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Methods

We searched Medline, Embase, CINAHL (Cumulative VEVD _EEXTESRHE
Index to Nursing and Allied Health Literature), AMED

(Allied and Complementary Medicine Database),

and the Cochrane Central Register of Controlled V 5EAN S = R ARAVER AR
Trials (CENTRAL) from database inception until

September 2018. Search terms included extensive

controlled vocabulary and keyword searches related X {EPRZE I TRR

to randomised controlled trials, diets, weight loss, and

cardiovascular risk factors. Appendix text S1 presents £2, oby o= @ —
VEZEBEETHEYS

the Medline search strategy. We reviewed reference lists
from eligible trials and related reviews for additional h
eligible randomised controlled trials. Pub e

Text S1: Search strategies N B2
MEDLINE: Epub Ahead of Print, In-Process & Other Non-Indexed Citations, MEDLINE Daily and Egg;)a ?9;-,,:;1 \35
MEDLINE 1946-Present of Medicine EaUS

Cumulative Index for
Nursing and Allied Health
Literature

>

# | Searches
1 | (atkins and (diet* or weight* or obes®)).mp.

27 (edigt’ and (diEt‘v_or weight* or obes*)).mp. ™ = COChI’aI‘Ie
60 | limit 59 to english language | w EM BASE G Library

61|44 and 60

|62 |45 or 61 '
Embase Classic+Embase 1947 to Present AMED mmum
Medicine Database |
# Searches

1 |(atkins and (diet* or weight* or obes*)).mp.

2 | (ediet* and (diet* or weight* or obes*)).mp.
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(213

Potentially relevant tities and abstracts Provided by industry contacts

{ )

Duplicates

Titles and abstracts screened

_— [ 22 252
Not relevant
v

(1411

Articles for full text review

srandomised adults (218 years)
s »overweight (BMI=25-29)

591 Not target intervention

295 Duplicates >
> 113 Abstract only >Obese(_30)

129 Non-randomised controlled trial 1 i
e *Popular named diet/ alternative

44 Not outcomes of interest i _ H H
24 Non-English aCtIVE/ non-active control diet
\ ( usual diet)
Articles included (121 unique studies) ° WEIght IOSS, Changes N |Ip|d

profile, BP, or CRP

Fig 1 Flow diagram of literature selection ]
 duration = 3months follow-up
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Low carbohydrate Low fat

Moderate

macronutrients Mediterranean

Ornish
_Biggest Loser
Paleolithic
Low fat
. Atkins
Portfolio” |

Rosemary Conley " -
Dietary advice v y

o Weight Watch
Slimming World eight Watchers

South Beach Volumetrics

Usual diet
Usual diet

Fig 2 Network plots of all included studies for macronutrient patterns and popular named diets

Participant: 21 -1269 (total 21 942)

median of mean

Age: 49.0 years old

BMI: 33.0 kg/m?

BW:92.9kg

proportion of women : 69.0%,

intervention duration of 26 weeks.
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Table S1: The characteristics of eligible dietary program study interventions

FAITH

recommend a specific caloric intake, among those that did the daily
intake ranged from 1400-2200 and 1200-1600 calories for males and
females, respectively. This program was often based on an Atkins

manual. and tvnicallv involved an initial induction nhase in which

exercise, consisting of at least
30 minutes per day, 3 days of
the week.

Dietary Calorie & macronutrient recommendations Exercise Behavioral supports Other co-
program* recommendations interventions
Atkins Though several studies incorporating this diet program did not Several studies encouraged Participants were offered supports Among studies

such as individualized daily calorie
targets; weekly calorie controlled,
low-fat menu plans, grocery lists,
and exercise nlans: access to a weh-

providing
additional co-

interventions, this

tvnicallv consisted

Table 1 | Nutritional patterns based on macronutrient composition

Type of diet
Low carbohydrate

Popular diets*
Atkins, South Beach, Zone

Carbohydrates, % kcal

<40

Protein, % keal
Approximately 30

Fat, % kcal
30-55

Moderate macronutrients

Slimming World, Volumetrics, Weight Watchers

Biggest Loser, DASH, Jenny Craig, Mediterranean, Portfolio,

Approximately 55-60

Approximately 15

20-40
21430

Low fat

Omish, Rosemary Conleyt

Approximately 60

Approximately 10-15

<20

1 keal=4.18 k).

*A paleolithic diet was reported in two randomised controlled trials (Lindeberg 2007 and Mellberg 2014; appendix table S2), we categorised Lindeberg 2007 as moderate macronutrient based
on energy mtake 4“2 8.3% carbonvdrate 27.9:6.8% pro Bi, 269 6.4% fat; Mellbmg 2014 was ca{egonsed ES Iow carbohvdrate 30% carbohydrate, 30% protein, 40% fat).

p{:lultrv,tr rather than o'ther meats. Olive 0|| was usuallv,«r recommended A
few studies recommended moderate consumption of red wine with

meals.

i - R

(typically walklng or moderate
aerobic activity).

mcderate to hlgh suppcr‘t including
nutritional counselling, menus, and
shopping lists. Several studies
demonstrated support using shared
meals as part of the support.

-

supplements (olive
oil, nuts or fish oil
capsules). There
were no additional
co-interventions.

Ornish

A daily caloric recommendation was not clearly provided in this
program. However, participants were encouraged to follow a
macronutrient intake of 75% CHO, 15% protein, and 10% fats.

Participants engaged in twice-
weekly supervised exercise
sessions. Independent, daily
exercise of at least 30 minutes
per day was encouraged.

Participants were provided with
sessions that included supervised
exercise, stress management, a
meal, lifestyle—related lecture and
group support.

Participants were
offered to
supplement their
diet with a
multivitamin and
omega-3 fatty

acids,|
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Data abstraction and risk of bias assessment

After pilot testing our data extraction forms, teams of
two reviewers independently extracted demographic
information, experimental and control interventions
including exercise and behavioural support, and
data on each outcome of interest. We focused on two
sets of outcomes: weight loss and related markers of
cardiovascular disease risk (systolic blood pressure,

Reviewers assessed the risk of bias for each
individual randomised controlled trial independently
and in duplicate using the Cochrane risk of bias tool.*®
We assigned individual trials as high risk of bias if one
of two key domains, allocation concealment or missing
outcome data, was deemed high risk of bias; otherwise,

we assigned individual trials as low risk of bias.

