

Appendix 1. 
Literature search strategy  

We searched four main databases: 
· WHO Covid-19 Database (https://search.bvsalud.org/global-literature-on-novel-coronavirus-2019-ncov/)
The global literature cited in the WHO COVID-19 database is updated daily (Monday through Friday) from searches of bibliographic databases, hand searching, and the addition of other expert-referred scientific articles. The database ceased adding manual updates in June 2023. 
· LitCovid (https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/research/coronavirus/)
A curated literature hub for tracking up-to-date scientific information about the 2019 novel Coronavirus. It is a comprehensive resource on the subject, providing a central access to relevant articles in PubMed.
· medRxiv (https://www.medrxiv.org/)
A free online archive and distribution server for complete but unpublished manuscripts (preprints) in the medical, clinical, and related health sciences.
· Google Scholar (https://scholar.google.com/)
Provides a broad search for scholarly literature across many disciplines and sources: articles, theses, books, abstracts and court opinions, from academic publishers, professional societies, online repositories, universities and other web sites. 

Searches were initially undertaken monthly but as the volume of new studies increased, they moved to every fortnight during the peak of the pandemic before being less sporadic. This latest update occurred Nov 28, 2023 which was a one-off update from the previous one from November 8, 2022. For databases which do not support date granularity, date of publication was approximated. All retrieved articles are entered into a google sheet that is then used to filter and check articles for inclusion.  

WHO Covid-19 Database, LitCovid are specific Covid-19 databases so there was no requirement to add a search string to identify Covid-19 articles. For medRxiv and Google Scholar we used the terms coronavirus OR covid-19 OR SARS-CoV-2.

For the orofecal topic we used the following terms combined with the term transmission:
Orofecal: orofecal OR oro-fecal OR faecal OR fecal OR stool OR faeces OR feces OR rectal OR rectum OR anal OR anus OR toilet
	
Additional techniques were used to identify relevant topics:
· For articles that looked particularly relevant, citation tracking was undertaken.
· For included systematic reviews, the lists of included and excluded articles were examined for inclusion. 

Appendix 2
List of studies excluded at full text screening. 

Full-text articles excluded (n = 40)

Did not use viral culture on faecal samples (n = 17)
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Appendix 3

Methods
We conducted searches in the WHO Covid-19 Database, LitCovid, medRxiv, and Google Scholar for SARS-CoV-2 using keywords and associated synonyms, with a search date up to 8th November 2023. The searches were conducted by an information specialist (JB); no language restrictions were imposed. Forward citation screening was done to identify any additional relevant studies (see Appendix 1. Literature search strategy). Hand searches of the bibliographies of relevant studies were performed. Two reviewers (SG, ES) independently screened study abstracts to determine eligibility; disagreements were resolved through discussion, and a third reviewer (CH) was available to arbitrate if needed.
Data extraction
Using a customised data extraction sheet, we extracted the following information from included studies, where available: study design, calendar data/period when the study was done, study characteristics, setting, country, population studied,  patient numbers, sample numbers, patient characteristics, clinical information, data on symptoms of the study participants including  timing of symptom assessment, symptoms reported, signs observed, methods used for sample collection, numbers of samples taken, the frequency and timing of samples,  methods and results of sample analysis including RT-PCR (use of internal controls, the platform with gene targets used, cycle thresholds), genome sequencing,  and viral culture methods (timing, media, verification techniques, quantification). One reviewer (SG) extracted data from the included studies, with independent verification by a second reviewer (ES or JC).
Risk of bias assessment
We assessed the risk of bias within five domains, modified and extended from the QUADAS-2 criteria [1]. The risk of bias domains was assessed as follows: 1) were the criteria for diagnosing a case clearly reported and appropriate?;  2) was the reporting of patient/ population characteristics adequate?; 3) were the methods used to obtain RT-PCR results replicable and appropriate?; 4) were the methods used to obtain viral culture results replicable and appropriate?; and 5) were the analysis and reporting of the results appropriate?
Three reviewers (SG, ES, JC) independently assessed the risk of bias, and another independent reviewer (CH) was available to arbitrate in case of disagreement.
Data reporting and analysis
We followed PRISMA reporting guidelines for systematic reviews [2]. From the included studies, we extracted data as detailed above. We generated tables to present the main results of the included studies plus the risk of bias and included a forest plot as appropriate to show the proportions of positive samples with 95% confidence intervals from the included studies.
 
