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Table 1. Overview of scores for Philips checklist per item, studies 1-16 (CORE model studies) 

  Roze   
(2015) 
[1] 

Roze   
(2016) 
[2] 

Roze   
(2016) 
[3]   

Roze   
(2017) 
[4] 

Roze   
(2019) 
[5] 

Roze   
(2019) 
[6] 

Roze   
(2020) 
[7] 

Roze 
(2021) 
[8] 

Roze 
(2021) 
[9] 

Roze 
(2021) 
[10] 

Jendle 
(2017) 
[11] 

Jendle 
(2019) 
[12] 

Jendle 
(2021) 
[13] 

Kamble 
(2012) 
[14] 

Gomez 
(2016) 
[15] 

Riemsma 
(2016) [16] 

 1 YES NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 2 YES NA YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 3 NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO NO NO NO NO NO YES 
 4 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 5 NO YES YES NO YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES YES YES YES 
 6 YES YES YES YES Y/N Y/N YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 7 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 8 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 9 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 10 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NR NR NR NR 
 11 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 12 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 13 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 14 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES 
 15 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 16 NO NO NO NO NO NO Y/N NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES 
 17 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NA 
 18 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 19 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 20 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO 
 21 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 22 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 23 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 24 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NR NR NR YES 
 25 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NR NR NR YES 
 26 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR YES YES YES YES 
 27 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR YES 
 28 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
 29 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NR NR NR YES 
 30 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
 31 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES 
 32 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR YES YES YES YES 



 33 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NR NR NR NR 
 34 YES YES YES YES YES YES NA NA NA NA YES NA NR NR NR YES 
 35 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NR NR NR YES 
 36 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NR NR NR YES 
 37 NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 38 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 39 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
 40 YES YES NO YES YES YES NO YES NO YES NO NO YES YES YES YES 
 41 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR YES 
 42 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES 
 43 NO NA NA NA NA NA NO NO NA NA NA NA NR NR YES YES 
 44 YES NA NA NA NO NA YES YES NA NA NA NA NA NA NA YES 
 45 YES NO YES NO NO NO NO NO YES NO NO YES NO NO NO YES 
 46 NA NO NA NO NO NO NO NO NA NO NO NA NO NO NO NA 
 47 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO NO YES 
 48 YES NO YES NO NO NO NO NO YES NO NO YES YES YES NO YES 
 49 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES NO YES YES YES YES NO YES 
 50 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 51 YES NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES 
 52 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 53 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NR NR NR NR 
 54 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
 55 NA NA NO NO NO NO NA NA NA NA NA NA NA YES YES YES 
 56 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NR NR NR NR 
 57 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES 

Abbreviations: NA, not applicable; NR, not reported; Y/N, yes/no. 

  



Table 2. Overview of scores for Philips checklist per item, studies 17-24 (CORE model studies) and 25-32 (studies using other models) 

 Chaugule   
(2017) 
[17] 

Bilir   
(2018) 
[18] 

Conget   
(2018) 
[19] 

Nicolucci   
(2018) 
[20] 

Zhao   
(2021) 
[21] 

Isitt   
(2022)  
[22] 

Lambadiari   
(2022) [23] 

Serné   
(2022) 
[24] 

Wan   
(2018) 
[25] 

McQueen   
(2011) 
[26] 

OHTA 
(2018) 
[27] 

Pease   
(2020) 
[28] 

Pease   
(2022) 
[29] 

Huang   
(2010) 
[30] 

Garcia-   
Lorenzo   
(2018) 
[31] 

Rotondi   
(2022) 
[32] 

1 YES YES NO YES NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO YES YES YES 
2 YES YES YES YES YES NA NA NA NA YES YES NO NO YES YES YES 
3 NO NO NO NO NO YES NO NO NO NO YES NO NO NO YES NO 
4 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
5 YES YES YES NO NO YES NO NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
6 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO 
7 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
8 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES YES 
9 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
10 NR NR NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO NO NO NR NO NO 
11 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO YES YES YES 
12 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES/NO YES/NO YES YES NO 
13 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES/NO YES/NO YES YES YES 
14 YES YES NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES NO YES YES YES YES YES 
15 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES YES YES NO 
16 NO NO NO NO YES YES YES NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO 
17 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NR NR NO NO NO 
18 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
19 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES/NO YES YES YES 
20 NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES NO YES NO NO NO 
21 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO 
22 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES YES YES 
23 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO 
24 NO NR NO NO YES NO NO NO YES NO YES YES YES NR YES YES 
25 NR NR NR NR YES NR NO NO YES NO YES NR YES NR YES NO 
26 YES YES NR NR NO NR NR NR YES NR YES YES YES YES YES YES 
27 NR NR NO NO NO NO NO NO NR NO YES NR YES NR YES NO 
28 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 
29 NR NR NO NA NO NA NO NA NA NO YES NA YES NR NO NO 
30 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR YES NR YES NR YES NR YES YES 
31 YES NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO 