**1§FHGRADE A I:E !
HEHRASEMRANRE
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Assessing certainty of evidence

We rated the certainty of evidence for each network
estimate using the GRADE framework, which classi-
fies evidence as high, moderate, low, or very low
certainty. The starting point for certainty in direct
estimates for randomised controlled trials is high,
but could be rated down based on limitations in risk
of bias, imprecision, inconsistency (heterogeneity),
indirectness, and publication bias."

!

For the network estimate, we started with the
certainty of evidence from the direct or indirect
evidence that dominated the comparison and, sub-
sequently, considered rating down our certainty
in the network estimate for incoherence between
the indirect and direct estimates for imprecision
(wide credible intervals) around the treatment effect
estimates. When serious incoherence was present,
we used, as the best estimate, that with the higher
certainty of the direct and indirect evidence.’
Appendix text S3 presents additional details of the
GRADE assessment.

N= =, 3,
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Table S5: Summary of risk of bias by network nodes

ExtarTaE(GRADE) ?

Popular diets Atkins (n=36) DASH (n=18) Jenny Craig (n=4)
Overall RoB | Low RoB (n=23) | High RoB (n=13) | Low RoB (n=17) | High RoB (n=1) Low RoB (n=4)
Individual RoB item n % n % n Yo n % n %

Low 17 | 47.2% 8 22.2% 14 | 77.8% 1 5.6% 3 75.0%

Sequence
ge :era tion Lnclear 16.7% = 13.9% 3| 16.7% 0 0.0% 1 25.0%
High 0 0.0% 0 0.0% ) 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Low 15 | 41.7% 0 0.0% 9 | 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0%

Allocation
concealment Lnclear 22.2% 13 36.1% 7| 38.9% 1 5.6% 3 75.0%
High 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Blinding Low 13.9% 2 5.6% 7 | 38.9% 0| 0.0% 2 50.0%
(participants and Lnclear 12 | 33.3% 8 22.2% 4| 22.2% 0 0.0% 1 25.0%
personnel] High 6 | 16.7% 3 8.3% 6 | 33.3% 1| s5.6% 1 25.0%
Low 7| 19.4% 4 11.1% 10 | 55.6% 0 0.0% 1 25.0%

Blinding [outcome

ESSiEESDFS:I Lnclear 12 | 33.3% 7 19.4% 7| 38.9% 1 5.6% 2 50.0%
High 4| 11.1% 2 5.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0%
Low 16 | 44.4% 0 0.0% 15 | 83.3% 0 0.0% 3 75.0%

Incomplete
ﬂutcompe data Lnclear 2 5.6% 0 0.0% 11.1% 1 5.6% 1 25.0%
High 5| 13.9% 13 36.1% 0 0.0% o0 0.0% 0 0.0%
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Table S29: GRADE assessment for 6-month weight loss in individual popular diets NIVIA
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& (GRADE) ?
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Direct
No. ol - [}I:y:t s Need
0.0 - . . P rating - more
f . I st Ind tn Publicati . 1 . t t
Arm 1 Arm 2 (Ref) o patien | square MD (95%Crl) RoB neonsiste nairec u IFa on without mprecist precise ,D r.a <
stud o ncy ess bias - - on indirec
ts % imprecisi than
Y _— t?
on indirec
t?
-0.231(-2.21
Dietary advice Usual diet 4 482 0.0 1 8{6} ! No Mo No Undetected High Serious No Yes
Low fat Usual diet [ 916 86.0 4.87 (3.42, 6.36) No Serious No Undetected Mod No Yes Yes
. . . Serio )
Atkins Usual diet 1 80 NA 9.78 (1.07, 18.5) us No No Undetected Mod Serious No Yes
DASH Usual diet 8 1119 88.0 3.15(1.93, 4.37) No Serious Serious Undetected Low No Yes Yes
] ] 5.42 (-6.32, ] ]
Jenny Craig Usual diet 1 47 NA 17.2) No No No Undetected High V serious No Yes
Mediterranea Usual diet 8 725 91.2 2'1; f;ﬂ’ No Serious No Undetected Maod No Yes Yes
n .
Ornish Usual diet
Paleolithic Usual diet
Portfolio Usual diet
Rosemary Usual diet 2 233 53.1 4.05 (~0.430, No Serious No Undetected Mad Serious NA No
Conley 8.54)
slimming Usual diet 1 157 NA 1.29(-2.42, N N N Undetected High Seri NA N
World sual die 5.01) 0 o 0 ndetecte ig erious 0
South Beach Usual diet
The Biggest i _ .
Loser Usual diet 1 260 NA 2.88 (2.25, 3.50) No No No Undetected High Serious NA No
Volumetrics Usual diet
Weight Seri
e Usual diet 5 795 727 | 299(2.78,7.16) | >° Serious No Undetected Maod No No Yes
Watchers us
Zone Usual diet
Low fat Dietary advice 4 331 86.7 5.63 (3.76, 7.47) No Serious No Undetected Mod No Yes Yes
Atkins Dietary advice
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Table S29 continued: GRADE assessment for 6-month weight loss in individual popular diets NMA

