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Review question

Are children’s school-based physical activity interventions differentially effective across girls and boys?
Are school-based physical activity interventions are differentially effective across socioeconomic position
(SEP) subgroups of children?

Searches

This analysis is the second stage of a scoping review (PROSPERO 2016: CRD42016034020). The original
searches will be updated by searching the following databases:

-ERIC

- EMBASE

- Scopus

- PsycINFO

- OVID MEDLINE

- SPORTDiscus

Restrictions:

The following restrictions will be applied to the updated search:

- They must be English language journals;

- Population: must be children and adolescents (6-18 years of age) in school,

- They must be studies which have recruited samples from the general population (children and adolescents
selected on the basis of having a specific disease, special needs or defined as obese will be excluded),

- Intervention: studies must include single or multicomponent interventions aimed at increasing children’s and
adolescents’ levels of physical activity, primarily through the school environment,

- Study design: must be cluster randomised controlled trials with a control or minimal intervention control
group;

- Outcomes: must be accelerometer-assessed physical activities in the same participants at baseline and
follow-up.

Types of study to be included

Inclusion criteria:Only cluster randomised controlled trials (at the classroom or school level) will be included.
Exclusion criteria:- Individually randomized controlled trials - Non-randomized controlled trials. - Trials
comparing two active intervention arms.- Interventions described as pilot or feasibility studies.

Condition or domain being studied

Physical activity during childhood and adolescence plays a critical role in promoting heaith and well-being
and reducing future disease risk. Yet, most children and adolescents are not active enough to benefit their
health.

Participants/population
Inclusion criteria;
- Children and adolescents (6-18 years of age) in school.
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- Study populations recruited from the general population.

Exclusion criteria:

- Pre-school populations of children.

- Children and adolescents selected on the basis of having a specific disease or special needs.
- Studies in which participants are defined as obese, and the sample is restricted to an obese population.

Intervention(s), exposure(s)

Inclusion criteria:

- Single- or multi-component school-based interventions aimed at increasing physical activity in children.
- The intervention must of been delivered centrally through the school setting.

Exclusion criteria:

- Interventions with a duration of less than 4 weeks.

- Interventions implemented centrally in the home, the community or in a primary care setfing.

Comparator(s)/control

Inclusion criteria:

- Interventions can have been compared with a control intervention (standard or usual care), or with a
minimal intervention control group.

Exclusion criteria:

- Control conditions must not have included any physical activity components beyond the
standardized/regular physical education curriculum.

Primary outcome(s)

Trials must have measured physical activity objectively, using accelerometers, at baseline and follow-up in
the same participants.

Measurements of full day activity levels (both within and outside of school) must have been attempted.

Secondary outcome(s)
None.

Data extraction (selection and coding)

The following information on the differential effects will be extracted from all articles within the final pool of
studies. Data extraction will be performed by RL with 100% being double checked for consistency by EvS.
Individual data extraction sheets will be prepared for each included study.

The data to be extracted will include:

- Baseline characteristics (mean participant age, gender and SEP % of baseline sample, school setting);
study design (cluster level), intervention characteristics (design, components, setting, behavioural approach,
theory basis, duration intensity); accelerometer (brand and type, wear location, cut points, valid days, wear
time), outcome measure, follow-up times, main intervention effect (N, mean, SD), gender differential effect
(N, mean, SD for boys and girls), SEP differential effect (indicator used, how it was defined).

The authors of trials which do not report on outlined variables will be contacted by email, and re-analysis
requested. After three weeks, authors who have not responded will be sent a reminder email, and a cut off
point will be set two weeks after this reminder (i.e. five weeks after the initial request).

Risk of bias (quality) assessment

Two reviewers will independently quality assess all included studies using the Cochrane Collaboration's risk
of bias tool. Studies will be assessed for the five domains of bias (selection, performance, attrition, detection
and reporting) and classified within each as presenting a low, high or unclear risk of bias. Following the
assessment of the distribution of risk of bias scores, a subset of low quality/high risk of bias trials will be
excluded.

Strategy for data synthesis
Depending on the availability of homogenous data and trials, we plan to run meta-analyses to look at the
differences in intervention effects by gender (girls compared to boys) and by socioeconomic position (across
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the three terfiles).

Analysis of subgroups or subsets
If the necessary data is available, subgroup analyses will be conducted to investigate whether different types
of interventions are driving different intervention effects by gender and socioeconomic status.

Contact details for further information
Rebecca Love
rel54@medschl.cam.ac.uk

Organisational affiliation of the review
MRC Epidemiology Unit & Centre for Diet and Activity Research (CEDAR)

Review team members and their organisational affiliations

Ms Rebecca Love. Centre for Diet and Activity Research (CEDAR), MRC Epidemiology Unit
Dr Esther van Sluijs. Centre for Diet and Activity Research (CEDAR), MRC Epidemiology Unit
Dr Jean Adams. Centre for Diet and Activity Research (CEDAR), MRC Epidemiology Unit

Anticipated or actual start date
01 February 2017

Anticipated completion date
01 November 2017

Funding sources/sponsors

Centre for Diet and Activity Research (CEDAR), a UKCRC Public Health Research Centre of Excellence
[RES-590-28-0002]. Funding from the British Heart Foundation, Cancer Research UK, Economic and Social
Research Council, Medical Research Council, the National Institute for Health Research, and the Wellcome
Trust, under the auspices of the UK Clinical Research Collaboration, is gratefully acknowledged. This work is
additionally supported by the Medical Research Council [MC_UU_12015/7].

Conflicts of interest
None known

Language
English

Country
England

Stage of review
Review_Ongoing

Subject index terms status
Subject indexing assigned by CRD

Subject index terms
Cardiorespiratory Fitness; Child; Exercise, Gender Identity, Health Behavior, Health Promotion; Health
Status Disparities, Humans; Physical Fitness; School Health Services; Schools; Socioeconomic Factors

Date of registration in PROSPERO
18 May 2017

Date of publication of this version
18 May 2017
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Details of any existing review of the same topic by the same authors
This analysis is the second stage of a scoping review (PROSPERO 2016: CRD42016034020).

Stage of review at time of this submission

Stage Started Completed
Preliminary searches Yes Yes
Piloting of the study selection process Yes Yes
Formal screening of search results against eligibility criteria Yes No
Data extraction Yes No
Risk of bias (quality) assessment Yes No
Data analysis No No
Versions
18 May 2017

PROSPERO

This information has been provided by the named contact for this review. CRD has accepted this information in good
faith and registered the review in PROSPERO. CRD bears no responsibility or kability for the content of this registration
record, any associated files or external websites.
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S2: Medline Search Strategy

Medline

1. (child* or children or childhood or kids or adolescen* or "young person*" or "young people" or teen* or
youth* or boy* or girl* or juvenile).ti,ab.

2. exp child/

3. exp adolescent/

4.20r3

5. (child or adolescent).ti,ab.

6.1or5

7. ("physical* activ*" or "physical activity" or sport* or cycling or bicycling or bicycle* or walk* or "physical
education" or "physical training" or exercis* or "energy expenditure" or danc* or "physical inactivity" or
"physical fitness" or lifestyle or "active travel" or commut* or "aerobic fitness").ti,ab.

8. exp motor activity/

9. exp sports/

10. exp exercise/

11. exp physical exertion/

12. exp "physical education and training"/

13.80r9o0r10o0r1lor12

14. (motor activity or sports or exercise or physical exertion or "physical education and training").ti,ab.
15.70r 14

16. ("clinical trial" or "control* trial" or controlled or randomi#ation or randomised or randomized or
randomization or randomly or randomisation or rct or "randomitted controlled trial*" or "randomised
controlled trial" or "randomized controlled trial" or "cluster randomized controlled trial" or "group-
randomized controlled trial" or "randomized controlled study" or "randomised controlled study" or
"random* sample" or trial* or evaluation or effect™® or control* or cluster or intervention).ti,ab.

17. exp randomized controlled trial/

18. exp clinical trial/

19. exp randomized controlled trials as topic/

20. exp clinical trial as topic/

21.17 or 18 or 19 or 20

22. (randomized controlled trial or clinical trial or randomized controlled trials as topic or clinical trial as
topic).ti,ab.

23.16 0r 22

24. ("case study" or "case report" or "abstract report" or letter).ti,ab.

25. exp letter/

26. exp historical article/

27. exp case report/

28.25o0r 26 0or 27

29. (letter or historical article or case report).ti,ab.

30. 24 0or 29

31.23 not 30

32. (accelerometer or accelerometry or accelerometers or accelerometer-assessed or "counts per minute"
or CPM or triaxial or Actigraph or Yamax or Actiheart or Omron, sensewear or caltrac or walk4life or ideea
or actireg or lifecorder or tritrac or genea or stepwatch or actical or actiwatch or rt3 or activpal or
actimarker or dynaport or CSA or MTI or pedometer or "heart rate" or pedometry or pedometers or uniaxial
or actigraphy or undimensional or "objectively measur*" or "SenseWear Pro2 Armband" or "motion sensor
data" or "activity monitor" or MVPA).ti,ab.

33. exp monitoring, ambulatory/

34. exp actigraphy/

35.330r 34

36. (monitoring, ambulatory or actigraphy).ti,ab.

37.320r 36

38. 6 and 15 and 31 and 37

39. 6 and 15 and 31 and 37




40. limit 39 to English Language

+ Year limitation: 2016 — 2017




S3: Data extracted

e Trial name
e  Authors
e  Publication year
e Journal of publication
e  Country of implementation
e Mean age of participants
e Type of school
e Number of schools total
e Unit of randomization
e Number of clusters (Intervention group)
e Number of clusters (Control group)
e Intervention components (Education, social environment, physical environment)
e Intervention setting (School or school plus other contexts (home, community)
e Behavioural approach (Physical activity only or physical activity and other behaviours)
e Istheintervention theory based?
e What is the proposed theory?
e Duration of intervention (total weeks)
e Duration (number of sessions/week)
e  MVPA accelerometer cut point
e Timing of measurements (Time 1 (Baseline), Time 2, Time 3)
e Main effect
o Time 1: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
o Time 2: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
o Time 3: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
e Gender effect - is the intervention targeted by gender?
o Girls effect:
= Time 1: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
= Time 2: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
= Time 3: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
o Boys effect:
= Time 1: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
= Time 2: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
= Time 3: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
e Socioeconomic position effect - is the intervention targeted by SEP (If yes by individual, school or
community SEP)
o Low SEP tertile
= Time 1: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
= Time 2: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
= Time 3: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
o Middle SEP tertile
= Time 1: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
= Time 2: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
= Time 3: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
o High SEP tertile
= Time 1: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
= Time 2: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
= Time 3: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group
o Two or three groups?
o Description for SEP indicator
= |ndicator/cut off for low SEP
= |ndicator/cut off for middle SEP



= Indicator/cut off for high SEP



S4: Template of data request form utilized

Study name:

Corresponding author:

Outlined in the tables below is the information required. We ask all outcomes be in mean minutes of
MVPA/day (across all valid days).

