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Supplementary Figure S2. Forest plot of enhanced FBF compared to LNS -
Outcome: Deterioration to SAM



Enhanced FBFs LNS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% ClI
Fabiansen 2017 (1) T0 200 59 809 146% 1.20[0.86, 1.67] T
Griswold 2021 (2) 116 GE3 85 286 167% 0.81 [0.61, 1.08] -
Griswold 2021 {3) 120 GE3 85 2856 16.8% 0.84[0.63,113] —=r
Griswold 2021 {4) e kz] A749 A5 286 16.3% 0.80[0.59,1.07] —
LaGrane 2012 {5) 24 444 47 906 10.5% 1.26[0.80,1.97] i
LaGrone 2012 (B) a0 444 39 918 101% 1.591[1.00, 2.583] .
Medaua 2016 (7) 2 41 1 40 0.6% 1.95[0.18, 20.68]
Mikigrma 2014 (3} 67 G745 A7 694 14.4% 1.21 [0.86, 1.69] T
Total (95% CI) 4309 4135 100.0% 1.03 [0.86, 1.23] L 2
Total events 833 368
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.03; Chi®=13.30, df= 7 (P = 0.07); F= 47% =IZ| 0 051 1=D 100

Test for overall effect: =030 (P = 0.76)

Footnotes

(1) Enhanced FBFs ws LMNS; developed SAM at any point during the 12 week intervention
(2) Super Cereal Plus with amylase (SC+A)vs RUSF; developed SAM in the 12 week intervention period.
(3) CEB+w/oil vs RUSF; developed SAM in the 12 week intervention period.

(4) Corn Soy Whey Blend wioil vs RUSF; developed SAM in the 12 week intervention period.
(5) C5B++vs Soy RUSF; Developed severe wasting (WHZ =-3) during the intervention period.
(6) SB++vs SoyWhey RUSF; Severe wasting (WHZ =-3) during the intervention period.

(7) CEB+ with soy oil vs RUSF,; Developed SAM (Severe wasting (WHZ= —3)).

(8) CEB++vs Locally produced RUSF; developed SAM during the intervention period.

Favors Enhanced FBFs Favors LMS

Supplementary Figure S3. Forest plot of enhanced FBF compared to LNS -

Outcome: WHZ

Enhanced FBFs LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (1) 0F6 112 342 0894 105 335 91% -018[0.34,-0.037]
LaGrone 2012 (2) -1.68 067 444 -159 0B 918 452% -0.058[0.16,-0.02] B
LaGrone 2012 (3) -1.68 067 444 -161 063 906 437%  -0.07[-0.14,0.00 -
Medoua 2016 (4) -1.658 0.89 41 134 07 40 20%  -0.24[-0.59, 0.11] —
Total (95% CI) 1271 2199 100.0% -0.09 [-0.14, -0.04] L 3
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chit= 214, df= 3 (P = 0.54); F= 0% _51 —DI 5 ] 055 15

Testfor overall effect 2= 3.67 (P =0.0002)

Footnotes

(1) CSB++vs Supplemntary Plumpy/Mutriset, Change in WHZ during 12 weeks of treatment.
(2) CSB++vs SoyWhey RUSF, WHZ atthe end of the intervention.

(3) CEB++vs Soy RUSF, WHZ atthe end ofthe intervention.
(4) CSB+ with soy oil vs RUSF, WHZ atthe end of the intervention.

Supplementary Figure S4. Forest plot of enhanced FBF

Outcome: MUAC gain (in cm)

Fawvors LNS Favors Enhanced FBFs

compared to LNS -

Enhanced FBFs LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (1) 0.9 094 342 1.1 091 335 41.0% -0.20[0.34,-0.08] L
LaGrone 2012 (2) 1.09 336 444 109 36 906 196% 0.00 0,39, 0.39] I —
LaGrone 2012 (3) 1.09 336 444 176 369 918 195% -0.67[1.06,-0.29] I —
Medoua 2016 (4) 056 1.06 41 078 067 40 199%  -0.22[-0.61,0.17] I
Total (95% CI) 1271 2199 100.0% -0.26 [-0.48, -0.03] s
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi*= £.32, df= 3 (P = 0.10); F= 53% |2 _51 ] 15 é

Testfor overall effect 2= 224 (P=0.02)

Footnotes

(1) C3B++vs Supplementary Plumpy, MUAC gain in cm over the intervention period.
(2) C3B++vs Soy RUSF, MUAC gain in cm over the intervention period.

(3) C3B++vs SoyWhey RUSF, MUAC gain in cm over the intervention period.

(4) C3B+ with soy oil vs RUSF; MUAC gain in cm over the intervention period.

Favors LMS Favors Enhanced FBFs



Supplementary Figure SS5. Forest plot of enhanced FBF compared to LNS -

Outcome: Weight gain (g/kg/day)

Enhanced FBFs LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (13 177 112 342 187 1.24 335 3BE%  -0.20[-0.38, -0.02] -
LaGrone 2012 {2) 31 2.4 444 34 26 906 271%  -0.30[0.58,-0.02] —
LaGrone 2012 {3) 31 2.4 444 36 28 918 264% -0480[0.79,-0.21] ——
Medoua 2016 (4) 1.83 1.64 41 271 1.54 40 TA5% -0.88[F1.57,-0.19] I —
Total (95% Cl} 1271 2199 100.0% -0.36 [-0.56, -0.15] *
Heterogeneity; Tau®=0.02; Chi*= 575, di= 3 (P = 0.12); F= 48% 12 =1 ;) 1‘ é

Testfor overall effect 2= 3.42 (P = 0.0008&)

Footnotes

(1) CSB++vs Supplementary Plumpy; Weight gain in g/kag/day.

(2) CSB++vs Soy RUSF; Weight gain 4 weeks post enrollment in g/kg/day.

(3) CSB++vs Soy/Whey RUSF; Weight gain 4 weeks on enroliment in (g/kg/day).
(4) CSB+ with soy oil vs RUSF: Weight gain in g/ka/d over the intervention period.

Supplementary Figure S6. Forest plot of enhanced FBF
Outcome: Height gain (cm)

LNS Mean Difference
SD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% Cl

Enhanced FBFs

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean

Fawvors LMNS Favors Enhanced FBFs

compared to LNS -

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Ackatia-Armah 2015 (1) 29 141 342 29 137 335 68.A% 0.00[-0.27, 0.21]
LaGrone 2012 (2) 1.1 386 444 109 363 906 16.1% 0.01 [-0.42, 0.44]
LaGrone 2012 (3) 1.1 386 444 126 395 918 155%  -0.16[0.60,0.29]
Total (95% CI) 1230 2159 100.0%  -0.02 [-0.20, 0.15]

-

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.44, df= 2 (F=0.80); F=0%
Test for averall effect Z= 026 (P=0.78)

Footnotes

(1) CEB++ vs Supplemntary Plumpy/Mutriset; height gain in cm over the intervention period.
(2) CEB++vs Soy RUSF; height gain in cm over the intervention period.

(3) CEB++vs SoyWhey RUSF; height gain in cm over the intervention period.
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Favors LMS Favors Enhanced FBFs

Supplementary Figure S7. Forest plot of enhanced FBF compared to LNS -

Outcome: Sustained recovery

Enhanced FBFs LNS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
LaGrone 2012 (1) 203 327 446 BEY 51.1% 0.93[0.84,1.03] —
LaGrone 2012 (2} 202 326 382 B4Y  489% 1.05[0.54 117] —l—
Total (95% CI) 653 1314 100.0% 0.99 [0.87, 1.11] e
Total events 405 828
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi¥= 2.70, df=1 (P = 0.10}; F= 63% D?S D?.‘r‘ 1?5

Test for overall effect £= 023 (F=0281)

Footnotes
(1) CSB++vs SoyWhey RUSF, Sustained recovery at 12 months post discharge.
(2) C5B++vs Soy RUSF; Sustained recovery at 12 months post discharge.