Comparison groups Indirect evidence
Higher
rating
Low Incll.rect indirect _of
First order loop est rating rating Incoher direct NMA
Arm 1 Arm 2 (Ref) [ MD (95%Crl) of the most of In?ri.msﬂ withou Im!)rECI with MD (95%Crl) ence, P- | | a!“l Impreci
T 1 ivity t sion . . indirect ence .
contribution . 1 impreci value . sion
and impreci . withou
. sion
c2 sion t
impreci
sion
Dlet_ary Usual diet 073 (-0.75, Weight Watchers | Mod Mo Mod Serious Low 0.31(-0.94, 0.516 High No Serious
advice 2.22) 1.59)
Low fat Usual diet 276 (L33, DASH Low No Low No Low 3.76(2.70, 0.046 Mod Serious No
4.24) 4.86)
5.35 (4.07, 5.46 (4.19,
Atkins Usual diet ( Low fat Mod No Mod No Mod ¢ 0.209 Mod No No
6.66) 6.75)
DASH Usual diet 459 (265, Low fat Mod MNo Mod No Mod 3.63(2:52, 0.233 Mod No No
6.55) 4.76)
J Crai Usual diet 8.12(5.79, Diet dvi High N High N High 777 (531, 0.559 High N N
enny Craig sual die 10.50) ietary advice ig ] ig o ig 10.00) . ig ] [+]
Mediterran . 4,69 (2.12, ) 2.87 (1.60,
Usual diet Low fat Mod Serious Low No Low 0.103 Mod No No
ean 7.26) 4.21)
Ornish Usual diet 3.64 (133, Low fat Mod No Mod No Mod 3.64 (133, NA Mod No No
5.99) 5.99)
5.31(1.89, ) 5.31(1.89,
Paleolithic Usual diet ( Mediterranean Mod No Mod No Mod { NA Mod No No
8.82) 8.82)
Portfolio Usual diet 3.64(-0.68, Low fat Mod | Serious Low Serious V low 3.64(-0.68, NA Low No Serious
7.96) 7.96)
ROSEM3NY | |cyal diet NA 3.76(1.13, NA Mod No No
Conley 6.45)
sli i 2.15 (-0.78, ; .
:;:?:;gg Usual diet NA S.tll}l NA High No Serious
South 9.86 (5.64, 9.86 (5.64, .
Y Usual diet ( Low fat Mod No Mod No Mod { NA Mod No Serious
Beach 14.08) 14.08)
The Bi t 2.88 (-0.44
€ BIBESS | ysyal diet NA (-0.44, NA High No Serious
Loser 6.18)
Volumetric 5.95 (1.97 5.95(1.97
Usual diet (L.97, Low fat Mod Mo Mod No Mod (L.97, NA Mod No No
5 9.98) 9.98)
v -\-=I= \
e
AT RR n\l:l ZE : i >

BICH I RS W PR

BREMMEANZNY A YN



Wb I B SR e

EHMMEZARILRSARNE




FalTH

[- 28R \:-\WA(IHCIUded), ¢~<§¥§QE“EE"JS‘C$ ?

Methods

Eligible studies randomised adults (218 years) who
were overweight (body mass index 25-29) or obese
(=30) to an eligible popular named diet or an alternative vV FhBIMANEIEFZRCT
active or non-active control diet (eg, usual diet), and
reported weight loss, changes in lipid profile, blood
pressure, or C reactive protein levels at three months’
follow-up or longer.

We included dietary programmes with structured
advice for daily macronutrient, food, or caloric
intake for a defined period (>3 months). Eligible
studies could or could not provide exercise (eg,
walking, strength training) or behavioural support
(eg, counselling, group support online or in person),
and could include meal replacement products, but
had to consist primarily of whole foods and could not
include drugs.

V MIAFEBIIEE
Teams of two reviewers independently screened titles

and abstracts for possible inclusion. If either reviewer SEBAEE 5 E

considered a study potentially eligible, reviewers |
obtained and screened the full text. Reviewers resolved EJ ﬁ " Eﬁl EI’J mH % _k_ EE % -
disagreements by discussion and, when necessary, ﬁi E:F |£__£ﬁ i’ﬁ nﬁk

through adjudication by a third reviewer.

[
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Table S2 Characteristics of Included Studies

FAITH

M4a4% o (Total up) SEESER?

mIcy i

Body

Number Women, i Study
Network i . mean weight, .
Study Country Population Description of number duration
node atients (sD), %) mean (wk)
P years (SD), kg
Low fat Obese and
. . ! nondiabetic, 30-100%
Wing, Dietary . 98.7
USA . overweight; one or 154 45.7 (4.4) 122 (79.0) 104
1998 advice, . (15.1)
. baoth parents with Type
Usual diet .
2 diabetes
Atkins . 116.9
Igbal, 2010 USA ! Ob T 2 diabet 144 59.4 (9.2 15 (10.4 104
gbal, Low fat ese, Type 2 diabetes (9.2) | ) (18.9)
DASH
Burk . . BMI>25, medicated 85.5
urke, Australia  Dietary medicate 241 56.2 (7.3) 134 (55.6) 68
2005 . hypertension (11.7)
advice
Medit
de Lorgeril, France neznl erra MI within & months of 605 53.5 56 (9.3) 73.9 260
1994 - enrolment (10.0) ’ (11.1)
Usual diet
Edwards, DASH,
011 USA Usual diep  Flevated BP 52 46.4(9.6) 27 (51.9) NR 12
Mediterra
Droste, Luxembou nean, Carotid atherosclerosis 122 63.6 (9.5) 36 (33.0) 79.4 20
2013 rg . (16.3)
Usual diet
Dunn Mediterra V:;Umn;ﬁir ausal and 72.1
’ Australia  nean, premenop ; 32 22.0(4.4)  30(100.0) : 12
2014 . recreationally active (11.6)
Usual diet .
but untrained women
Mediterra  Stable established CVD
lizelenberg The nean and at least one 59.9 87.0
Netherl o . . 146 ' 33 (22.6 ' 24
, 2012 dse erian Dietary lifestyle-related risk (10.9) ( ) (18.0)
advice factor

o CErmTRERR
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T- 1 FEREURBNER "44 1 (Total up) &

0.02(-1.71t0 1.76)

4.37(3.03t05.74)

4.35(2.56 t0 6.15)

4.63(3.421t05.87)

4.61(3.01t06.23)

0.26 (-0.92 to 1.45)

3.06(2.04t04.10)

3.04(1.60to0 4.48) |-1.31(-2.40t0 -0.2

-1.57 (-2.29 to -0.86)

Moderate certainty

PR AT (G [ NS S el

Low certainty

|:|I

FAITH

i%us nA % ?

Fig 3 Macronutrient pattern network meta-analysis results with corresponding GRADE (grading of recommendations,
assessment, development, and evaluation) certainty of evidence for six month weight loss (kg).

Low fat diets had estimated effects similar to those of low carbohydrate diets

Moderate macronutrient diets had slightly smaller effects than low carbohydrate diets

o R R
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T - FARBLIRIBMEZR 44 . (Total up) mERAAR?

6 month diastolic blood pressure reduction

1.05(-0.92 t0 3.02) | 2.85 (1.29 to 4.42) | 3.21 (1.89 t0 4.53) | 1.88 (0.80 to 2.96)

1.45(-1.80 to 4.69) 1.80 (:0.28 to 3.88)| 2.16 (0.32t0 4.01) |0.83 (-0.83 to 2.48)

0.36 (-0.95 to 1.66) }0.96 (-2.25 to 0.30)

-1.33(-2.16t0 -0.51)

5.05(2.51t0 7.58)

5.14(3.01 t0 7.32) 3.69 (0.69 t0 6.74) 0.10 (-1.95 t0 2.17)

3.48(1.72105.26) | 2.03 (-0.68 t0 4.78)

-1.57(-3.56 to 0.45) [11.66 (-2.98 to -0.36)

6 month systolic blood pressure reduction

Moderate certainty ~ Low certainty  Very low certainty

Fig 4 Macronutrient pattern network meta-analysis results with corresponding GRADE (grading of recommendations,
assessment, development, and evaluation) certainty of evidence for six month systolic blood pressure (SBP)
and diastolic blood pressure (DBP) reduction (mm Hg).