Main Effect:

Mean N (sample size) Std. Deviation
Time 1 (Baseline)
Intervention
Control
Time 2 (Follow-up 1)
Intervention
Control
Time 3 (Follow-up 2)
Intervention
Control

Stratified by gender:

Girls

N Mean mins MVPA/day Std. Deviation

Time 1 (Baseline)
Intervention
Control

Time 2 (Follow-up 1)
Intervention
Control

Time 3 (Follow-up 2)
Intervention
Control

Boys

N Mean mins MVPA/day Std. Deviation

Time 1 (Baseline)
Intervention
Control

Time 2 (Follow-up 1)
Intervention
Control

Time 3 (Follow-up 2)




Intervention
Control

Stratified by individual indicator of Socioeconomic Status (SES)

We ask for the outcome to be presented in 3 groups (if this is not feasible, please provide based on 2

groups).

Preferentially, we would like this by indicator of 1) parental education (preferably maternal). If this is not

available, we ask for the data by 2) an area-based marker of deprivation (e.g. Index of Multiple

Deprivation or other postal code based indices), or alternatively 3) household income equivalised for

household composition.

If this is not possible and you have other individual indicators of SES we ask you to get in touch to discuss.

SES indicator Used:

Description of indicator:

Criteria used to assign Group 1 (Low SES)
Criteria used to assign Group 2 (Middle SES)
Criteria used to assign Group 3 (High SES)

Low SES group (Group 1)

Time 1 (Baseline)
Intervention
Control

Time 2 (Follow-up 1)

Intervention
Control

Time 3 (Follow-up 2)
Intervention
Control

N Mean mins MVPA/day

Std. Deviation

Middle SES group (Group 2)

Time 1 (Baseline)
Intervention
Control

Time 2 (Follow-up 1)
Intervention
Control

Time 3 (Follow-up 2)
Intervention
Control

N Mean mins MVPA/day

Std. Deviation




High SES group (Group 3)

Time 1 (Baseline)
Intervention
Control

Time 2 (Follow-up 1)

Intervention
Control

Time 3 (Follow-up 2)
Intervention
Control

N

Mean mins MVPA/day

Std. Deviation




S5: Formula for imputing the standard deviation of the change

SDEMalge = JSDzepesehe + Sng. - (2 % Com x SDgpagene * SDE.maI)



S6: Trials excluded in full text screening

Trial

Action
3:30

Beat the
Street

Bristol
Girls
Feasibility
Trial

Couch
Potatoes
to
Jumping
Beans

Crouter
(2015)

Dudley
(2010)

EASY
Minds

Citation

Jago, R., Sebire, S. J., Davies, B., Wood, L., Edwards, M. J., Banfield, K.,
... J.E., P. (2014). Randomised feasibility trial of a teaching assistant led
extracurricular physical activity intervention for 9 to 11 year olds:
Action 3:30. The International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and
Physical Activity, 11(1), no pagination—no pagination. Retrieved from
http://www.ijbnpa.org/content/11/1/114

Coombes E, Jones A. Gamification of active travel to school: A pilot
evaluation of the Beat the Street physical activity intervention. Heal
Place [Internet]. 2016;39:62—9. Available from:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2016.03.001

Jago, R., Edwards, M. J., Sebire, S. J., Tomkinson, K., Bird, E. L., Banfield,
K., ... J.E., P. (2015). Effect and cost of an after-school dance programme
on the physical activity of 11-12 year old girls: The Bristol Girls Dance
Project, a school-based cluster randomised controlled trial Jago R.
International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity,
12(1), no pagination—no pagination. http://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-
015-0289-y

Mhurchu, C. N., Maddison, R., Jiang, Y., Jull, A., Prapavessis, H., &
Rodgers, A. (2008). Couch potatoes to jumping beans: A pilot study of
the effect of active video games on physical activity in children.
International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity, 5(8).
http://doi.org/10.1186/1479

Crouter, S. E., de Ferranti, S. D., Whiteley, J., Steltz, S. K., Osganian, S. K.,
Feldman, H. A., & Hayman, L. L. (2015). Effect on physical activity of a
randomized afterschool intervention for Inner City Children in 3rd to
5th grade. PLoS ONE, 10(10), e0141584-e0141584. Retrieved from
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=prem&
NEWS=N&AN=26510013

Dudley, D. A., Okely, A. D., Pearson, P., & Peat, J. (2010). Engaging
adolescent girls from linguistically diverse and low income backgrounds
in school sport: A pilot randomised controlled trial. Journal of Science
and Medicine in Sport, 13(2), 217-224.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2009.04.008

Riley, N., Lubans, D. R., Morgan, P. J., & Young, M. (2015). Outcomes
and process evaluation of a programme integrating physical activity into
the primary school mathematics curriculum: The EASY Minds pilot
randomised controlled trial. Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport /
Sports Medicine Australia, 18(6), 656—661. Retrieved from
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=prem&
NEWS=N&AN=25304445

Reason for
exclusion
Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot



Fit4fun
Pilot
Study

Hands
(2011)

Healthy
Homewor
k pilot
study

Maloney
(2008)

Memphis
GEMS
Pilot Trial

Minnesot
a GEMS
Pilot
Study

Reznik
(2015)

Robbins
(2012)

The EASY
Minds
pilot RCT

Eather N, Morgan PJ, Lubans DR. Feasibility and preliminary efficacy of
the Fit4Fun intervention for improving physical fitness in a sample of
primary school children: a pilot study. Phys Educ Sport Pedagog.
2013;18(4):389-411.

Hands, B., Larkin, D., Rose, E., Parker, H., & Smith, A. (2011). Can Young
Children Make Active Choices? Outcomes of a Feasibility Trial in Seven-
Year-0Old Children. Early Child Development and Care, 181(5), 625-637.
Retrieved from
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eric& AN=EJ92
3980&site=ehost-live&scope=site

Duncan, S., McPhee, J. C,, Schluter, P. J,, Zinn, C., Smith, R., & Schofield,
G. (2011). Efficacy of a compulsory homework programme for
increasing physical activity and healthy eating in children: The Healthy
Homework pilot study. The International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition
and Physical Activity, 8, no pagination—no pagination.
http://doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-8-127

Maloney, A. E., Bethea, T. C., Kelsey, K. S., Marks, J. T., Paez, S.,
Rosenberg, A. M., ... Sikich, L. (2008). A pilot of a video game (DDR) to
promote physical activity and decrease sedentary screen time. Obesity,
16(9), 2074-2080. http://doi.org/10.1038/0by.2008.295

Beech, B. M., Klesges, R. C., Kumanyika, S. K., Murray, D. M., Klesges, L.,
McClanahan, B, ... B., M.-A. M. M.-A. M. (2003). Child- and parent-
targeted interventions: the Memphis GEMS pilot study. Ethnicity &
Disease, 13(1 Suppl 1), S1-53. Retrieved from
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=emed6
&NEWS=N&AN=2003168621

Story, M., Sherwood, N. E., Himes, J. H., Davis, M., Jacobs, D. R,,
Cartwright, Y., ... Rochon, J. (2003). An After-school obesity prevention
program for africian-americian girls: The Minnesota GEMS Pilot Study.
Ethnicity & Disease, 13.

Reznik, M., Wylie-Rosett, J., Kim, M., & Ozuah, P. O. (2015). A
classroom-based physical activity intervention for urban kindergarten
and first-grade students: A feasibility study. Childhood Obesity, 11(3),
314-324. http://doi.org/10.1089/chi.2014.0090

Robbins, L. B., Pfeiffer, K. A., Maier, K. S., Lo, Y.-J., & Wesolek, S. M.
(2012). Pilot Intervention to Increase Physical Activity Among Sedentary
Urban Middle School Girls: A Two-Group Pretest-Posttest Quasi-
Experimental Design. Journal of School Nursing, 28(4), 302—315.
http://doi.org/10.1177/1059840512438777

Riley, N., Lubans, D. R., Morgan, P. J., & Young, M. (2015). Outcomes
and process evaluation of a programme integrating physical activity into
the primary school mathematics curriculum: The EASY Minds pilot
randomised controlled trial. Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport /
Sports Medicine Australia, 18(6), 656—661. Retrieved from

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot



Walking
School
Bus -
Texas
(Mendoza
et al.
2011)
Wilson
(2005)

Van Kann
etal.
(2016)

Prochaska
(2004)

Beets et
al. (2016)

Cradock
etal.
(2016)

Van Kann
etal.
(2016)

It's child's
play

http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=prem&
NEWS=N&AN=25304445

Mendoza, J., Watson, K., Baranowski, T., Nicklas, T., Uscanga, D.,
Hanfling, M. (2011). Pediatrics

Wilson, D. K., Evans, A. E., Williams, J., Mixon, G., Sirard, J. R., Pate, R,,
...J.R,, S.(2005). A preliminary test of a student-centered intervention
on increasing physical activity in underserved adolescents. Annals of
Behavioral Medicine, 30(2), 119-124.
http://doi.org/10.1207/s15324796abm3002_4

Van Kann D, Kremers S, de Vries N, de Vries S. The effect of a school-
centered multicomponent intervention on daily physical activity and
sedentary behavior in primary school children: The Active Living study.
Prev Med (Baltim) [Internet]. 2016;89:64-9.

Prochaska, J. J., & Sallis, J. F. (2004). A Randomized Controlled Trial of
Single Versus Multiple Health Behavior Change: Promoting Physical
Activity and Nutrition Among Adolescents. Health Psychology, 23(3),
314-318. http://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.23.3.314

Beets, M. W., Weaver, R. G., Turner-McGrievy, G., Huberty, J., Ward, D.
S., Pate, R. R,, ... Beighle, A. (2015). Making policy practice in afterschool
programs: A randomized controlled trial on physical activity changes.
American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 48(6), 694—706.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2015.01.012

Cradock, A. L., Barrett, J. L., Giles, C. M., Lee, R. M., Kenney, E. L.,
deBlois, M. E., ... Gortmaker, S. L. (2016). Promoting Physical Activity
With the Out of School Nutrition and Physical Activity (OSNAP)
Initiative: A Cluster-Randomized Controlled Trial. JAMA Pediatrics,
170(2), 155-162. Retrieved from
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=prem&
NEWS=N&AN=26641557

Van Kann DHH, de Vries Sl, Schipperijn J, de Vries NK, Jansen MW,
Kremers SPJ. A Multicomponent Schoolyard Intervention Targeting
Children’s Recess Physical Activity and Sedentary Behavior: Effects After
One Year. J Phys Act Health [Internet]. 2016;1-28.