2
Favors LN Favors Enhanced FBFs

Supplementary Figure S8. Forest plot of enhanced FBF compared to LNS -

Outcome: Non-response



Enhanced FBFs LNS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Ackatia-Armah 2015 (1) 115 342 T8 335 IT1% 1.441.13,1.84] -

Fahiansen 2017 {2} 182 a00 243 809 29.9% 0.80[0.68, 0.54] =

LaGrone 2012 {3 4 444 5 908 4.8% 1.63[0.44, 6.05] S B —

LaGrone 2012 {4) 4 444 g 918 5.6% 1.03[0.31, 3.41] . —

Medaoua 2016 {5) 8 41 B 40 T.8% 1.30[0.50, 3.41] I

Mikigrma 2014 (8) 75 G745 T2 B94 248% 1.07[0.79,1.45]

Total {(95% CI) 2746 3702 100.0% 1.10 [0.81, 1.50] I

Total events 358 412

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chi®=16.98, df= 5 (P = 0.005); F=71% f f t |
. 0.0 IN| 10 100

Testfar averall effect: 2= 0.60 (F = 0.55) Favors Enhanced FBFs Favors LNS

Footnotes

(1) CEB++vs Supplementary Plumpy, Mon-response defined as not recovered by week 12.

(2) Enhanced FBFs vs LNS; Mon-response defined as not recovered by week 12.

(3) CSB++vs Soy RUSF, Mon-response defined as still MAM by week 12,

(4) C5B++vs SoyWhey RUSF; Mon-response defined as still MAM by week 12.

(5) C5B+ with soy oil vs RUSF; continued MAM despite 8 weeks of therapy.

(6) CEB++vs Locally produced RUSF; Mon-response defined as remained MAM at the end of 2 months intervention.

Supplementary Figure S9. Forest plot of enhanced FBF compared to LNS -
Outcome: Time to recovery (in days)

Enhanced FBFs LNS Miean Difference Mean Ddflerence
Sudy of Subgroap Mean S0 Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Ci I, Ramdom, 95% Cl
AL ki Aarrial 2005 (1) 43 1722 M9 413 1.2 15 0.0% T IO 98, 10,42 | -
Lanome 2012 () 249 175 444 225 142 406 M.E% 2.40[0.53, 4.27) o
LaGrane 2012 (3) M8 TS5 a4 126 15 ME NER 2.30 (040, 430 | Bl
Medoua 2016 (4) A6 145 41 44T a7 40 230% 6.9 [6 36, 7.7 .
Mikigma 2014 (5) 34 399 503 384 S04 515 13E% -TOO[F1258.-1.437 T —
Testal (85% €N 1641 2624 100.0% 3.2 [10.06, 6.45] e
Heterogenedty, Tau"™= 11,24, Chi"= 52,08, df= 4 (P < 000001}, P= 9% -j:[l T EI 0 E
Testforoverall eSect Z=1.92(F = 0.05) Favids Enhanced FEF: Favors LNS

Enles

(1) C5B++vi Supplementany Plumgy. Time to recovery in days
(2} C20++ vi Soy RUSE; Time 1o feCovady i s

(3G va SoyWhey RUSF, Time 1o recowvedy in days

(4} G5B+ with 5oy ofl vs RLISF; Time 1o recovery in days

(B} Co0=+ vi Locally produced RUSF, Teme o restvary in days

Supplementary Figure S10. Forest plot of enhanced FBF compared to LNS -
Outcome: Relapse

Enhanced FBFs LNS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
LaGrone 2012 (1) a7 327 192 647 51.4% 080072, 1.11]
LaGrone 2012 (2} a6 326 159  BEY 486% 1.11[0.88, 1.39]
Total {95% CI) 653 1314 100.0% 0.99 [0.81, 1.22]
Total events 173 351
Heterogeneity: Tau = 0.01, Chi*=174 df=1(P=0.19), F= 43% T 0 ] e o0
Test far averall effect: £= 007 (F = 0.95) Favors Enhanced FBFs Favars LNS

Footnotes
(1) C5B++vs Soy RUSF; relapsed to MAM: Relapse defined as recovery children who deteriorated to MAM or SAM.
(2) C5B++vs SoyWhey RUSF; relapsed to MAM: Relapse defined as recovery children who deteriorated to MAM or SAM.

Supplementary Figure S11. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome:
Recovery (subgroup analysis by dose)



Enhanced FBFs LNS
Study or Subgroup

Risk Ratio

Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% Cl

11.1.1 Medium fixed dose

Ackatia-Armah 2015 (1) 204 342 245 335 8.5%
Fahiansen 2017 (2) 501 a04a 552 800 13.3%
Griswold 2021 (3} 415 GE3 159 286 7.9%
Griswold 2021 (4) 360 749 159 286 T7%
Griswold 2021 (5) 424 &k} 159 256 8.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 3056 1903 45.5%
Total events 1909 1274

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; ChiF=11.51,df= 4 (P =0.0);, F=65%
Testfor overall effect Z=139{F=017)

11.1.3 Low fixed dose

Mikigrma 2014 (6) 503 G745 515 694 150%
Subtotal (95% CI) 675 694 15.0%
Total events a03 14

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect Z=0.13 (P = 0.90)

11.1.4 High weight dependent dose

LaGrone 2012 (T} 381 444 795 Q06 18.4%
LaGrone 2012 {8 382 444 807 918 185%
Subtotal (95% CI) 888 1824 36.9%
Total events B3 1602

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®*=0.00, df=1(F=0.98), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.36 (F=0.17)

11.1.5 Low weight dependent dose

Medoua 2016 {3) 30 41 34 40 2.6%
Subtotal (95% CI) M 40 2.6%
Total events kli] 34

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.30(F=0.19)

Total (95% CI) 4660

Total events 3204 3425
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; ChiF=16.67, df=8 (P =0.03), F=52%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.94 (F = 0.045)

Testfor subgroup differences; Chi*= 2,58 df= 3 (P =0.46), F=0%
Footnotes

4461 100.0%
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Favors LMS Favors Enhanced FBEFs

(1) Supplemntary Plumpy/MNutriset, sustained recovery from MAM, defined as WLZ =-2.0 and MUAC =12.5 cm for ==2 follow-up visits

(2) LM, factorial trial including 12 different products; recovery at 12 weeks (WHZ == -2 and MUAC == 125 mm)

(3) 8C+ A, Super Cereal Plus with amylase; recovery rate defined as achieving MUAC =12 5 cm by the seventh visit and no bipedal edema
(4) CSWB wioil, recovery rate defined as achieving MUAC =12.5 cm by the seventh visit and no bipedal edema

(5) C5B+wioil, recovery rate defined as achieving MUAC =125 cm by the seventh visit and no bipedal edema

(6) Locally produced RUSF; recovery rate defined as WHZ = -2 5D
(7) Soy/Peanut RUSF; recovered when they reached a WHZ == -2
(8) Whey RUSF,; recovered when they reached a WHZ ==-2

(9) RUSF produced by using pre-cooked soya and corn flours, peanut paste, sugar, soya oil and a premix containing concentrated minerals and...

Supplementary Figure S12. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome:
Deterioration to severe wasting (subgroup analysis by dose)



Enhanced FBFs LNS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% ClI
11.2.1 Medium fixed dose

Fabiansen 2017 (1) To ao0 a9 809 14.6% 1.20[0.86, 1.67] T
Griswold 2021 (2) 116 GE3 85 286 167% 0.81 [0.61, 1.08] -
Griswold 2021 {3) 120 653 A5 256 16.8% 0.84[063,112] —=r
Griswold 2021 (4) e kz] A749 55 256 16.3% 0.80[0.59,1.07] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 2705 1577 64.4% 0.89 [0.74, 1.08] L]
Total events 405 224

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi*=418, df= 3 (P= 0243 F=28%

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.33 (P=0.18)

11.2.2 Low fixed dose

Mikigrma 2014 (5 67 G745 A7 694 14.4% 1.21 [0.86, 1.69] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 675 694 14.4% 1.21 [0.86, 1.69] »
Total events BT ar

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=110 (P =027

11.2.3 High weight dependent dose

LaGrane 2012 (B) 24 444 47 906 10.5% 1.26[0.80,1.97] i
LaGrone 2012 (7} 30 444 39918 101% 1.69[1.00, 2.563] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 888 1824 20.5% 1.41 [1.02, 1.95] L
Total events a4 1]

