Supplementary S1: Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) checklist

Location
Sect.lon ile AL Checklist item \_/vherfa
Topic # item is
reported

TITLE
Title 1 | Identify the report as a systematic review. 1
ABSTRACT
Abstract 2 | See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist. 2
INTRODUCTION
Rationale 3 | Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge. 3-4
Obijectives 4 | Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses. 4
METHODS
Eligibility 5 | Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses. | 5
criteria
Information 6 | Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or 4-5
sources consulted to identify studies. Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
Search 7 | Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and limits 4-5
strategy used.
Selection 8 | Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how | 5
process many reviewers screened each record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if

applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
Data 9 | Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from | 6
collection each report, whether they worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from
process study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
Data items 10a | List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible | 6

with each outcome domain in each study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points, analyses), and if

not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.




Location

Sect_|on el ) gl Checklist item \_/vher_e
Topic item IS
reported
10b | List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention 6
characteristics, funding sources). Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear
information.
Study risk of 11 | Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, | 6
bias how many reviewers assessed each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable,
assessment details of automation tools used in the process.
Effect 12 | Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or 6-7
measures presentation of results.
Synthesis 13a | Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the 6-8
methods study intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item #5)).
13b | Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of 7-8
missing summary statistics, or data conversions.
13c | Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses. 7-8
13d | Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-analysis | 7-8
was performed, describe the model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of statistical
heterogeneity, and software package(s) used.
13e | Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g. subgroup | 7-8
analysis, meta-regression).
13f | Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results. 7-8
Reporting 14 | Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from 6-7
bias reporting biases).
assessment
Certainty 15 | Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome. 6-7
assessment
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Topic # Iitem Is
reported
RESULTS
Study 16a | Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search | 8
selection to the number of studies included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.
16b | Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why NA
they were excluded.
Study 17 | Cite each included study and present its characteristics. Table 1
characteristics
Risk of bias 18 | Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study. Table 1
in studies
Results of 19 | For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) | Table 3
individual an effect estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or
studies plots.
Results of 20a | For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies. 8-9
syntheses 20b | Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the 9-10
summary estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical
heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.
20c | Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results. 9-10
20d | Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results. NA
Reporting 21 | Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis | 8
biases assessed.
Certainty of 22 | Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed. Table 2
evidence
DISCUSSION
Discussion 23a | Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence. 10-14




Location

Sect_|on el ) gl Checklist item \_/vher_e
Topic # Iitem Is
reported
23b | Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review. 10-14
23c | Discuss any limitations of the review processes used. 10-14
23d | Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research. 10-14
OTHER INFORMATION
Registration 24a | Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number, or state 4
and protocol that the review was not registered.
24b | Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared. 4
24c | Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol. NA
Support 25 | Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or 14
sponsors in the review.
Competing 26 | Declare any competing interests of review authors. 15
interests
Availability 27 | Report which of the following are publicly available and where they can be found: template data collection | NA
of data, code forms; data extracted from included studies; data used for all analyses; analytic code; any other materials
and other used in the review.
materials

From: Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, Boutron I, Hoffmann TC, Mulrow CD, et al. The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for
reporting systematic reviews. BMJ 2021;372:n71. doi: 10.1136/bmj.n71
For more information, visit: http://www.prisma-statement.org/



http://www.prisma-statement.org/

Supplementary S2: Search strategy for each database.

Database Index and keyword terms Results

PubMed (((plant-based diet*[Title/Abstract]) OR (plant based 42
diet*[Title/Abstract]) OR (plant-based
nutrition[Title/Abstract]) OR (plant based
nutrition[Title/Abstract]) OR (plant-based
food*[Title/Abstract]) OR (plant based
food*[Title/Abstract]) OR (vegetarian*[Title/Abstract]) OR
(vegan[Title/Abstract]) OR lacto-vegetarian*[Title/Abstract]
OR lacto vegetarian*[Title/Abstract] OR lacto-ovo
vegetarian*[Title/Abstract] OR lacto ovo
vegetarian*[Title/Abstract] OR plant food[Title/Abstract])
AND (Overweight[Title/Abstract] OR obesity[Title/Abstract]
OR "body weight"[Title/Abstract] OR "weight
loss"[Title/Abstract] OR "weight gain"[Title/Abstract] OR
adiposity[Title/Abstract] OR "body mass
index"[Title/Abstract])) AND (*'systematic
review"[Title/Abstract] OR "meta-analysis"[Title/Abstract])

