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ABSTRACT: 

BACKGROUND AND AIM: Food access is an important social determinant of health and refers to geographical 

and infrastructural aspects of food availability. Using publicly available data on food access from the United States  

Department of Agriculture (USDA), geospatial analyses can identify regions with variable food access, which may 

impact acute pancreatitis (AP), an acute inflammatory condition characterized by unpredictable outcomes and 

substantial mortality. This study aimed to investigate the association of clinical outcomes in patients with AP with 

geospatial food access. 

METHODS: We examined AP-related hospitalizations at a tertiary center from January 2008 to December 2018.  

The physical addresses were geocoded through ArcGIS Pro2.7.0 (ESRI, Redlands, CA). USDA Food Access Research 

Atlas defined low food access as urban areas with 33% or more of the population residing over one mile from the 

nearest food source. Regression analyses enabled assessment of the association between AP outcomes and food access. 

RESULTS: The study included 772 unique patients with AP residing in Massachusetts with 931 AP-related 

hospitalizations. One hundred and ninety-eight (25.6%) patients resided in census tracts with normal urban food 

access and 574 (74.4%) patients resided in tracts with low food access. AP severity per revised Atlanta classification 

[OR: 1.88 (95%CI: 1.21-2.92); p=0.005], and 30-day AP-related readmission [OR: 1.78(95%CI: 1.11-2.86); p=0.02] 

had significant association with food access, despite adjustment for demographics, healthcare behaviors, and 

comorbidities (Charlson Comorbidity Index). However, food access lacked significant association with AP-related 

mortality (p=0.40) and length of stay (LOS: p=0.99). 

CONCLUSION: Low food access had a significant association with 30-day AP-related readmissions and AP severity. 

However, mortality and LOS lacked significant association with food access. The association between nutrition, 

lifestyle, and AP outcomes warrants further prospective investigation. 

 

 
 
 
 



 
 
INTRODUCTION:  

Food insecurity is defined by the Food and Agriculture Organization as uncertain access to safe, sufficient, 

and nutritious food, with influencing factors ranging from agricultural production and distribution systems to 

socioeconomic conditions.1 Individuals facing food insecurity are susceptible to increased risks of malnutrition, 

chronic diseases, and compromised physical and mental health.2  Food insecurity pertains to a household's ability to 

afford and access enough food to meet its members' nutritional needs and is frequently measured through patient-

reported surveys. Factors contributing to food insecurity include income constraints, unemployment, poverty, and 

unexpected expenses. Existing evidence suggests that food insecurity may play a role in digestive health, and has been 

previously investigated in patients with liver diseases and cystic fibrosis.3, 4 Food insecurity overlaps with low food 

access, which refers to geographical and infrastructural aspects of food availability, such as the distance to the nearest 

food source. Access to nutritious food is an important social determinant of health and has an impact on health 

disparities and outcomes across diverse populations.5, 6  

The ramifications of food access may extend to its impact on the development  and/or recovery of acute 

pancreatitis (AP), a condition characterized by inflammation of the pancreas, which carries a substantial mortality rate 

of up to 25% in severe cases, and is associated with a complex recovery process.7 Annually, AP emerges as a notable 

contributor to gastrointestinal-related hospital admissions, accounting for 288,220 US hospitalizations in 2018. 8 The  

escalating burden of AP is evident in the annual percent change of 3.1%, indicating a rising trend.9 Improved clinical 

awareness of the condition, enhanced diagnostic techniques, and exposure to attributable risk factors such as alcohol 

use and smoking may contribute to this upward trajectory. 10, 11 The economic burden of AP is also substantial, with 

annual healthcare expenditures exceeding $2.5 billion in the United States (US).12 Through an exploration of the 

interconnected factors encompassing nutrition, lifestyle factors, and socio-economic conditions, investigation of the 

association between food access and the outcome of AP is warranted. While there is a paucity of literature linking AP 

outcomes to food access, this association can be hypothesized from extensive research on the health implications of 

the interplay between nutrition, lifestyle factors, and digestive health. Inadequate access to nutritious food may lead 

to malnutrition, which is a known risk factor for pancreatitis.13 A diet high in saturated fats may induce inflammation, 

which may also negatively impact the pancreas and exacerbate inflammation during AP.14 Socioeconomic factors like 



poverty, often linked with low food access, may coexist with additional pancreatitis risk factors, including alcohol 

abuse and smoking.15 Furthermore, stress-related modifications in the gut microbiota may also contribute to AP 

severity. 16 This observational study of patients with AP aims to examine the association between the severity and 

outcomes of AP with geospatial food access. 

