
Table S2. Quality assessment checklist for included individual studies 

Domain Quality appraisal checklist 

Introduction 1. Was the research problem clearly described?

2. Was the study well justified with rationale clearly stated?

3. Were the research questions and/or /hypothesis stated?

4. Were the research aims clearly stated?

Method 5. Was the study design clearly stated?

6. Was the sample size provided?

7. Was the sample size calculation including assumptions used clearly described?

8. Was the study population clearly described?

9. Were the study population inclusion and exclusion criteria clearly stated?

10. Was the T-cell laboratory procedure well described?

11. Was the statistical analysis well described?

12. Were ethics procedures described?

Results 13. Was the participant flow clearly described?

14. Were background characteristics of study population reported?



15. Were the results linked to the research aim or methods?

Discussion 16. Was a summary of key findings stated?

17. Was there a comparison and/or contrasting of findings to other relevant studies?

18. Were strengths and limitations of the study considered and reported?

Conclusion 19. Were the conclusions logically based on the results?
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Background 1. + + + + + ? + + + + + + + + + + + 94 

2. + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100 

3. - - - - + + + ? ? + + + + - + + - 53 

4. + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100 



Method 5.  - - + - - - - - - - + - - - + + - 24 

 6.  + + + + + + + + + + + + - - + + - 82 

 7.  - - n/a - - - - - - - - - - - - n/a - 0 

 8.  + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 94 

 9.  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - 6 

 10.  + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 94 

 11.  + - n/a + + + + - + + + + - + + n/a - 73 

 12.  + - - + + + + - - + + + - + + - - 59 

Results 13.  - - n/a - - - - - - - - - - - + n/a - 7 

 14.  - - - - - - + - - - - - - + + + - 24 

 15.  + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100 

Discussion 16.  + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100 

 17.  + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100 

 18.  - - + + + + ? + + + + - - + + - + 65 

Conclusion 19.  + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100 

Overall score 12 10 10 13 14 13 14 11 12 14 15 13 10 13 18 13 10  



Total assessed 19 19 16 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 16 19  

% Score  63 53 63 68 74 68 74 58 63 74 79 68 53 68 95 81 53  

Quality M M M M H M H M M H H M M M H H M  

 
• n/a = not applicable; (+) = yes; (-) = no; (?) = unclear 
• Quality threshold levels 

- 0% to 39% = low quality (L) 
- 40% to 69% = moderate quality (M) 
- 70% to 100% = high quality (H) 

 
 


