Table. S1: NIH Quality Assessment Tool for Observational Cohort and Cross-Sectional Studies.
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Each question is answered: Yes=1, No=0.5, Not Reported (NR), Cannot Determine (CD) or Not Applicable (NA)=0. Quality rating: good (11-14 points) or fair

(7.5-10.5 points) or poor (0-7 points). NIH: national institute of health.
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