METHODS 

Study Design and Setting 

This single-center retrospective cohort study included patients diagnosed with AP and hospitalized at a tertiary care 

center in Massachusetts between January 1, 2008, and December 31, 2018. This study was approved by the 

Institutional Review Board (Protocol ID:2018P000613). This study is reported in accordance with the Strengthening 

the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE) guidelines (Supplement 1).17 

Study Population 

Adult patients with AP were identified through International Classification of Diseases, Ninth and Tenth Revision 

codes 577.1 & K85.9.18, 19 Electronic health records (EHRs) were then manually reviewed to confirm the diagnosis 

based on Revised Atlanta classification (2 of the following during hospitalization: typical abdominal pain, elevation 

of serum lipase level three times upper limit of normal, or evidence of pancreatitis on cross-sectional imaging).20  

Patients who carried a diagnosis of chronic pancreatitis or pancreaticobiliary malignancy and those lacking a physical 

address, thus preventing geospatial coding, were excluded.  

Food Access Assessment  

The physical addresses of AP patients hospitalized at a large, tertiary care center in Massachusetts between 1/2008- 

12/2018 were geocoded through ArcGIS Pro 2.7.0 (ESRI, Red-lands, CA). Using their census tracts, we determined 

physical food access using the geographic indicators from the US Department of Agriculture (USDA)’s Food Access 

Research Atlas, which estimate the accessibility of food sources from a list of supermarkets, the Decennial Census, 

and the 2014-2018 American Community Survey (ACS) (https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/food-access-

research-atlas/go-to-the-atlas).21 Food access was calculated by the USDA based on the Euclidean distance from the 



centroid of each individual census tract to a nearby food sources such as a supermarket, bodega, or grocery store.  The 

Census Bureau defines urban areas as geographical areas with a population of more than 2,500 people residing within 

a delimited census tract (Supplement 2). Thus, per USDA definitions, low food access was defined as residence in 

regions where 33 % or more of the population were more than one walkable mile from a food source.21 Normal food 

access was determined on all other census tracts with less than 33 % of the population residing more than one walkable 

mile from a previously defined food source. The physical food sources were extracted using the merged data from 

supplemental nutrition assistance program (previously “food stamp”) Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 

(SNAP) eligible stores in the  STARS directory and the Trade Dimensions TDLinx directory of stores.22, 23  

Baseline Demographics and Covariates:  

Patient demographics (including age, sex, race and ethnicity, active smoking or alcohol use, etiology of AP, insurance 

type and address), and clinico-radiologic information were extracted through review of individual EHR .24, 25 The 

ethnoracial features were self-reported and verified by health care practioners. Additionally, we quantified the 

comorbidity burden for each participant using the Charlson Comorbidity Index (CCI).26  

Outcome Measures 

1. Primary outcome: Severity of AP was based on the Revised Atlanta classification: mild AP (no local or systemic 

complications), moderately severe AP (transient organ failure, local complications, or exacerbation of 

comorbidities) and severe AP (characterized by persistent (>48 hours) organ failure).20 Local complications 

included pseudocysts, peripancreatic collection, pancreatic necrosis, and splenic vein thrombosis. Systemic 

complications included respiratory failure requiring intubation, renal failure, bacteremia, and sepsis.  

2. Secondary outcomes: We also collected data on AP outcomes, including the length of hospital stay (LOS) for each 

patient, magnitude of pain upon presentation and discharge quantified by visual analog scale (VAS), opioid use 

quantified through morphine equivalent units (MME) required during the entire hospitalization. We recorded the 

disposition of patients, including discharges to extended care facilities, the number of readmissions within 30 

days, and mortality within one year of original hospitalization. Furthermore, we collected data on extra-pancreatic 

complications such as gastrointestinal bleeding and delirium. 