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0451,df=1 (P =0.48); F=0%

Test for overall effect: Z2=2.09 (P=0.04)

11.2.4 Low weight dependent dose

Medoua 2016 (8) 2 41 1 40 0.6% 1.95[0.18, 20.68]

Subtotal (95% CI) 41 40 0.6% 1.95 [0.18, 20.68] ——
Total events 2 1

Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle

Test for overall effect: Z=0.96 (P = 0.58)

Total (95% CI) 4309 4135 100.0% 1.03 [0.86, 1.23] L 2
Total events 833 368

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.03; Chi®=13.30, df= 7 (P = 0.07); F= 47% =IZ| 0 051 1=D 100

Test for overall effect: Z=030 (P =076

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 784, df= 3 (P = 0.06), F=60.2%
Footnotes

(1) LNS; developed SAM at any point of intervention

(2) SC+ A, Super Cereal Plus with amylase; developed SAM
(3) CEB+wiloil, developed SAM

(4) CEWEB wioil, developed SAM

(5) Locally produced RUSF; developed SAM

(6) Soy RUSF; developed SAM during the year

(7) Whey RUSF; developed SAM during the year

(8) Developed SAM (Severe wasting (WHZ= - 3))

Favors Enhanced FBFs Favors LMS

Supplementary Figure S13. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome: WHZ
(subgroup analysis by dose)



Enhanced FBFs LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
11.3.1 Medium fixed dose
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (13 0F6 112 342 084 108 335 91% -0.18[0.34,-007]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 342 335 9.1% -0.18 [-0.34, 0.02] il
Heterogeneity: Mat applicahle
Testfor overall effect 2= 216 (P =0.03)
11.3.2 High weight dependent dose
LaGrane 2012 {2 -1.68 067 444 161 063 906 437%  -007[0.14, 000 -
LaGrane 2012 (3) -1.68 067 444 189 06 918 44823% -0.09[016 -007] -
Subtotal (95% CI) aa8 1824 88.9% -0.08[-0.13,-0.03] L 2
Heterageneity: Tau*=0.00; Chi*=0.14, df=1(P=0.71); F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=3.00 (P =0.003)
11.3.3 Low weight dependent dose
Medoua 2016 (4) -1.48 089 41 -1.34 07 40 20% -0.24[-0.59,0.11] — 1
Subtotal (95% Cl) 41 40 2.0%  -0.24 [-0.59,0.11] =il
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=1.35(F=0.18)
Total (95% CI) 1271 2199 100.0% -0.09 [-0.14, -0.04] L 3
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chit= 214, df= 3 (P = 0.54); F= 0% 51 _Dl 5 ) D:S 15
Test for averall effect; 2= 3.67 (P =0.0002) F.avors LNS Favars Enﬁanced FBFs

Test far subgroup differences: Chi®= 200, df=2 P =037, F=01%

Footnotes

(1) Bupplemntary Plumpy/Mutriset, during 12 wk of treatment
(2) Boy/Peanut RUSF; on completion

(3)Whey RUSF; on completion

(4) on completion

Supplementary Figure S14. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome:

MUAC gain (subgroup analysis by dose)

Enhanced FBFs LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
11.4.1 Medium fixed dose
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (13 0.9 094 342 1.1 091 335 41.0% -0.20[0.34,-0.08] L
Subtotal (95% Cl) 342 335 41.0% 0.20 [-0.34, -0.06] &
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect 2= 2.81 (P = 0.005)
11.4.2 High weight dependent dose
LaGrane 2012 {2 1.089 336 444 176 369 918 1959% -0.67[1.06,-0.29] e
LaGrane 2012 {3) 1.089 336 444 109 36 906 196% 0.00 [-0.39, 0.349] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 888 1824 391%  -0.33 [-0.99,0.32] —enl—
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.18; Chi*= 561, df=1 (P =0.02); F=82%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.00 (P =032
11.4.3 Low weight dependent dose
Meadaua 2016 {4) 0aes  1.06 41 078 067 400 199%  -0.22 061, 017] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 41 40 19.9%  -0.22 [-0.61, 0.17] -
Hetarogeneity: Mat applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=1.12 (P = 0.26)
Total {95% CI) 1271 2199 100.0% -0.26 [-0.48, -0.03] <%
Heterageneity: Tau?= 0.03; Chi*= 6.32, df= 3 (P = 0.10}; F= 53% |2 _51 ] 15 é

Testfor overall effect £=2.24 (P=0.02)

Testfar subgroup differences: Chi*= 016, df=2 (P=092), F=0%
Footnotes

(1) Supplemntary Plumpy/Mutriset; in cm

(2) Whey RUSF; over the entire duration of study paricipation in cm

(3) Soy/Peanut RUSF; over the entire duration of study participation in cm

(4)cm

Favors LMNS Favors Enhanced FBFs

Supplementary Figure S15. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome:

Weight gain (subgroup analysis by dose)



Enhanced FBFs LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
11.5.1 Medium fixed dose

Ackatia-Armah 2015 (13 177 112 342 187 124 335 3849% -0.20[-0.38 -007] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 342 335 38.9% -0.20[-0.38, -0.02] &

Heterogeneity: Mat applicahle
Testfor overall effect 2= 220 (P =0.03)

11.5.2 High weight dependent dose

LaGrone 2012 (2) 3 24 444 34 26 906 271%  -0.30[058,-0.02] —
LaGrone 2012 (3) 3 24 444 36 28 98 264% -0.50[079-0.21] =
Subtotal (95% CI) a8a 1824 53.6% -0.40 [-0.60, -0.20] <&

Heterageneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 095 df=1(P=0.33); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=3.88 (P =0.0001)

11.5.3 Low weight dependent dose

Medoua 2016 (4) 1.83 1.64 41 271 1.54 40 75% -0.88[F1.57,-0.19] —

Subtotal (95% CI) 4 40 7.5% -0.88 [-1.57, -0.19] et

Heterageneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect Z= 249 (P =0.01)

Total (95% CI) 1271 2199 100.0% -0.36 [-0.56, -0.15] -

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*=5.75, df= 3 (P = 0.12); F= 48% 52 51 ) 15 é
Test for averall effect; 2= 3.42 (P = 0.0006) Favors LNS Favars Enhanced FBFs
Test far subgroup differences: Chi®= 480, df= 2 (P = 0.09), F=58.3%

Footnotes

(1) Bupplemntary Plumpy/Mutriset; in g . Kg-1. d-1

(2) Boy/Peanut RUSF; at first 4 weeks on enrollmentin g . Kg-1. d-1
(3)Whey RUSF; atfirst 4 weeks on enrollmentin g . Kg-1. d-1

(4) akgid

Supplementary Figure S16. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome:
Height gain (subgroup analysis by dose)

Enhanced FBFs LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
11.6.1 Medium fixed dose
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (13 29 141 342 29 137 335 BBS% 0.00[-0.21,0.21]
Subtotal (95% CI) 342 335 68.5% 0.00 [-0.21, 0.21]

Heterageneity: Mot applicahble
Testfor averall effect 2= 0.00 (F =1.00}

11.6.2 High weight dependent dose

LaGrone 2012 (2) 11 386 444 109 369 906 161%  0.01 042, 0.44]
LaGrone 2012 (3) 11 386 444 126 395 918 155%  -0.16 060, 0.28]
Subtotal (95% CI) 838 1824 31.5%  -0.07 [0.38, 0.24] ——ngl—

Heterageneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.29, df=1(P=0.59); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.47 (P = 0.64)

Total (95% CI) 1230 2159 100.0%  -0.02 [-0.20, 0.15] *—

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chit= 0.44, df= 2 (P = 0.80); F= 0% f f T ; f

Testf Il effect Z=0.26 (P = 0.79 05 025 0 025 05
eslioroverall & EC_' =0.26( T ) Favors LMNS Favors Enhanced FBFs

Testfar subgroup differences: Chi*=0.15,df=1 (P=070), F=0%

Footnotes

(1) Supplemntary Plumpy/Mutriset, cm
(2) Soy/Peanut RUSF; over the entire duration of study paricipation in cm
(3)Whey RUSF, over the entire duration of study paricipation in cm

