NKR 59, Autisme blandt barn og unge, PICO 5 Sanseintegration vs vanlig behandli@1-Mar-2021

Figures
Figure 1

Random sequence generation (selection bias)

Allocation concealment {selection hias)

Fazlioglu 2008

)
-

Fadmanabha 2018

s |®

®  ®|@® @ | cindingof participants and personnel (perfarmance hias)

Pfeiffer 2011

® | @ | ® | @ |selective reporting (reporting bias)

® @ | ®|® | ncomplete outcome data (atirition bias)
® O O @ othernias

® | ® | @® | @ cindingofoutcome assessment (detection bias)

Schaaf 2014

Risk of bias summary: review authors' judgements about each risk of bias item for each included study.

Figure 2 (Analysis 1.1)

Sanseintegration Kontrol TAU 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 ABCDETFSG
Padmanabha 2018 (1) 6014 93 21 &153 1119 10 100.0% 861 [2.20,15.02] 2200000
Total (95% CI) 21 19 100.0% 8.61[2.20, 15.02] . 2
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Test for overall effect: 2= 2.63 (P = 0.004)
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Forest plot of comparison: 1 Sensory intervention vs. Control/TAU, outcome: 1.1 Funktionsniveau (klinikerbedemt), CGAS.

Figure 3 (Analysis 1.2)

Sanseintegration Kontrol TAU Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI1 ABCDEFG
Schaaf 2014 (1) 161 447 17 0 81 14 100.0% 1510[657, 36.77] —— CITTTTTY
Total (95% CI) 17 14 100.0% 15.10 [-6.57, 36.77] <l
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Test for overall effiect Z=137 (F=017)
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Forest plot of comparison: 1 Sensory intervention vs. Control/TAU, outcome: 1.2 Funktionsniveau (forseldrebedemt), Vineland composite.

Figure 4 (Analysis 1.3)
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Sanseintegration Kontrol/TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Fazlioglu 2008 (1) GBS 114 15 973 17.8 15 30.0% -2.00[2.80,-1.11] ——
Padmanabha 2018 (2) 1847 347 21 2521 422 19 351% -1.46 [2.17,-0.76] ——
Schaaf 2014 (3 -5.9 108 17 -0B7 548 15 350% -0.581.29,013] —
Total (95% CI) 53 49 100.0% -1.32 [-2.12, -0.52] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.35; Chi*= 6.52, df= 2 (P = 0.04); F= 69% 54 52 b é jl

Test for overall effect 2= 3.22 (P =0.001}

Footnotes

(1) Sensory evaluation form for children with autism, final
(2) PRILS-10 total, final

(3) PDDEI subscale SP approach, change

Favours Sensory Intervention Favours Contral/TAL

Eisk of hias 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 reparting (reporting hias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Sensory intervention vs. Control/TAU, outcome: 1.3 Sanseregulering.

Figure 5 (Analysis 1.4)

Sanseintegration Kontrol/TAU Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDETFG
Padmanabha 2018 (1) 7698 7.8 21 7217 84 19 100.0% 4.82[0.22, 9.26] [TIITTIT]
Total (95% CI) 21 19 100.0% 4.82[-0.22,9.86] -
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable _2:0 -1'0 b 1'0 2'0

Test for overall effect. £=1.87 (F = 0.06)

Footnotes
(1) PedsOL, total score, final

Favours Control/TAL Favours Sensory Intervention

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 Sensory intervention vs. Control/TAU, outcome: 1.4 Livskvalitet, PedsQL total score.
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