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= Methods

=  Search strategy and eligibility criteria

= \We followed recommendations made by the Meta analysis of Observatio
Studies in Epidemiology 18 and the Preferred Reporting Iltems for System

Reviews and Meta—Analyses groups. We searched Medline, Web of S e,
Embase, the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, the Carrypvb/
Library, the Centre for Reviews and Dissemination, Health System/ nce
and the Evidence for Policy and Practice Information and Coordi Centre

evidence library to identify studies published in English between Jan 1, 1980,
and July 12,2011. We selected synonymous terms and used these to develop
I\ the search strategy (appendix pp 3—4).

\ e () (0




3. 2bdld 2&

0 jl; D—IAH/\IO' Al_S_DL

AHRQ EPC program : 10| et B LAl M &4, & JI[E JE0A
ArEet 0| Etdet EF £F, 8HE MAIE
Cochrane: J|Z2tEA| BILH, )| & dM M s= =8ct HE20|B=28)is &
= X2 SUO0IENMAN L& et BHEH AL0A =SH 40 CHet
KbAlSt LH = O S(When and how to update systematic reviews: consensus and checklist, B\
2016,'354'8507)

JIZES| AMS J|PIOR M0 THEH AUEI0IE HZ0| 2R

IH0IEE AMMS HERSO| WY, E8D|E0| #Y S 12idH0k
5101 012 012 DAY BRI US

JIE AaETS QU2 2HE B
D2I5H0] 2FE 4 QIS

HAHOIEN HEH Z2MUAES B D61 oAM= O™ HED S YHI0IE
HEO (S EHA BE2 261 PRISMAS SHI0IE t:HX*|° AL23HOF &
AHOIEE Q& HMM2U2 2 It IIsE 012 MEGHH BN 00 &

N Cochrane
——-# : J Korea




X & - 0l CHet 22 (GRADE)

1. JIE X&E0| 210 /Yes HdRo| )
ZI Q0 2017ENEK| 2] ZHAH0| 22 E/ACHH, 20184
O|=R] A0 Oiek=J|EF)

2. JIZ& A&O0| UsAl 21 U= =2 2HE| =t
ZR(PE A HEE Eel)

2.6. Updating systematic reviews of health effects and
identifving local data

The methodologists updated systematic reviews of GRADE-ADOLOPMENT

health outcomes of interventions, if the source systematic
reviews were older than 3 months using the original search .

w i ua : s s . Z= 24 AH 2 A HS AS
strategies from the existing systematic reviews following ™ j' (= B4 O| 3]H ?ﬁ O| ol- Ox_l c:>l T T %Ij
standard systematic review methods. The methodologists g j| Z= 24 AH Al O.H [[|. af

- . . . - - ; D ﬁ ﬁ
also conducted rapid systematic reviews to identify studies

ITXEXN T X T) X+ HEAL
on patients’ values and preferences and economic analyses 8 .- =2 HMA= "—_E sl O-H_ [+t 3
relevant to the KSA health care setting (c.g., values and ® O E X (=D}) 8 XHQ| JIX 2 S &,
prclcrcncc.s m.lhc Mldd.lc.: East region) _w.nh l!lc help of AHMAEALN CHEF M AHEDE =D}
research librarians. Additionally, we solicited input from | " HEAH

~H o4 o| & O
panel members about local studies and information on pa- = oAl (El jl')—‘l S

: 1) e w o Cartivanace  rod . = &= b~
tients’ values and preferences, cost-effectiveness, resource = =92 AI=E =D}
use as well as population prevalence and incidence of dis-

ease as applicable to the local health care setting.
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Reports of total included studies From: Page MJ, McKenzi2 JE, Bossuyt PM, Bouiron |, Hofimann TC, Mulrow CD, et al. The
(=} PRISMA 2020 statement:ﬁan updated guideline for reparting systematic reviews. BMJ
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Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials (CENTRAL) Issue 8, 2016 in the
Cochrane Library (searched 30 September 2016);

Epub Ahead of Print, In—Process & Other Non—Indexed Citations, MEDLINE Daily and
MEDUNE (Ovid, 1946 to 30 September 2016) (searched 30 September 2016);

Embase Classic and Embase (Ovid, 1947 to 2016 week 39) (searched 30
September 2016);

CINAHL (EBSCO, 1937 to 5 July 2016) (searched 5 July 2016);
PsycINFO (Ovid, 1806 to June week 5 2016) (searched 5 July 2016).
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Appendix 2. Search strategies
CENTRAL

#1 MeSH descriptor Fruit explode all trees

#2 MeSH descriptor Citrus explode all trees

#3 MeSH descriptor Vegetables explode all trees

#4 fruit”

#5 vegetable*

#6 orange”

#7 apple*

#8 (pear or pears)
#9 (grape or grapes)
#10 banana®

#11 (berry or berries):ti,ab, kw
#12 citrus

#13 carrot”

#14 "greens"

#15 cabbage*

#16 brassica”

#17 blackberr*

#18 blueberr*

#19 cranberr*

AH X 2t

i B -ty |
MEDLINE (Ovid)
1. exp Fruit/

2. exp Citrus/

w

. exp Vegetables/

4. fruit®*.tw.

wn

. vegetable™.tw.