Engelen, L., Bundy, A. C., Naughton, G., Simpson, J. M., Bauman, A,
Ragen, J., ... van der Ploeg, H. P. (2013). Increasing physical activity in
young primary school children—It’s child's play: A cluster randomised
controlled trial. Preventive Medicine: An International Journal Devoted
to Practice and Theory, 56(5), 319-325.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2013.02.007

Feasibility/
pilot

Feasibility/
pilot

Interventi
on design

Interventi
on design

Outcome
(Not full
day)

Outcome
(Not full
day)

Outcome
(Not full
day)

Outcome
(Not full
day)



Martin et
al. (2016)

STAR
Program
me

STOPP

Weaver
et al.
(2016)
Wells
(2014)

Aburto
(2011)

Eyre
(2016)

FATaintP
HAT

Fit 'n' fun
dudes
program
(2009)

Fit 'n' fun
dudes
program
(2011)

Martins S, Palmeira A, Minderico C. Longitudinal outcomes of a school-
based lifestyle promotion program: Preliminary results [Internet].
Journal of Adolescent Health. Elsevier USA; 2011. p. S79-579. Available
from:

http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=emed10

&NEWS=N&AN=70352287

Ha, A. S., Burnett, A., Sum, R., Medic, N., & Ng, J. Y. Y. (2015). Outcomes
of the Rope Skipping “STAR” Programme for Schoolchildren. Journal of

Human Kinetics, 45, 233-240. http://doi.org/10.1515/hukin-2015-0024

Marcus, C., Nyberg, G., Nordenfelt, A., Karpmyr, M., Kowalski, J., &
Ekelund, U. (2009). A 4-year, cluster-randomized, controlled childhood
obesity prevention study: STOPP. International Journal of Obesity,
33(4), 408-417. http://doi.org/10.1038/ij0.2009.38

Weaver RG, Moore JB, Huberty J, Freedman D, Turner-McGrievy B,
Beighle A, et al. Process Evaluation of Making HEPA Policy Practice: A
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S$7: Email request responses
Active by Choice Today (ACT)
Active for Life Year 5 (AFLY5)

Andrade et al. (2014)
ATLAS

CHANGE!

Drummy et al. 2016
Energy Balance 4 Kids with Play
Healthy School Start 1
Healthy School Start 2
HEIA Study

IMPACT

KISS

Magnusson et al. 2011
MOVE Project

NEAT

PAAC

Pathways

Physical Activity 4 Everyone

SCORES

SPACE

Swwitch play

The Active Smarter Kids Intervention
The Bristol Girls Dance Project

UP 4 FUN Pilot Intervention
Verstrate et al 2007

Positive — data received, included

Positive — data received but not in appropriate

form, excluded

Positive — data received, included
Positive — data received, included
Positive — data received, included
Positive — data received, included
Negative — data not received, excluded
Positive — data received, included
Positive — data received, included
Positive — data received, included
Negative — data not received, excluded
Positive — data received, included
Negative — data not received, excluded
Positive — data received, included
Positive — data received, included

Positive — data received but not in appropriate

form, excluded

Negative — data not received, excluded
Positive — data received, included
Positive — data received, included
Positive — data received, included
Negative — data not received, excluded
Positive — data received, included
Positive — data received, included
Positive — data received, included

Positive — data requested not available, excluded



S8: Characteristics of included studies

Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Follow-up 2 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?

Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)
Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?

Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Active by Choice Today

USA

11.34 (0.5)

Middle School

24

School

Yes

Yes

No

PA only

Yes, Self Determination Theory
17 weeks

2.25 (mid-intervention)
4.75

No

Yes, by school SEP

Andrade et al. (2014)

Ecuador

12.9 (0.8)

Schools (with students in 8" or 9" year)

20 (18 with accelerometer measurements)

School

Yes

Yes

Yes

PA and other health behaviours

Yes, Social Cognitive Theory, Information-Motivation
Behavioural Skills Model, Control Theory, Trans-
Theoretical Model and Theory Of Planned Behaviour
were all used

28 months (once interrupted by 2 month annual break)

24 months
No
No (but in LMIC country?)

ATLAS

Australia

12.7 (0.5)

Primary schools

12

School

Yes

Yes

No

PA and other health behaviours
Yes, Self Determination Theory and Social Cognitive
Theory

20 weeks

8 months



Gender targeted?
SEP targeted?

Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Follow-up 2 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Follow up 2 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Yes at Boys
Yes by school SEP

CHANGE!
UK
10.65 (0.3)
Primary school
12
School
Yes
Yes
No
PA and other health behaviours
Yes, Social Cognitive Theory
20 weeks
5 months
7.5 months
NO
No

Drummy et al. 2016

Northern Ireland
9.5

Primary school

7 (14 classes)
Classroom

No

Yes

No

Targeting PA only
No

12 weeks

3 months

No

No

Healthy School Start 1

Sweden

6.2 (0.3)

Pre-school class

14

Classroom

Yes

Yes

No

PA and other health behaviours
Yes, SCT

24 weeks

6 months

12 months

No

Yes, by school and community SES



Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Follow up 2 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Follow up 2 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Healthy School Start 2

Sweden

6.3 (0.3)
Pre-school

13

Classroom

Yes

Yes

No
Multi-behavioural
Yes. Social Cognitive theory
6

6

11

No

Yes

HEIA Study
Norway
11.2 (0.3)
Primary schools
37
Classoom
Yes
Yes
Yes
Multi-behavioural
Yes. Social Ecological Framework
5
20
No
No

KISS
Switzerland
9.25 (0.43)
Elementary
15
Classroom
Yes
Yes
No
Targeting PA only
Yes. Social Ecological Theory
9
9
36
No
No



Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Follow up 2 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Country of implementation
Mean age

MOVE Project
UK
11.8 (0.5)
Secondary schools
60
Schools
No
Yes
No
Targeting PA only
No.
1.5
3
No
No

NEAT
Australia

13.2 (0.5)
Secondary school
12
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Mulit-behavioural
Yes. Social cognitive theory
12

12
24
Yes
Yes

Physical Activity 4 Everyone
Austalia
12.0
Secondary schools
10
School
Yes
Yes
No
Targeting PA only

Yes. Social Cognitive Theory and Ecological Theory

24
24
No

SCORES
Australia
8.5 (0.6)



Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?

Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)
Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Primary schools

8

Schools

Yes

Yes

No

Targeting PA only
Yes. Self-Determination Theory and Competence
Motivation Theory
12

12

No

Yes

SPACE

Denmark

12.5 (0.62)

Not specified

14

School

Yes

Yes

Yes

Targeting PA only
Social Ecological Model
24

24

No

No

The Active Smarter Kids Intervention

Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Country of implementation
Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization

Norway

10.2 (0.3)
Elementary school
60

School

Yes

Yes

No

Targeting PA only
No. Social Ecological Framework
7

7

No

YEs

The Bristol Girls Dance Project

UK

11.5

Secondary schools
18

School



Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Follow up 2 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

Country of implementation

Mean age

Type of school

Number of schools total

Level of cluster randomization
Education components?

Social environment components?
Physical environment components?
Behavioural approach

Theory based? If yes what theory?
Duration of intervention total
Follow up 1 (months)

Gender targeted?

SEP targeted?

No

Yes

No

Targeting PA only

Yes. Self Determination Theory.
5

5

13

Yes

No

UP 4 Fun Pilot Intervention

Belgium

10.9 (0.7)
Primary schools
10

School

Yes

Yes

No

Targeting PA only
Yes. Social Ecological Framework.
1.5

1.5

No

No



S9: All figures 9.1 - 9.51
Sub-contents:

9.1 Main meta-analysis, fixed effects

9.2 Main meta-analysis, random effects

9.3 Main effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach
9.4 Main effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting
9.5 Main effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias

9.6 Main effect meta-regression by sample size

9.7 Main effect meta-regression by participant age

9.8 Main effect meta-regression by intervention duration
9.9 Main effect funnel plot and eggers test

9.10 Pooled boys and girls meta-analysis and subsequent meta-regression by gender
9. 11 Pooled SEP tertiles meta-analysis and subsequent meta-regression by SEP

9.12 Girls meta-analysis, fixed effects

9.13 Girls meta-analysis, random effects

9.14 Girls effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach
9.15 Girls effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting
9.16 Girls effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias

9.17Girls effect meta-regression by sample size

9.18 Girls effect meta-regression by participant age

9.19 Girls effect meta-regression by intervention duration

9.20 Boys meta-analysis, fixed effects

9.21 Boys meta-analysis, random effects

9.22 Boys effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach
9.23 Boys effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting
9.24 Boys effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias

9.25 Boys effect meta-regression by sample size

9.26 Boys effect meta-regression by participant age

9.27 Boys effect meta-regression by intervention duration

9.28 Low SEP meta-analysis, fixed effects

9.29 Low SEP meta-analysis, random effects

9.30 Low SEP effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach
9.31 Low SEP effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting
9.32 Low SEP effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias

9.33 Low SEP effect meta-regression by sample size

9.34 Low SEP effect meta-regression by participant age

9.35 Low SEP effect meta-regression by intervention duration

9.36 Middle SEP meta-analysis, fixed effects

9.37 Middle SEP meta-analysis, random effects

9.38 Middle SEP effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach
9.39 Middle SEP effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting
9.40 Middle SEP effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias



9.41 Middle SEP effect meta-regression by sample size
9.42 Middle SEP effect meta-regression by participant age
9.43 Middle SEP effect meta-regression by intervention duration

9.44 High SEP meta-analysis, fixed effects

9.45 High SEP meta-analysis, random effects

9.46 High SEP effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach
9.47 High SEP effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting
9.48 High SEP effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias

9.49 High SEP effect meta-regression by sample size

9.50 High SEP effect meta-regression by participant age

9.51 High SEP effect meta-regression by intervention duration

9.1 Main meta-analysis, fixed effects

Study
[}

'
ACT (Active by Choice Today) ———
Andrade et al. (2014) —_— e
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) -
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_——
Drummy et al. 2016 ———
Healthy School Start 1 —_—-
Healthy School Start 2 —‘-’—
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —_—.
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) N —
MOVE Project —S—
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Giris) —_—
Physical Activity 4 Everyone i
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) —_——>
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) —_——
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) ——t
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) —_—
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention —_—
Overall (I-squared = 70.8%, p = 0.000) <>

T

SMD (95% Cl)

001 (-0.10,0.12)
-0.03 (-0.33,0.27)
-0.14 (-0.56, 0.27)
-0.21 (-0.47,0.05)
0.47 (0.09,0.86)
003 (-0.27,032)
-0.05 (-0.34, 0.23)
0.04 (-0.12,0.20)
0.26 (0.08, 0.44)
007 (-0.07,021)
-0.38 (-0.68, -0.08)
0.18 (-0.01, 0.37)
0.77 (0.43,1.12)
-0.16 (-0.30, -0.02)
-0.07 (-0.20, 0.05)
-0.10 (-0.26, 0.07)
-0.04 (-0.23,0.15)

0.00 (-0.04,0.05)

%

Weight

17.18

10.41

1324

~

22

o

.54

100.00

112



9.2 Main meta-analysis, random effects

Study

ACT (Active by Choice Today)

Andrade et al. (2014)

[+

ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time)

CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project)
Drummy et al. 2016

Healthy School Start 1

Healthy School Start 2

HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study)

KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie)

MOVE Project

NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls)

Physical Activity 4 Everyone

SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills)
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study)
ASK (Active Smarter Kids)

BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project)

UP4FUN Pilot Intervention

Overall (I-squared = 70.8%, p = 0.000)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

i

F===F===

}T“[[

|

Rvainae

SMD (95% CI)