 

 



 

Statistical Analysis: 

Categorical data were presented as proportions and continuous variables were reported as medians with interquartile 

range (IQR). Statistical differences in categorical variables were assessed using Chi-square/Fisher’s exact tests, while 

continuous variables were analyzed using Kruskal-Wallis tests.  AP outcome variables were considered a dependent 

variable and underwent logistic regression analysis. When univariate regression analysis was performed, associations 

with a significance threshold of p-value < 0.1 were included in the multivariable regression models. The multivariable 

model was adjusted for baseline factors including age, ethnoracial distribution, sex, and comorbidities (quantified 

using CCI) and health care behavior.  The statistical analysis was carried out using STATA (StataCorp LLC, Version 

17.0, College Station, TX). A p-value ≤ 0.05 was considered statistically significant.  

 

RESULTS:  

Study Population Characteristics and Food Access Assessment 

The study included 772 patients residing within the state of Massachusetts with a median age of 53.1(11) years and 

49.9% of patients were female. We noted 198(25.6%) patients residing in census tracts with normal urban food access 

and 574 patients (74.4%) in tracts with low food access. (Figure 1A). The number of hospitalizations for AP for 

patients residing in a normal food access tract was 229 (24.6 %) and low food access was 702 (75.4%). In this study,  

patients predominantly self-identified as non-Hispanic White (n=463; 70.86%). Under-represented ethno-racial 

groups comprised 144 (21.73%) non-Hispanic Black, 101(1.25%) Hispanic, and 27 (3.5%) non-Hispanic Asian, 

9(0.47%) Native American patients.  Seven patients had mixed race whereas 21 patients lacked ethnoracial data. There 

was no statistical difference between body mass index (BMI) of patients with AP (median (IQR)) and those with 

normal and low food access (26.95(4.3) vs. 26.7 (4); P= 0.11). The majority of the patients relied on federal/state 

insurance and the difference between the low and normal food access groups lacked statistical significance. The 

etiology for AP was predominantly biliary and baseline demographics have been summarized in Table 1.   

 

 



Clinical Course and Management:  

1. AP severity: A significantly higher prevalence of moderately severe [133/702 episodes of AP (18.9%)] and severe 

AP [140/702(20.1%)] was observed among patients with low food access as compared to normal food access [30/229 

episodes of AP(13.1%) and 38/229(16.6%) respectively, p= 0.03].  The occurrence of AP-related systemic 

complications, including respiratory failure, acute kidney injury, bacteremia and sepsis did not show statistical 

significance across the food access groups. The BISAP score (median (IQR)) of patients with low geospatial food 

access was higher as compared to those with normal access [1(1) vs. 1(0.5), p= 0.02]. The clinical and disposition 

outcomes of patients with AP have been summarized in Table 2.   

2. Management: The magnitude of pain quantified by VAS lacked significant association in the groups residing in low 

vs. normal food access at presentation [7(2) and 8(1.5) (median (IQR), respectively, p=0.53] and upon discharge [0(1) 

and 0(0) respectively, p= 0.46]. Their opioid use quantified by MME requirements during the hospital stay lacked 

statistical significance [normal food access: 16(17) vs. low food access: 12.8(30); p= 0.42]. Early enteral feeding was 

initiated at 2(1) days of presentation in the overall AP population and was comparable in low and normal food access 

residential regions [1(1) and 2(1) respectively, p= 0.54].  

Disposition outcome:   

Within one year of follow-up, 46 patients died, and we found no significant difference in mortality based on residence, 

comparing normal food access [15 (7.6%)] to low food access [31 (5.4%), p=0.27]. Additionally, we also observed 

125(16.2) AP-related readmissions within 30 days of discharge. Notably, regions with low food access showed a higher 

rate of 30-day AP-related readmissions compared to those with normal access [135/702 (19.2%) vs. 31/229 (13.5%); 

p=0.04]. Majority of the patients with AP were discharged to home and we noted 27 (3%) patients requiring 

rehabilitation center placement which did not differ between patients with normal vs. low food access (p= 0.60). 