Supplementary Figure S17. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome: Non-
response (subgroup analysis by dose)



Enhanced FBFs LNS

Study or Subgroup Events Total

Risk Ratio

Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CIl

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% Cl

11.7.1 Medium fixed dose

Ackatia-Armah 2014 (1) 115 342 78 335 Z2F1%
Fabiansen 2017 () 192 800 243 809 299%
Subtotal (95% CI) 1142 1144 57.0%
Total events 307 3

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.16; Chi*=15.61, df=1 {P = 0.0001); F= 94%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.22 (F=0.83)

11.7.2 Low fixed dose

Mikigra 2014 (3 78 G745 72 BY4  248%
Subtotal (95% CI) 675 694 24.8%
Total events il 72

Heterogeneity; Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.44 (F = 0.66)

11.7.3 High weight dependent dose

LaGrone 2012 {4) 4 444 5 906 4.8%
LaGrone 2012 (5) 4 444 g 918 5.6%
Subtotal (95% CI) 888 1824 104%
Total events g 13

Heterogeneity; Tau®= 000, Chi*=0.26, df=1 (F=0.61), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.53 (F=0.489)

11.7.4 Low weight dependent dose

Medoua 2016 {B) g 41 B 40 7.8%
Subtotal (95% CI) M 40 7.8%
Total events 8 i

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect; 2= 0.53 (F = 0.59)

Total {(95% CI) 2746

Total events 398 412
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.08, Chi*=16.98, df=45 (P =0.005);, F=71%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.60 (F = 0.55)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 026, df= 3 (P=097), F=0%
Footnotes

(1) Mot recovered by week 12

(2) LMNS; MAM (non-response) at 12 weeks

3702 100.0%

1.44[1.13,1.84]
0.80[0.683, 0.94]
1.07 [0.60, 1.90]

1.07[0.79,1.45]
1.07 [0.79, 1.45]

1.63[0.44, 6.08]
1.03[0.31,3.41]
1.27 [0.53, 3.08]

1.10 [0.81, 1.50]

(3) Locally produced RUSF; remained MAM at the end of 3 months intervention

(4) Soy/Peanut RUSF; remained MAM till week 12
(5) Whey RUSF; remained MAM till week 12
(6) Continued MAM despite 8 weeks oftherapy

i

-

-

-~
o
L 4
0.01 01 10
Fawvors Enhanced FBFs Favors LNS

Supplementary Figure S18. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome: Time

to recovery (subgroup analysis by dose)

100



Enhanced FBFs LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
11.8.1 Medium fixed dose
Ackatia-Armah 2018 (1) 49 1727 08 413 112 245 200% T.FO0[4.88 10.47] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 209 245 20.0%  T.70[4.98,10.42] e
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £2=5.54 (P = 0.00001)
11.8.2 Low fixed dose
Nikigrma 2014 (2) 284 3949 503 364 504 515 138% -TO0[12.58 -1.47] e —
Subtotal (95% CI) 503 515 13.8% -7.00 [-12.58, -1.42] -
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect. 2= 246 (P =0.01)
11.8.3 High weight dependent dose
LaGrane 2012 {3 248 1¥5 444 228 147 HOB  216% 2.401[0.53, 4.27] —_
LaGrane 2012 {4} 248 175 444 22H 15 918 21.6% 2.30[0.40, 4.20] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 888 1824 43.2% 2.35[1.02, 3.68] . 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.01,df=1 {F=094) F=0%
Testfor overall effect: £= 3.46 (P = 0.000%5)
11.8.4 Low weight dependent dose
Madaua 2016 (5) 5116  1.44 41 4417 187 400 23.0% B.99[6.26, 7.72] *
Subtotal (95% CI) 41 40  23.0% 6.99 [6.26, 7.72] L ]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=18.77 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 1641 2624 100.0% 3.20 [-0.06, 6.45] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=11.84; Chi®= a8.06, df=4 (P = 0.00001); F= 93% 20 a0 b 10 B

Testfor overall effect £=1.92 (P = 0.05)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=58.06, df= 3 (P = 0.00001), F=94.8%

Footnotes

(1) CSB++; in days

(2) Locally produced RUSF; in days
(3) Soy/iPeanut RUSF; days

(4) Whey RUSF; days

(5) days

Favors Enhanced FBFs Favors LNS

Supplementary Figure S19. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome:
Recovery (subgroup analysis by treatment length)



Enhanced FBFs LNS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
12.1.1 By 8 weeks

Medaoua 2016 {1) 30 41 34 40 2 6% 0.86[0.69, 1.08]

Subtotal (95% CI) 41 40 2.6% 0.86 [0.69, 1.08] — e —

Total events 30 34

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect Z=1.30{F=0.19)

12.1.2 By 12 weeks

Ackatia-Armah 2015 (2) 204 342 245 335 8.5% 0.84[0.75, 0.53] —_—

Fahiansen 2017 {3 a01 209 852 800 133% 0.901[0.84, 0.56] e —

Griswold 2021 (4) 360 749 159 286 T7% 1.00[0.89,1.12] S E—
Griswold 2021 (5) 415 &k} 159 256 T.9% 1.01 [0.90,1.13] I —
Griswold 2021 (6} 424 GE3 159 286 8.0% 1.03[0.592,1.19] T
LaGrone 2012 {7} 382 444 807 918 185% 0.98[0.94,1.02] —
LaGrone 2012 (8) 381 444 795 40B 184% 098 1[0.93,1.02] —
Mikigrma 2014 () 503 G745 515 694 150% 1.00[0.94,1.07] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 4619 4421  974% 0.97 [0.93, 1.00] -

Total events Ta 3391

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=15.62, df=7 (P=0.03); F=55%

Testfor overall effect: £=1.76 (F=0.08)

Total {95% CI) 4660 4461 100.0% 0.96 [0.93, 1.00] <

Total events 3208 3425

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=16.67, di= 8 (P=0.03); F= 52% IZII85 f 151 152
Testfor overall effect Z=1.94 (F = 0.05) Févors LMS Favofs Enﬁanced FEFs
Testfor subgroup differences; Chi®= 096, df=1 {F =033 F=0%

Footnotes

(1) RUSF produced by using pre-cooked soya and corn flours, peanut paste, sugar, soya oil and a premix containing concentrated minerals and...
(2) Supplemntary PlumpyMNutriset; sustained recovery from MAM, defined as WLZ =-2.0 and MUAC =12 .5 cm for ==2 follow-up visits

(3) LMSG, factorial trial including 12 different products; recovery at 12 weeks (WHZ == -2 and MUAC == 125 mm)

(4) CSWB wioil, recovery rate defined as achieving MUAC =12.5 cm by the seventh visit and no bipedal edema

(5) SC+ A, Super Cereal Plus with amylase; recovery rate defined as achieving MUAC =12.5 cm by the seventh visit and no bipedal edema

(6) CSB+wioil; recovery rate defined as achieving MUAC =12 5 cm by the seventh visit and no bipedal edema

(7)Whey RUSF; recovered when they reached a WHZ == -2

(8) Soy/Peanut RUSF; recovered when they reached a WHZ == -2

(9) Locally produced RUSF; recovery rate defined as WHZ = -2 5D

Supplementary Figure S20. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome:
Deterioration to severe wasting (subgroup analysis by treatment length)