001 (-0.10, 0.12)
-0.03 (033, 0.27)
-0.14 (-0.56, 0.27)
-0.21 (047, 0.05)
0.47 (0.09, 0.86)
0.03(-0.27, 0.32)
-0.05 (034, 0.23)
0.04 (-0.12, 0.20)
0.26 (0.08, 0.44)
0.07 (007, 0.21)
-0.38 (-0.68, -0.08)
0.18 (-0.01,0.37)
0.77 (0.43, 1.12)
-0.16 (-0.30, -0.02)
-0.07 (-0.20, 0.05)
-0.10 (-0.26, 0.07)
-0.04 (023, 0.15)

0,02 (-0.07, 0.11)

Weight

822

5.25
345

469

7.20
6.82
7.59
456
6.60
3.89
763
7.94
7.06
6.57

100.00

.42 0 112
Study %
[} SMD (95%Cl)  Weight
Targeting physical activity only :
ACT (Active by Choice Today) —-— 001(0.10,0.12) 822
Drummy et al. 2016 : —,— 0.47(0.09,0.86)  3.45
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) : —_—— 0.26(0.08,0.44) 682
MOVE Project _J."_ 007 (-0.07,021)  7.59
Physical Activity 4 Everyone -:—‘— 0.18(-0.01,0.37)  6.60
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) : ————————3 0.77(0.43,1.12) 389
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) —_— : -0.16 (-0.30,-0.02) 7.63
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —0—1— 0,07 (-0.20,0.05) 7.94
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) —_ -0.10 (-0.26,0.07) 7.06
1
UPAFUN Pilot Intervention —_—— 0,04 (-0.23,0.15) 657
1
Subtotal (-squared = 79.8%, p = 0.000) < 009(-0.03,021) 6579
l
1
1
Targeting physical activity and other behaviours |
1
Andrade et al. (2014) —_—— 0.03(-033,027) 457
1
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) B -0.14 (-056,0.27) 3.13
|
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_———— -0.21(-0.47,0.05) 5.25
Healthy School Start 1 B —— 003(:027,032) 469
|
Healthy School Start 2 —_—— -0.05(-0.34,0.23) 4.81
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —‘— 0.04 (-0.12,0.20)  7.20
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) —_— | -0.38 (-0.68,-0.08) 4.56
Subtotal (-squared =20.1%, p = 0.276) <>i| 0.08(-0.19,0.08) 3421
1
|
Overall (I-squared = 70.8%, p = 0.000) <:> 002(:0.07,0.11)  100.00
'
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
T I
-1.12 o 112



9.4 Main effect subgroup analysis by setting

Study %
D SMD (95%Cl)  Weight

School plus (community o home) intervention

X
1
ACT (Active by Choice Today) —-— 001(010,012) 822
Andrade et al. (2014) —_— -0.03(-0.33,027) 457
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) _0—4'_ -0.14 (-0.56,0.27) 3.3
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —0—-:- 021 (-0.47,0.05) 5.25
Healthy School Start 1 —lb— 0.03(:027,0.32) 4.69
Healthy School Stert 2 —_— -0.05(-0.34,023) 481
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —— 004 (0.12,020) 720
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) : —eee 0.26 (0.08,0.44)  6.82
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) —_—— : 0.38 (-0.68,-0.08) 4.56
Physical Activity 4 Everyone —_—— 0.18(-0.01,0.37)  6.60

—e3 .77 (0.43,1.12)  3.89

-0.07 (-0.20,0.05) 7.94

SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills)
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —

UP4FUN Pilot Intervention —_— 004 (:0.23,0.15) 657

VAR

Subtotal (I-squared = 70.7%, p = 0.000) < 0.03(-0.08,0.13) 74.27

School only intervention

Drummy et al. 2016 0.47(0.09,0.86) 345

Rais

MOVE Project — 007 (007,021) 750
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) ——
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) —t

Subtotal (-squared = 76.2%, p = 0.006) <

-0.16 (-0.30,-0.02) 7.63
-0.10(-0.26,007) 7.08

0.01(-0.17,0.20) 25.73

Overall (-squared = 70.8%, p = 0.000) < 002(:007,0.11)  100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

9.5 Main effect subgroup analysis by Risk of Bias Score

Study %
D SMD (95% Cl)  Weight
1
Low | 1
ACT (Active by Choice Today) —-— 0.01(-0.10, 0.12) 8.22
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) —‘—':_ -0.14 (-0.56, 0.273.13
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) —eeeee |1 -0.38 (-0.68, -0.083.56
Subtotal (I-squared = 66.6%, p = 0.050) C'> -0.14 (-0.41, 0.12)15.92
» i
High H
Andrade et al. (2014) —‘1— -0.03 (-0.33, 0.27)4.57
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_—r -0.21 (-0.47, 0.055.25
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —‘— 0.04 (-0.12, 0.20) 7.20
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) | —— 0.26 (0.08, 0.44) 6.82
MOVE Project T 0.07 (-0.07, 0.21) 7.59
Physical Activity 4 Everyone —— 0.18 (-0.01, 0.37) 6.60
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) : —le—————3> .77 (0.43, 1.12) 3.89
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) — : -0.16 (-0.30, -0.027.63
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) — -0.07 (-0.20, 0.05)7.94
Subtotal (I-squared = 80.0%, p = 0.000) <;> 0.07 (-0.07, 0.21) 57.50
1
Unclear :
Drummy et al. 2016 : 0.47 (0.09, 0.86) 3.45
Healthy School Start 1 + 0.03 (-0.27, 0.32) 4.69
Healthy School Start 2 —_—— -0.05 (-0.34, 0.23)4.81
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) — -0.10 (-0.26, 0.07)7.08
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention —_—— -0.04 (-0.23, 0.15)6.57
Subtotal (--squared = 45.1%, p = 0.122) <> 0.01(-0.14, 0.16) 26.59
. 1
Overall (I-squared = 70.8%, p = 0.000) <> 0.02 (-0.07, 0.11) 100.00
|
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
T T

-1.12 o 112



9.6 Main effect meta-regression by sample size (p-value: 0.572)
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9.7 Main effect meta-regression by participant age (p-value: 0.119)
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9.8 Main effect meta-regression by intervention duration (p-value: 0.975)
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9.9 Main effect meta-analysis funnel plot

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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9.10 Pooled boys and girls meta-analysis and subsequent meta-regression by gender

Study %
ID SMD (95% Cl) Weight
1

Active by Choice Today (ACT) —— 0.04 (-0.10, 0.18) 4.70
Active by Choice Today (ACT) -4"— 0.01 (-0.14, 0.16) 4.60
Andrade et al. (2014) —_—— 0.04 (-0.33, 0.40) 2.81
Andrade et al. (2014) —0—:— -0.30 (-0.84,0.24)  1.80
ATLAS —4—-:— -0.14 (-0.56,0.27)  2.46
CHANGE! —,—|, -0.36 (-0.71,-0.02) 2.95
CHANGE! —0-:— -0.02 (-0.42,0.38) 256
Drummy et al. 2016 —_— 0.33 (-0.19, 0.85) 1.87
Drummy et al. 2016 X -+ 0.82 (0.23, 1.40) 1.59
Healthy School Start 1 —_— -0.26 (-0.67,0.16)  2.46
Healthy School Start 1 —_— -0.02 (0.44,0.39)  2.46
Healthy School Start 2 —_—— 0.04 (-0.34, 0.43) 2,67
Healthy School Start 2 _0—':— -0.21 (-0.64, 0.22) 2.37
HEIA Study : —— 0.29 (0.08, 0.50) 4.09
HEIA Study —— 0.16 (-0.09, 0.41) 3.75
KISS 1—4— 0.25 (-0.04, 0.53) 3.43
KISS — -0.07 (-0.38,0.25)  3.22
MOVE Project —- -0.05 (-0.24,0.14)  4.30
MOVE Project —— 0.16 (-0.05, 0.38) 4.07
NEAT —0—:— -0.32 (-0.79,0.14)  2.16
Physical Activity 4 Everyone ——— 0.17 (-0.08, 0.42) 3.75
Physical Activity 4 Everyone - 0.26 (-0.03,0.55)  3.38
SCORES : —4—> 1.29(0.82, 1.76) 2.13
SCORES | - 1.12(0.53, 1.72) 1.57
SPACE —0—1 -0.16 (-0.34,0.03)  4.31
SPACE — | -0.32 (-0.51,-0.13)  4.29
The Active Smarter Kids Intervention —‘—'!' -0.11 (-0.29, 0.06) 4.41
The Active Smarter Kids Intervention ——r -0.06 (-0.23, 0.12) 4.43
The Bristol Girls Dance Project —*—H -0.10 (-0.26, 0.07) 4.48
UP 4 FUN Pilot Intervention + -0.04 (-0.29,0.22) 3.72
UP 4 FUN Pilot Intervention + -0.05 (-0.35, 0.26) 3.23
Overall (I-squared = 69.4%, p = 0.000) 0.04 (-0.05, 0.13) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effectslanalysis l: I

-1.76 0 1.76

Subsequent meta-regression by gender: Coef: -0.0043184, p-value: 0.972



9.11 Pooled SEP tertiles meta-analysis and subsequent meta-regression by SEP

Study %
D SMD (95% ClI) Weight

Active by Choice Today (ACT) - Low SES 0.07 (-0.06, 0.19) 7.97
Andrade et al. (2014) - Low SES -0.15 (-0.61,0.31) 1.72

-
P
ATLAS - Low SES -0.58 (-1.30, 0.14) 0.76
CHANGE! - Low SES -0.18 (-0.63, 0.27) 178
&
s ]
—_—
—_— .
—
—