Descriptive Assessment of the Individual Studies for Risk of Bias
Akiyama 2022 [3] reported data from 13 patients, with an age range from 21 to 83 years, three females and 10 males. Two patients had severe disease and three had diarrhea. Disease severity was critical in 3 patients, severe in 4 patients, moderate in 6 patients. Of the eight samples tested with cell culture in Vero E6/TMPRESS2 cells over 4 weeks, no SARS-CoV-2 replication was observed. The authors also described results from four COVID-19 patients with SAS-Cov-2 RNA positive feacal samples. The first patient had a positive stool sample on day 18 with a viral load of 3.51 log10 copies/g, that increased at day 22 to 7.83 log10 copies/g, at day 24 to 8.28 log10 copies/g, and became negative on day 26. The second patient presented a positive stool on day 16 with a viral load of 4.16 log10 copies/g and a negative sample on day 34. The third patient had a positive stool sample at day 20 with a viral load of 5.36 log10 copies/g, that decreased to 3.20 log10 copies/g at day 30. The fourth patient had a positive stool sample at day 2 with a 5.17 log10 copies/g, that decreased to 4.39 log10 copies/g at day six. Despite the high genome copy numbers, none of the eight samples was found to be positive by cell culture using Vero E6/TMPRESS2 cells over four weeks.
No information was reported regarding how the selection of samples subjected to viral culture was carried out and the methods used to identify viruses growing in cell culture.
Albert et al. [4] reported that 26 feacal samples from 8 patients were available, each apparently tested by RT-PCR in duplicate and we have reported the mean value for each paired result. Among the 26 samples tested by RT-PCR, SARS-CoV-2 was detected in 16 (61.5%). Although the Ct cut-off used to indicate “undetectable” was not specified in the paper, among the 16 with positive results, Cts ranged from 34.2 to 42.7, indicating that the Ct cut-off point used must have been higher than 42.7 (suggesting very low concentrations of SARS-CoV-2 RNA or background noise from contaminating materials in the extraction process). It was not clear how samples were selected for cell culture; the report states “Feacal and sewage samples with the highest RNA detected by RT-qPCR were used to inoculate Vero E6 cells…”. Eight feacal samples from six patients were tested by cell culture, and none showed evidence of viral replication. They report using RT-qPCR on the cell culture supernatant to assess if there was an increase over time, which would have indicated SARS-CoV-2 replication in culture. Among the 8 patients, 5 were reported to have respiratory symptoms, and 3 had gastrointestinal symptoms; there was no data on time from symptom onset or how that related to the schedule of sample collection. The study did not report results from testing respiratory samples. 
Cerrada-Romero and colleagues [5] reported 27 of the 62 patients (from whom 79 samples were collected) tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 RNA in their feaces using RT-PCR. The Ct values reported were a median 31.2 (range 24.5 to 39.6) for samples collected within the first week of hospital admission, and median 34.5 (27.2 to 39.1) for samples collected in the second week of hospital admission. A total of 31 RNA-positive samples were selected for testing by viral cell culture; details of how these were chosen were not reported. Undiluted stool samples and serial dilutions up to 1:16 were added to 96-well microplates containing Vero E6 cell monolayers. Incubation was without CO2. The supernatant was tested for the presence of SARS-CoV-2 RNA using PCR: none of the cell culture supernatants were positive for SARS-CoV-2. Pneumonia was detected on admission in all COVID-19 patients whose stool samples tested negative by PCR, and 75% of those whose stool samples were tested were positive by PCR. Within contemporaneous nasopharyngeal swabs, there was no difference in viral load between patients with positive or negative stool samples. Nasopharyngeal swabs were negative in 3/9 and 3/6 patients tested in weeks 3 to 4 and 2 to 4 months, respectively, after symptom onset.
Dergham et al. [6] reported that 128 stool samples obtained from 59 patients tested positive by RT-PCR, and from these, 106 samples from 46 patients were available for cell culture. After three rounds of cell culture, two of the samples, both obtained from an immunocompromised patient, displayed cytopathic effect (CPE). Confirmatory identification with qPCR for SARS-CoV-2 was done followed by whole genome sequencing (WGS) on the cell culture supernatant. Genome sequencing of the cell supernatants of the two CPE-positive cultures indicated that two separate strains were present in the two samples from the same immunocompromised patient. This patient had diabetes, hypertension and obesity and had had a kidney transplant 21 years earlier. On admission, pneumonia was diagnosed by chest computed tomography; however, a positive RT-PCR from respiratory swabs only occurred two days later and with a high Ct value.  