Enhanced FBFs LNS

Risk Ratio

Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% ClI
12.2.1 By 8 weeks
Medaua 2016 (1) 2 41 1 40 0.6% 1.95[0.18, 20.68]
Subtotal (95% CI) 41 40 0.6% 1.95 [0.18, 20.68] ——
Total events 2 1
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle
Test for overall effect: Z=0.56 (P = 0.58)
12.2.2 By 12 weeks
Fabiansen 2017 (2) T0 200 59 809 146% 1.20[0.86, 1.67] T
Griswold 2021 (3) 116 BE3 85 286 16T% 0.81[0.61,1.08] il
Griswold 2021 (4) e Le] a749 85 286 16.3% 0.80[0.59,1.07] —
Griswold 2021 (5) 120 BE3 55 256 16.8% 084[063,112 =
LaGrane 2012 (B) 24 444 47 906 10.5% 1.26[0.80,1.97] i
LaGrane 2012 {7) 30 444 39918 101% 1.591[1.00, 2.53] —
Mikigtma 2014 (8) B7 G745 A7 BY94  14.4% 1.21[0.86, 1.69] ™
Subtotal (95% CI) 4268 4095 99.4% 1.03 [0.85, 1.24] L 2
Total events 531 367
Heterogeneity: Tau®=003; Chi*=1298, df =6 (F=004); F=54%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.28 (P=0.78)
Total (95% CI) 4309 4135 100.0% 1.03 [0.86, 1.23] L
Total events 433 368
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.03; Chi®=13.30, df= 7 (P = 0.07); F= 47% f t t {
Test for overall effect: Z=0.30 (P = 0.76) 0.01 01 10 100
- : - Favors Enhanced FBFs Favors LNS
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 028, df=1 (P=0.60), F=0%
Footnotes
(1) Developed SAM (Severe wasting (WHZ= - 3))
(2) LMS; developed SAM at any point of intervention
(3) 3C+ A, Super Cereal Plus with amylase; developed SAM
(4) CSWEB wioil, developed SAM
(5) CEB+w/oil, developed SAM
(6) Soy RUSF; developed SAM during the year
(7) Whey RUSF; developed SAM during the year
(8) Locally produced RUSF; developed SAM
Supplementary Figure S21. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome: WHZ
(subgroup analysis by treatment length)
Enhanced FBFs LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
12.3.1 By & weeks
medoua 2016 (1) -1.88 088 41 -1.34 0.7 40 20% -0.24 [-0.59, 0.11] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 4 40 2.0% -0.24[-0.59,0.11] et
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=1.35(F=0.18)
12.3.2 By 12 weeks
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (2 0ry6 112 342 084 1058 335 91% -018[0.34,-0.02] -
LaGrone 2012 (3 -1.68 067 444 161 063 806 437% -0.07 [-0.14, 0.00] -
LaGrone 2012 {4) -1.68 067 444 159 06 918 452% -0.08[016, -0.02] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 1230 2150 98.0% -0.09 [-0.14, -0.04] &
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.44, df= 2 (P = 0.49); F= 0%
Testfor averall effect 2= 3.52 (P =0.0004)
Total (95% Cl) 1271 2199 100.0% -0.09 [-0.14, -0.04] &
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi= 214, df= 3 (P = 0.54); F= 0% 51 —D:.E ) 0?5 15

Testfor overall effect 7= 3.67 (P =0.0002

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi= 070, df =1 (P =040), F=0%
Footnotes

(1) on completion

(2) Bupplemntary Plumpy/Mutriset, during 12 wk of treatment

(3) Boy/Peanut RUSF; on completion

(4) Whey RUSF; on completion

Fawvors LNS Favors Enhanced FBFs



Supplementary Figure S22. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome:
MUAC gain (subgroup analysis by treatment length)

Enhanced FBFs LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
12.4.1 By & weeks
Medoua 2016 (1) 056 1.06 41 078 067 40 199%  -0.22[-0.61,0.17] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 4 40  19.9%  -0.22 [-0.61,0.17] . 4

Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=1.12 (P =0.26)

12.4.2 By 12 weeks

Ackatia-Armah 2015 (2) 08 094 342 1.1 091 335 41.0% -0.20[0.34,-0.08] L
LaGrone 2012 (3) 109 336 444 109 36 906 196% 0.00[-0.29, 0.39] .
LaGrone 2012 (4) 1.09 336 444 176 369 918 195% -0.67[-1.06,-0.29] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 1230 2159 80.1%  -0.27 [-0.58, 0.04] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05, Chi*=6.32 df= 2 (FP=0.04), F= 63%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.73 (F=0.08)

Total (95% CI) 1271 2199 100.0% -0.26 [-0.48, -0.03] <

Heterageneity: Tau?= 0.03; Chi*= 6.32, df= 3 (P = 0.10}; F= 53% |2 _51 ] 15 é
Testfor overall effect £=2.24 (P=0.02) Favors LNS Favors Enhanced FEFs
Testfar subgroup differences: Chi*=0.05,df=1 (P=083), F=0%

Footnotes

(1)cm

(2) Supplemntary Plumpy/Mutriset, in cm
(3) Soy/Peanut RUSF; over the entire duration of study paricipation in cm
(4) Whey RUSF, over the entire duration of study paricipation in cm

Figure S23. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome: Weight gain
(subgroup analysis by treatment length)

Enhanced FBFs LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
12.5.1 By & weeks
Medoua 2016 (1) 1.83 1.64 41 271 1.54 40 75% -0.88[F1.57,-0.19]
Subtotal (95% CI) 4 40 7.5% -0.88 [-1.57, -0.19] et

Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z= 249 (P =0.01)

12.5.2 By 12 weeks

Ackatia-Armah 2015 (2) 177 112 342 197 1.24 335 389% -0.20[-0.38,-0.02] i
LaGrone 2012 (3) a 24 444 34 26 906 271%  -0.30[058,-0.02] —
LaGrone 2012 (4) a 24 444 36 28 98 264% -0.50[079,-0.21] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 1230 2159 92.5% -0.30[-0.48, -0.13] L

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01, Chi*=3.03, df= 2 (P =022, F= 34%
Testfor overall effect £= 3.48 (P = 0.000%)

Total (95% CI) 1271 2199 100.0% -0.36 [-0.56, -0.15] -

Heterageneity: Tau?= 0.02; Chi*= 575, df= 3 (P = 0.12); F= 48% I2 51 ] 1| é
Testfor overall effect £= 3.42 (P = 0.0008) Favors LNS Favors Enhanced FEFs
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 249 df=1 (P=011), F=599%

Footnotes

(1) o/kgid

(2) Supplemntary Plumpy/Mutriset, in g . Kg-1. d-1
(3) Soy/Peanut RUSF; at first 4 weeks on enrollmentin g . Kg-1. d-1
(4) Whey RUSF,; atfirst 4 weeks on enrollmentin g . Kg-1. d-1

Supplementary Figure S24. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome: Non-
response (subgroup analysis by treatment length)



Enhanced FBFs LNS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
12.6.1 By 8 weeks
Medoua 2016 {1} g 41 B 40 7.8% 1.30[0.50, 3.41] I
Subtotal (95% CI) M 40 7.8% 1.30 [0.50, 3.41] o
Total events 8 i
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect; 2= 0.53 (F = 0.59)
12.6.2 By 12 weeks
Ackatia-Armah 2015 {2 114 342 78 338 7% 1.44[1.13,1.84] -
Fahiansen 2017 {3) 182 aon 243 809 289% 0.80[0.68, 0.54] =
LaGrone 2012 (4) 4 444 8 918 5.6% 1.03[0.31, 3.41] . —
LaGrone 2012 () 4 444 5 906 4.8% 1.63[0.44, 6.09] T
Mikigrna 2014 (B) 78 G745 72 BY94 248% 1.07 [0.79, 1.45] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 2705 3662 92.2% 1.009 [0.78, 1.52]
Total events 350 406
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.08; Chi®=16.65, df= 4 (P =0.002); F=76%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.49 (F=0.63)
Total {95% CI) 2746 3702 100.0% 1.10 [0.81, 1.50] r 2
Total events 398 412
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chi*=16.98, df= 5 (P = 0.009); F=71% f f t |
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.60 (F = 0.55) 0.01 01 10 100

. ) Favars Enhanced FBFs Favors LNS
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=012 df=1 (P=073, F=0%
Footnotes
(1) Continued MAM despite 8 weeks oftherapy
(2) Mot recovered by week 12
(3)LMS; MAM (non-response) at 12 weeks
(4) Whey RUSF; remained MAM till week 12
(5) Soy/Peanut RUSF; remained MAM till week 12
(6) Locally produced RUSF; remained MAM at the end of 3 months intervention
Supplementary Figure S25. Forest plot of enhanced FBF vs LNS - Outcome: Time
to recovery (subgroup analysis by treatment length)

