) and deviations justified 

partial yes partial yes yes partial 

yes 

partial 
yes 

yes partial yes partial yes partial yes yes partial yes partial yes 

3 Selection of study design explained yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

4 Comprehensive literature search strategy partial yes partial yes yes partial 

yes 

partial 

yes 

partial 

yes 

no no partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes 

5 Study selection in duplicate yes not reported yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

6 Data extraction in duplicate yes not reported yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

7 List of excluded studies and justification of the 

exclusions 

partial yes no partial yes partial 

yes 

partial 
yes 

partial 
yes 

no partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes 

8 Included studies described in adequate detail yes yes yes yes yes yes no partial yes yes yes yes yes 

9 Technique for assessing the risk of bias 

satisfactory 

yes no yes no yes yes no no yes yes yes yes 

10 Sources of funding for the primary studies 

reported 

no no no no no no no no no no no no 

11 Appropriate methods for meta-analysis yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes yes yes no meta-
analysis 

conducted 

no meta-
analysis 

conducted 

yes yes yes yes 

12 Potential impact of risk of bias results on meta-

analysis assessed 

yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes yes yes no meta-

analysis 
conducted 

no meta-

analysis 
conducted 

yes yes yes yes 

13 Risk of bias results accounted for in 

discussion/conclusion 

yes no yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes yes yes 
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14 Satisfactory discussion and explanation of 

observed heterogeneity, if any 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes yes 

15 Adequate investigation of publication bias no no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes no yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes yes no 

16 Conflict of interest of review authors and funding 

received for conducting the review reported 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Overall methodological quality moderate low high low high high low low high high high moderate 
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Track 3: Imaging of Advanced Prostate Cancer 

 

 

Quality assessment of the included systematic reviews 

n AMSTAR-2 criteria Alongi P 

et al. 2022 

Han S et 

al. 2021 

Liu F et al. 

2021 

McGeorge S 

et al. 2022 

Perera M 

et al. 2020 

Satapathy S 

et al. 2020 

Turpin A 

et al. 2020 

Zhao G et 

al. 2022  

Zhao R et 

al. 2021 

1 Research questions and inclusion criteria include 

components of PICO 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

2 Review methods established prior to the conduct of 

the review (protocol) and deviations justified 

partial yes yes yes yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes 

3 Selection of study design explained yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

4 Comprehensive literature search strategy partial yes partial 

yes 

yes partial yes partial yes partial yes no partial yes partial yes 

5 Study selection in duplicate yes yes yes not reported yes yes yes yes yes 

6 Data extraction in duplicate not 

reported 

yes yes not reported yes not reported yes yes yes 

7 List of excluded studies and justification of the 

exclusions 

partial yes partial 

yes 

partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes no partial yes partial yes 

8 Included studies described in adequate detail yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes 

9 Technique for assessing the risk of bias satisfactory yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes 

10 Sources of funding for the primary studies reported no no no no no no no no no 

11 Appropriate methods for meta-analysis no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes 

12 Potential impact of risk of bias results on meta-

analysis assessed 

no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes 

13 Risk of bias results accounted for in 

discussion/conclusion 

yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes 

14 Satisfactory discussion and explanation of observed 

heterogeneity, if any 

yes yes no yes yes yes yes yes yes 
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15 Adequate investigation of publication bias no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes no no meta-
analysis 

conducted 

no yes no meta-
analysis 

conducted 

yes no 

16 Conflict of interest of review authors and funding 

received for conducting the review reported 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

 Overall methodological quality moderate high moderate moderate moderate moderate low high moderate 
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Tracks 4-5: Therapy of Advanced Prostate Cancer and Theranostics in Prostate Cancer 

 

 

Quality assessment of the included systematic reviews 

n AMSTAR-2 criteria Ballal S et 

al. 2021 

Gauthé M 

et al. 2021 

Lee D et 

al. 2022 

Ma J et 

al. 2022 

Nautiyal A 

et al. 2022 

Sadaghiani 

M et al 2021 

Sadaghiani 

M et al 2022 

Satapathy S 

et al. 2020 

Satapathy S et 

al. 2021 (b) 

Sun M et 

al. 2020 

1 Research questions and inclusion criteria include 

components of PICO 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

2 Review methods established prior to the conduct 

of the review (protocol) and deviations justified 

partial yes partial yes yes yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes 

3 Selection of study design explained yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

4 Comprehensive literature search strategy yes partial yes partial 

yes 

partial 

yes 

partial yes no no partial yes yes no 

5 Study selection in duplicate yes yes yes yes yes not reported no yes yes not 

reported 

6 Data extraction in duplicate yes no yes yes yes not reported no not reported not reported not 

reported 

7 List of excluded studies and justification of the 

exclusions 

partial yes partial yes partial 

yes 

partial 

yes 

partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes partial yes 

8 Included studies described in adequate detail yes partial yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 

9 Technique for assessing the risk of bias 

satisfactory 

yes no yes yes no no no yes yes no 

10 Sources of funding for the primary studies 

reported 

no no no no no no no no no no 

11 Appropriate methods for meta-analysis yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes no meta-

analysis 
conducted 

yes yes yes yes no meta-

analysis 
conducted 

12 Potential impact of risk of bias results on meta-

analysis assessed 

yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes yes yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

13 Risk of bias results accounted for in 

discussion/conclusion 

yes yes yes yes no yes yes yes yes yes 

14 Satisfactory discussion and explanation of 

observed heterogeneity, if any 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes 
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15 Adequate investigation of publication bias yes no meta-

analysis 

conducted 

yes yes no meta-
analysis 

conducted 

yes yes yes yes no meta-
analysis 

conducted 

16 Conflict of interest of review authors and funding 

received for conducting the review reported 

yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes xes 

 Overall methodological quality high low high high low low low moderate moderate low 

 

n AMSTAR-2 criteria von Eyben F 

et al. 2020 

von Eyben F 

et al. 2021 

1 Research questions and inclusion criteria include 

components of PICO 

yes yes 

2 Review methods established prior to the conduct 

of the review (protocol) and deviations justified 

partial yes partial yes 

3 Selection of study design explained yes yes 

4 Comprehensive literature search strategy yes partial yes 

5 Study selection in duplicate yes yes 

6 Data extraction in duplicate yes no 

7 List of excluded studies and justification of the 

exclusions 

partial yes partial yes 

8 Included studies described in adequate detail yes yes 

9 Technique for assessing the risk of bias 

satisfactory 

yes yes 

10 Sources of funding for the primary studies 

reported 

no no 

11 Appropriate methods for meta-analysis yes yes 

12 Potential impact of risk of bias results on meta-

analysis assessed 

yes yes 

13 Risk of bias results accounted for in 

discussion/conclusion 

yes yes 

14 Satisfactory discussion and explanation of 

observed heterogeneity, if any 

yes yes 
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15 Adequate investigation of publication bias yes yes 

16 Conflict of interest of review authors and funding 

received for conducting the review reported 

yes yes 

 Overall methodological quality high high 
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