EMBASE (‘plant-based diet*":ab,ti OR 'plant based diet*":ab,ti OR 68
'plant-based nutrition":ab,ti OR 'plant based nutrition":ab,ti
OR 'plant-based food*':ab,ti OR 'plant based food*":ab,ti OR
vegetarian*:ab,ti OR 'lacto vegetarian*':ab,ti OR 'lacto-ovo
vegetarian*':ab,ti OR 'lacto ovo vegetarian*":ab,ti OR 'plant
food':ab,ti) AND (overweight:ab,ti OR obesity:ab,ti OR
'body weight':ab,ti OR 'weight loss':ab,ti OR 'weight
gain':ab,ti OR adiposity:ab,ti OR 'body mass index":ab,ti)
AND ('systematic review':ab,ti OR 'meta-analysis':ab,ti)

The (plant-based diet*) OR (plant based diet*) OR (plant-based 5
Cochrane nutrition) OR (plant based nutrition) OR (plant-based food*)
Library OR (plant based food*) OR (vegetarian*) OR (vegan) OR
(reviews lacto-vegetarian* OR lacto vegetarian* OR lacto-ovo

only) vegetarian* OR lacto ovo vegetarian* OR plant food in Title

Abstract Keyword AND overweight OR obesity OR “body
weight” OR “weight loss” OR “weight gain” OR adiposity
OR “body mass index” in Title Abstract Keyword - (Word
variations have been searched)

CINAHL AB ( (plant-based diet*) OR (plant based diet*) OR (plant- 30
based nutrition) OR (plant based nutrition) OR (plant-based
food*) OR (plant based food*) OR (vegetarian*) OR vegan
OR lacto-vegetarian* OR lacto vegetarian* OR lacto-ovo
vegetarian* OR lacto ovo vegetarian®* OR plant food ) AND
AB (overweight OR obesity OR “body weight” OR “weight
loss” OR “weight gain” OR adiposity OR “body mass
index” ) AND AB ( “systematic review” OR “meta-
analysis” )

Scopus (TITLE-ABS-KEY ( ( plant-based AND diet*) OR 75
(plant AND based AND diet*) OR ( plant-based AND




nutrition) OR (plant AND based AND nutrition) OR
( plant-based AND food*) OR (plant AND based AND
food*) OR (vegetarian*) OR lacto-vegetarian* OR
lacto AND vegetarian* OR lacto-ovo AND vegetarian*
OR lacto AND ovo AND vegetarian* OR vegan OR
plant AND food) AND ALL (overweight OR obesity
OR "body weight" OR "weight loss" OR "weight gain™
OR adiposity OR "body mass index™) AND ALL

( "systematic review" OR "meta-analysis" ) )

Web of
Science

(plant-based diet*) OR (plant based diet*) OR (plant-based
nutrition) OR (plant based nutrition) OR (plant-based food*)
OR (plant based food*) OR (vegetarian*) OR lacto-
vegetarian* OR lacto vegetarian* OR lacto-ovo vegetarian*®
OR lacto ovo vegetarian* OR vegan OR plant food (Topic)
and overweight OR obesity OR “body weight” OR “weight
loss” OR “weight gain” OR adiposity OR “body mass index”
(Topic) and “systematic review” OR “meta-analysis” (Topic)

134




Table S1: AMSTAR?2 assessment of the included systematic reviews

Author, Year Q1 Q2* Q3 Q4* Q5 Q6 Q7* Q8 Q9™ Q9° Q10 Q11** | Q11° Q12* | Q13 Q14 Q15* | Q16 Overall
Austin et al., 2021 N PY N PY Y Y N PY Y - Y Y - Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Barnard et al., 2015 N Y Y PY Y Y N Y PY - Y Y - Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Demirci et al., 2022 N Y Y PY N N N Y N N N Y Y N N Y Y N Low
Huang et al., 2016 N N Y Y Y N N Y Y - N Y - Y Y Y Y Y Low
Massara et al., 2022 Y Y N Y Y N Y Y N Y Y Y - Y N Y Y Y Moderate
Termannsen et al., 2022 Y Y N Y Y N Y Y Y - Y Y - Y Y Y Y Y Moderate
Viguiliouk et al., 2018 Y Y Y PY Y Y N Y Y - Y Y - Y Y Y N Y High

N =No, Y = Yes, PY = Partially Yes, * = critical domains

Q1: Did the research questions and inclusion criteria for the review include the components of PICO?