Low fat diets had estimated effects similar to those of low carbohydrate diets for blood pressure

Moderate macronutrient diets had slightly smaller effects than low carbohydrate diets

o R R
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T- FARRALIRBMER "4245 1 (Total up) sLEEAGR?

6 month high density lipoprotein increase

-1.97 (-4.68 t0 0.70) |-1.88 (-3.73 to -0.041 2.31(0.68t0 3.87) |-0.89 (-2.31t0 0.44)

1.6 (-5.03 to 8.20) 0.10 (-2.61 t0 2.80) | 4.29 (1.77 to 6.74) |1.09 (-1.28 to 3.37)
7.08(2.48 to 11.68)[5.47 (-1.19t0 12.16) 0.98 (-0.45 to 2.36)
1.01 (-2.96 t0 4.96) | -0.60 (-6.68 t0 5.56) |-6.08 (-9.60 to -2.53) -3.20 (-4.08 to -2.34)

5.22(1.90t0 8.68) | 3.61 (-1.97 to 9.44) |-1.85(-5.30 to 1.70)| 4.22 (2.04 to 6.49)

6 month low density lipoprotein reduction

Moderate certainty  Low certainty

Fig 5 Macronutrient pattern network meta-analysis results with corresponding GRADE (grading of recommendations,
assessment, development, and evaluation) certainty of evidence for reduction in low density lipoprotein (LDL)
cholesterol and increase in high density lipoprotein (HDL) cholesterol (mg/dL) at six months.

Low fat diets had great effects to those of low carbohydrate diets on LDL cholesterol reduction

o R R
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T - (FERELIREMER ™44 1 (Total up) HARER?

12-mo CRP reduction (n=8)
)
B
c | -2.7(-6.73, 0.86 (-1.18, | 0.01(-1.21,
— 0.15 (-0.90, 1.33
S 1.33) 3.00) 1.38) ( )
© | 0.38(-1.22, | 3.08(-1.06, -0.85 (-2.62,
E 2.04) 7.23) 0.93) 0.70(-2.51,1.08)
~ | 0.29(-0.80, | 2.99(-0.98, | -0.09 (-1.43,
G 1.42) 6.96) 1.24) 0.15(-0.57,0.83)
2 | 0.09(-0.81, | 2.79(-1.14, | -0.29(-1.65, | -0.20(-0.82,
&b 1.02) 6.71) 1.05) 0.41)

_ Moderate certainty ‘ Low certainty | Very low certainty

Table S12: Macronutrient composition NMA results for 6- and 12- months CRP reductions

no statistically significant differences between diets.

o CErmTRERR
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T - (FAERRLIRIBMER "84 1 (Total up) &l

-275 0.64

-2.89 -0.33 0.27

393 -1.90 NA

103 -0.61 0.25

3.85 7.27 -2.52 0.52

1.92 -2.13 0.33

0.21 -2.85 0.19

195 7.13 -0.13 NA

103 713 -0.88 0.87

1.44 7.15 -2.04 NA

0.69 020 471 -4.87 1.11

3.64 -3.26 -0.37
288 317 220 3.90 -0.01 NA |
215 NA NA NA NA NA
NA NA -0.64 0.36 NA ‘

0.31 0.40 -2.01 an 115

mm "Among the most effective” with moderate to high certainty
[ “Inferior to the most effective/superior to the least effective” with moderate to high certainty
720 "Among the least effective” with moderate to high certainty

B "Maybe among the most effective” with very low to low certainty

=23 “Inferior to the most effective/superior to the least effective” with very low to low certainty
3 "Maybe among the least effective” with very low to low certainty

[ "Maybe worse than usual diet” .

=\[i =& 4% * ZE **
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Table S6: GRADE assessment for 6-month weight loss in macronutrient composition NMA

Comparison groups
T Direct
ire .
- o ratin is more Need
P Arm 2 Df. Nl:-l. of e MD (95%cri) T Inconsisten Indirectne Publin_calion wiﬂwﬁ o Imprecisi precise .to .rate
(Ref) patients cy 55 bias . . on than indirect
study % imprecisi -
indirect ?
on
?
Dietary | Usual 1 185 NA 0.79(-5.23, No No No Undetected High V serious No Yes
advice diet 3.65)
Usual .
Low fat diet 4 854 B8.9 5.10(2.73, 7.47) No Serious No Undetected Mod No No Yes
Low U_Sual 1 168 NA 9.78 (-0.77, seriou No No Undetected Mod V serious No Yes
CHO diet 20.30) s
Moderat | Usual
) 18 2373 92.9 2.80(1.72, 3.91) No Serious No Undetected Mod No Yes Yes
e Macro diet
Dieta
Low fat i v
advice
Low Dietary
CHO advice
Moderat | Diet
oderat | Lietary 9 2841 937 [ 299(1.51,4.46) | No Serious No Undetected Mod No NA NA
e Macro advice
Low Low fat & 436 0.0 0.73(-1.16, N N N Undetected High Seri N ¥
cHO ow fa I 2.62) 0 0 o ndetecte ig rious 0 es
Maoderat -1.47 (-2.83, - i .
Low fat 11 963 92.6 No Serious No Undetected Mod Serious Yes Yes
e Macro 0.11)
Moderat | Low -1.46 (-2.22, - .
& Macro CHO 44 3533 73.1 0.72) No Serious No Undetected Mod No Yes Yes

u
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i
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Table S6 continued: GRADE assessment for 6-month weight loss in macronutrient composition NMA