32 YES YES NR NR NR NR NR NR YES NR YES NR NR YES NR NR 
33 NR NR NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NO NR NR NA NR NR NO 
34 NR YES NO YES NO YES NR NO NA NA YES NA NA NR YES YES 
35 NR NR NR NO NO NO NO NO YES NO YES YES YES YES NO NO 
36 NR NR NR NR NO NR NR NR YES NO YES NA NA YES NO NO 
37 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES/NO YES YES YES YES YES YES 
38 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
39 NR NR NR NR NR YES NR NR NR NR NR NA NA NR YES NR 
40 YES YES NO YES YES YES NO NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
41 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR YES NA NA NR NA NR 
42 YES YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO NO YES YES/NO NO YES YES NO 
43 YES NR NO NO NO NA NA NA YES YES YES YES YES NR YES NA 
44 NA NA YES NO NO NA NA NA YES YES YES YES YES NA YES NA 
45 YES NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO 
46 NA NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO 
47 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO NO YES YES YES NO YES YES 
48 YES YES NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES/NO YES/NO YES NO NO 
49 YES NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES NO NO YES/NO YES/NO YES YES NO 
50 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
51 YES NO YES YES YES NO NO NO YES YES YES YES YES NO YES NO 
52 YES YES NO NO NO NO NO NA YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
53 NR NR YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO NO NO NO NR NR NO 
54 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
55 YES NA YES NO YES NA NA NA NO YES NA NA NA NA NA NA 
56 NR NR YES YES YES YES YES YES NA NO NA NA NA NR NO NO 
57 YES NO YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES NO YES NO NO YES 

Abbreviations: NA, not applicable; NR, not reported; Y/N, yes/no. 

 

   

  



Table 3. Total quality scores per item 

Item no YES NO Y/N NR NA QUALITY SCORE 
1 23 9 0 0 0 71.9 
2 23 0 0 0 9 100.0 
3 6 26 0 0 0 18.8 
4 32 0 0 0 0 100.0 
5 24 8 0 0 0 75.0 
6 29 1 2 0 0 93.8 
7 32 0 0 0 0 100.0 
8 30 2 0 0 0 93.8 
9 31 0 0 1 0 96.9 
10 2 0 0 30 0 6.3 
11 29 2 1 0 0 92.2 
12 27 3 2 0 0 87.5 
13 29 1 2 0 0 93.8 
14 3 5 24 0 0 46.9 
15 30 2 0 0 0 93.8 
16 6 20 6 0 0 28.1 
17 2 24 0 0 6 7.7 
18 32 0 0 0 0 100.0 
19 30 1 1 0 0 95.3 
20 3 29 0 0 0 9.4 
21 31 1 0 0 0 96.9 
22 28 4 0 0 0 87.5 
23 31 1 0 0 0 96.9 
24 4 24 4 0 0 18.8 
25 6 0 0 26 0 18.8 
26 5 0 3 24 0 20.3 
27 3 28 1 0 0 10.9 
28 0 0 1 31 0 1.6 
29 3 6 0 0 23 33.3 
30 5 0 0 27 0 15.6 
31 29 3 0 0 0 90.6 
32 2 0 0 30 0 6.3 
33 0 0 0 32 0 0.0 
34 14 0 0 1 17 93.3 
35 6 26 0 0 0 18.8 
36 4 26 2 0 0 15.6 
37 29 1 1 1 0 92.2 
38 30 0 1 1 0 95.3 
39 5 27 0 0 0 15.6 
40 24 8 0 0 0 75.0 
41 2 0 0 30 0 6.3 



42 4 27 1 0 0 14.1 
43 9 10 0 0 13 47.4 
44 11 3 0 0 18 78.6 
45 2 24 6 0 0 15.6 
46 0 24 0 0 8 0.0 
47 24 7 1 0 0 76.6 
48 10 19 3 0 0 35.9 
49 17 13 2 0 0 56.3 
50 32 0 0 0 0 100.0 
51 14 17 1 0 0 45.3 
52 31 0 0 0 1 100.0 
53 1 31 0 0 0 3.1 
54 31 1 0 0 0 96.9 
55 8 6 0 0 18 57.1 
56 24 0 0 0 8 100.0 
57 26 6 0 0 0 81.3 

Abbreviations: NA, not applicable; NR, not reported; Y/N, yes/no. 

 

  



Table 4. Total quality scores per study. 

 Yes Y/N NO NR NA 
 

1 29 4 14 8 2 56.36 
2 27 1 16 8 5 52.88 
3 28 3 14 8 4 55.66 
4 28 1 17 8 3 52.78 
5 28 2 17 8 2 52.73 
6 28 2 16 8 3 53.70 
7 23 2 19 9 4 45.28 
8 29 1 16 8 3 54.63 
9 29 2 12 8 6 58.82 
10 27 1 16 8 5 52.88 
11 27 1 17 8 4 51.89 
12 27 2 14 8 6 54.90 
13 27 1 17 8 4 51.89 
14 29 2 15 8 3 55.56 
15 28 1 17 8 3 52.78 
16 47 2 2 4 2 87.27 
17 33 1 11 8 4 63.21 
18 26 2 17 8 4 50.94 
19 27 1 19 8 2 50.00 
20 28 1 19 8 1 50.89 
21 30 1 16 7 3 56.48 
22 28 1 14 8 6 55.88 
23 23 1 19 9 5 45.19 
24 19 1 20 10 7 39.00 
25 39 0 11 3 4 73.58 
26 25 2 21 7 2 47.27 
27 45 0 7 3 2 81.82 
28 25 10 9 7 6 58.82 
29 31 12 4 5 5 71.15 
30 29 2 15 7 4 56.60 
31 37 1 11 5 3 69.44 
32 22 1 24 6 4 42.45 

Abbreviations: NA, not applicable; NR, not reported; Y/N, yes/no. 

 

  



 

Figure 1. Total quality scores per study. 
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