Q2: Did the report of the review contain an explicit statement that the review methods were established prior to conduct of the review and did the report justify any significant deviations from the protocol?
Q3: Did the review authors explain their selection of the study designs for inclusion in the review?

Q4: Did the review authors use a comprehensive literature search strategy?

Q5: Did the review authors perform study selection in duplicate?

Q6: Did the review authors perform data extraction in duplicate?

Q7: Did the review authors provide a list of excluded studies and justify the exclusions?

Q8: Did the review authors describe the included studies in adequate detail?

Q9: Did the review authors use a satisfactory technique for assessing the risk of bias (RoB) in individual studies that were included in the review?

Q10: Did the review authors report on the sources of funding for the studies included in the review?

Q11: If meta-analysis was justified did the review authors use appropriate methods for statistical combination of results?

Q12: If meta-analysis was performed did the review authors assess the potential impact of RoB in individual studies on the results of the meta-analysis or other evidence synthesis?

Q13: Did the review authors account for RoB in individual studies when interpreting/discussing the results of the review?

Q14: Did the review authors provide a satisfactory explanation for, and discussion of, any heterogeneity observed in the results of the review?

Q15: If they performed quantitative synthesis did the review authors carry out an adequate investigation of publication bias (small study bias) and discuss its likely impact on the results of the review?
Q16: Did the review authors report any potential sources of conflict of interest, including any funding they received for conducting the revie



Author MD SE Mean Differance 35% C1 welght

Menanen et al, 1998 -3.10 029 [-3.66;-2.54] 3T%
Mishra et al., 2013 -3.00 D41 [+ [-3.80;-2.20] 36%
Kahileova et al., 2020 -5.90 041 [-6.70; -5.100] 3.6%
Jenking e al., 7014 -1.10 0.52 - [-2.12;-0.08] 3.5%
Ferdowslan et al., 2010 -5.10 DE1 H: [-6.29;-3.91] 34%
Micholison et al_, 1939 -3.40 D64 L [-4.65;-2.15] 3.3%
Barnard at al, 2021 -6.00 077 = [-7.50; -4.50] 3.2%
Barnard et al., 2005 -2.00 077 ] [-3.50;-0.50) 32%
Barnard et al., 2006 -1.560 DLET [-2.30; 0100 3.0%
Barnard at al., 2009 -2.70 [.B9 . 3 [-5.45;-1.95] 3.0%
Barnard at al., 2018 D.oD 1.17 : [-2.29; 2.29] Z6%
Turner et al., 2007 -2.50 1.18 - [-4.81;-0.18] Z6%
Turnar-MoGrievy et al, 2007 -4.10 1.439 —— [-7.03;-1.17] 22%
+
Powlsen et al., 2014 -3.22 004 [+ ] [-3.38;-3.06] 36%
Uusltupa at al., 2013 -0.50 0223 [-1.05; 0.05] 37%
Adamsson et al., 2011 -3.03 035 [-3.73;-2.33] 36%
Gotfredsen et al., 2020 -0.41 050 - [-1.40; 0.58] 3.5%
Kjeldsen—Kragh ei al., 1991  -2.90 D61 ] [-4.10;-1.70] 34%
Huseinovic et al_, 2016 -3.70 1.9 - [-6.24;-1.16] 24%
Buniner et al., 2015 -6.40 1.53 —|— [-9.40; -3.40) 2.1%
Michoson at al., 1999 -2.40 1.53 — [-5.40; -0.40) 2.1%
Wright e4 al, 2017 -11.20 163 —@— [-14.78;-7.62] 1.8%
-
Sofl ef al., 2018 -0.11 033 [-D.86; 0.54] 26%
Kahleova et al., 2010 -3.00 D43 [-3.84;-2.16] 3.6%
Kahleova et al., 2013 -2.30 0.4 [-3.24;-1.36] 35%
Gardner et al_, 2007 -2.60 06D [ ] [-3.77;-1.43] 34%
Kahleova et al., 2011 -3.00 063 | [-4.23;-1.77] 34%
Dansinges et al., 2005 -0.10 1.47 —I [-2.08; 2.78] 2.9%
Burke et al., 2008 -0.92 260 ; [-E.DZ £18] 1.2%
-
Prascott et al., 1988 -4.20 073 = [-5.64;-2.76] 3.2%
Dekjana at al., 1985 0.0D 1.12 1 [-2.20; 220 Z27%
Djekic et al., 2020 -0.70 277 : [-6.13; 473 1.1%
Burke et al., 2007 -1.65 2.79 —-— [-71Z 382 14%
Mahon et al., 2007 -8.50 402 ——=——— [-15.68; -0.92] 06%
it

