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Supplementary Material 2: Inter-rater reliability
At both stages, second reviewer CH independently screened the first ten percent of articles, sorted alphabetically by author. All decisions were made and logged via Rayyan. To measure inter-rater reliability, Cohen’s Kappa statistic (33) was calculated at both stages, applying the conservative parameters by Altman (34). Additionally, any disagreements between reviewers were resolved by discussion until a consensus was reached. 
Supplementary material 3: Quality appraisal
To ensure a comprehensive synthesis, no studies were excluded based on quality (1). Instead, quality was considered when synthesising and discussing results. Although AMSTAR 2 is not intended to produce a score or rating (2), a scoring system was applied to aid in the weighting of results. Similar to scoring applied by Kilich et al. (3), items marked ‘yes’ were assigned two points and ‘partial yes’ assigned one point, and items marked ‘no’ deducted two points from the total score. If the item was not applicable (i.e no meta-analysis was conducted), the item was not scored. Consequently, the minimum and maximum scoring was minus 32 and plus 32, respectively. Again, reviewer CH assessed 10% of studies for quality, Cohen’s Kappa statistic calculated, and any disagreements were resolved through discussion. 
To assess quality of the primary included studies, quality appraisal by the review was used. Of the reviews which assessed quality, the quality appraisal for the primary studies was presented alongside each other below the quality appraisal for the review, as a visual aid to compare when reviews included the same primary study. 
Supplementary material 4: Data extraction
As with article screening and quality appraisal reviewer CH extracted data from the first 10% of included reviews and any disagreements were resolved through discussion. Three authors were contacted for necessary information for the overlap table. Data was only extracted for primary data that contributed to the research question. For example, many of the included studies of the reviews on intergenerational programmes involved activities that could not be classified as volunteering for either generation. It also varied as to who was considered the volunteer and who the recipient, with some involved in volunteering together. Consequently, results were only extracted for the eligible studies and for the relevant outcomes.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Supplementary material 5: Excluded articles
The main reason for exclusion of articles based on full texts was that they did not describe a systematic review (4-22). The remaining reasons were that the outcome was not health benefits (23-29), articles did not meet the definition of volunteering outlined for this review (30-34), outcomes were concerning benefits for the recipient (35-38), the article was not peer-reviewed (39, 40), results were triangulated with qualitative data (41), the review was of qualitative or mostly qualitative literature (42, 43), the abstract was for an oral presentation (44, 45), the review was not published in English (46), and the review had already been included as a different paper (47).
Supplementary material 6: Inter-rater agreement (reviewers blinded for referees)
As ‘maybe’ was used during study inclusion based on title and abstract by one reviewer (CH), the kappa statistic was calculated using three variables, and was found to be very good (99.43%). Inter-rater agreement was also very good for screening based on full text (100%), and good for quality appraisal (73%). Again, the kappa statistic for quality appraisal was calculated using three responses, and responses marked ‘no-meta analysis conducted’ were not included in the calculation. 
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