BICH I RS W PR

Comparison groups Indirect evidence
. Low , .
First order e Indirect Indirect
R - loop of the f - it rating - i rating Incohere direct e NMA
rm 0 ntransi mpreci ncoher
Arm 1 most . . without p with MD (95%Crl) nce, P- and Impreci
(Ref) (95%Crl) R c1 ivity . . sion . . - ence .
contributio d impreci impreci value indirect sion
an . . .
n c2 sion sion without
impreci
sion
Diet U | 0.07 (-1.79 Mod 0.02 (-1.72
|e-ary lsua ( ! aoer Mod No Mod Serious Low ( ! 0.756 High Mo Serious
advice diet 1.94) Macro 1.78)
Usual 3.98(2.31, Moder 4.36 (3.03,
Low fat Mod No Mod No Mod 0.579 Mod No No
diet 5.69) Macro 5.73)
Low CHO U.sual 4.45(3.22, Moder Mod No Mod No Mod 4.63 (3.42, 0.145 Mod No No
diet 5.69) Macro 5.87)
Moderat U | 6.02 (1.74, L b, . 3.06 (2.05,
ooerate lsua ( ow car Mod Serious Low No Low ( 0.147 Mod No No
Macro diet 10.30) low fat 4.10)
Low fat Dietary 4.35 (2.56, Moder Mod No Mod No Mod 435 (2.36, NA Mod No No
advice 6.15) Macro 6.15)
Dietary 4.61(3.01, Moder 4.61(3.01,
Low CHO Mod No Mod No Mod NA Mod No No
advice 6.23) Macro 6.23)
Moderat Diet 3.04 (1.60,
ooerate Ie_aw ( NA Mod No No
Macro advice 4.48)
Low CHO Low fat 0.11(-1.66, Moder Mod N Mod Seri L 0.27 (051, 0.502 High N Seri
ow ow fa 1.45) Macro o 0 o erious ow 1.42) . ig o erious
Moderate -1.37 (-3.54, ] -1.30 (-2.40, ,
Low fat Low carb Mod No Mod Serious Low 0.935 Mod No Serious
Macro 0.79) -0.22)
Moderate -2.46 (-5.06, ] -1.57 (-2.29,
Low CHO Low fat Mod No Mod Serious Low 0.46 Mod No No
Macro 0.14) -0.86)
N
JEER O OF @ £5%
RE A = B xE
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At the 12 month (£3 months) follow-up

dietary macronutrient patterns compared with usual diet
- average weight loss: 1to 2 kg less (low certainty evidence)
- SBP, DBPI, LDL-C ,and CRP reductions :
no significant differences
« HDL-C: significant adverse reductions in low fat and
. moderate macronutrients

Table $13: Macronutrient composition NMA results for 12-month weight loss Table 514: Macronutrient composition NMA results for 12-month SBP and DBP

reductions
12-mo DBP reduction (n=61)
-2.13 (-4.35, - = - ——— - ——
( ; - 1.06 (-3.97, | 0.23(-2.17, | 0.77(-1.60, 0.14 (+1.99, 2.64)
0.13) < 2.34 _2.99) 3.41) |
3.34 (1.71, | 5.47(3.67, g '0'533 i‘(;‘)-‘g' "’i ‘C;c")"“" "3;’; ‘2"1))'75' 1.19 (-0.98, 3.37)
4.99) 7.50) z 0.29 (-3.43, 0.23 (-3,15, 0.54 (-1.34, ] i
3.17 (1.55, 5.31(3.64, | -0.16(-1.42, § 1.17) 3.61) 2.27 -0.08 (-1.74, 1.57)
4.72) 7.11) 1.00) 2 | 133(-161, | 1.86(-1.20, | 1.64 (-0.72, ) . X
E 4.56) 4.87) 3.92) DRF(-2:275-0:60)
1.90 (0.45, | 4.03(2.57, | -1.44(-2.58,- | -1.27 (-2.06, - & ‘ .
0,51 (-2.15, 1.04 (-1.57, 0.81(-1.37, -0.83(-2,37,
3.30) 5.66) 0.37) 0.46) 349) | ae62) \ 206) | 077)

Table S15: Macronutrient composition NMA results for 12-month LDL reduction and
HDL increase

12-mo HDL increase (n=61)
-4,32 (-7.88, - | -2,90 (-5.61, - | 0.07 (-2.47,
0.75 0.15) 2.65)

: showing that the findings were similar to those of the
0.7 (-6.82, 1.41 (-1,90, 4.38 (1.37,

1.50 (-1.23, 4.25)

Appendix tables S16-S25 presentsensitivity analyses

-2.81 (-5.09, -0.52)

£
g o | T L ‘ primary analyses. Network meta-regression accounting
= : 9487)v ' I 10.24.) : Cggy - | DUOS(IBLLION) for bOﬁlexefCiseandbEhaVioursupport also showed
- 1,19 (-4,01, 1.85 (-2.55, 2.62 (-6.69, S T o p ¥
2 6.93) 6.80) 1.31) il kit 'similar results (appendix tables S26-528).
= | 1.45 (-3.209, 2.10 (-1.43, -2.37 (-6.2, 0.28 (-2.32,

G.78) 6.43) 1.51) 2.91)




Individual popular named diets — Weight loss

Table 535: Summary of individual popular diets NMA for all outcomes at 6 months

Certainty of MD [95% Crl) vs usual

Outcomes Classification Intervention

Evidence diet

Weight loss
(kilograms)

The Biggest Loser (M) 2.BB ([-0.44, 6.18)
Among the least effective slimmingWorld(M) | 2.15(-0.78,5.11)

Dietary advice (M) | 0.31(-094, 159)
Lowr May be the most effective South Beach (L) 9_86 (5.64, 14.08)
(Low to very low) May be the least effective Portfolio (VL) 3.64 (-0.68, 7.96)
_ Moderate certainty | Low certainty | Very low certainty
4-5kg at bms

+ !?tﬂiﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ
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Table S37: Individual popular diets NMA results for weight loss at 12 months (kg)

12 month Vs. 6 month follow-up

- Decreased their estimated effects by,
average : 1.5 kg

5.59) | 5.95) 2.07)
3.08 3.71 | 041(-
(0.a8, | (0.66, | 265, | (-3.89,
5.66) | 6.77) 3.43) 2.34)
7.18 7.81 4,51 3.34 4,11
(a.78, | (5.88, | (2.6, | (115, | (0.58,
9.56) | 9.76) 6.51) 5.5) 7.61)
2.80 3.43 | 014(- | -104 | 027
{o.86, | (156, | 137, | (277, | (351
4.72) | 5.32) 157) | 065) | 2.94)
2.35 2.99 031 | -149 | 073
{0.06, | (100, | (222, | (-3.48, | {213,
At 5.07) 167) | 057) | 2.84)
6.97 7.61 431 | 314(- | 390¢(-
(3.08, ||(3.85, | (0.74, | o054, | 076,
10.90) |f11.42) | 7.88) | 6.82) | 8.61)