Healthy School Start 1 - Low SES -0.13 (-1.92, 1.67) 013
Healthy School Start 2 - Low SES 0.05 (-0.35, 0.45) 213
HEIA Study - Low SES 0.11 (-0.20, 0.42) 318
KISS - Low SES 0.49 (-0.36, 1.33) 056
MOVE Project - Low SES 0.03 (-0.22, 0.27) 427
NEAT - Low SES - -0.32 (-0.79, 0.14) 1.68
SCORES - Low SES —,— 0.80 (0.34, 1.27) 1.66
SPACE - Low SES —— -0.15 (-0.44, 0.14) 3.46
The Active Smarter Kids Intervention - Low SES —— -0.04 (-0.24, 0.16) 5.41
The Bristol Girls Dance Project - Low SES —,— -0.17 (-0.47, 0.13) 333
UP 4 FUN Pilot Intervention - Low SES 0.02 (-1.21, 1.25) 028
Andrade et al. (2014) - Middle SES ——eeeee 023 (-0.42, 0.88) 093
ATLAS - Middle SES —_—— 0.19 (-0.35, 0.73) 127
CHANGE! - Middie SES —_— -0.38 (-0.83, 0.07) 177
Healthy School Start 1 - Middle SES —_—— -0.17 (-0.65, 0.32) 1.67
KISS - Middie SES —, 0.10 (-0.24, 0.43) 281
MOVE Project - Middle SES —— -0.07 (0.33, 0.19) 403
NEAT - Middle SES —_—— -0.37 (-0.80, 0.07) 1.88
SCORES - Middle SES —_—,— 021 (-0.55, 0.97) 069
The Active Smarter Kids Intervention - Middle SES —— 0.02 (-0.26, 0.22) 445
The Bristol Girls Dance Project - Middle SES —— -0.08 (-0.37, 0.21) 3.46
UP 4 FUN Pilot Intervention - Middle SES —eeee -0.05 (-0.66, 0.56) 1.05
Active by Choice Today (ACT) - High SES —_——— 0.16 (-0.48, 0.81) 094
Andrade et al. (2014) - High SES +— -0.45 (-2.12, 1.23) 0.15
ATLAS - High SES —_— -0.31 (0.81,0.19) 1.49
Drummy et al. 2016 - High SES —_— 0.19 (-0.23, 0.61) 1.99
Healthy School Start 1 - High SES —,—— -0.21 (-0.62, 0.20) 208
Healthy School Start 2 - High SES —_—— 0.25 (-0.01, 0.52) 392
HEIA Study - High SES —,—— 0.1 (-0.21,0.43) 304
KISS - High SES —_—— 0.20 (-0.09, 0.50) 3.42
MOVE Project - High SES - -0.69 (-1.85, 0.48) 031
Physical Activity 4 Everyone - High SES - 1.25 (-0.11, 2.60) 0.23
SCORES - High SES —>— -0.23 (-0.38, -0.08) 7.02
SPACE - High SES —— -0.05 (-0.28, 0.17) 482
The Active Smarter Kids Intervention - High SES —— -0.06 (-0.35, 0.23) 347
The Bristol Girls Dance Project - High SES —— -0.04 (-0.26, 0.18) 491
Overall (l-squared = 26.8%, p = 0.063) ? -0.02 (-0.09, 0.04) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
I | I
26 0 26

Subsequent meta-regression by SEP: Coef: -0.018218, p-value: 0.679)




9.12 Girls meta-analysis, fixed effects

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Study %
) SMD (95% CI) Weight
-
ACT (Active by Choice Today) 004(010,0.18) 2061
Antrado ot al. (2014) 004(033,040) 312
CCHANGE! (Children's Health, Actvity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) -0.36 (-0.71, 0.02) 348
Drummy et al. 2016 0.33 (-0.19, 0.85) 182
Hoalthy School Start 1 026(067,018) 241
Healthy School Start 2 004(034,043) 281
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) 0.29 (0.08, 0.50) .21
KISS (Kindor-Sportstuie) 025(004,053) 504
MOVE Projoct 005(024,014) 1167
|
1
Prysical Actwity 4 Everyone —t—— 0.17 (0.08, 0.42) 6.62
1
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) : el 129 (0.82, 1.76) 187
!
'SPACE (Sehoo ste, Play Spot, Actve transpor, Club fitness and Environment Study) —+—‘I 016(034,009 1181
1
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —t i 0.1 (-0.29, 0.06) 1338
|
Yy
UPAFUN Pilt Intorvention —_—— 0.04(029,022) 648
1
Overal (I-squared = 75.1%,p = 0.000) 0.03 (0.4, 0.09) 100.00
1
1
1
n
T I T
176 0 176
9.13 Girls meta-analysis, random effects
Study %
) SMD (95% CI) Weight
| 1
ACT (Active by Choice Today) + 0,04 (0.10,0.18) 9.47
| !
Andrade et al. (2014) —_————— 0.04 (-0.33, 0.40) 6.09
1
'
CHANGE! (Chidren's Health, Activity and Nutrtion: Get Educated! Project) * 1 <0.36 (-0.71, 0.02) 6.36
1
|
Orummy ot al. 2016 —_——— 033(0.19,085) 422
1
1
Healthy School Start 1 —_— 0.26 (-0.67, 0.16) 541
1
Moalthy School Start 2 —.I— 0.04 (034, 0.43) 581
|
MEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) :—4— 029 (0.08, 0.50) 843
1
KIS (Kindor-Sportstudio) T—— 025(0.04,05)  7.25
'
1
MOVE Project _‘-T- <0.05 (-0.24, 0.14) 8.80
1
1
Physical Activiy 4 Evaryone —— 017(008,042)  7.63
'
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skils) : —l——  129(0.82, 1.76) 475
1
SPACE (Schoo ste, Play Spot. Actve transpor, Club fitnoss and Environment Study) —— ! 016(:034,009) 882
1
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) et -0.11(:029,0.06) 8.98
1
1
UP4FUN Pilot Intorvention —_—— 0,04 (-0.29, 0.22) 7.78
|
0
Overall (I-squared = 75.1%, p = 0.000) < 0,07 (0.07,0.21) 100.00
'
1
1
L

°

176



9.14 Girls effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach

Study %
D SMD (95% Cl)  Weight

Targeting physical activity only '

ACT (Active by Choice Today) —‘— 0.04 (-0.10, 0.18) 9.47
Drummy et al. 2016 S 0.33 (-0.19, 0.85) 4.22
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) '-E—h 0.25 (-0.04, 0.53) 7.25
MOVE Project —— -0.05 (-0.24, 0.14)8.80
Physical Activity 4 Everyone —-f-‘— 0.17 (-0.08, 0.42) 7.83
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) : —_—, 129 (0.82, 1.76) 4.75
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) —— : -0.16 (-0.34, 0.03)8.82
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —h-: -0.11 (-0.29, 0.06)8.98
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention _‘-%— -0.04 (-0.29, 0.22)7.78
Subtotal (I-squared = 79.8%, p = 0.000) 4 0.12 (-0.05, 0.29) 67.89

Targeting physical activity and other behaviours

Andrade et al. (2014) —_— 0.04 (-0.33, 0.40) 6.09
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —ee— : -0.36 (-0.71, -0.02.36
Healthy School Start 1 —0—+ -0.26 (-0.67, 0.16)5.41
Healthy School Start 2 H 0.04 (-0.34, 0.43) 5.81
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) :+ 0.29 (0.08, 0.50) 8.43
Subtotal (I-squared = 68.0%, p =0.014) <> -0.03 (-0.29, 0.23)32.11
i
Overall (I-squared = 75.1%, p = 0.000) <© 0.07 (-0.07, 0.21) 100.00
1
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :

-1.76 0 1.76
9.15 Girls effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting

Study %
D SMD (95% Cl)  Weight

School plus (community or home) intervention

v
1
1

ACT (Active by Choice Today) —— 0.04 (-0.10, 0.18) 9.47

School only intervention

Andrade et al. (2014) _‘_ 0.04 (-0.33, 0.40) 6.09
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_—— E -0.36 (-0.71, -0.025.36
Healthy School Start 1 —‘—-f— -0.26 (-0.67, 0.16)5.41
Healthy School Start 2 —_— 0.04 (-0.34, 0.43) 5.81
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —_—— 0.29 (0.08, 0.50) 8.43
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) -ﬁl'—‘— 0.25 (-0.04, 0.53) 7.25
Physical Activity 4 Everyone —w’-‘— 0.17 (-0.08, 0.42) 7.83
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) E ——————  1.20(0.82, 1.76) 4.75
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —‘—-: -0.11 (-0.29, 0.06)8.98
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention —— -0.04 (-0.29, 0.22)7.78
Subtotal (I-squared = 78.1%, p = 0.000) <® 0.10 (-0.07, 0.27) 78.17

'

1

!

|

!

Drummy et al. 2016 0.33 (-0.19, 0.85) 4.22

— -
1
MOVE Project = -0.05 (-0.24, 0.14)8.80
L : -0.16 (-0.34, 0.03)8.82
1
'
>
1
1
L

-0.06 (-0.24, 0.11)21.83

—
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) ——
Subtotal (I-squared = 35.7%, p = 0.211) C

<

Overall (l-squared = 75.1%, p = 0.000) 0.07 (-0.07, 0.21) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

-1.76 0 1.76



9.16 Girls effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias

Study %

D SMD (95% Cl)  Weight

Low | :

ACT (Active by Choice Today) —— 0.04 (-0.10, 0.18) 9.47

Subtotal (I-squared =.%, p =) <3> 0.04 (-0.10, 0.18) 9.47
|

High :

Andrade et al. (2014) —_— 0.04 (-0.33, 0.40) 6.09

CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_———— : -0.36 (-0.71, -0.025.36

HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) I—‘— 0.29 (0.08, 0.50) 8.43

KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) --:—0— 0.25 (-0.04, 0.53) 7.25

MOVE Project — = -0.05 (-0.24, 0.14)8.80

-

Physical Activity 4 Everyone 0.17 (-0.08, 0.42) 7.83

SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) —l—  1.29(0.82, 1.76) 4.75

SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) —— -0.16 (-0.34, 0.03)8.82
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —‘--: -0.11 (-0.29, 0.06)8.98
Subtotal (I-squared = 83.6%, p = 0.000) <i> 0.1 (-0.09, 0.32) 67.31
|
Unclear :
Drummy et al. 2016 —_— - 0.33 (-0.19, 0.85) 4.22
Healthy School Start 1 - : -0.26 (-0.67, 0.16)5.41
Healthy School Start 2 S — 0.04 (-0.34, 0.43) 5.81
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention —‘:— -0.04 (-0.29, 0.22)7.78
Subtotal (I-squared = 3.1%, p = 0.377) <> -0.02 (-0.20, 0.16)23.22
|
Overall (I-squared = 75.1%, p = 0.000) <:> 0.07 (-0.07, 0.21) 100.00
!
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
-1 F76 0 1 AI76

9.17 Girls effect meta-regression by sample size (p-value: 0.435)
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9.18 Girls effect meta-regression by participant age (p-value: 0.584)
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9.20 Boys meta-analysis, fixed effects

Study %
[ SMD (95% CI) Weight
I
ACT (Active by Choice Today) —— 001(0.14,016) 2116
Andrado et al. (2014) 030(084,024) 172
CHANGE! (Chidren's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_—— 002(042,038) 314
Drummy ot al. 2016 —_——— 082 (023, 1.40) 144
Hoalthy School Start 1 B E——— 0,02 (-0.44, 0.39) 280
Hoalthy Sehool Start 2 e 021(064,022) 271
HEIA (HEalth In Adolescents Study) —— 016(0.00,041) 803
KIS (Kindor-Sportstudio) e 007(036,0265) 516
MOVE Project —— 0.16 (0,05, 0.36) 1087
Physical Activity 4 Everyono T 0.26 (0,03, 0.56) 585
'SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skils) —_—> izesim 1.42
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) —— 032 (-0.51, -0.13) 13.86
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —— -0.06 (-0.23, 0.12) 1652
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention —_—— -005(0.36,026) 522
Overall (1squared = 68.7%, <> 0.00 (0,07, 0.08) 10000
T T
72 0 172

9.21 Boys meta-analysis, random effects

Study %

D SMD (95% C) Weight
|

ACT (Active by Choice Today) - 001 (0.14,0.16) 1040
'

Andrade et al. (2014) —_—— | -0.30 (-0.84, 0.24) 427
1
1

CHANGE! (Chidren's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_—— -002(:042,038) 601
|
'

Drummy et al. 2016 ' D ——— 0.82 (023, 1.40) 280
1
!