Enhanced FBFs LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
12.7.1 By 8 weeks
Medoua 2016 (1) 5116 1.45 41 4417 187 40 23.0% B.99[6.26, 7.72] =
Subtotal (95% CI) M 40  23.0% 6.99 [6.26, 7.72] [
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=18.77 (P = 0.00001)
12.7.2 By 12 weeks
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (2) 49 1722 209 4.3 112 245 200% 7.700[4.98,10.47] —
LaGrone 2012 (3) 249 175 444 226 15 918 21.6% 2.30([0.40, 4.200 ——
LaGrone 2012 (4) 249 175 444 225 142 806 21.6% 2400053, 4.27] —=
Mikiema 2014 (5) 294 399 503 364 504 515 13.8% -7.00[1258-1.42] I
Subtotal {95% CI) 1600 2584  TT.0% 2.07 [1.60, 5.75] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=11.60; Chi*= 24 69, df= 3 (F =0.0001);, F=88%
Testfor overall effect Z=110(P=0.27)
Total (95% CI) 1641 2624 100.0% 3.20 [-0.086, 6.45] g
Heterogeneity: Tau®=11.84; Chi*=58.06, df=4 (F = 0.00001); F=93% —?_:D _1-0 o 110 2'0

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.92 (P=0.04)

Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi*= 6.62, df= 1 (F = 0.01), F= 54.9%

Footnotes

(1) days

(2) C3B++; in days

(3)Whey RUSF; days

(4) Soy/Peanut RUSF; days

(5) Locally produced RUSF; in days

Favors LMS Favors Enhanced FBFs



Supplementary Figure S26. Forest plot of CSB
Deterioration to severe wasting

compared to LNS - Outcome:

CsB LNS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
larakochulk 2012 (1) 8 ran B 375 137% 067 [0.23,1.91] |
Matilsky 2008 (2) 18 124 39 465 28.5% 0.96 [0.56, 1.64] —
Matilsky 2009 (3) 17 323 35 450 3TE% 0.98 [0.56, 1.71] . E—
Mackers 2010 (4) 45 236 200 215 302% 2.0a[1.25, 3.36] I —
Total (95% Cl} 1433 1505 100.0% 1.15[0.73, 1.84]
Total events as 100

Heterogeneity, Tau*=0.12; Chi*=6.90 df=3 (F=0.08), F=57% o o1 T T

Favors CSB Favors LNS

Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.61 (P = 0.54) 100

Footnotes

(1) CSB vs Supplementary Plumpy by Nutriset, Children who deteriorated to SAM defined as a WFH <70%, MUAC =110mm and required transfer to inpatient care

(2) CSB s Milk/Peanut Fortified Spread; Deterioration to SAM measured by edema only

(3) CSB vs Soy/Peanut Fortified Spread; Deterioration to SAM measured by edema only.

(4) CSB vs Standard RUTF; Number refers to transfers to the inpatient Therapeutic Feeding Centres which in addition to SAM included medical criteria (severe disease, severe anemia or severe dehydration).

Supplementary Figure S27. Forest plot of CSB compared to LNS - Outcome: WHZ

CSB LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Matilsky 2003 (1) -1.8 08 223 1.7 07 450 498% -010 [F0.22, 0.02] ——
Matilsky 2003 (2) -1.8 08 224 16 0F 465 50.2% -020[0.32 -0.08] ——
Total (95% CI) 447 915 100.0% -0.15[-0.25, -0.05] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 127, df=1 (P = 0.26);, F= 21% '-D.S _0_125 b D.'?'_S D.SI

Test for overall effect: Z=3.00(F = 0.003) Favours LNS Favours CSB

Footnotes
(1) Soy Peanut Fortified Spread; WHZ at discharge (intervention period was upto 8 weeks)
(2) Milk Peanut Fortified Spread; WHZ at discharge (intervention period was upto 8 weeks)

Supplementary Figure S28. Forest plot of CSB compared to LNS - Outcome: HAZ

CSB LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Matilsky 2009 (1) -28 1.8 223 -26 15 450 482%  -0.20[-0.49, 0.09) —
Matilsky 2009 (2) -28 18 224 -27 13 465 518%  -010[-0.38,0.18] —
Total {95% CI} 447 915 100.0%  -0.15[-0.35,0.05] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.24, df=1 {F=0E2); F=0% o5 075 b 05 o'

Testfor overall effect Z=147 (F=014)

Footnotes

(1) C3B vs Soy/Peanut Fortified Spread; HAZ at discharge (intervention period was up to 8 weeks).

(2) CSB vs MilkyPeanut Fortified Spread; HAZ at discharge (intervention period up to 8 weeks).

Favours LMNS Favours CSB

Supplementary Figure S29. Forest plot of CSB compared to LNS - Outcome: MUAC

gain (mm/day)



CSB LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Mackers 2010 {1) 032 024 180 037 029 162 100.0%  -008[0.11,0.01]
Total (95% CI) 150 162 100.0%  -0.05[-0.11,0.01]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effiect Z= 1.66 (F=0.10) 05 0.5 0 0.25 0.5

Favours LMNS Favours CSB

Footnotes
(1) C3B vs standard RUTF; MUAC gain in mmiday up to discharge.

Supplementary Figure S30. Forest plot of CSB compared to LNS - Outcome: Weight
gain (g/kg/day)

CSB LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Mackers 2010 {1) 348 432 2117 534 415 204 100.0% -186[2.67,-1.09]
Total (95% CI) 217 204 100.0% -1.86 [-2.67,-1.05] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable Ed 52 : é 45
Test for overall effect: Z=4.481 (P = 0.00001) Favours LNS Favours CSB
Footnotes
(1) C3B vs Standard RUTF, Weight gain in g/kg/day during the first 2 weeks of treatment.
Supplementary Figure S31. Forest plot of CSB compared to LNS - Outcome: Non-
response
CSB LNS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Karakochuk 2012 (13 a6 375 216 740 281% 0.80[0.64, 0.09] b
Matilsky 2008 (2 33 223 29 450 24.9% 2.30[1.43, 3.68] —=
Matilsky 2009 (3 34 224 34 465 25.3% 2.02[1.29, 2.14] —
Mackers 2010 (4) 13 215 21 236 21.8% 0.68[0.35,1.32] T
Total (95% Cl) 1037 1901 100.0% 1.27 [0.68, 2.36] -
Total events 166 201
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.35; Chi®= 26.73, df= 3 (F < 0.000013; F= 89% 01 0 10 100

Testfor overall effect Z=0.74 (F = 0. 46) Favors CSB  Favors LNS
Footnotes

(1) C5B vs Supplementary Plumpy NMutriset, Mon-response defined as not reaching a WFH=85% on 2 consecutive visits within 16 weeks.
(2) C3B vs Soy/Peanut Fortified Spread; Mon-response defined as not reaching a WHZ= -2 within 8 weeks.

(3) CSB vs MilkPeanut Forified Spread; Mon-response defined as not reaching a WHZ= -2 within 8 weeks.

(4) CSB vs standard RUTF; Mon-response defined as not reaching a WHM%=85% for 2 consecutive weeks within 16 weeks.