Regression Analysis:  

The results of unadjusted univariate regression analysis performed to assess the relationship between individual 

outcomes of AP (dependent variable) with residence in areas with low vs. normal food geospatial access is summarized 

in Table 3. We observed no significant association between food access and AP-related mortality (p= 0.40) or LOS 

(p=0.99). The severity of AP, as evaluated by the modified Atlanta Criteria, demonstrated a significant association 



that persisted even after adjustments for demographic factors (age, Charlson Comorbidity Index (CCI), ethnoracial 

distribution, sex) and health care behavior variables (active alcohol and tobacco use) [OR: 1.88 (95%CI: 1.21-2.92); 

p = 0.005; Table 4 and Figure 1B]. However, BISAP score, following adjustments for demographic and healthcare 

behavior variables, did not show a significant association with food access [1.07 (95%CI: 0.93-1.22); p= 0.33]. Also, 

there was a significant association between 30-day readmission related to AP and food access [OR: 1.78 (95%CI: 

1.11-2.86); p= 0.02; Table 4 and Figure 1C], and this association persisted even after adjusting for the aforementioned 

covariates. 

 

DISCUSSION:  

The increasing prevalence of AP, as reflected in the growing rates of hospitalizations and healthcare costs, 

emphasizes the critical need to investigate the impact of interconnected social factors, including nutrition, healthcare 

behaviors, and socio-economic conditions, on the outcomes in AP. This study aims to assess how societal structures, 

particularly food access, may contribute to health disparities and impact the outcomes of AP patients.27, 28   While our 

primary focus is on food access, it's crucial to recognize that food insecurity is a broader concept which includes 

insufficient access to food and encompasses economic and social dimensions. There is often an overlap but addressing 

one aspect may not fully resolve the other, and comprehensive strategies are needed to improve both food access and 

overall food security in a community. 

Our observational study enrolled 772 patients from Massachusetts, with a substantial number (74.4%) facing 

low food access. We observed a higher prevalence of moderately severe and severe AP among individuals residing in 

regions with low food access, a significance that persisted even after adjusting for confounding factors such as 

demographics and health behaviors. Patient’s pain levels lacked significant association with low food access, with no 

differences in mortality rates or LOS between patients residing in regions with normal as compared to low food access. 

However, there was a significant and persistent association with 30-day readmissions and food access despite 

accounting for demographic factors and health behaviors. This suggests that low food access and inadequate nutrition 

may impact the post-discharge recovery phase and healing of AP, influencing the likelihood of readmissions. While 

our study concentrates on food access, the exploration of food security falls outside its scope. Among cystic fibrosis 

patients, both food access and food insecurity independently had a significant impact on nutritional outcomes.3 In 



patients with metabolic dysfunction-associated steatotic liver disease, food insecurity was associated with a higher 

incidence of fibrosis, mortality, and healthcare utilization.4  

Despite a wealth of literature on nutrition, lifestyle, and socio-economic determinants suggesting a plausible 

association, direct evidence linking geospatial food access to AP outcomes and dietary patterns are lacking. Inadequate 

access to nutritious food may contribute to malnutrition—an established risk factor for pancreatitis.29 In other diseases, 

prior studies have also shown an association between poorer dietary choices with residence in “food swamps/deserts.” 

30, 31 Thus, environmentally-linked dietary patterns can be hypothesized to be associated with high consumption of 

saturated fats especially in the context of an inflammatory condition like AP. The impact of dietary factors such as 

saturated fats, dietary fiber, etc. has been reported in Iowa’s women health study as well as the multiethnic cohort led 

by Setiawan. 32, 33 Both the groups observed a significantly higher risk of gallstone related AP was associated with diet 

rich in saturated fat and cholesterol (e.g., eggs and red meat) whereas vitamin D, milk, and fruits were associated with 

a reduced risk of AP. Setiawan and colleagues also noted that dietary fiber, which is known to modulate microbiome 

and mucosal permeability, had inverse association with severity of pancreatitis. 33 Hence in our study, higher rates of 

moderately severe and severe AP in patients residing in low food access areas may be postulated to be due to various 

nutritional factors including, malnutrition and diet high in saturated fats and low in fiber. Other unknown factors such 

as sarcopenia or preexisting pancreatic steatosis that may be related to low food access may also contribute. 

