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Formula versus maternal breast milk
Review approach: Update
Number of new studies identified: 0

Supplemental figure 1: PRISMA flow diagram, Formula versus maternal breastmilk
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Formula versus donor breast milk
Review approach: Update
Number of new studies identified: O

Supplemental figure 2: PRISMA flow diagram, Formula versus donor breastmilk
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Multi-nutrient fortification of human milk
Review approach: Update
Number of new studies identified: 0

Supplemental figure 3: PRISMA flow diagram, Fortified versus unfortified breastmilk
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Nutrient-enriched versus standard formula
Review approach: Update
Number of new studies identified: O

Supplemental figure 4: PRISMA flow diagram, Nutrient-enriched formula versus standard formula
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Forest plots for LMIC-analysis
Comparison: Formula milk versus maternal breast milk (32)

Comparison: Formula milk versus maternal breast milk, Outcome 1. Neonatal Mortality

Supplemental Figure 5.1.
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Testfor overall effect 2= 2.08 (P =0.04) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Comparison: Fast enteral feed advancement versus slow enteral feed advancement (35)

Comparison: Fast enteral feed advancement versus slow enteral feed advancement, Outcome 1.
Neonatal mortality

Supplemental Figure 5.2.

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Jain 2016 a 40 A 43 15% 010([0.01,1.71] #
krishnamurtty 2010 4 a0 f a0 83% 067 [0.20,2.27] I
Maodi 2018 22 lil] 28 A5 458% 077 [0.50,1.20] —
Saha 20149 18 180 18 140 253% 1.20[0.63, 2.24] —
Salhaotra 2004 ¥ 27 12 26 19.1% 0.56 [0.26, 1.20] E
Total (95% CI) 333 33 100.0% 0.78 [0.55, 1.11] .
Total events a1 4131

e 2 — . - — — LR = 1 1 1 1
Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.02; Chi*=4.83, df=4 (P=034;F=12% D.'DS 0!2 é 2-D
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Comparison: Fast enteral feed advancement versus slow enteral feed advancement, Outcome 2. NEC

Supplemental Figure 5.3.

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Evenis Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Jain 2016 3 40 4 38 38.4% 0.73[017, 3.06] —
Krishnarmurthy 2010 2 a0 1 a0 14.0% 2000019, 21.36]
Modi 2019 1 43 2 65 13.9% 0.49[0.05, 5.300
Sahs 2014 2 140 3180 24.9% 067 [011, 3.93] i E—
Salhaotra 2004 2 a7 1] 26 8.8% 4.82[0.24, 95.88]
Total (95% CI) 333 330 100.0% 0.92 [0.38, 2.23] e
Total events 10 10

0.01 0.1 10 100
Favours [experimental] Favours [contral]
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Comparison: Fast enteral feed advancement versus slow enteral feed advancement, Outcome 3.
Sepsis

Supplemental Figure 5.4.



Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
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Supplemental Figure 5.5.
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Feed intolerance
Supplemental Figure 5.6.
Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
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Favours [experimental]

Comparison: Fortified breastmilk versus unfortified breast milk (44)

Favours [control]

Comparison: Fortified breastmilk versus unfortified breast milk, Outcome 1. Weight

Gain (gm/kg/day)

Supplemental Figure 5.7.
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Comparison: Fortified breastmilk versus unfortified breast milk, Outcome 2. Length gain (cm/week)



Supplemental Figure 5.8.

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
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Comparison: Fortified breastmilk versus unfortified breast milk, Outcome 3. Head growth (cm/week)

Supplemental Figure 5.9.
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Comparison: Fortified breastmilk versus unfortified breast milk, Outcome 4. Feed intolerance

Supplemental Figure 5.10.

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
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Comparison: Fortified breastmilk versus unfortified breast milk, Outcome 5. NEC
Supplemental Figure 5.11.
Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
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Comparison: Fortified breastmilk versus unfortified breast milk, Outcome 6. Length of hospital

stay (weeks)

Supplemental Figure 5.12.
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Mean Difference
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Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Comparison: Nutrient enriched formula versus standard formula (45)

Comparison: Nutrient enriched formula versus standard formula, Outcome 1. Rate of weight gain

g/kg/day

Supplemental Figure 5.13.

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
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Favours [contral] Favours [experimental]

Comparison: Nutrient enriched formula versus standard formula, Outcome 2. Rate of length gain

(mm/week)

Supplemental Figure 5.14.

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
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Favours [control] Favours [experimental]

Comparison: Nutrient enriched formula versus standard formula, Outcome 3. Rate of head

circumference gain (mm/week)

Supplemental Figure 5.15.

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
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Testfor averall effect, £2=2.33 (P=0.02)

Comparison: Iron versus no iron supplementation (39)

Comparison: Iron versus no iron supplementation, Outcome 1.

Supplemental Figure 5.16.
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Favours [control] Favours [experimental]

Comparison: lron versus no iron supplementation, Outcome 2. Hemoglobin (gm/dl)

Supplemental Figure 5.17.
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Favours [control] Favours [experimental]

Comparison: Iron versus no iron supplementation, Outcome 3. Sepsis

Supplemental Figure 5.18.
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