Supplementary Figure S32. Forest plot of CSB compared to LNS - Outcome: Time
to recovery

CSB LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Mackers 2010 {1} 8 105 152 T3 0108 170 100.0% 0.70[F1.60,3.00]
Total (95% CI) 152 170 100.0% 0.70 [-1.60, 3.00] —-’-—

Heterageneity: Mot applicable } 1 T }

Testfor overall effect: Z = 0.60 (F = 0.55) 4 F'azmrs cam DFMUFS ers

=4

Footnotes
(1) Standard RUTF; length of stay up to discharge (weeks)



Supplementary Figure S33. Forest plot of CSB compared to LNS - Outcome:

Relapse
C5B LNS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Mackers 2010 {13 33 152 33170 100.0% 112073, 1.73]
Total (95% Cl) 152 170 100.0% 112 [0.73,1.72]
Total events 33 K]
oo oact 2% o b W
estfor overall effect £=0.51 (P = 0.61) Favors CSB Favors LNS
Footnotes
(1) C5B vs Standard RUTF; Relapse to acute malnutrition within six months after discharge
Supplementary Figure S34. Forest plot of CSB vs LNS - Outcome: Recovery rate
(subgroup analysis by dose)
CSB LNS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
9.1.1 High fixed dose
Mackers 2010 (1) 152 236 170 215 165% 0.81[0.72, 097 —
Subtotal (95% CI} 236 215 16.5% 0.81[0.72,0.92] B
Total events 152 170
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £=3.43 (P = 0.0006)
9.1.2 Medium fixed dose
Karakochuk 2012 (2 482 Fal 266  3ITA 31.8% 0.91 [0.84, 0.99] ——
Subtotal (95% CI} 750 375 31.8% 0.91 [0.84, 0.99] L
Total events 482 265
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=2.21 (P=0.03)
9.1.3 High weight dependent dose
Matilsky 2009 (3 162 224 369 465 259% 0.91 [0.83,1.00] —
Matilsky 2009 (4) 161 223 360 450 258% 0.90[0.82, 0.99] —
Subtotal (95% CI} 447 915 51.7% 0.91 [0.85, 0.97] <
Total events 323 724
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi=002, df=1(F=088) F=0%
Test for overall effect Z= 290 (P =0.004)
Total (95% Cl) 1433 1505 100.0% 0.89 [0.85, 0.94] &
Total events 457 1164
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00;, Chif= 277, di=3 (P=043) F=0% is 07 1% 3

Test far overall effect Z=4.72 (P = 0.00001)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi®= 275, df= 2 (P=0.25), F=27.4%
Footnotes

(1) Standard RUTF; WHM% =/= 85% for 2 consecutive weeks

Favors LMNS Favors CSB

(2) Supplementary plumpy Mutriset, recovery was defined as WFH = 5% on 2 consecutive visits within 16 week duration

(3) Milk/Peanut Forified Spread; defined as having a WHZ = -2
(4) Soy/Peanut Fortified Spread, defined as having a WHZ = -2

Supplementary Figure S35. Forest plot of CSB vs LNS - Outcome: Deterioration to

severe wasting (subgroup analysis by dose)



CSB

Study or Subgroup Events Total

LNS
Events Total

Risk Ratio
Weight M-H, Random, 85% ClI

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% Cl

9.2.1 High fixed dose

Mackers 2010 (1) 45 236
Subtotal (95% CI) 236
Total events 45

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £=2.85 (F =0.004)

9.2.2 Medium fixed dose

Karakochul 2012 (2 2 TFal
Subtotal (95% CI} 750
Total events a

Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=076 (P = 0.45)

9.2.3 High weight dependent dose

Matilzky 2009 {3) 17 223
Matilsky 2009 (4) 18 224
Subtotal (95% CI) 447
Total events 35

20

20

35
39

74

215
215

Ira
375

440
465
915

30.2% 2.05 [1.25, 3.35]
30.2% 2.05 [1.25, 3.36]
13.7% 0.67 [0.23, 1.91]
13.7% 0.67 [0.23, 1.91]
27.5% 0.9% [0.56, 1.71]
28.5% 0.96 [0.56, 1.64]
56.1% 0.97 [0.66, 1.42]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.00, df=1(F=0948) F=0%

Testfor overall effect Z=016(P=0.87)

Total (95% CI) 1433

Total events a8

100

1505

100.0% 1.15[0.73, 1.84]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 012, Chi*= 690, df= 3 (P=0.08), F=57%

Test far overall effect =061 (P =044

Test for subgroup differences: Chi®= 689, df= 2 (P=0.03), F=71.0%

Footnotes

(1) Standard RUTF; transfer to the Inpatient Therapeutic Feeding Centres (I-TFC)
(2) Supplementary plumpy Mutriset; child's nutrition status deteriorates: WFH decreases to =70% or child becomes ill or has...
(3) SoyiPeanut Fortified Spread; developed edema
(4) Milk/Peanut Forified Spread; developed edema

—,—

>

>

0.01 01 10
Favors CSB Favors LMS

Supplementary Figure S36. Forest plot of CSB vs LNS - Outcome: Non-response

(subgroup analysis by dose)
Study or Subgroup .

LNS
Events Total Events Total

Weight

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

9.3.1 High fixed dose

Mackers 2010 (1) 13 214 2
Subtotal (95% CI) 215
Total events 13 21

Heterogeneity: Nat applicable
Test for averall effect £=1.14 (P = 0.26)

9.3.2 Medium fixed dose

Karakochuk 2012 (2 BE 375 216
Subtotal {95% CI) 375

Total events g6 216
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect 2= 2.06 (F = 0.04)

9.3.3 High weight dependent dose

Matilshy 2009 (3) 33 223 24
Matilshky 2009 (4) 34 124 i
Subtotal (95% CI) 447

Total events 67 64

236
236

¥a0
750

450
465
915

21.8%
21.8%

28.1%
28.1%

24.9%
25.3%
50.2%

Heterogeneity: Taw®= 0.00; Chi*=0.15,df=1 (F=0649), F=0%

Test for averall effect, £2=4.62 (P = 0.00001}

1037
166

Total (95% CI)

Total events 301

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.35; ChiF= 26.73, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F= 39% [

Test for averall effect 2= 0.74 (P = 0.486)

1901 100.0%

0.68 [0.35,1.37]
0.68 [0.35, 1.32]

0,80 [0.64, 0.58]
0.80 [0.64, 0.99]

2.301[1.43, 3.68]
2.0201.29,3.14]
2.14 [1.55, 2.96]

1.27 [0.68, 2.36]

-y

*4

-

0.01

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 26.96, df=2 (P = 0.00001), *= 92.9%

Footnotes

01 10 100
Favors CSB Favors LMS

(1) Standard RUTF; Children who didnot reach the discharge criteria after 16 weeksof treatment were classified as ‘non-responders’.
(2) Supplementary plumpy Mutriset; child does not reach recovery after 16 wk of treatment
(3) Soy Peanut Fortified Spread; remained wasted after 8 weeks
(4) Milk Peanut Fortified Spread; remained wasted after § weeks

100



Supplementary Figure S37. Forest plot of CSB vs LNS - Outcome: Recovery rate

(subgroup analysis by duration)

CSB LNS
Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

Study or Subgroup Events Total

Risk Ratio

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

10.1.1 By & weeks

Matilzsky 2009 {13 162 224 364
Matilsky 2009 (2) 161 223 360
Subtotal (95% CI) 447

Total events 323 7249

465 25.9% 0.91 [0.83, 1.00]
450 25.8% 0.90[0.82, 0.949]
915 51.7% 0.91 [0.85, 0.97]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi=002, df=1(F=088) F=0%

Test for overall effect; Z= 290 (P = 0.004)

10.1.2 By 16 weeks

Karakochuk 2012 (3) 482 TaA0 265
Mackers 2010 (4) 152 236 170
Subtotal (95% CI) 986

Total events G234 435

ats MN.8% 0.91 [0.84, 0.949]
215 16.59% 0.81 [0.72,0.92]
590 48.3% 0.87 [0.78, 0.97]

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 2.24, df=1 (P=013), F=55%

Test far overall effect £= 261 (F =0.009)

Total (95% Cl)
Total events 957

1433
1164

1505 100.0% 0.89 [0.85, 0.94]

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chif= 277, di=3 (P=043) F=0%

Test for overall effect, Z=4.72 (P = 0.00001)

Test far subgroup differences: Chit= 048, df=1 {P=049), F=0%

Footnotes

(1) Milk/Peanut Fortified Spread; defined as having a WHZ = -2
(2) Soy/Peanut Fortified Spread; defined as having a WHZ = -2
(3) Supplementary plumpy Mutriset, recovery was defined as WFH = 5% on 2 consecutive visits within 16 week duration
(4) Standard RUTF; WHM% =/= 85% for 2 consecutive weeks

—
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Supplementary Figure S38. Forest plot of CSB vs LNS - Outcome: Deterioration to
severe wasting (subgroup analysis by duration)