Dergham et al. reported observing a cytopathic effect after three rounds of culture of two feacal samples (with confirmation of SARS-CoV-2 RNA in the culture supernatant) and it is not clear why three rounds of culture were done, as SARS-CoV-2 in culture forms clear, easily visible plaques and it is typical for plaques to be evident on the first plating [7]. This observation could potentially indicate that there was a very low quantitative presence of virus in culture or the virus was present but not capable of growth until it was subcultured due to large amounts of incompetent virus and it required the dilution of inhibitors to allow for competent growth on cell culture. However, for the two samples for which viral culture was successful and for which cycle counts were reported, the RT-PCR cycle counts were 17.29 and 16.22, which supports the actual presence of infectious virus within the feacal samples from this immunocompromised patient. Immunocompromised individuals are not typical in their clinical course of SARS-CoV-2 infection, often showing prolonged viral shedding and cyclical resurgence and subsidence of symptoms over a period of months. This finding would be in line with other published findings on immunocompromised individuals [8].
The included study that reported visual evidence of SARS-CoV-2 using electron microscopy provides uncertain evidence of the presence of replication-competent SARS-CoV-2 [9]. Identifying SARS-CoV-2 through electron microscopy (the only method available to visualise assembled SARS-CoV-2 virions within tissues) is hampered by subcellular structural changes mimicking coronaviruses, by disruptions being vulnerable to damage during tissue preservation, and by the timing of tissue collection being critical; previous reports of virions visualised in tissues outside the respiratory tract and lungs have been contested[10].
Fumian et al reported that among 29 samples, 8 (27.5%) were positive when tested by RT-PCR [11]. Ct values were reported as: N1 primer: mean 34.1 (range 29.8 to 37.0); N2 primer: 5 not detected; among 5 positive cases, mean 35.5 (range 34.3 to 37.8). Four RNA-positive samples with low Ct values (from 29.8 to 32.4) were submitted to virus isolation in Vero E6 cell cultures. In cell culture, none of the four showed any evidence of CPE. CPE was evaluated using a microscope, and cell supernatant from the three passages was obtained, the RNA extracted and tested by RT-PCR for the presence of SARS-CoV-2, but none was positive for SARS-CoV-2 RNA. All included patients had acute gastroenteritis. This study used a cohort defined by the presence of gastrointestinal symptoms, and no data were available on respiratory samples or the course of the disease.
Jeong et al. [12] reported log copy numbers for feacal samples from three patients: patient 2: 1.17 +/- 0.32 log copies; patient 4: 2.18 +/- 0.11 log copies; patient 5: 2.01 +/- 0.28 log copies. Criteria for the selection of samples for viral culture was not reported. Cells were monitored daily for CPE. RT-PCR was performed on cell supernatants of infected cultures. Of three samples tested, none showed evidence of positive cell culture. The authors report that the clinical symptoms had resolved completely at the time of sampling for all patients except one. One patient was on day 15 of illness and was on a ventilator and extracorporeal membrane oxygenation (ECMO) support. Among the four clinically recovered patients from whom feacal samples were taken, viral load in the feacal samples was equal to or higher than in nasopharyngeal samples taken at the same time; in the samples taken from the critically ill patient, day 15 into the illness, viral load was higher in the feacal sample than in the corresponding nasopharyngeal swab.
Joshi [13] presented a multicenter case-series from hospitals in India using stored samples collected between May 2020 and August 2021. Specimens were collected between 0 and 6 days post onset and the viral RNA load in the feacal specimens was estimated using N gene based digital RT-PCR assay. Analysis of the viral RNA load in feacal specimens indicated 5526.2–15.2 copies per/μL of RNA. Feacal specimens of COVID-19 patients were subjected to RT-PCR, digital RT-PCR, Next Generation Sequencing (NGS), isolation in Vero CCL-81 cell lines. Ct values of the feacal specimens ranged from 19.5–25.9 and 22.6–28.1 for E gene and ORF region of SARS-CoV-2, respectively. Among the ten patients enrolled, six were experiencing symptoms of fever, cough, sore throat, chest pain, wheezing, abdominal pain, vomiting/nausea, diarrheoa, loss of taste and smell, while the remaining four were asymptomatic. None of them was found positive  for replicating virus on  culture. All feacal specimens had viral loads < 104 copies /ml which is below the usual threshold to detect culturable virus.
