Supplemental Table S1: Main characteristics of 15 articles excluded at final exclusion step ordered chronologically by group a
	Authors, year
	Group a, Study type
	Objective(s)/ 
description of classification system(s) in study if not clear from objective(s)
	Study setting

	Moubarac et al., 2014 (1)
	(I), Systematic review
	Conduct a systematic review of food classification systems that include processing; assess and score them on how specific, coherent, clear, comprehensive, and workable they are; and describe their relevance to food, nutrition, health and use in various settings. This study describes five classification systems: EPIC (IARC-EPIC), IFIC, IFPRI, NIPH and NOVA 
	Brazil b

	Knorr & Watzke, 2019 (2)
	(I), Narrative review
	This paper describes and discusses the role of food processing in history, new technologies in relation to nutrition and health, and the usefulness of the NOVA classification system.
	Germany b

	Sadler et al., 2021 (3)
	(I), 
Critical literature review
	Critically evaluate processed food classification systems’ constructs by qualitatively examining definitions and underlying intentions, evaluating findings from diverse perspectives, and highlighting key areas of debate. This study describes eight classification systems: EPIC (IARC-EPIC), IFIC, IFPRI, Louzada (variation of NOVA), NIPH, NOVA, Siga and UNC (Poti). 
	United Kingdom b

	Gibney et al., 2022 (4)
	(I), 
Narrative review
	This study reviews the comparability of four existing classification systems (EPIC, IFIC, NOVA, UNC) and addresses the challenges and gaps in research between the health and processing of foods. 
	Ireland b 

	Jideani et al., 2022 (5)
	(I), 
Narrative review
	This study briefly discusses existing food processing classification systems, which category some African foods fall into, challenges, and future directions. In total, eight classification systems are described:  EPIC (IARC-EPIC), FSANZ, IFIC, IFPRI, NIPH, NOVA, Siga and UNC (Poti).
	South-Africa b

	Forde, 2023 (6)
	(I), 
Narrative review
	Identify key considerations and gaps in current research that can guide future studies on the impact of processed foods on health. This study focuses on the NOVA classification system.
	Netherlands b

	Bleiweiss-Sande et al., 2019 (7)
	(II), Comparative study
	Compare inter-rater reliability, food processing category, and the relationship between processing category and nutrient concentration across three food processing classification systems (IFIC, NOVA, and UNC). 
	United States c

	Martinez-Perez et al., 2021 (8)
	(II), Comparative study
	Evaluate how different food classification systems (EPIC, IFIC, NOVA, UNC) affects the cross-sectional relationship between UPFs consumption and cardiometabolic health. 
	Spain c

	de Araújo et al., 2022 (9)
	(II), Comparative study
	Compare five food classification systems based on processing (EPIC, IFIC, IFPRI, NOVA, UNC) and assess their comparability in evaluating the prevalence of high/UPFs in the overall diet.
	Portugal c

	Gibney, 2019 (10)
	(III), Opinion paper
	Examines the evolution of the definition of UPFs since its introduction. The NOVA is the focus, but EPIC is also discussed.
	Ireland b

	Blondin et al. 2021 (11)
	(III), Intervention
	(1) Categorize foods children bring from home to school by processing level; (2) Assess if a school-based intervention effectively reduces the proportion of energy from highly processed foods brought from home. The UNC system was used in this study.
	United States c

	Larison et al., 2021 (12)
	(III), Case study
	Investigate the impact of the early phase of the COVID-19 pandemic on the food supply of two food pantries. The NOVA and UP3 were used in this study.
	United States c

	Botelho et al., 2022 (13)
	(III), Methods development
	Outline the development and revision of a food categorization tool based on the extent and purpose of industrial processing (NOVA) and evaluate its practical application.
	Brazil b

	Ebner et al., 2022 (14)
	(III), Cross-sectional
	(1) Examine the relationship between level of food processing and nutrition quality for packaged foods; (2) Identify which markers of ultra-processing may modify foods’ compositional scores. The Siga was used in this study.
	France c

	Zancheta Ricardo et al., 2023 (15)
	(III), Cross-sectional
	Assess how often UPFs appeared in the diets and beverages of Chilean preschoolers, utilizing three distinct methods to identify UPFs based on the NOVA classification system.
	Chile c


EPIC, system by European Prospective Investigation into Cancer and Nutrition (also known as IARC-EPIC or IARC); IFIC, system by International Food Information Council; IFPRI, system by International Food Policy Research Institute; NIPH, system by National Institute of Public Health in Mexico; UNC, system by University of North Carolina, FSANZ, system by Food Standards Australian New Zealand.
a Articles are grouped as follows: (I) reviews of existing classification systems, (II) comparative studies of existing classification systems, and (III) other studies describing existing classification systems, or their use. Within each group, articles were sorted chronologically from oldest to newest.
b The country of affiliation of the first author.
c The country or broader geographical area where the study was conducted.
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