Table S1: Joanna Briggs Institute Critical Appraisal Checklist for Cohort Studies — Outcomes from the two reviewers
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*Exclusion based on >3 criterion not met; #Only measured vegetable intake at baseline; * Adjusted for self-reported change in vegetable intake as
“yes/no”, did not use validated food questionnaire at follow-up, *Adjusted for key confounders but no adjustments made for energy intake (k]J),
¢ Adjusted for sex, follow-up time, initial BMI and initial waist circumference, but did not adjust for physical activity or energy intake (kJ). N/A; not
applicable.



Change in weight-related outcomes (effect size, 95% Cl)

Study Author, Year Weight-related outcome
—— Quick et al, 2013 (Males) Risk of becoming overweight
L— Quuick et al, 2013 (Females) Risk of becoming overweight
¢ Mozaffarian et al, 2011 Weight loss
- Bertoia et al, 2015 Weight loss
* Esfahani et al, 2014 Weight loss
—_—— He et al, 2004 Risk of Obesity
- Viogue et al, 2008 Risk of weight gain
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Figure S1: Forest Plot indicating the effect size calculated from odds ratios or the means and standard error for studies n=7 included in

the review that measured change in vegetable intake over time. Studies which measured intake at baseline only, or were considered
poor quality were excluded.