Lavania and colleagues [14] collected feacal samples obtained from patients with confirmed COVID-19 admitted to hospital with symptoms of myalgia, sore throat, fever, and cough hypoxia; 15.4% showed GI symptoms, including diarrheoa and abdominal pain. 62 (67.39%) patients, who tested positive for SARS-CoV2 RNA in feaces, were identified as asymptomatic cases. Overall in this study, among feacal samples tested by RT-PCR, 173/280 (61.8%) patients tested positive. 108 (38.5%) patients were mild cases: 60/108 of whom tested positive for viral RNA in feaces; 48/108 tested negative. 80 patients were severe cases with hypoxia, SPO2 <94%. 51/80 tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 viral RNA in feaces; 29/80 tested negative. There was no association between GI symptoms, severity, and feacal viral load. The median duration between symptom onset and the first positive RT-PCR feacal test result was 11 (IQR 7 to 13) days. Respiratory sample data for these patients were not reported. The authors reported that “Ct values in the feacal specimens were lower than in the throat specimens”. Fifty-five samples with “low Ct” (cycle count numbers not reported) were selected for viral culture attempts. Cell culture was inspected daily for CPE, and cell supernatants were taken from passage 1 on day 2 and from passage 2 on day 4 and tested using RT-PCR for SARS-CoV-2. The authors report that virus isolation was not successful from any sample; also that they additionally tested feacal samples for potential replicability of SARS-CoV-2 by amplifying subgenomic RNA, but the methods and results from these subgenomic assays are incompletely reported.
Nogueira et al [15] presented data from three clinical centers in Austria regarding 206 hospitalised children diagnosed between December 2020 and June 2021. Aliquots of positive samples were kept at 40 C (which preserves virus infectivity better than dissolving in 0.9% NaCl and/or freezing at -800 C) for further testing of viral viability in cell culture. The Vero-E6 (ATCC CRL-1586) cell line, which is permissive for the propagation of SARS-CoV-2, was used in the present study. The SARS-CoV-2 BU2-NS P3 strain was used as a positive control, while non-infected Vero-E6 cells (mock) served as a negative control. The study included mainly patients for elective surgery, with gastrointestinal symptoms, and various other problems mostly unrelated to acute infection. None of the seven feacal samples analysed was found positive  on culture.
Pedersen et al. [16] reported data from 28 COVID-19 patients with 33 pairs of oropharyngeal and rectal swabs analysed. Four patients provided more than one pair of samples. A total of 11 patients had diarrheoa, 6 patients had nausea/ vomiting and 8 patients had received proton pump inhibitors at the time of admission. Of 33 rectal swabs, 14 were found to be positive, with a median concentration of SARS-CoV-2 RNA of 13,014 IU/ml (IQR 6824 to 34,403). Supernatants analysed by RT-PCR on inoculation and on days 3 and 6 to detect viral proliferation and confirm viral identity found that none of the 33 samples contained culturable virus. In the corresponding respiratory samples, 11/33 samples contained culturable virus. The paired rectal sample was negative by RT-PCR for three of the culturable respiratory samples. 
Ribeiro et al [17] presented results from 333 rectal swabs from 130 persons from a slum in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, from May to October 2020. Some of them were symptomatic and others were their household contacts. Rectal samples provided evidence of active SARS-CoV-2 replication in intestinal cells. As sg mRNA is transcribed only in infected cells and is not packaged into virions, its detection indicates the presence of actively infected cells in samples. The rectal swab was collected from a 68-year-old woman who tested positive for SARS CoV-2, with a Ct value of 25.2. A cytopathic effect (CPE) was observed after 3 days of incubation, and the Ct value of the infected-culture supernatant was 9.1. A second-round passage, performed three days post-infection, generated a viral stock. Presence of infectious SARS-CoV-2 was found from 1 out of 14 rectal swab samples inoculated in Vero cells. They used an excellent technique but rectal swabs were expected to have less levels of contamination. 43/333 (12.9%) rectal swabs were RT PCR + representing 33 patients. Ct-values of positive-RS samples ranged from 25.2 to 36.4, with a median value of 33.5. Subgenomic N mRNA was detected in 6/31 (19.1%) rectal swab samples.
Wölfel et al. [18] reported on a series of 9 mild COVID-19 cases, including analysis of respiratory and non-respiratory samples. RT-PCR of cell culture supernatants at a series of time points was used to investigate the presence of replicating SARS-CoV-2. They did not report the results (Ct values or log copies) of RT-PCR tests of feacal samples, nor how samples were selected for testing by viral culture; they reported that no infectious virus was isolated from 13 stool samples obtained from 4 patients: They reported successfully isolating SARS-CoV-2 in several nasopharyngeal and sputum samples obtained from the same patients less than 8 days after symptoms began.
Yao et al analysed [19] stool samples from 11 patients and found three positive stool samples from severe disease patients treated in hospital (not in intensive care), who later recovered. The first patients had their symptom onset at the 10th day, the second at 15th day and the third at 16th day. Respiratory sample data were not available for the patients from whom stool samples were subjected to viral culture. They reported finding viable viral isolates in cell culture from three stool samples, with Cts ≤ 28 from the culture supernatant and a decrease in Ct over time shown by RT-PCR analysis. It is unclear how the samples were chosen and what corresponding respiratory samples showed.
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