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Table 4: Quality Appraisal Summary

Study quality was appraised using a modification of the Johanna Briggs Institute Reviewer’s Manual 2014 Prevalence Critical Appraisal Tool (The Joanna Briggs Institute, Joanna Briggs Institute Reviewers’ Manual:  2014 edition/supplement. The Systematic Review of Prevalence and Incidence Data, 2014: Adelaide.). This tool was modified to include nine quality appraisal items. These items and a description of what was considered a low risk of bias is as follows. (1) Was the sample was representative of the target population of the study? (2) Were Indigenous children were recruited in an appropriate way? Recruitment through health services or schools was considered to have inherent selection bias, for example due to a greater proportion of children with suboptimal health utilising health services and due to absenteeism in schools. (3) Was the sample size adequate? The sample of Indigenous children providing an overall prevalence measure was required to be at least 289, based on an estimated prevalence of overweight and obesity of 25%, equivalent to that in Australian non-Indigenous children[1]. (4) Were the Indigenous study subjects and the setting described in detail? A description of at least two of the following items age, gender, geographical location, birthweight was required. (5) Is the prevalence rate calculated with sufficient coverage of the sample approached for recruitment? Prevalence measure for ≥80 percent of the sample was required. (6) Were objective, standard criteria used for measurement of the condition? A statement that height and weight were measured with a digital scale and stadiometer or other similar appropriate toll was required. (7) Was the condition measured reliably? Measurement should be by a health worker or trained staff. (8) Was there appropriate statistical analysis? The prevalence should have been reported as a percentage with N or n/N in addition to a 95% confidence interval or other appropriate measure of variance. (9) Are all important confounding factors/ subgroups/ differences in Indigenous subpopulations identified and accounted for? The prevalence for at least two of the following subgroups have been reported: age, gender, geographical location, birthweight; or the study conducted a regression analysis taking into account at least two of these factors.
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