Our study is unique as it is the first to investigate geospatial association between food access and outcomes 

related to AP. The study accessed discrete patient location which otherwise would not have been possible in large sized 

unidentified databases and our investigation is further strengthened by well-annotated clinical data which was 

meticulously gathered through manual reviews of EHR of patients with AP. Besides high diagnostic certainty, our 

study is notable for conservative analysis and models adjusted for potential confounding factors such as socio-

demographic and health care behavior variables (smoking and alcohol consumption), which may influence the 

outcomes of AP. A retrospective design, although precludes the inclusion of patient-reported outcomes (including 

dietary patterns, preferences, food insecurity, etc.), it limits “Hawthorne effect” in patients and health-care providers 

thus reflecting real-time care of AP patients. 34  

Our study is limited by the paucity of under-represented ethnoracial patients and exclusion of patients without 

physical addresses who have a higher risk of adverse health outcomes.35, 36 Single center study design at a tertiary care 

center also predisposes the study to referral bias. We also acknowledge the limitation of “ecological bias” in this study 



which may originate from attributing community or aggregate level characteristics to individuals or vice versa, as this 

may lead to false positive or negative causal inferences. 37,38 Thus, it may be inaccurate to presume all the individuals 

within a Federal Information Processing Standards (FIPS) have unhealthy diet patterns and reduce dietary patterns to 

solely food source access.  

In conclusion, geospatial analyses offers promising avenues to study the impact of food access on AP 

outcomes. The findings of this study suggest a higher disease severity and a significant association of thirty-day 

readmission with disparities of food access. A causal inference of the association between food access, lifestyle, 

sociodemographic and other clinical outcomes in AP warrants further prospective investigation.  
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Table 1: Description of baseline demographic features of acute pancreatitis patients 

Study Population Characteristics 

Parameters Total(N=772) Normal Food Access (N=198) Low Food Access (N=574) p-value 

Female sex (n) 369(49.9%) 91(46.0%) 278(48.4%) 0.55 

Race: White/ Black/ Hispanic/ Native 

American/Asian/Mixed /Unknown* 

463/144/101/9/27/7/21 92/65/20/3/8/1/10 371/79/81/6/19/6/11 <0.001 

Age (median (IQR in years) 53.0(11) 51.2(10) 53.9(11.7) 0.10 

Active Smoking (n (%)) 162(43.7) 44(26.99) 118(25) 0.30 

Active Alcohol (n (%)) 245(53.8) 68(41.71) 177(37.5) 0.23 

Federal, State/ Private/No Insurance  408/232/132 105/57/35 303/97/174 0.89 

CCI (median (IQR))  2(1.5) 1(1) 2(1.5) 0.90 

Body Mass Index (median (IQR)) 26.95(4) 26.95(4.3) 26.7 (4) 0.11 

Mortality within 1 year  46(6.0) 15(7.6) 31(5.4) 0.27 

 

Table 2: Outcomes in patients with acute pancreatitis-related hospitalizations (N= 931) 

AP-related hospitalization outcomes 

Parameter Total(N=931) Normal Food  

Access (n=229) 

Low Food 

Access(n=702) 

p-value 

Severity (Modified Atlanta Criteria) Mild: 590(63.3) 

Moderate:163(17.5) 

Severe:  178(19.2) 

Mild:161(70.3%) 

Moderate:30(13.1%) 

Severe: 38(16.6%) 

Mild:429(61.0%) 

Moderate:133(18.9%) 

Severe: 140(20.1%) 

0.03 



Etiology: Biliary/Alcohol/PEP/HyperTG/ 

Idiopathic/Mass/ Other/ Genetic/ Drugs 

286/197/20/17/141/6

7/170/21/12 

72/51/5/4/39/13/39/5/4 214/146/15/13/102/54/1

31/16/8 

0.20 

30-day rehospitalization [n (%)] 159(17.8) 28(13.5) 131(19.2) 0.04 

BISAP (median (IQR)) 1(1) 1(0.5) 1(1) 0.02 

Length of stay [median (IQR)]   4(2.5) 4.0(2.3) 4.2(2.6) 0.92 

IV Analgesia (Yes/No/Unknown) 645/75/30 479/60/26 166/15/4 0.22 

Total MME during hospitalization [median (IQR)] 14(25) 16(17) 12.8(30) 0.42 

VAS at Presentation/Discharge [median (IQR)] 7(2)/0(1) 8(1.5)/0(0) 7(2)/0(1) 0.53/0.46 