2.80 3.43 | 013(- | -105 | -028
{0.30, | (1.18, | 223, | (-3.44, | (384
5.34) | 575) | 251) | 139) | 3.38)

128(- | 191(- | -139 | -257 | -130
159, | 078, | (424, | (-5.49, | (-5.5,
418) | 466) | 147 | o039 | 210

4.17 4.80 | 149(- | 032(- | 1.09¢(
{031, | (1.07, | 203, 331, | 354,
8.04) | 8.56) | s.00) 396) | s5.74)

2.98 3.61 | 031(- | -086 | -009
(1.27, | (2.53, | 108 | (-240, | (320,
4.65) | 4.68) | 188 | 083) | 297)

3.25 3.88 | 058(- | -060 | 0.17(-
(120, | (2.1, | o079, | {213 | 3.10,
5.33) | 5.70) 197) | 099) | 351)

3kg at 12ms

The values correspond to the difference in mean weight lost between the row and column at 12 months
(e.g., the difference in average weight lost between the Jenny Craig diet and usual diet at 12 months is
7.18 kg).




Individual popular named diets — SBP/DBP

Table S35: Summary of individual popular diets NMA for all outcomes at 6 months

D (95% SUS

5.97 (0.74, 11.18)
Atkins (M) 5.14 (2.78, 7.57)
Inferior to the most effective / DASH (M) 468 (2.83, 6.64)
superior to the least effective Low fat (M) 3.95 (1.81, 6.10)
Zone [M) 3.46 (0.53, 6.44)
SBP Mediterranean (M) 2.94 (0.95, 5.02)
Reduction , The Biggest Loser (M) 3.17 (-1.46, 7.81)
{mm Hg) Among the least effective = — -
May be the most effective Jenny CIHIE (L) 7.86(1.52, 14.21)
Low Volumetrics (L) 2.93 (-3.46,9.29)
(Low to very low) May be among the least effective Weight Watchers (L) 2.80(-0.84, 6.61)
Rosemary Conley (VL) 2.39 (-2.62, 7.39)
Dietary advice (L) 0.58 (-1.85, 2.94)
Inferior to the most effective / EIEE L] 2.84 (1.58, 4.18)
superior to the least effective Zone (M} 2.33 (0.24, 4.48)
Low fat (M) 2.22 (0.75, 3.75)
DEP Paledlithic (M) 3.85 {-1.00, 8.75)
Reduction Among the least effective The Biggest Loser (M) 2.20 (-1.11, 5.52)
{mm Hg) Mediterransan (M) 1.03 (-0.46, 2.53)
Ornish (M) 0.20 (-2.45, 2.80)
Low May be the most effective Jenny Craig (L) 7.81(3.35, 12.30)
{Low to very low) May be inferior to the most effective :
1'Ir5|.J|::n=_-r|'1:|r to the least effective ! Portfolio {L) 3.98 (0.36, 7.66)

_ Moderate certainty

BICH I RS W PR
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Low certainty

Very low certainty




Table S39: DBP reduction (above right) and SBP reduction (below left) at 12 months
across individual popular diets with 95% credible intervals

12-month DBP reduction

. 115 (- 1.45 (- 1.80 (- -150(- 2.06 (- 1.27 (- 061 (- 0.05 (- -0.25 (- 1.69 (-
. 393, 0.91, 0.82, 4.86, 2.81, 1.57, 350, 5.14, 274, 133,
1.62) 4.26) 4.65) 1.93) 7.38) 4.00) 2.55) 5.71) 2.57) 5.25)
1.29 (- R 260 (- 2.95 034 (- 3.21( 242 (- 0.55 (- 1.21(- 0.80 (- 2.85(-
219, : 0.03, {0.12, 451, 1.11, 2.33, 413, 0.56, 0.29,
5.08) B 5.69) 6.05) 3.90) 18,867) 5.86) 3.69) 6.99) 2.75) 6.51)
1.06 |- -0.24 (- 0.35 (- 284 (- 0.61 (- 014 (- -2.05 (- 4L 168 (- 0.24 (-
1.94, 3.65, Low fat 1.186, 7.04, 378, 3.32, 467, i 454, 193,
4.64) 3.54) 1.67) 0.72) 5.00) 2.22) 0.38) 6.16,3.4) 0.96) 2.61)
272(- 141 (- 1.64 (- -3.29 (- 0.26 (- 051 (- 2.40 (- -1.75 (- -2.02 (- -0.10 [
0.59, 233, 0.26, Atkins 741, 4724, 3.74, 497, 6.60, 492, 2.43,
6.41) 531) 3.41) 0.62) 4.95) 2.23) 0.21) 3.35) 0.84) 2.55)
e 374 (- 5.03 (- -4.81 (- -6.46 [ 355 (- 2.76 (- 0.89 (- 1.54 (- 1.26 (- 3.19 (-
§ 8.23, 10.786, 10.26, 11.99, - DASH 2.09, 0.84, 3.30, 438, 277, 0.96,
2 0.81) 0.43) 0.12) 1.29) 258) 5.23) 5.29) 7.93) 5.50) 7.85)
E -0.80 (- 210 (- -1.86 (- 351 (- 2.94 (- - 0.79 (- 266 |- 2.01(- 229 (- 037 (-
@ 5.84, 841, 7.28, 9.14, 430, e 6.29, 781, 8.46, 758, 5.23,
= 5.81) 453) 355) 2.30) 10.69) 4.11) 2.31) 4.47) 2.80) 4.67)
s 232 (- 104 (- 133 (- 035 (- 6.04 313 (- 189 (- 122 (- 151 (- 0.40 (-
E 1.13, 364, 2.69, 453, (1.10, 3.72, 'f:::' 5.132, 6.44, 473, 2.73,
- 5.48) 5.03) 3.98) 2.82) 10.72) 2.05) 1.82) 462) 2.15) 4.38)
-0.67 (- -197 (- 2175 (- -3.38 (- 3.08 (- 0.12 (- -3.02 (- 0.65 (- 0.37 (- 2.29(-
456, 5.94, 5.04, 6.73, 255, 6.19, 6.97, Ornish 463, 259, 0.39,
3.77) 2.31) 1.56) 0.10) 9.19) 6.46) 2.00) 5.14) 3.31) 5.31)
0.68 (- 062 (- 039 (- 2.03 (- 4_4_1{- 1.48 (- 165 (- 135(- Volumetr | 0280 1.65 (-
576, 731, 6.23, 812, 3.15, 6.51, 7.96, 5.40, - 5.90, 3.60,
7.60) 6.34) 5.39) 4.09) 12.50) 9.36) 5.47) 8.02) 1 5.12) 6.96)
208 (- 0.75 (- 1.03 (- -0.63 (- 5.81 289 (- -0.26 (- 276 (- 1.40 (- — 1.93 (-
1.19, 1.08, 265, 441, (0.50, 364, 413, 1.42, 5.46, 1.13,
5.89) 2.96) 4.54) 3.21) 11.60) 9.28) 4.56) 6.83) 8.20) e 5.35)