Hoalthy School Start 1 —_— 0,02 (-0.44, 0.39) 577
1

Hoalthy School Start 2 —‘—-I_ 021 (-0.64,022) 557
1

HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —-:4— 0.16 (-0.09, 0.41) 8.61
|

KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) —_—— +0.07 (-0.38, 0.25) 7.48
1
[

MOVE Projoct & 0.16 (-0.05,0.38) 9.28
1
!

Physical Activity 4 Everyone T 0.26 (-0.09, 0.55) 7.80
1

SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skils) . —_— esim a7s
'

SPACE (Schoo! ste, Play Spot, Active transpor, Club fitness and Environment Study) —— . -032(051,-018) 974
1

ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —— -006(-023,012)  10.04
I
[

UPAFUN Pilat Intervention —_—— -0.05 (-0.36, 0.26) 7.49
|
T

Overall (1-squared = 68.7% < 0.05 (0.0, 0.19) 100.00
1
1

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis 1
L

T T
72 0 172



9.22 Boys effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach

Study %
D SMD (95% Cl)  Weight
T
Targeting physical activity only :
ACT (Active by Choice Today) — 0.01 (-0.14, 0.16) 10.40
Drummy et al. 2016 | — 0.82 (0.23, 1.40) 3.80
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) _"E_ -0.07 (-0.38, 0.25)7.46
MOVE Project --:4— 0.16 (-0.05, 0.38) 9.28
Physical Activity 4 Everyone H—— 0.26 (-0.03, 0.55) 7.80
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) : _‘é 1.12(0.53, 1.72) 3.75
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) —— : -0.32 (-0.51,-0.139.74
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —*-:— -0.06 (-0.23, 0.12)10.04
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention —0--5— -0.05 (-0.36, 0.26)7.49
Subtotal (I-squared = 78.8%, p = 0.000) < 0.11 (-0.08, 0.29) 69.77
i
Targeting physical activity and other behaviours :
Andrade et al. (2014) _‘_';— -0.30 (-0.84, 0.24)4.27
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) + -0.02 (-0.42, 0.38)6.01
Healthy School Start 1 —0-5— -0.02 (-0.44, 0.39)5.77
Healthy School Start 2 —_— -0.21 (-0.64, 0.22)5.57
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —o- 0.16 (-0.09, 0.41) 8.61
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.441) < 0.00 (-0.16, 0.17) 30.23
i
Overall (I-squared = 68.7%, p = 0.000) <i 0.05 (-0.09, 0.19) 100.00
1
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
T T
-1.72 0 1.72
9.23 Boys effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting
Study %
D SMD (95% Cl)  Weight
T
School plus (community or home) intervention :
ACT (Active by Choice Today) —4P; 0.01 (-0.14, 0.16) 10.40
Andrade et al. (2014) _— . -0.30 (-0.84, 0.24)4.27
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —"'%— -0.02 (-0.42, 0.38)6.01
Healthy School Start 1 _":_ -0.02 (-0.44, 0.39)5.77
Healthy School Start 2 _‘—-f— -0.21 (-0.64, 0.22)5.57
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —+‘_ 0.16 (-0.09, 0.41) 8.61
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) —_— -0.07 (-0.38, 0.25)7.46
Physical Activity 4 Everyone --;—"— 0.26 (-0.03, 0.55) 7.80
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) 5 —‘é 1.12(0.53, 1.72) 3.75
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —‘-:— -0.06 (-0.23, 0.12)10.04
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention —_— -0.05 (-0.36, 0.26)7.49
Subtotal (I-squared = 51.9%, p = 0.022) <:> 0.04 (-0.09, 0.17) 77.17
1
i
School only intervention Il
Drummy et al. 2016 E —_——————————— 0.82 (0.23, 1.40) 3.80
MOVE Project T~ 0.16 (-0.05, 0.38) 9.28
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) — || 0.32(-0.51,-0.139.74
Subtotal (I-squared = 89.9%, p = 0.000) <> 0.15 (-0.35, 0.65) 22.83
i
Overall (I-squared = 68.7%, p = 0.000) <> 0.05 (-0.09, 0.19) 100.00
1
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
T T

-1.72




9.24 Boys effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias

Study %
D SMD (95% CI)  Weight
i
Low | |
ACT (Active by Choice Today) —— 0.01 (-0.14, 0.16) 10.40
Subtotal (I-squared =%, p =) <> 0.01(-0.14, 0.16) 10.40
1
1
Hi !
igh 1
Andrade et al. (2014) —0—-& -0.30 (-0.84, 0.24)4.27
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) T -0.02 (-0.42, 0.38)6.01
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) " - 0.16 (-0.09, 0.41) 8.61
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) —+-:— -0.07 (-0.38, 0.25)7.46
MOVE Project I — 0.16 (-0.05, 0.38) 9.28
1
Physical Activity 4 Everyone — 0.26 (-0.03, 0.55) 7.80
1
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) 1 —_—,—3> 112 (0.53,1.72) 3.75
1
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) —— 1 -0.32 (-0.51,-0.139.74
1
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) — -0.06 (-0.23, 0.12)10.04
Subtotal (I-squared = 75.8%, p = 0.000) <:> 0.06 (-0.13, 0.25) 66.97
1
1
1
Unclear 1
Drummy et al. 2016 H 0.82 (0.23, 1.40) 3.80
Healthy School Start 1 _— -0.02 (-0.44, 0.39)5.77
Healthy School Start 2 —_— -0.21 (-0.64, 0.22)5.57
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention *- : -0.05 (-0.36, 0.26)7.49
Subtotal (I-squared = 64.2%, p = 0.039) <:> 0.08 (-0.27, 0.43) 22.63
1
1
Overall (I-squared = 68.7%, p = 0.000) <> 0.05 (-0.09, 0.19) 100.00
1
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
T T
-1.72 0 172
9.25 Boys effect meta-regression by sample size (p-value: 0.349)
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9.26 Boys effect meta-regression by participant age (p-value: 0.600)
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9.27 Boys effect meta-regression by intervention duration (p-value: 0.494)
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9.28 Low SEP meta-analysis, fixed effects

Study %
D SMD (95%Cl)  Weight
ACT (Active by Choice Today) —— 0.07 (-0.06,0.19) 38.80
Andrade et al. (2014) —_—— 0.15(-061,0.31) 2.83
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) - 058 (-1.30,0.14) 1.12
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_—— -0.18(-0.63,0.27) 2.93
Healthy School Start 1 *- -0.13(-1.92,1.67) 0.18
Healthy School Start 2 —_— 0.05(-0.35,045) 3.65
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —_—1— 0.11(-0.20,042) 6.17
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) 0.49 (-0.36,1.33)  0.82
MOVE Project —_—— 0.03(-0.22,027) 9.58
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) —_—— -0.32(-0.79,0.14) 2.73
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) —_— 0.80(034,1.27)  2.70
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) —_—— 0.15 (-0.44,0.14) 6.96
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) E o 0.04(-0.24,0.16) 1455
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) —_— -0.17(-0.47,0.13) 6.58
UPAFUN Pilot Intervention 002(-1.21,1.25) 039
Overall (l-squared = 36.6%, p = 0.077) <> 0.01(-0.07,0.09) 100.00
T T
-1.92 [ 1.92
9.29 Low SEP meta-analysis, random effects
Study %
D SMD (95%Cl)  Weight
ACT (Active by Choice Today) —— 0.07 (-0.06,0.19) 17.85
Andrade et al. (2014) —_—— -0.15(-0.61,0.31) 4.97
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) —- -0.58 (-1.30,0.14) 2.28
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Eucated! Project) —_—— -0.18(-0.63,0.27) 5.1
Healthy School Start 1 - -0.13(-1.92,1.67) 0.41
Healthy School Start 2 —_—— 0.05(-0.35,0.45) 6.03
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —_— 0.11(-0.20,0.42) 8.60
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) ! 0.49(-0.36,1.33) 1.72
MOVE Project ——— 003(-0.22,027) 11.02
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) —_— 0.32(-0.79,0.14) 4.84
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) —_—— 080(034,1.27)  4.80
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) —]— -0.15(-0.44,0.14) 9.25
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) - -0.04 (-0.24,0.16) 13.33
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) —‘—'— 0.17 (0.47,0.13) 8.94
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention 002(-1.21,1.25) 0.85
Overall (I-squared = 36.6%, p = 0.077) <> -0.01(-0.12,0.11) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

-1.92 [

1.92



9.30 Low SEP effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach

Study %
D SMD (95% Cl) Weight

Targeting physical activity only

ACT (Active by Choice Today) —— 0.07 (-0.06, 0.19)17.85
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) —— 0.49 (-0.36, 1.33)1.72
MOVE Project —_— 0.03 (-0.22, 0.27)11.02
SCORES (Supporting Children’s Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) —_——— 0.80 (0.34, 1.27) 4.80
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) -0.15 (-0.44, 0.149.25
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —_—— -0.04 (-0.24,0.16)3.33
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) —*I— -0.17 (-0.47, 0.13p.94
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention - 0.02 (-1.21, 1.25)0.85
Subtotal (I-squared = 55.2%, p = 0.029) <:> 0.05 (-0.11,0.21)67.75
Targeting physical activity and other behaviours
Andrade et al. (2014) *- -0.15 (-0.61, 0.31#.97
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) —— -0.58 (-1.30, 0.14p.28
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_—— -0.18 (-0.63, 0.27p.11
Healthy School Start 1 4+ -0.13 (-1.92, 1.67p.41
Healthy School Start 2 — 0.05 (-0.35, 0.45)6.03
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —_— 0.11 (-0.20, 0.42)8.60
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) —_— -0.32 (-0.79, 0.14}.84
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.538) <j> -0.08 (-0.26, 0.0982.25
Overall (I-squared = 36.6%, p = 0.077) <> -0.01 (-0.12, 0.11)100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T

-1.92 0 1.92

9.31 Low SEP effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting

Study %
D SMD (95% CI)  Weight

School plus (community or home) intervention

ACT (Active by Choice Today) —— 0.07 (-0.06, 0.19)17.85
Andrade et al. (2014) — -0.15 (-0.61, 0.31%.97
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) —— -0.58 (-1.30, 0.14p.28
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_—— -0.18 (-0.63, 0.27p.11
Healthy School Start 1 - -0.13 (-1.92, 1.67p.41
Healthy School Start 2 —_—— 0.05 (-0.35, 0.45)6.03
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —_—,— 0.11 (-0.20, 0.42)8.60
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) - 0.49 (-0.36, 1.33)1.72
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) —_—— -0.32(-0.79, 0.143.84
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) —_— 0.80 (0.34, 1.27) 4.80
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —— -0.04 (-0.24,0.16)3.33
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention - 0.02 (-1.21, 1.25)0.85
Subtotal (I-squared = 42.3%, p = 0.060) 0.03 (-0.12, 0.18)70.79

School only intervention

MOVE Project —,——— 0.03 (-0.22, 0.27)11.02
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) —— -0.15 (-0.44, 0.14p.25
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) —_— -0.17 (-0.47,0.13p.94
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.522) C> -0.08 (-0.24, 0.089.21
Overall (I-squared = 36.6%, p = 0.077) <> -0.01 (-0.12, 0.11)100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T

-1.92 0 1.92



9.32 Low SEP effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias

Study

D

Low !