Days to advancement to solid diet [median (IQR)] 2(1) 2(1) 1(1) 0.54 

Respiratory failure [n (%)] 15(2.0) 4(2.0) 11(1.9) 0.70 

Acute Kidney Injury [n (%)] 58 (6.2) 15(6.6) 43(6.2) 0.84 

Bacteremia/Sepsis [n (%)] 48(5.2) 11(4.8) 37(5.3) 0.76 

GI bleeding [n (%)] 37(4.0%) 8(3.5%) 29(4.2%) 0.66 

Delirium [n (%)] 48(5.2) 8(3.5%) 40(5.8%) 0.18 

Discharge to rehabilitation centers [n (%)] 27 (3) 8(4.9) 18(4.0) 0.60 

n(%): Frequency(Percentage), IQR: Interquartile Range 

Table 3. Unadjusted Odds ratios for the association of food access with acute pancreatitis outcomes:  

PARAMETERS Univariate Regression Analysis 

Odds Ratio p value 

AP Severity (Revised Atlanta Classification) * 1.45[95%CI: 1.06-1.99] 0.02 

BISAP Score 2.69[95%CI: 1.07-6.82] 0.035 

Hospital readmissions within 30 days* 1.55[95%CI: 1.01-2.36] 0.043 

Mortality 0.67[95%CI: 0.27-1.7] 0.40 

Length of stay 1. 01 [95%CI: 0.28-3.63] 0.99 

*p-value < 0.05 

 



 

 

 

 

Table 4. Multivariable logistic regression analysis investigating association of acute pancreatitis outcomes 
with food access. 

PARAMETERS Atlanta Classification of 
Severity** 

BISAP Score Hospital readmissions within 30 
days** 

Odds Ratio p value Odds Ratio p value Odds Ratio P 

value 

Age 1.01[95%CI: 0.99-1.02] 0.24 1.02[95%CI: 1.01-1.03] <0.001 0.97[95%CI: 0.95-0.98] <0.001 

Sex (Male as reference) 0.57[95%CI: 0.40-0.81] 0.002 0.89[95%CI: 0.79-1.00] 

 

0.06 

 

0.70 [95%CI: 0.47-

1.01] 

0.06 

CCI 1.02[95%CI: 0.92-1.12] 0.73 1.06[95%CI: 1.03-1.10] <0.001 1.18[95%CI: 1.06-1.31] 0.002 

Food access (Normal access 

as reference) 

1.88 [95%CI:1.21-2.92] 0.005 1.07[95%CI: 0.93-1.22] 

 

0.33 

 

1.78[95%CI: 1.11-2.86] 0.02 

Ethnoracial factors (White 

race as reference 

1.20[95%CI: 0.81-1.80] 0.36 1.02[95%CI: 0.90-1.16] 

 

0.75 

 

0.99[95%CI: 0.65-1.51] 0.98 

Active Alcohol use 0.75[95%CI: 0.52-1.07] 0.11 0.96[95%CI: 0.85-1.08] 0.50 0.96[95%CI: 0.65-1.42] 0.82 

Active Tobacco use 0.91[95%CI: 0.62-1.35] 0.65 
0.91[95%CI: 0.80-1.04] 0.16 

1.21[95%CI: 0.80-1.83] 0.36 

**Adjusting demographic variables (age, CCI, ethnoracial distribution, sex) & health care behaviors (active alcohol and tobacco use). 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

FIGURES:  

Figure 1(A): Acute Pancreatitis Cohort Food Access Distribution in Massachusetts. Association of Geospatial 

Food Access after adjusting for demographic variables (age, CCI, ethnoracial distribution, sex) & health care 

behaviors (active alcohol and tobacco use) with (B) AP severity and (C) 30-day readmission rate.  

 

 

 

 

 

Supplement 1: Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE) guidelines 



 Item 

No Recommendation 

Page  

No 

Title and abstract 1 (a) Indicate the study’s design with a commonly used term in the title or the abstract 2 

(b) Provide in the abstract an informative and balanced summary of what was done and what was found 2 

Introduction 

Background 2 Explain the scientific background and rationale for the investigation being reported 3 

Objectives 3 State specific objectives, including any prespecified hypotheses 3 

Methods 

Study design 4 Present key elements of study design early in the paper 4 

Setting 5 Describe the setting, locations, and relevant dates, including periods of recruitment, exposure, follow-up, 

and data collection 

4 

Participants 6 (a) Cohort study—Give the eligibility criteria, and the sources and methods of selection of participants. 