6. orange®.tw.

-

.apple*.tw.
8. (pear or pears).tw.
9. (grape or grapes).tw.

10. banana* tw.

11. (berry or berries).tw.

Embase Classic and Embase (Ovid)
1. exp Fruit/

2. exp Vegetables/

3. fruit™.tw.

4. vegetable™.tw.

5. orange* .tw.

6. apple®.tw.

7. (pear or pears).tw.

8. (grape or grapes).tw.
9. banana™.tw.

10. (berry or berries).tw.
11. citrus.tw.

12. carrot®.tw.

13. greens.tw.

14. cabbage™.tw.

15. brassica™.tw.

16. blackberr*.tw.

17. blueberr* tw.
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Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.09; Chi*=26.99, df=10(P<0.0001); I’=72.97%
Test for overall effect: 2=3.22(P=0)

I~ —)ii-o.”A_l JHU#I E-Ij 24 7)
J o = o/Lh,=4
Analysis 1.1. Comparison 1 Short-term impact (<12 months) of child
feeding intervention versus no intervention, Outcome 1 Vegetable intake.

Study or subgroup Experi- Control Std. Mean Std. Mean Difference Welght Std. Mean Difference

mental Difference
N (SE) IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
Cooke 2011 97 106 0(0.141) 12.22% 0.05[-0.23,0.32]
Cravener 2015 12 12 0.6 (0.418) 517% 0.57[-0.25,1.39]
Daniels 2014 266 249 0 (0.086) 12.71% 0.01(-0.16,0.18]
Fildes 2014 08 123 0.8 {0.141) 12.19% 0.85[0.57,1.12]
Fildes 2015 71 68 03(0.171) 11.3% 0.28[-0.05,0.62]
Hetherington 2015 17 18 1(0.363) 6.16% 1.03[0.32,1.74]
Keller 2012 7 9 1(0.546) 2540 1.02[-0.04,2.1]
0'Connell 2012 4 52 0.1 (0.264) 8.48% 0.14[-0.38,0.66]
Remington 2012 91 47 0.4{0.18) 10.99% 0.26[0.01,0.72]
Staiano 2016 14 28 0.6 (0.236) 6.73% 0.65[-0.01,1.31]
Wardle 20033 u 44 0.1(0.229) 951% 0.12[-0.32,057]
Total (95% CI) 100% 0.38[0.15,0.61]

Favours No intervention

Favours Child feeding

Anzman-Frasca 2012
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Baskale 2011
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Camphell 2013

Caton 2013

Cooke 2011
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Summary of findings for the main comparison. Child feeding interventions compared to no intervention for children aged five years and under

Child feeding interventions compared to no intervention for children aged 5 years and under

Patient or population: children aged 5 years and under

Setting: Various: Preschool (n =2}, School (n= 1), Home + Lab (n =2), Child health clinic (n = 1), Home (n = 4), Home + health facility (n = 1)
Intervention: Child-feeding interventions

Comparison: no intervention

Qutcomes Anticipated absolute effects” (95% Cl) Relative  Neof Qual- Comments
effect partici- ity of
Riskwithnoin-  Risk with Child feeding in- (95% pants the evi-
tervention terventions cl) (stud- dence
ies) (GRADE)
Short-term impact (< The mean veg- The mean vegetable intake - 1509 B0 Scares estimated using a standardised mean differ-
12 months) child veg- etable intake was  (grams) in the intervention (11 VERY ence of 0.38 (0.15 to 0.61) and a standard deviation of
etable intake 7.7 gramsl group was 4.03 higher (1.59 RCTs) LOWZ2,3, 10.61.1
higher to 6.47 higher) 4

The mean duration of follow up post-intervention for
studies included in the meta-analysis was 4.6 weeks.

2 studies that compared 1 or more child-feeding prac-
tice interventions to a no-treatment control could not
be synthesised in meta-analysis; both reported a sig-
nificant increase in fruit or vegetables or both
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Figure 4. Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Short-term impact (< 12 months) of child feeding intervention versus no
intervention on child consumption of target fruit or vegetable, outcome: 1.1 Fruit and/or vegetable intake.

of child-feeding intervention versus no
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Analysis 1.1, Comparison 1 Short-term impact (< 12 months) of child
feeding intervention versus no intervention, Outcome 1 Vegetable intake.