CSB LNS
Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

Study or Subgroup Events Total

Risk Ratio

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

[

10.2.1 By & weeks

Matilzsky 2009 {13 18 224 a9
Matilsky 2009 (2) 17 223 35
Subtotal (95% CI) 447

Total events 35 74

465 28.59% 0.96 [0.56, 1.64]
450 27 6% 0.98 [0.56, 1.71]
915 56.1% 0.97 [0.66, 1.42]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.00, df=1(F=0948) F=0%

Testfor overall effect Z=016(FP=0.67)

10.2.2 By 16 weeks

Karakochuk 2012 (3) g  Ta0 G
Mackers 2010 (4) 45 238 20
Subtotal (95% CI) 986

Total events a3 26

ath 137% 067 [0.23,1.91]
215 30.2% 2.05[1.245, 3.36]
590 43.9% 1.29 [0.44, 3.82]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 046, Chi®= 3.89, df=1 (P=0.06), F=72%

Test far overall effect =046 (F =064

Total (95% Cl) 1433
Total events 28 100

1505 100.0% 1.15[0.73, 1.84]

Heterogeneity Tau*=0.12; Chi®= 6.90, df= 23 (P=0.08), F=57%

Test for averall effect Z=0.61 (P =054

Test far subgroup differences: Chit= 024, df=1 {P=062), F=0%

Footnotes

(1) Milk/Peanut Fortified Spread; developed edema
(2) Soy/Peanut Fortified Spread; developed edema
(3) Supplementary plumpy Mutriset; child's nutrition status deteriorates: WFH decreases to =70% or child becomes ill or has ...
(4) Standard RUTF; transfer to the Inpatient Therapeutic Feeding Centres (I-TFC)

<>
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Favors CSB Favors LNS
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Supplementary Figure S39. Forest plot of CSB vs LNS - Outcome: Non-response

(subgroup analysis by duration)
CsB LNS Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

10.3.1 By & weeks

Matilzsky 2009 {13 3 223 28 450 2449% 2.30[1.43, 2.68)
Matilsky 2009 (2) 34 224 35 465 25.3% 202[1.29,314]
Subtotal (95% CI) 447 915 50.2% 2.14 [1.55, 2.96]
Total events B7 A4

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0148, df=1 (P =069 F=0%
Test for overall effect; Z=4.62 (P = 0.00001)

10.3.2 By 16 weeks

Karakochuk 2012 (3) a6 375 216 7A0 281% 0.80[0.64, 0.849)]
Mackers 2010 (4) 13 215 21 236 2M1.8% 0.681[0.35,1.22]
Subtotal (95% CI) 590 986 49.8% 0.78 [0.64, 0.96]
Total events a4 237

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®=0.20, df=1 (P = 0.66), F=0%
Test far overall effect =231 (P=002%

Total (95% Cl) 1037

Total events 166 am
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.35; Chi®= 26.73, df= 3 (P = 0.00001});, F= 89%
Test for averall effect Z=0.74 (P = 0.46)

Test far subgroup differences: Chi®= 26 36, df=1 (F = 0.00001), F= 96.2%
Footnotes

(1) Soy Peanut Fortified Spread; remained wasted after 8 weeks

(2) Milk Peanut Forified Spread; remained wasted after 8 weeks

1901 100.0% 1.27 [0.68, 2.36]

(3) Supplementary plumpy Mutriset; child does not reach recovery after 16 wk of treatment

——
——

<

-

0.01 01 10 100

Favors CSB Favors LNS

(4) Standard RUTF; Children who didnot reach the discharge criteria after 16 weeksof treatment were classified as ‘non-responders’.

Supplementary Figure S40. Forest plot of locally produced FBF compared to LNS
- Outcome: Weight for height z-score gain during the 12-week intervention period

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Locally produced FBFs LNS Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (1) 0.54 1.02 281 084 1058 167 482% -040[060,-0.20]
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (2) 0.65 1.02 306 0584 105 168 508% -0.28[0449 -0.08]
Total (95% CI) 587 335 100.0% -0.34 [-0.48, -0.20]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.60, df=1{F=0.44); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=4.83 (P = 0.00001)

Footnotes
(1) Locally milled flours (LMF) vs RUSF; change in WHZ during 12 weeks of treatment
(2) Misola vs RUSF; change in WHZ during 12 weeks of treatment

-
-
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Favors LMS Favors Locally produced FBFs

Supplementary Figure S41. Forest plot of locally produced FBF compared to LNS
- Outcome: Change in MUAC over the 12-week intervention period

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Locally produced FBFs LNS Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (1) 07 085 281 11 081 167 A00% -040[057,-0.23]
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (2) 08 089 306 19 081 168 500% -0.30[0.47,-0.13]
Total (95% CI) 587 335 100.0% -0.35[-0.47, 0.23]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.66, df=1 (P = 0.41), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=5.71 (P = 0.00001)

Footnotes
(1) Locally milled flours (LMF) vs RIUSF; Change in MUAC in cm over the 12 week intervention period
(2) Misolavs RUSF; Change in MUAC in cm over the 12 week intervention period
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Favors LMNS Favors Locally produced FBFs



Supplementary Figure S42. Forest plot of locally produced FBF compared to LNS
- Outcome: Weight gain (kg) over the 12-week intervention period

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

Locally produced FBFs LNS
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (1) 0.91 074 306 116 073 168
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (2) 0.a3 0wy 281 116 073 167
Total (95% CI} 587 335

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.62, df=1 (P = 0.43), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 5.69 (F < 0.00001)

Footnotes
(1) Misola vs RUSF; Weight gain in kg over the 12 week intervention period
(2) LMF vs RUSF; Weight gain in kg over the 12 week intervention period

514% -0.25[0.38,-0.11] -
486% -0.33[0.47,-0.19] -
100.0% -0.29 [-0.39, -0.19] &

R -0 i)

05 1
Favors LMS Favors Locally produced FBFs

Supplementary Figure S43. Forest plot of locally produced FBF compared to LNS
- Outcome: Height gain (cm) over the 12-week intervention period

Mean Difference
Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Locally produced FBFs LNS
Study or Subgroup Mean sSD Total Mean SD Total
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (1) 26 1.28 281 29 137 167
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (2) 27 1.8 306 29 137 168
Total (95% CI) 587 335

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.26, df=1 {(F=0.61), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 2.62 (F = 0.009)

Footnotes

56.0%  -0.30[0.56,-0.04] ——
440%  -0.20 [0.49,0.09] —
100.0%  -0.26 [-0.45, -0.06] <&
-2 A1 0 1 2

Favors LNS Favors Locally produced FBFs

(1) Locally milled flours (LMF)vs RIUSF; Height gain in cm over the 12 week intervention period

{2) Misola vs RUSF; Height gain in cm over the 12 week intervention period

Supplementary Figure S44. Forest plot of locally produced FBF compared to LNS

- Qutcome: Non-response

Locally produced FBFs LNS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (1) 118 I 39 168 511% 1.76[1.29, 2.40] -
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (2 105 306 39 167 48.9% 1.47[1.07, 2.01] -
Total (95% CI} 587 335 100.0% 1.61 [1.29, 2.01] &
Total events 220 7g
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 065, df=1 (P=043, F=0% 0 o 0

Testfar averall effect 2= 4.24 (P = 0.0001)

Footnotes
(1) Locally milled flours (LMF) vs RUSF, not recovered by week 12
(2) Misola vs RUSF; not recovered by week 12

5
Favors Locally produced FBFs  Favors LNS

Supplementary Figure S45. Forest plot of locally produced FBF compared to LNS

- Outcome: Time to recovery (weeks)

Locally produced FBFs LNS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (1) 99 0649 163 a9 037 122 500% 400388 417 | ]
Ackatia-Armah 2015 (2) ar 0.6 187 a9 037 123 500% 2.80[2.68 291] | |
Total (95% CI} 350 245 100.0% 3.40[2.22, 4.58] "‘
Heterageneity, Tau®= 0.72; Chi®= 203.36, df=1 (P < 0.00001}, F=100% :4 _:2 4 é ji

Testfor overall effect: 2= 5.67 (F < 0.00001)

Footnotes
(1) Locally milled flours (LMF) vs RUSF; Time to recovery in weeks
(2) Misola vs RUSF; Time to recovery in weeks

Favors Locally produced FBFs  Favors LNS