Describe methods of follow-up 

4 

Variables 7 Clearly define all outcomes, exposures, predictors, potential confounders, and effect modifiers. Give 

diagnostic criteria, if applicable 

5 

Data source/ 

measurement 

8*  For each variable of interest, give sources of data and details of methods of assessment (measurement). 

Describe comparability of assessment methods if there is more than one group 

6 

Bias 9 Describe any efforts to address potential sources of bias 6 

Study size 10 Explain how the study size was arrived at - 

Quantitative 

variables 

11 Explain how quantitative variables were handled in the analyses. If applicable, describe which groupings 

were chosen and why 

6 

Statistical 

methods 

12 (a) Describe all statistical methods, including those used to control for confounding 6 

(b) Describe any methods used to examine subgroups and interactions 6 

(c) Explain how missing data were addressed - 

(d) Cohort study—If applicable, explain how loss to follow-up was addressed NA 

(e) Describe any sensitivity analyses NA 

Results  



Participants 13 (a) Report numbers of individuals at each stage of study—eg numbers potentially eligible, examined for 

eligibility, confirmed eligible, included in the study, completing follow-up, and analyzed 

6 

(b) Give reasons for non-participation at each stage 6 

(c) Consider use of a flow diagram - 

Descriptive data 14 (a) Give characteristics of study participants (eg demographic, clinical, social) and information on 

exposures and potential confounders 

6 

(b) Indicate number of participants with missing data for each variable of interest 6 

(c) Cohort study—Summarize follow-up time (eg, average and total amount) - 

Outcome data 15 Cohort study—Report numbers of outcome events or summary measures over time 7 

Main results 16 (a) Give unadjusted estimates and, if applicable, confounder-adjusted estimates and their precision (eg, 

95% confidence interval). Make clear which confounders were adjusted for and why they were included 

7 

(b) Report category boundaries when continuous variables were categorized 7 

(c) If relevant, consider translating estimates of relative risk into absolute risk for a meaningful time period 7 

Other analyses 17 Report other analyses done—eg analyses of subgroups and interactions, and sensitivity analyses NA 

Discussion 

Key results 18 Summarise key results with reference to study objectives 8 

Limitations 19 Discuss limitations of the study, taking into account sources of potential bias or imprecision. Discuss both 

direction and magnitude of any potential bias 

9 

Interpretation 20 Give a cautious overall interpretation of results considering objectives, limitations, multiplicity of 

analyses, results from similar studies, and other relevant evidence 

9 

Generalizability 21 Discuss the generalizability (external validity) of the study results 9 

Other information 

Funding 22 Give the source of funding and the role of the funders for the present or the original study.   1 

 

 

 



SUPPLEMENT 2: Determination of Geospatial Food Access 

 

Definition for Exposure: 

Geospatial food access refers to the examination of how easily individuals within a given area can obtain nutritious 

and affordable food options. This determination relies on a combination of the Food Access Research Data and Census 

tracts, with urban status being assigned according to the Bureau of the Census urban area definition. 

 

Low-Access Tract at 1 Mile: 

A tract is categorized as having low access if it meets certain criteria regarding the proximity of its residents to 

supermarkets, supercenters, or large grocery stores. Specifically, if a tract has a population of at least 500 people, or 

if 33 percent of its population resides more than 1 mile away from the nearest supermarket, supercenter, or large 

grocery store, it is considered to have low access. This distance threshold is particularly relevant in urban areas where 

residents may rely heavily on nearby food retail establishments for their grocery needs. The determination of low-

access tracts relies on data sourced from the Food Access Research Atlas. This dataset provides a comprehensive 

directory of supermarkets, supercenters, and large grocery stores throughout the United States. This directory is 

compiled from multiple sources, including the 2019 STARS directory, which identifies stores authorized to accept 

SNAP (Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program) benefits, and the 2019 Trade Dimensions TDLinx directory, 

which provides detailed information on various retail locations. 

 

By merging these datasets, the analysis ensures a thorough representation of the spatial distribution of food retail 

establishments. This enabled identifying areas where access to healthy food options may be limited.  

 
 