Analysis 1.1, Comparison 1: Short-term impact (< 12 months) of child-
feeding intervention versus no intervention, Qutcome 1: Vegetable intake

Study of subgroup Experk Control Std, Mean Std. Mean Difference Welght  Std. Mean Difference Intervention Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
mental Difference Studyor Subgrop ~ SMD  SE Total Total  Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
N N {SE) 1V, Random, 35%C IV, Random, 35% €I
Cocke 2011 el 6 op4y T 17 OOSLOB03  (ohen 1995 01704 02671 x 24 53%  017[-069,035] Al
Cravener 2015 i L ™ 5l DETIO2ELI  Cooke 2011 00477  0.1405 7 106 7.0% 0.05[-0.23,0.32] +
Daniels 2014 26 49 + 1371% 0014016018]  Cravener 2015 05723 04181 12 12 3.6% 0.57[0.25, 1.39] S
Fildes 2014 9% 3 2 121% 0850057112)  Daniels 2014 00135  0.0861 266 249 7.6% 0.01[-0.16,0.18] +
Fildes 2015 1 £ + 113% 028005052  Farrow 2019 0.6015 0.2387 40 MU 5% 0.60[0.13, 1.07] .
Hetherington 2015 17 1 <4 6.16% 1003217 Fildes 2014 0.8455 0.1414 98 123 7.0% 0.85[0.57, 1.12] .
N ; ; L i Lgopszy  Fildes 2015 02821 01705 71 68 66%  028(005,062 e
0'Connell 2012 2 3 e 84T 01403805 HEI];EringlOll 2015 10337 03627 17 18 4.2% 1.03[0.32, 1.74) —y—
E— Q q L 1099 06001072 Keller 2012 10339  0.5462 7 9 26% 103 [-0.04,2.10] | -
Staano 2015 " % Lo AT 085001131 Kim 2018 L1131 04355 13 14 34% 1.11[0.26, 1.97] —
i 3 o Lee 2015 25608 0469 24 23 32% 2.56[1.64,3.48) ]
Wardle 20023 u “ + 951% 012432057 7 S ; ey
Nekitsing 2015b 12398 03343 47 16 45% 1.24[0.58, 1.90] g
(O'Connell 2012 0.1455  0.2644 4 53 5.4% 0.15 [-0.37, 0.66] -
Total (854 ) ' oo 0goIseell e an1g 03848 02373 8 X 5% 036008085 L
Hetarogenety:Tau'=).05 CAF=35.9, d=10P<D.001) T2 7% 0.38 o 03636 0183 9 47 65% 035[001,072) |
Testioroverseflect 232044 : ; i Stiano 2016 06434 03357 4 B 4%  065[001,131] las
Favours No intervention 230 2B 5 Favours Child i Wardle 20032 0.1249 0.2286 KV 4  59% 0.12[-0.32,057] e
Zeinstra 2017 0.3067 03 V5 18 4% 0.31[-0.28, 0.89] ——
Zeinstra 2018 03125 01871 101 91 6.4% 0.31[-0.05, 0.68] e
Total (95% CI) 134 1006 100.0% 050029, 0.71] 4
8 JH w ; Heterjjgenei!y: Taw? = 0.14; Chi?=76.97, df = 18 (P < 0.00001); 1! = 77%
— Test for overall effect: Z = 4.64 (P < 0.00001) 0. 5 0 4 .92 0 92 4

Test for subgroup differences; Not applicable Favours no intervention Favours child fesding

N Cochrane
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Outcomes Anticipated absolute effects* (95% ClI) Relative  N2of Qual- Comments
effect partici- ity of
Risk with no in- Risk with Child feeding in- (95% pants the evi-
tervention terventions cn (stud- dence
ies) (GRADE)

Short-term impact (< The mean veg- The mean vegetable intake - Scores estimated using a standardised mean differ-
12 months) child veg- etableintake was  (grams) in the intervention ence of 0.38 (0.15 to 0.61) and a standard deviation of
etable intake 7.7 gramsl group was 4.03 higher (1.59 10.61.1

higher to 6.47 higher)

The mean duration of follow up post-intervention for
studies included in the meta-analysis was 4.6 weeks.

2 studies that compared 1 or more child-feeding prac-

Child-feeding interventions compared to no intervention for children aged five years and unde

Patient or population: children aged five years and under
Setting: various: preschool (n=5), school (n = 1), home +[ab (n =3), child health clinic (n=1), home bme + health facility (n = 2), preschool + primary school (n=1),
early intervention agency (n = 1), kindergartens (n=1)
Intervention: child-feeding interventions
Comparison: no intervention

Outcomes Anticipated absolute effects” (95% CI) Relative effect  Neo ghality ofthe ~ Comments
(95% Cl) pants evidence
Risk withnoin-  Risk with child-feeding (trials) (GRADE)
tervention interventions A
Child vegetable The meanas-de-  The mean as-desired 2140 Scores estimated using a standardised
intake sired vegetable vegetable intake (grams) (19 RCTs) mean difference of 0.50 (0.29 to 0.71) and
intake was 7.7 in the intervention a standard deviation of 10.61¢
Short-term impact gramsd group was 5.30higher
(< 12 months) (3.08 higher to 7.53 high- The mean duration of follow-up post-in-
er) tervention for trials included in the meta-

analysis was 8.3 weeks.

We could not synthesise 1 study in meta-
analysis. Harnack 2012 compared = 1
child-feeding practice interventions to a
no-treatment control and reported a sig-
nificant increase in intake of fruit.
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