Skoldstam et al., 1579 -3.20 [.BD = [-4.77.-163] 2.1%
Random effects mods . [ -3.52; -2.18] 100.0%
Pradiction Interval [-&.4T; 0.67]
Helerngenstly 17 = 8%, o <0.01 U I

Test for pueral efloot £, =-EAG(p=001) -15-10 -8 0 § 10 15

Test for SUDGROUD CITerances: ¢f = 453, df =4 p = 0.33)

Figure S1: Forest plot comparing the different primary studies’ effect sizes between different
plant-based diets on weight (kg).



Author

Jenkins et al_, 2014
Bamard et al_, 2021
Bamard et al., 2005
Bamnard et al_, 2018
Kahleova et al., 2020
Lee et al., 2016
Mi-Lee et al., 2016
Mishra et al., 2013
Kahleova et al., 2018
Shah et al., 2018
Barmard et al_, 2006

Adamsson et al., 2011
Huseinovic et al., 2016
Wright et al., 2017
Bunner et al., 2015
Gotfredsen et al., 2020

Kahleova et al., 2013
Sofiet al., 2018
Gardner et al., 2007
Kahleova et al., 2011
Kahleova et al., 2010
Dansinger et al_, 2005
Burke et al., 2008

Dijekic et al., 2020
Mahon et al., 2007

de Mello et al., 2006

Random effects model
Prediction imterval

MD SE

-0.40 0.19
-2.00 0.26
-0.80 0.28

1.10 0.38
-2.20 0.56

0.50 0.60

0.50 0.60
-2.00 0.85
-2.20 0.86
-0.06 1.06
-2.50 147

-1.03 0.12
-1.30 0.46
-3.00 0.53
-2.50 213
3.88 411

-0.90 0.14

0.03 015
-0.24 0.33
-1.200 D.42
-1.200 0.48
-0.30 0.50
-0.04 0.80

-0.200 0.72
-3.50 1.38

0.38 0.56

Heterogeneity: I* = 53%, p=001

Test for overall effect t:s = —3.71 (p < 0.01520

Mean Difference

I
-10 0

Test for subgroup differences: xf =7.35, df=4 (p=0.12)

10

20

95% C1 weight

[-0.77;-0.03] 54%
[-2.50; -1.50] 5.3%
[-1.35;-0.25] 5.2%

[ 0.35; 1.85] 4.8%
[-3.30; -1.10] 4.1%
[-0.68: 1.68] 3.9%
[-0.68: 1.68] 3.9%
[-367;-0.33] 3.0%
[-3.89; -0.51] 3.0%
[-2.15; 2.02] 24%
[-5.38: 0.38] 16%
[-1.26; -0.80] 5.6%
[-2.20; -0.40] 45%
[-4.05; -1.95] 4.2%
[-6.67: 1.67] 0.9%
[-4.18;11.94] 0.3%
[-1.17;-0.83] 5.5%
[-0.25; 0.31] 55%
[-0.89: 0.41] 50%
[-2.02; -0.38] 47%
[-2.13;-0.27] 4.4%
[-1.28: 0.68] 4.4%
[-161: 1.53] 3.2%
[-161; 1.21] 35%
[-6.21;-0.79] 17%
[-0.72; 1.48] 4.1%

[ -1.28; -0.37] 100.0%
[-2.75; 1.10]

Figure S2: Forest plot comparing the different primary studies’ effect sizes between different
plant-based diets on BMI (kg/m?).