ACT (Active by Choice Today) ——

ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) -

NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) D —

Subtotal (I-squared = 62.3%, p = 0.071) C>

High

Andrade et al. (2014) —_——
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_—

HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —,eee
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) -
MOVE Project —.
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) —eeee.

SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study)
ASK (Active Smarter Kids)
Subtotal (I-squared = 54.0%, p = 0.033)

Unclear

Healthy School Start 1

BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project)

UP4FUN Pilot Intervention
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.857)

Overall (I-squared = 36.6%, p = 0.077)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

%
SMD (95% Cl)  Weight

0.07 (-0.06, 0.19)17.85
-0.58 (-1.30, 0.14p.28
-0.32 (-0.79, 0.143.84
0.17 (-0.55, 0.21p4.97

-0.15 (-0.61, 0.313.97
-0.18 (-0.63, 0.275.11
0.1 (-0.20, 0.42)8.60
0.49 (-0.36, 1.33)1.72
0.03 (-0.22, 0.27)11.02
0.80 (0.34, 1.27) 4.80
-0.15 (-0.44, 0.149.25
-0.04 (-0.24, 0.16)3.33
0.05 (-0.13, 0.23)58.79

0.13 (-1.92, 1.67p.41
0.05 (-0.35, 0.45)6.03
0.17 (-0.47, 0.13p.94
0.02 (-1.21, 1.25)0.85
-0.09 (-0.32, 0.1416.23

-0.01 (-0.12, 0.11)100.00

—_——
—_——
+—
Healthy School Start 2 —_—
AI
I

-1.92

9.33 Low SEP effect meta-regression by sample size (p-value: 0.654)
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9.34 Low SEP effect meta-regression by participant age (p-value: 0.055)
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9.35 Low SEP effect meta-regression by intervention duration (p-value: 0.517)
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9.36 Middle SEP meta-analysis, fixed effects

Study %
D SMD (95% Cl) Weight
'
1
Andrade et al. (2014) : - 0.23(-0.42,0.88)  3.08
1
1
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) - - 0.19(-0.35,0.73)  4.35
1
1
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) -0.38 (-0.83,0.07) 6.36
1
1
Healthy School Start 1 > -0.17 (-0.65,032) 552
1
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) - —— 0.10 (-0.24,0.43)  11.37
1
MOVE Project —_— -0.07 (-0.33,0.19) 19.12
g
'
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) ’ -0.37 (-0.80,0.07) 6.86
1
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) : <+ 0.21(-0.55,0.97) 222
|
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —_——————— -0.02(-0.26,0.22) 2245
'
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) —_—— -0.08 (-0.37,0.21)  15.17
1
UPAFUN Pilot Intervention * -0.05 (-0.66,0.56) 3.50
0
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.718) ¢> -0.06 (-0.17,0.05)  100.00
1
1
1
1
n
T T
-975 0 975
9.37 Middle SEP meta-analysis, random effects
Study %
D SMD (95% Cl) Weight
'
'
Andrade et al. (2014) - - 0.23(-0.42,0.88) 3.08
I
1
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) T -+ 0.19(-0.35,0.73) 4.35
'
1
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) -0.38 (-0.83,0.07) 6.36
1
1
Healthy School Start 1 + : 0.17 (-0.65,0.32) 552
'
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) - —— 0.10 (-0.24,0.43)  11.37
'
MOVE Project —_—— -0.07 (-0.33,0.19)  19.12
'
'
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) ! -0.37 (-0.80, 0.07) 6.86
l
SCORES (Supporting Children’s Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) : - 0.21(-0.56,0.97) 222
|
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) 0.02(-0.26,0.22) 22.45
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) -0.08 (-0.37,0.21) 15.17
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention -0.05 (-0.66, 0.56)  3.50
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.718) -0.06 (-0.17,0.05)  100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

-.975




9.38 Middle SEP effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach

Study %
D SMD (95% Cl)  Weight
'
|
Targeting physical activity only i
|
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) . -+ 0.10 (-0.24, 0.43) 11.37
MOVE Project —_——r -0.07 (0.3, 0.19)19.12
|
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) * * 0.21 (-0.55, 0.97) 2.22
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) -0.02 (-0.26, 0.22)22.45
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) —_—— -0.08 (-0.37, 0.21)15.17
4
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention T -0.05 (-0.66, 0.56)3.50
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.952) <> -0.02 (-0.16,0.11)73.83
T
|
'
|
Targeting physical activity and other behaviours |
!
Andrade et al. (2014) n - 0.23 (-0.42, 0.88) 3.08
|
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) T *> 0.19 (-0.35, 0.73) 4.35
'
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Project) - : -0.38 (-0.83, 0.07)6.36
Healthy School Start 1 - : -0.17 (-0.65, 0.32)5.52
1
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) - -0.37 (-0.80, 0.07)6.86
|
Subtotal (-squared = 16.5%, p = 0.309) <>> -0.16 (-0.40, 0.09)26.17
!
. 1
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p =0.718) ¢> -0.06 (-0.17, 0.05) 100.00
|
'
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
T T
-.975 0 .975

9.39 Middle SEP effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting

Study %

D SMD (95% CI)  Weight

School plus (community or home) intervention

Andrade et al. (2014) | »- 0.23 (-0.42, 0.88) 3.08
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) : - 0.19 (-0.35, 0.73) 4.35
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Project) g : -0.38 (-0.83, 0.07)6.36
Healthy School Start 1 > -0.17 (:0.65, 0.32)5.52
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) —%——4— 0.10 (-0.24, 0.43) 11.37
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) - : -0.37 (-0.80, 0.07)6.86
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) l g 0.21 (-0.55, 0.97) 2.22
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —_—— -0.02 (-0.26, 0.22)22.45

UP4FUN Pilot Intervention -0.05 (-0.66, 0.56)3.50

Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.531) > -0.05 (-0.19, 0.09)65.71
School only intervention
MOVE Project -0.07 (-0.33, 0.19)19.12
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) -0.08 (-0.37,0.21)15.17
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.939) — -0.07 (-0.27, 0.12)34.29

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.718) > -0.06 (-0.17, 0.05)100.00

o o]

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

-.975 [ 975



9.40 Middle SEP effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias

Study %
) SMD (95% Cl)  Weight
1
Low :
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) : -4 0.19 (-0.35, 0.73) 4.35
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) - : -0.37 (-0.80, 0.07)6.86
Subtotal (I-squared = 59.3%, p = 0.117) <> -0.11 (-0.66, 0.43) 11.21
i
High '
Andrade et al. (2014) - - 0.23 (-0.42, 0.88) 3.08
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Project) g : -0.38 (-0.83, 0.07)6.36
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) —:——4— 0.10 (-0.24, 0.43) 11.37
MOVE Project —_—— -0.07 (-0.33, 0.19)19.12
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) ‘ - 0.21 (-0.55, 0.97) 2.22
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —,— -0.02 (-0.26, 0.22)22.45
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.553) <:> -0.03 (-0.17, 0.11)64.59
l
:
Unclear 1
Healthy School Start 1 - : -0.17 (-0.65, 0.32)5.52
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) _0—_ -0.08 (-0.37, 0.21)15.17
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention IA -0.05 (-0.66, 0.56)3.50
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.947) <::> -0.10 (-0.33, 0.13)24.20
i
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p =0.718) ¢> -0.06 (-0.17, 0.05)100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis !

-.975 0 975

9.41 Middle SEP effect meta-regression by sample size (p-value: 0.830)
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9.42 Middle SEP effect meta-regression by participant age (p-value: 0.745)
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9.43 Middle SEP effect meta-regression by intervention duration (p-value: 0.570)
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9.44 High SEP meta-analysis, fixed effects

Study %

D SMD (95%Cl)  Weight

|
Andrade et al. (2014) —:--0— 0.16 (-0.48,0.81)  1.57
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) * : 045(-212,1.23) 023
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —+—\:-— 0.31(-0.81,019) 265
Healthy School Start 1 — 019(-0.23,061) 874

|
Healthy School Start 2 —_— 0.21(-0.62,020) 3.95

|
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) - 025(:001,052) 9.31
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) —%—h— 0.11(-0.21,043) 643
MOVE Project -%-—h 020(-0.09,0.50)  7.60
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) - . 0,69 (-1.85,0.48) 0.49

!
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) - - 1.25(-0.11,260)  0.36
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) —— 0.23(-0.38,-0.08) 29.29
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —— -0.05(-0.28,0.17) 13.10
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) —— -0.06 (-0.35,0.23) 7.76
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention —— 0.04(-0.26,0.18) 1353
Overall (I-squared = 42.6%, p = 0.046) -0.05 (-0.13,0.03)  100.00

|

|

.

T I T
26 [ 26
9.45 High SEP meta-analysis, random effects
Study %
D SMD (95%Cl)  Weight
Andrade et al. (2014) —_—— 0.16 (-0.48,0.81)  3.07
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) *- 045 (-212,1.23) 052
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_—— 0.31(-0.81,019) 467
Healthy School Start 1 — 019(-0.23,061) 6.02
Healthy School Start 2 —_—— 0.21(-0.62,020) 6.26
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —— 025(-0.01,052) 1039
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) —- 0.1 (-0.21,043) 853
MOVE Project S—— 020(-0.09,0.50) 9.36
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) - 0,69 (-1.85,0.48) 1.06
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) - 1.25(-0.11,260) 079
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) —— 0.23(-0.38,-0.08) 1554
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —— 0.05(-0.28,0.17) 12.08
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) —— -0.06 (-0.35,0.23) 9.47
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention —— 0.04(-0.26,0.18) 1224
Overall (I-squared = 42.6%, p = 0.046) 0,01 (-0.13,0.11) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
T I T
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9.46 High SEP effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach

Study

Targeting physical activity only

KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie)

MOVE Project

SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills)
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study)
ASK (Active Smarter Kids)

BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project)

UP4FUN Pilot Intervention

Subtotal (I-squared = 53.2%, p = 0.046)

Targeting physical activity and other behaviours

Andrade et al. (2014) ——
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time)

CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_——

Healthy School Start 1 ——
Healthy School Start 2 —d e

HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) ——

NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) -

Subtotal (I-squared = 26.6%, p = 0.226)

Overall (I-squared = 42.6%, p = 0.046)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

%
SMD (95% Cl)  Weight

0.11 (-0.21, 0.43) 8.53
0.20 (-0.09, 0.50) 9.36
1.25 (0.1, 2.60) 0.79
-0.23 (-0.38, -0.08)5.54
-0.05 (-0.28, 0.17)12.08
-0.06 (-0.35, 0.23)9.47
-0.04 (-0.26, 0.18)12.24
-0.02 (-0.17, 0.13)68.01

