Supplementary Table 1: Quality evaluation of guidelines (n=2)
	
Included
Guideline
	Percentage of standardization in each domain of the guide (%) 
	≥60% number of fields (number)
	≥30% number of fields (number)
	Recommended level

	
	Scope and
Purpose
	Stakeholder Involvement 
	Rigor of Development 
	Clarity of Presentation 
	
Applicability 
	Editorial Independence 

	
	
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK66][bookmark: OLE_LINK67]Dent et al.20 
	100%
	97.22%
	84.38%
	95.83%
	83.33%
	97.92%
	6
	6
	A

	Mathus-Vliegen21
	100%
	90.28%
	89.06%
	98.61%
	88.54%
	95.83%
	6
	6
	A








Supplementary Table 2: Quality evaluation of expert consensus (n=2)

	Included literature
	①
	②
	③
	④
	⑤
	⑥

	Donini et al.1
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Cui et al.22
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes


①Are the sources of the ideas clearly identified? ②Are the ideas derived from influential experts in the field? ③Are the ideas presented centered on the interests of the population of interest to the study? ④Are the conclusions of the presentation based on the results of the analysis? Are the ideas presented in a logical manner? ⑤Is other existing literature referenced and accurately cited? ⑥ Are the ideas presented inconsistent with previous literature?




[bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK12]Supplementary Table 3: Quality evaluation results of systematic reviews and meta-analysis (n=7) 
	Included literature
	①
	②
	③
	④
	⑤
	⑥
	⑦
	⑧
	⑨
	⑩
	⑪
	⑫
	⑬
	⑭
	⑮
	⑯

	Ghiotto et al.7
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Partial Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes

	Poggiogalle
et al.11
	Yes
	Partial Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Partial Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes

	Zhuang et al.24
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	Eglseer et al.25
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partial Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Yin et al.26
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partial Yes
	Yes

	Hsu et al.27
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Partial Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes

	Hita-Contreras et al.28
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Partial Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Partial Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Partial Yes
	Partial Yes
	No
	Partial Yes
	Yes


[bookmark: _GoBack]①Did the research questions and inclusion criteria for the review include the components of PICO? ②Did the report of the review contain an explicit statement that the review methods were established prior to the conduct of the review and did the report justify any significant deviations from the protocol? ③Did the review authors explain their selection of the study designs for inclusion in the review? ④Did the review authors use a comprehensive literature search strategy? ⑤Did the review authors perform study selection in duplicate? ⑥Did the review authors perform data extraction in duplicate? ⑦Did the review authors provide a list of excluded studies and justify the exclusions?	 ⑧Did the review authors describe the included studies in adequate detail? ⑨Did the review authors use a satisfactory technique for assessing the risk of bias (RoB) in individual studies that were included in the review? ⑩Did the review authors report on the sources of funding for the studies included in the review? ⑪If meta-analysis was performed did the review authors use appropriate methods for statistical combination of results? ⑫If meta-analysis was performed, did the review authors assess the potential impact of RoB in individual studies on the results of the meta-analysis or other evidence synthesis? ⑬Did the review authors account for RoB in individual studies when interpreting/ discussing the results of the review? ⑭Did the review authors provide a satisfactory explanation for, and discussion of, any heterogeneity observed in the results of the review? ⑮If they performed quantitative synthesis did the review authors carry out an adequate investigation of publication bias (small study bias) and discuss its likely impact on the results of the review? ⑯Did the review authors report any potential sources of conflict of interest, including any funding they received for conducting the review?





Information Classification: General

Information Classification: General

Information Classification: General

Supplementary Figure 1: Thumbnail sketch of an exercise intervention program for patients with sarcopenic obesity.
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