1.03 (- -0.28 (- -0.05 (- -1.69 (- 476 (- 1.81(- -1.34 (- 1700 0.35 (- -1.07 (-
294, 444, 3.00, 4.80, 0.86, 429, 5.189, 188, 6.0, 529, Zone

5 69) 434) 3.07) 1.74) 11.04) 8.11) 3.80) 5.47) 7.04) 3.44)

The values correspond to the difference in median DBP reduction (above right) and SBP reduction (below
left) between the column and row at 12-months (eg, the difference in median DBP reduction between
Jenny Craig and usual diet at 12-months is 2.06 mm Hg; the difference in median SBP reduction between

DASH and usual diet at 12-months is -3.74 mm Hg). 12 month VS. 6 month fO"OW'Up
No statistically significant differences

BICH I RS W PR
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Individual popular named diets — Blood lipoproteins

LDL
Reduction

(mg/dL)

Table $35: Summary of individual popular diets NMA for all outcomes at 6 months

Low
(Low to very low)

Among the least effective

UFHB“IU”

MD (95% Crl) vs usual

diet

4.71 (-3.45, 12.99)

DASH (M) 3.93 (-3.19, 11.20)
The Biggest Loser (M) 3.90 (-5.64, 13.42)
Low fat (M) 1.92 (-3.54, 7.38)

Dietary advige (M)

~2.01(-8.35, 4.35)

May be the most effective

Portfolio (L)

21.29 (10.03, 32.55)

May be among the least effective

Paleolithic (L)

7.27 (-7.71, 22.26)

Rosemary Conley (VL)

7.15 (-4.66, 19.00)

Volumetrics (L)

7.13 (-6.36, 20.53)

Weight Watchers (VL) 7.13 (-6.36, 20.53)
Jenny Craig (L) 0.21 (-8.54, 8.93)
South Beach (L) -0.64 (-16.96, 15.63)
Atkins (L) ~2.75 (-8.56, 3.00)
Zone (L) -2.89 (-9.26, 3.47)

HDL Increase

(mg/dL)

o

Low
(Low to very low)

Not better than usual diet

The Biggest Laser (M)

-0.01 (-3.82, 3.81)

Jenny Craig (M)

—2.85 (-5.86, 0.25)

May be the most effective

Atkins*® (L)

3.41 (0.83, 5.75)

May be among the least effective

South Beach (VL)

0.36 (-5.85, 6.55)

Volumetrics (L)

-0.13 (-5.18, 4.92)

Zone (L) -0.33 (-2.84, 2.19)
Mediterranean (L) -0.61 (-2.15, 0.87)
Weight Watchers (L) -0.88 (-3.11, 1.32)

Dietary advice (L)

-1.71(-3.72,0.37)

Paleullthlc{VL] —2 52 [ -8.85, 3. 83]

Portfolio (VL) -3.26 (-8.17, 1.68)

i -4.87 (-7.97,-1.77

May be worse than usual diet Ornish (L) ( )
Low fat (L) -2.13 (-4.02, -0.17)

BICH I RS W PR
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_ Moderate certainty ‘ Low certainty | Very low certainty |




Table S41: HDL increase (above right) and LDL reduction (below left) at 12 months
across individual popular diets with 95% credible intervals

12-months HDL increase
Usual -2.50 (- -3.70 (- -0.25 (- -4.41 (- -0.04 (- -0.40(- -5.28 (- -1.41 (- 0.1710- -2 87 (-
o 4,95, - 5.83, - 2.59, 7.65, - 3.38, 2532, 8.18, - 6.13, 2.33, 5.75,
0.01) 1.65) 2.14) 1.05) 3.44) 1.74) 2.35) 3.23) 2.64) 0.06)
-2.92 (- T -1.211(- 225 (- -1.91 (- 246 (- 2.10(- -2 78 (- 1.08 (- 2.67 -0.38 (-
9.33, ) 3.54, 0.24, 5.84, 0.40, 0.66, 5.53, - 3.74, {1.08, 3.30,
4.30) BRNEs 1.02) 4.74) 2.08) 5.43) 4.82) 0.05) 5.85) 4,20) 2.58)
-0.85 (- 20210- 3.46 -0.71 (- 3.67 3.29 -158 (- 2.29(- 3.87 0.831(-
6.65, 4.14, Low fat (2.21, 424, {0.72, {1.40, 3.94, 1.91, {1.49, 1.30,
5.88) 8.64) 4,81) 3.02) 6.81) 5.31) 0.91) 5.47) 6.32) 3.06)
-1.77 (- 1.11(- -0.923 (- -4.17 (- 0201(- -0.15 (- -5.03 (- -1.17 (- 0.41 (- -2.63 (-
B.13, 5.66, 4.40, Atkins 7.92, - 3.00, 247, 7.54, - 5.60, 2.21, 4,95, -
5.42) 8.23) 2.46) 0.33) 3.49) 2.12) 2.52) 3.18) 2.99) 0.29)
5 0.44 (- 3.30(- 1.29 (- 223 (- 438 (- 4.01 -087 (- 209 (- 4.58 154 (-
= 872, 8.17, 985, 921, DASH 021, {0.53, 5132, 2.66, {0.55, 2.64,
3| 9.49) 14.14) 11.34) 12.67) 8.94) 7.39) 3.31) 8.44) £.49) 5.65)
E -7.65 (- -4.75 (- -6.77 (- -5.B4 (- -B.04 (- e -0.35 (- -5.24 (- -1.381(- 0.20(- -283 (-
8| 1s5.00, 1141, 14.47, 1407, 19.94, crai 393, 8.88, - 6.65, 3.06, 6.50,
g 1.91) 2.54) 0.90) 2.51) 5.08) = 3.05) 1.66) 3.72) 3.33) 0.77)
H 6.17 9.08 7.14 8.03 5.70(- 13.82 _ -4.89 (- -1.014- 0.56 (- -2A7 (-
El 0.2z {1.05, (0.62, {0.87, 419, {3.91, l=lied 7.85, - 5.68, 2.25, 5.30,
~ ! ranean
= 11.88) 16.01) 11.43) 13.39) 15.57) 22.14) 1.87) 3.56) 3.37) 0.41)
5.36 (- 8.23 6.24 7.14 494 (- 12.99 -0.85 (- 3.86 (- 5.44 241(-
2.27, {0.93, (0.03, {0.69, 5.42, (3.87, .24, Ornish 1.02, (2.54, 0.31,
14.17) 16.23) 12.58) 13.83) 17.51) 22,25) 8.28) 2.65) 8.31) 5.14)
10.66 (- 1352 (- 1146 (- 1239 (- 1020 (- 18.21 4449 (- 5220- Volumet 158 (- -1.45 (-
3.08, 0.37, 1.07, 0.52, 5.64, {3.61, B.69, 8.83, ) 3.23, 6.12,
24.97) 27.72) 24.07) 25.45) 27.00) 32.91) 18.73) 19.24) e 6.45) 3.33)
-0.86 (- 205(- 0.03 (- 0.96 (- -1.24 (- 6.81 (- -7.02 (- -6.18 (- -11 .46 (- Weight -3.04 (-
7.07, 2.08, 6.74, 5.29, 12.00, 1.31, 13.29, 14.31, 25.69, Watch 6.03,
6.16) 6.28) 5.32) 7.33) 10.16) 14.30) 1.08) 1.28) 2.52) ers 0.03)
-0.43 (- 2.44(- 042 (- 132 (- -0.88 (- 7.16 (- -6.64 (- -5.80 (- -11.05 (- 0.39(-
7.98, 5.27, 5.00, 455, 12.02, 2.03, 13.43, 12.98, 24.75, 7.42, Zone
8.07) 10.58) 5.83) 7.31) 11.44) 16.38) 1.86) 1.20) 2.63) 8.63)