0.16 (-0.48, 0.81) 3.07
-0.45 (-2.12, 1.23)0.52
-0.31 (-0.81, 0.19)4.67
0.19 (-0.23, 0.61) 6.02
-0.21 (-0.62, 0.20)6.26
0.25 (-0.01, 0.52) 10.39
-0.69 (-1.85, 0.48)1.06
0.01 (-0.21, 0.24) 31.99

-0.01 (-0.18, 0.11)100.00

-2.6

9.47 High SEP effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting

26

Study %
D SMD (95% Cl) ~ Weight
School plus (community or home) intervention
Andrade et al. (2014) B E— 0.16 (-0.48, 0.81) 3.07
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) -0.45 (-2.12, 1.23)0.52
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_—— -0.31 (-0.81, 0.194.67
Healthy School Start 1 —— 0.19 (-0.23, 0.61) 6.02
Healthy School Start 2 —_— -0.21 (-0.62, 0.20)6.26
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —— 0.25 (-0.01, 0.52) 10.39
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) —_—— 0.11 (-0.21, 0.43) 8.53
NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) - + -0.69 (-1.85, 0.48)1.06
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) + 1.25 (-0.11, 2.60) 0.79
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —— -0.05 (-0.28, 0.17)12.08
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention = -0.04 (-0.26, 0.18)12.24
Subtotal (I-squared = 20.0%, p = 0.253) 0.02 (-0.11, 0.15) 65.63
School only intervention
MOVE Project 0.20 (-0.09, 0.50) 9.36
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fithess and Environment Study) —— -0.23 (-0.38, -0.08)5.54
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) —— -0.06 (-0.35, 0.23)9.47
Subtotal (I-squared = 71.5%, p = 0.030) -0.05 (-0.31, 0.21)34.37
Overall (I-squared = 42.6%, p = 0.046) -0.01 (-0.13, 0.11)100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
T I T
-26 0 26

9.48 High SEP effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias



Study %

D SMD (95% CI)  Weight
Low
ATLAS (Active Teen Leaders Avoiding Screen-time) - -0.45 (-2.12, 1.23)0.52

NEAT (Nutrition and Enjoyable Activity for Teen Girls) -0.69 (-1.85, 0.48)1.06

Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.818) <:>— -0.61 (-1.56, 0.35)1.58

High
Andrade et al. (2014) —_—— 0.16 (-0.48, 0.81) 3.07
CHANGE! (Children's Health, Activity and Nutrition: Get Educated! Project) —_——— -0.31 (-0.81, 0.1914.67
HEIA (HEalth in Adolescents Study) —— 0.25 (-0.01, 0.52) 10.39
KISS (Kinder-Sportstudie) —— 0.11 (-0.21, 0.43) 8.53
MOVE Project —4—— 0.20 (-0.09, 0.50) 9.36
SCORES (Supporting Children's Outcomes using Rewards, Exercise and Skills) - 1.25 (-0.11, 2.60) 0.79
SPACE (School site, Play Spot, Active transport, Club fitness and Environment Study) —— -0.23 (-0.38, -0.08)5.54
ASK (Active Smarter Kids) —— -0.05 (-0.28, 0.17)12.08
Subtotal (I-squared = 64.0%, p = 0.007) <> 0.03 (-0.15, 0.22) 64.43
Unclear
Healthy School Start 1 —_—— 0.19 (-0.23, 0.61) 6.02
Healthy School Start 2 —_—— -0.21 (-0.62, 0.20)6.26
BGDP (Bristol Girls Dance Project) —— -0.06 (-0.35, 0.23)9.47
UP4FUN Pilot Intervention —— -0.04 (-0.26, 0.18)12.24
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.613) -0.04 (-0.19, 0.11)33.99
Overall (l-squared = 42.6%, p = 0.046) -0.01 (-0.13, 0.11)100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
T I T
-2.6 o 26

9.49 High SEP effect meta-regression by sample size (p-value: 0.029)**
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9.50 High SEP effect meta-regression by participant age (p-value: 0.542)
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9.51 High SEP effect meta-regression by intervention duration (p-value: 0.082)
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S10: Failsafe ratio of included trials

Trial

Failsafe Number

Active by Choice Today (ACT)

0.369393432

Andrade et al. (2014)

1.987772818

ATLAS 1.016884684
CHANGE! 6.007396298
Drummy et al. 2016 14.1020013
Healthy School Start 1 8.93322253

Healthy School Start 2

4.891004555

HEIA Study -2.146305388
KISS 8.569520859
MOVE Project 18.66453466
NEAT 9.350694747
Physical Activity 4 Everyone 15.68801568
SCORES 19.14505705
SPACE 4.570687241

The Active Smarter Kids Intervention

11.43396927

The Bristol Girls Dance Project

23.05178785

UP 4 FUN Pilot Intervention

19.85089856

* Trials are added in the order to which they appear in the meta-analysis

S11: Risk of Bias assessment of included studies
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Active by Choice Today (ACT) Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of
bias bias bias bias bias
Andrade (2014) Low risk of High risk of Low risk of Low risk of Unclear risk
bias bias bias bias of bias
ATLAS RCT Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of Unclear risk
bias bias bias bias of bias
Change! Low risk of High risk of High risk of High risk of High risk of
bias bias bias bias bias
Drummy et al. (2016) Unclear risk | Unclear risk | Unclear risk | High risk of Unclear risk
of bias of bias of bias bias of bias
Healthy School Start Study Unclear risk | Low risk of Unclear risk | Low risk of Low risk of
of bias bias of bias bias bias
Healthy School Start Study Il Low risk of Low risk of Unclear risk | Low risk of Low risk of
bias bias of bias bias bias
HEIA study Low risk of Low risk of High risk of High risk of Low risk of
bias bias bias bias bias
KISS Low risk of High risk of Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of
bias bias bias bias bias




MOVE Project Low risk of Low risk of Unclear risk | High risk of Unclear risk
bias bias of bias bias of bias

NEAT girls Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of
bias bias bias bias bias

Physical Activity 4 Everyone Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of High risk of Low risk of
bias bias bias bias bias

SCORES Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of High risk of
bias bias bias bias bias

SPACE Study Unclear risk | High risk of Unclear risk | Unclear risk | High risk of
of bias bias of bias of bias bias

The Active Smarter Kids Unclear risk | Unclear risk | Unclear risk | High risk of High risk of

Intervention of bias of bias of bias bias bias

The Bristol Girls Dance Project | Unclear risk | Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of Low risk of
of bias bias bias bias bias

UP4FUN pilot intervention Low risk of Unclear risk | Unclear risk | High risk of Unclear risk

(2012) bias of bias of bias bias of bias

** Note: Blinding of Outcome Assessment was removed for the included studies as we felt it was not

applicable to the measurement of physical activity, objectively, through an accelerometer







$12: PRISMA Checklist
PRISMA 2009 Checklist

PN

Section/topic # Checklist item e
on page #

TITLE

Title 1 | Identify the report as a systematic review, meta-analysis, or both. 1

ABSTRACT

Structured summary 2 | Provide a structured summary including, as applicable: background; objectives; data sources; study eligibility criteria, | 3
participants, and interventions; study appraisal and synthesis methods; results; limitations; conclusions and
implications of key findings; systematic review registration number.

INTRODUCTION

Rationale Describe the rationale for the review in the context of what is already known. 4-5

Objectives 4 | Provide an explicit statement of questions being addressed with reference to participants, interventions, comparisons, | §
outcomes, and study design (PICOS).

METHODS

Protocol and registration 5 | Indicate if a review protocol exists, if and where it can be accessed (e.g., Web address), and, if available, provide 6
registration information including registration number.

Eligibility criteria 6 | Specify study characteristics (e.g., PICOS, length of follow-up) and report characteristics (e.g., years considered, 6
language, publication status) used as criteria for eligibility, giving rationale.

Information sources 7 | Describe all information sources (e.g., databases with dates of coverage, contact with study authors to identify 6
additional studies) in the search and date last searched.

Search 8 | Present full electronic search strategy for at least one database, including any limits used, such that it could be S2
repeated.

Study selection 9 | State the process for selecting studies (i.e., screening, eligibility, included in systematic review, and, if applicable, &7
included in the meta-analysis).

Data collection process 10 | Describe method of data extraction from reports (e.g., piloted forms, independently, in duplicate) and any processes 7
for obtaining and confirming data from investigators.

Data items 11 | List and define all variables for which data were sought (e.g., PICOS, funding sources) and any assumptions and 7
simplifications made.

Risk of bias in individual 12 | Describe methods used for assessing risk of bias of individual studies (including specification of whether this was 7

studies done at the study or outcome level), and how this information is to be used in any data synthesis.

Summary measures 13 | State the principal summary measures (e.g., risk ratio, difference in means). 8

Synthesis of results 14 | Describe the methods of handling data and combining results of studies, if done, including measures of consistency 8&9

(e.g., 12 for each meta-analysis.




Py

PRISMA 2009 Checklist

Section/topic # Checklist item Reported
on page #

Risk of bias across studies 15 | Specify any assessment of risk of bias that may affect the cumulative evidence (e.g., publication bias, selective 7
reporting within studies).

Additional analyses 16 | Describe methods of additional analyses (e.g., sensitivity or subgroup analyses, meta-regression), if done, indicating | 8
which were pre-specified.

RESULTS

Study selection 17 | Give numbers of studies screened, assessed for eligibility, and included in the review, with reasons for exclusions at | Figure
each stage, ideally with a flow diagram. F1

Study characteristics 18 | For each study, present characteristics for which data were extracted (e.g., study size, PICOS, follow-up period) and | S8
provide the citations.

Risk of bias within studies 19 | Present data on risk of bias of each study and, if available, any outcome level assessment (see item 12). S11

Results of individual studies 20 | For all outcomes considered (benefits or harms), present, for each study: (a) simple summary data for each F2-4
intervention group (b) effect estimates and confidence intervals, ideally with a forest plot.

Synthesis of results 21 | Present results of each meta-analysis done, including confidence intervals and measures of consistency. F2-4

Risk of bias across studies 22 | Present results of any assessment of risk of bias across studies (see Item 15). S8

Additional analysis 23 | Give results of additional analyses, if done (e.g., sensitivity or subgroup analyses, meta-regression [see Item 16]). 10

DISCUSSION

Summary of evidence 24 | Summarize the main findings including the strength of evidence for each main outcome; consider their relevance to 11-14
key groups (e.g., healthcare providers, users, and policy makers).

Limitations 25 | Discuss limitations at study and outcome level (e.g., risk of bias), and at review-level (e.g., incomplete retrieval of 11
identified research, reporting bias).

Conclusions 26 | Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence, and implications for future research. 15

FUNDING

Funding 27 | Describe sources of funding for the systematic review and other support (e.g., supply of data); role of funders for the 16

systematic review.

From: Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J,
doi:10.1371/leurnat-pmed1000097

Altman DG, The PRISMA Group (2009). Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses: The PRISMA Statement. PLoS Med 6(7): e1000097.

For more information, visit: www.prisma-statement.org.
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