NKR 59 autisme PICO 9 gluten and casein free diet
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Risk of bias summary: review authors' judgements about each risk of bias item for each included study.

Figure 2 (Analysis 1.1)

01-Mar-2021

Risk of Bias

GFCF Ususal diet Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Elder 2006 {1} 336 8.6 7 .2 87 7o185% 0.26 FO.79,1.31]
Gonzalez Domenech 2018 (2 54.9 209 15 62.9 28.9 16 27.8% -0.31 [1.02, 0.40]
knivsherg 2002 (3) 4.6 2.4 10 11.2 5 10 19.8% -1.37 [2.36,-0.37] —
Whiteley 2010 (4) 0.0168 05221 26 0.0252 06572 29 34.0% -0.01 [0.54, 0.52]
Total (95% CI) 58 62 100.0% -0.31[-0.89, 0.27]

Heterogeneity: Tau®=018; Chi*=6.52, df= 3 (F=0.049) F= 54%
Test for overall effiect Z=1.06 (P =0.29)

Footnotes

(1) CARS

(2) ATEC

(3) DIPAB autistic traits
(4) ADOS social score
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Favours GFCF Favours usual diet

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (peformance. ..
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reparting (reporting hias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 GFCF vs. no treatment, outcome: 1.1 Kernesymptomer, klinikerbedemt.

Figure 3 (Analysis 1.2)

GFCF Ususal diet Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFG
wyhiteley 2010 1.5385 103855 26 0.9286 141829 29 100.0% 0.61[5.92 7.14] 2200006
Total (95% CI) 26 29 100.0% 0.61[-5.92,7.14]

Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Test for overall effiect Z=0.18 (F=0.88)

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Other hias
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Forest plot of comparison: 1 GFCF vs. no treatment, outcome: 1.2 Funktionsniveau, klinikerbedemt, VABS daily living, higher better.
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Figure 4 (Analysis 1.3)
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GFCF Ususal diet Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDETFG
Johnson 2011 531 0.46 8 573 981 14 100.0% 1.80[656 10.16] 7700008
Total (95% CI) 8 14 100.0% 1.80[-6.56, 10.16]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable '—1DD -5'0 ﬁ 5'0 an

Test for overall efiect Z=0.42 (F=0E7)

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 GFCF vs. no treatment, outcome

Figure 5 (Analysis 1.4)

Favours GFCF  Favours usual diet

: 1.3 Adfeerdsvanskeligheder, foraeldrebedemt, CBCL Aggression subscale, lower better.

GFCF Ususal diet Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFG
Gonzalez Domenech 2019 187 43 29 184 42 34 100.0% 0.30[1.81,2.41] ®@:00006
Total (95% CI) 29 34 100.0% 0.30[-1.81,2.41]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable _150 55 s é 150
Test for overall effiect Z=028 (F=0.78) Favours GFGF  Favours usual diet
Risk of bias legend
{A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)
(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcorme assessment (detection hias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)
(G) Other hias
Forest plot of comparison: 1 GFCF vs. no treatment, outcome: 1.4 Vaegt, BMI.
Figure 6 (Analysis 1.5)
GFCF Ususal diet Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDETFG
Johnson 2011 4 ] 314 100.0% 2.33[0.69,7.90] — 7700008
Total (95% CI) 8 14 100.0% 2.33[0.69,7.90] -~ RRR——
Total events 4 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle t t t t } t
01 02 04 2 5 10
Test for overall effect Z=136(F=017) Favours GFGF  Favours usual diet
Risk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)
(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)
(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)
(G) Other hias
Forest plot of comparison: 1 GFCF vs. no treatment, outcome: 1.5 Gastrointestinale gener, antal personer.
Figure 7 (Analysis 1.6)
GFCF Ususal diet Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  BEvents Total Events Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
Johnson 2011 3 a 7 14 100.0% 1.89[1.11,3.21] 22@ @
Whiteley 2010 0 Kk 0 34 Mot estimable 77@ @
Total (95% CI) 46 48 100.0% 1.89[1.11, 3.21] -‘-
Total events g 7
ity: i I } } t } |
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 10z s 7 £ 10

Test for overall effiect 2= 235 (F=0.02)

Eisk of hias leaend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allacation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 GFCF vs. no treatment, outcome:
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Favours GFCF  Favours usual diet

1.6 Bivirkninger, antal personer.
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Figure 8 (Analysis 1.7)

GFCF Ususal diet Risk Difference Risk Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Jahnson 2011 g 8 7 14 456% 0.501[0.21,0.79] —
Whiteley 2010 a 38 0 34 544% 0.00 [-0.05, 0.05]
Total (95% CI) 46 48 100.0% 0.23[-0.26,0.72]
Total events g 7

Heterogeneity: Taw®=0.11; Chi*=10.76, df=1 (P =0.0013; F=91% 5_1 _055 ﬁ 0-5 1
Test for overall effect Z=0.82 (P=0.38) Favouf‘s GFCF Favours'usual diet
Risk of bias [egend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)

(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 GFCF vs. usual diet, outcome: 1.7 Number of persons with side effects, risk difference.
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