The values correspond to the difference in median HDL increase (above right) and LDL reduction (below
left) between the column and row at 6 months (eg, the difference in median HDL increase between Atkins
and usual diet at 12 months is -0.25 mg/dL; the difference in median LDLrec 12 month follow -up

4 Mediterranean and usual diet at 12 months is 6.17 mg/dL). No statistically significant increase
b Sl R $od 1
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Individual popular named diets — CRP

Table $35: Summary of individual popular diets NMA for all outcomes at 6 months

Outcomes Cert.a Sy ot Classification Intervention e S C.rl) s kvl
Evidence diet
Ornish (VL) 1.11 (-1.62, 3.87)
Weight Watchers (L) 0.87 (-0.88, 2.70)
Atkins (L) 0.64 (-0.90, 2.26)
CRP G Paleolithic (VL) 0.52 (-2.09, 3.17)
Reduction (Low ta ey low) Not better than usual diet Low fat (VL) 0.33 (-1.25, 1.93)
(mg/dL) Zone (VL) 0.27 (-1.54, 2.11)
Mediterranean (L) 0.25 (-0.59, 1.13)
Jenny Craig (VL) 0.19 (-2.08, 2.45)
Portfolio (VL) -0.37 (-3.61, 2.88)
| | | | Dietary advice (VL) | -1.15 (-3.30, 0.93) |

_ Moderate certainty | Low certainty ‘ Very low certainty ‘

No statistically significant
Table S12: Macronutrient composition NMA results for 6- and 12- months CRP

reductions
12-mo CRP reduction (n=8)
Y
W
< | 27(6.73, 0.86(-1.18, | 0.01(-1.21,
: 133) 3.00) 1.38) 0.15(-0.90, 1.33)
B | 0.38(-1.22, | 3.08(-1.06, -0.85 (-2.62,
3 2.04) 7.23) 0.93) -0.70(-2.51,1.08)
~ | 0.29(-0.80, | 2.99(-0.98, | -0.09 (-1.43
o ' » » N
S 1.42) 6.96) 1.24) 0.15(-0.57,0.83)
2 | 0.09(-0.81, | 2.79(-1.14, | -0.29(-1.65, | -0.20 (-0.82,
& 1.02) 6.71) 1.05) 0.41)

_ Moderate certainty | Low certainty | Very low certainty |

+
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Adverse events

« 18.2% (22/12 1RCT, Low CHO: 12)

« Risk of headache : 25% vs. 8% at 3 ms,
no significant differences at 6 and 12 months
(low fat n=73 low CHO n=70)

Ann Intern Med 2014;161:309-18. doi:10.7326/M14-0180

« Adverse events [ low CHO (n=60) than low fat(n=60)]
— constipation (68% v 35%; P=0.001),
— headache (60% v 40%; P=0.03),
— halitosis (38% v 8%; P=0.001), muscle
— cramps (35% v 7%; P=0.001),
— diarrhoea (23% v 7%;P=0.02),
— general weakness (25% v 8%; P=0.01),
— rash (13% v 0%; P=0.006).35

Ann Intern Med 2004,;140:769-77. doi:10.7326/0003-
4819-140-10-200405180-00006
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Conclusions

Low carbohydrate, low fat & moderate macronutrient diets vs
usual diet

— with larger reductions in BW and BP than a usual diet

— moderate macronutrient diets diets: slightly smaller
both blood pressure and blood lipids disappeared almost
completely at 12 months.

Mediterranean diet showed a statistically significant difference
in LDL reduction

None of the diets were associated with a statistically significant
increase in HDL or reduction in CRP at either the 6 or 12 month

fO | | ow-u p Normal 20% 5% | 10% 5% 25%
SBp 120mmHg | 24 18 12 6 3(MID)
D8P 80 mm Hg 16 12 8 4 2 (MID)
DL 100mg/dL | 20 15 10 |s(MD) |25
HDL {f Omg/d |8 6 3 2(MD) |1
CRP Omg/d. |2 15 110 05(MID) [025

SBP/DBP: 2mmHg - based on epidemiology in relation to stroke, MI, etc.

LDL and HDL: 5% or 0.1mmol/L - based on FDA/Health Canada cholesterol-lowering health daims
for foods

CRP: 0.5mg/L - based on Reynolds Risk score 0.5mg/L = 1% change in 10y CVD risk
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