Author MD SE Mean Difference

Kahleova et al., 2010 -2.60 0.50

Kahleova et al., 2011 -1.10 D:?[]
Dansinger et al., 2005 070 119
Burke et al., 2008 -0.13 228

Jenkins et al., 2014 0.10 030
Barnard et al., 2005 -2.10 0.88
Ferdowsian et al., 2010 -550 0.91

:
o+
ol
Mi-Lee et al, 2016 0.40 1.83 :
Shah et al., 2018 -0.67 299 %
- |

Poulsen et al., 2014 -2.86 0.09

Gotfredsen et al, 2020 -0.17 087 e B

Huseinovic etal, 2016 -250 1.16 —

Wright et al., 2017 -12.00 1.26
——-*———

de Mello et al., 2006 -0.50 162 —.—

Random effects model

q-r
Prediction interval —
Heterogeneity: I° = 93%, p = 0.01 ' '

Test for overall effect: t,3=-245(p =003 -10 -5 0 5

Test for subgroup differences: ,gg =1.79,df=3 (p =0.62)

Figure S3: Forest plot comparing the different primary studies’ effect sizes between different

plant-based diets on waist circumference (cm).

10

95% C1 weight

[-357:-163] 8.1%
[-2.48: 0.28] 7.9%
[-1.63: 3.03] 7.3%
[-4.59: 433] 54%

[-0.48: 0.68] 8.3%
[-3.82:-0.38] 7.7%
[-728:-372] T7.7%
[-3.19: 3.99] 62%
[-6.53: 519] 4.3%

[-3.04: -2.68] B8.4%

[-1.87: 1.53] 7.7%
[-478:-022] 7.3%
[1447;-953] 72%

[-3.67; 267] 6.5%

[-4.07; -0.25] 100.0%
[-9.12; 4.79]



Author MD SE
Viguiliouk, 2019 -0.03 0.02
Massara, 2022 -0.03 0.02
Termannsen, 2022 -0.06 0.03

Random effects model
Prediction interval
Heterogeneity: I?= 0%, p = 0.65

Test for averall effect: t»=—4.11 (p = 0.050.2

Mean Difference

—lH

_-__
—a—

==l

|
-0.1 0

I
0.1

I
0.2

95% Cl weight

[-0.07; 0.01]
[-0.08; 0.02]
[-0.12; 0.00]

42.0%
34.3%
23.7%

[-0.08; 0.00] 100.0%
[-0.21; 0.14]

Figure S4: Pooled effect size of plant-based diets on high-density lipoprotein cholesterol
(mmol/L) based on findings from the included systematic reviews with meta-analysis.

Author MD SE Mean Difference
Viguiliouk, 2019 -0.12 0.03
Termannsen, 2022 -024 007 -

Massara, 2022 -0.26 0.09 ——-
Random effects model ---
Prediction interval

Heterogeneity: I° = 50%, p = 0.14 ' ' '
Test for overall effect: t; = -4.00(p = 0.06) -1 -05 0 05

-0
-0
[-0

18; -0.06]
38, -0.10]
44; -0.08]

95% Cl weight

51.6%
28.6%
19.8%

[-0.38; 0.01] 100.0%
[-1.20; 0.84]

Figure S5: Pooled effect size of plant-based diets on low-density lipoprotein cholesterol
(mmol/L) based on findings from the included systematic reviews with meta-analysis.

Author MD SE Mean Difference 95% Cl weight
Massara, 2022 -0.05 0.03 1 [-0.12;0.02] 46.1%
Termannsen, 2022 011 003 ] [-0.05,027] 296%
Viguiliouk, 2019 014 0.10 Tl [-0.05;033] 243%
Random effects model - [-0.22; 0.31] 100.0%
Prediction interval [-1.39; 1.47]
Heterogeneity: I? = 66%, p =0.05 l !

Test for overall effect: £, =0.71 (p = 0.565) -1 -05 0 05 1

Figure S6: Pooled effect size of plant-based diets on triglyceride cholesterol (mmol/L) based
on findings from the included systematic reviews with meta-analysis.



Author

Kahleova et al., 2020
Barnard et al., 2021
Jenkins et al., 2014
Kahleova et al., 2018
Barnard et al., 2018
Micholson et al., 1999
Shah etal., 2018
Mishra et al., 2013
Lee et al, 2016
Mi-Lee et al., 2016
Barnard et al., 2008

Uusitupa et al., 2013
Gaotfredsen et al., 2020
Adamsson et al_, 2011
Wright et al., 2017
Michoson et al_, 1999
Bunner et al., 2015

Delgado et al., 1996
Burke et al., 2007
Dijekic et al., 2020

Kahleova et al., 2013
Kahleova et al., 2011
Kahleova et al., 2010
Sofietal., 2018

Gardner et al., 2007

de Mello et al., 2006

Random effects model
Prediction interval

MD

0.20
0.20
-0.34
1.40
478
0.02
0.48
1.06
0.83
0.83
-0.73

-0.03
-0.07
0.14
0.40
0.19
-1.04

0.00
0.05
2.30

-0.14
-0.32
-0.32
0.38
-10.70

0.86

Heterogeneity: 17 = 1%, p < 0.04

Test for overall effect: f2c = 1.77 (p = 0.08)

SE

0.09
0.10
0.12
0.12
0.43
0.46
0.48
0.531
0.87
0.87
1.00

0.a7
0.09
0.1
0.14
0.28
1.64

0.03
0.56
376

0.09
0.18
0.21
0.41
762

0.53

Mean Difference

I I |
=10 0 10

Test for subgroup differences: ;.rj =11.82, df =4 (p = 0.02)

Figure S7: Forest plot comparing the different primary studies’ effect sizes between different plant-

based diets on triglyceride cholesterol (mmol/L).
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Figure S8: Funnel plot of the effect estimates on systolic blood pressure, indicating the
presence of asymmetry.
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Figure S9: Funnel plot of the effect estimates on diastolic blood pressure, indicating the
presence of asymmetry.




Author MD SE Mean Difference 95% Cl weight

Kahleovaet al, 2020 -007 0.02 [-0.10; -0.04] 31.9%
Jenkins et al., 2014 0.00 0.07 [-0.15; 0.15] 6.3%
Kahleova et al., 2018 0.00 D.08 [-0.15; 0.15] 6.2%
Lee et al., 2016 -0.10 0.23 —— [-0.55; 0.35] 0.8%
Mi-Lee et al., 2016 -0.10 0.23 —— [-0.55; 0.35] 0.8%
Barnard et al., 2018 0.10 0.26 — [-0.40; 0.600 06%
Mishra et al, 2013 -0.19 050 + [-1.18; 0.800 02%
Micholson et al,, 1999  -0.10 053 ' [-1.14; 0.94] 0.1%
Ferdowsian etal, 2010 040 067 ' [-0.91; 1.71]  0.1%
L
Djekic et al., 2020 —-0.00 0.01 [+ | [-0.02; 0.02] 358%

Kahleova et al.,, 2010 044 027 —_— [-0.97; 0.091 06&%

Gotfredsen et al, 2020  0.00 0.04 = [-0.07; 0.08] 166%
Wright et al_, 2017 0.00 D84 [-1.64; 164 0.1%
Random effects model { [-0.06; 0.00] 100.0%
Prediction interval = [-0.11; 0.06]
Heterogeneity: I° = 32%, p = 0.12 o o

Test for overall effect: = -1.83 (p=00%15 -1 05 0 05 1 15

Test for subgroup differences: Ig =4325 df=3(p =0.01)

Figure S10: Forest plot comparing the different primary studies’ effect sizes between different
plant-based diets on HbAlc (mmol/L).

Author MD SE Mean Difference 95% Cl weight
Massara, 2022 0.01 0.03 [-0.04; 0.08] 41.2%
Termannsen, 2022 -0.18 0.05 [} [-0.27; -0.09] 35.7%
Viguiliouk, 2019 -0.00 0.09 [-0.19; 0.18] 23.1%
Random effects model - [-0.33; 0.21] 100.0%
Prediction interval [-1.58; 1.46]
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Heterogeneity: I? = 84%, p <0.01
Test for overall effect: t,=-0.97 (p =0441.5 -1 -05 0 05 1 15

Figure S11: Pooled effect size of plant-based diets on blood glucose (mmol/L) based on
findings from the included systematic reviews with meta-analysis.



