Low carbohydrate versus isoenergetic balanced diets for reducing weight and cardiovascular risk:
a systematic review and meta-analysis

Support Information S2: Forest plots of meta-analyses in overweight and obese adults without type 2 diabetes mellitus
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Figure S2A: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for body mass index (kg/m2) at three to six months
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Figure S2B: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for body mass index (kg/m2) at one year
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Figure S2C: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for diastolic blood pressure (mmHg) at three to six months
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Figure S2D: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for diastolic blood pressure (mmHg) at one to two years
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Figure S2E: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for systolic blood pressure (mmHg) at three to six months
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Figure S2F: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for systolic blood pressure (mmHg) at one to two years



[image: ]Figure S2G: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for serum LDL cholesterol (mmol/L) at three to six months
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Figure S2H: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for serum LDL cholesterol (mmol/L) at one to two years



[image: ]Figure S2I: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for serum HDL cholesterol (mmol/L) at three to six months


[image: ]Figure S2J: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for HDL cholesterol (mmol/L) at one to two years




[image: ]

Figure S2K: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for serum total cholesterol (mmol/L) at three to six months
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Figure S2L: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for serum total cholesterol (mmol/L) at one to two years
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Figure S2M: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for serum triglycerides (mmol/L) at three to six months
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Figure S2N: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for serum triglycerides (mmol/L) at one to two years
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Figure S2O: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for fasting blood glucose (mmol/L) at three to six months
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Figure S2P: Forest plot of low carbohydrate versus balanced diets in overweight and obese adults for fasting blood glucose (mmol/L) at one to two years
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image4.tiff
Low CHO Balanced
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

Mean Difference

IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% ClI

1.6.1 High fat variant

Frisch 2009 -3 9 100 2 8 100 27.2%
Klemsdal 2010 4 17 100 -11 17 102 10.3%
Lim 2010 -6.6 12.1 17 -9 93 15  4.6%
Sacks 2009 0 7 201 -1 7 201 43.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 418 418 85.0%

Heterogeneity: Tauz = 0.90; Chi? = 4.26, df = 3 (P = 0.23); 2= 30%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.01 (P = 0.99)

1.6.2 High protein variant

Keogh 2007 68 79 7 74 73 6 37%
Wycherley 2012 -9 7 31 11 M 34 11.3%
Subtotal (95% CI) 38 40 15.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 20.53; Chi? = 2.79, df =1 (P = 0.09); I = 64%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.31 (P = 0.76)

Total (95% CI) 456 458 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tauz = 1.16; Chi2 = 7.06, df = 5 (P = 0.22); 12 = 29%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.04 (P = 0.97)

Test for subaroup differences: Chi2=0.09.df=1 (P =0.76). 2= 0%

-1.00 [-3.36, 1.36]
-2.90 [-7.59, 1.79]
2.40 [-5.03, 9.83]

1.00 [-0.37, 2.37]
0.01 [-1.67, 1.69]

-6.00 [-14.27, 2.27]

2.00 [-2.44, 6.44]
-1.21 [-8.89, 6.48]

-0.03 [-1.68, 1.62]
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image5.tiff
Low CHO Balanced
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD_Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

1.7.1 High fat variant

De Luis 2009 124 13 52 126 16 66 7.3%
Frisch 2009 -6 16 100 -4 15 100 10.8%
Klemsdal 2010 125.3 14 100 126.2 17 102 10.8%
Lim 2010 -10.5 127 24 31 145 21 3.1%
Sacks 2009 -2 10 201 -1 9 201 57.5%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 477 490 89.5%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chiz2 =2.51, df =4 (P = 0.64); 2 = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.85 (P = 0.06)

1.7.2 High protein variant

Keogh 2007 111 14.42 13 118 17.32 12 1.3%
Wycherley 2012 -11 10 31 -12 9 34  92%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 44 46 10.5%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 8.70; Chi2 = 1.37, df = 1 (P = 0.24); 1 = 27%
Test for overall effect: Z =0.24 (P = 0.81)

Total (95% Cl) 521 536 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2 = 4.26, df =6 (P = 0.64); 2= 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.75 (P = 0.08)

Test for subaroup differences: Chi2 = 0.03. df=1 (P = 0.86). 12 = 0%

-2.00 [-7.23, 3.23]
-2.00 [-6.30, 2.30]
-0.90 [-5.19, 3.39]

-7.40 [-15.42, 0.62]
-1.00 [-2.86, 0.86]
-1.41 [-2.90, 0.08]

-7.00 [-19.55, 5.55]
1.00 [-3.64, 5.64]
-0.79 [-7.32, 5.74]

-1.26 [-2.67, 0.15]
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image6.tiff
Low CHO Balanced
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

1.8.1 High fat variant

Frisch 2009 5 14 100 -1 15 100 23.4%
Klemsdal 2010 -09 265 100 -25 265 102 11.9%
Lim 2010 -10.6 10.6 17 -54 133 15  9.7%
Sacks 2009 -1 10 201 -1 9 201 35.0%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 418 418 80.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.70; Chi? = 4.61, df = 3 (P = 0.20); 1> = 35%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.00 (P = 0.32)

1.8.2 High protein variant

Keogh 2007 115 13.3 7 130 98 6 50%
Wycherley 2012 -10 10 31 -10 15 34 15.0%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 38 40 20.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 86.94; Chi2 = 4.40,df=1 (P = 0.04); 2P =77%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.87 (P = 0.38)

Total (95% CI) 456 458 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 5.80; Chi2 = 9.53, df = 5 (P = 0.09); 1> = 48%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.30 (P = 0.19)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi2=0.45, df =1 (P = 0.50), 2= 0%

-4.00 [-8.02, 0.02]
1.60 [-5.71, 8.91]
-5.20 [-13.61, 3.21]

0.00 [-1.86, 1.86]
-1.38 [4.07, 1.32]

-15.00 [-27.59, -2.41]
0.00 [-6.15, 6.15]
-6.45 [-21.01, 8.10]

-2.00 [-5.00, 1.00]
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image7.tiff
Low CHO Balanced Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.9.1 High fat variant
Aude 2004 -0.1 0.71 22 -017 04 23 5.6% 0.07 [-0.27, 0.41] I
De Luis 2009 (1) 298 0.8 52 2.82 0.93 66 6.4% 0.16 [-0.15, 0.47] T
De Luis 2012 (2) 3.08 068 147 3.11 069 158 16.0% -0.03[-0.18, 0.12] I
Frisch 2009 -003 05 100 -0.03 051 100 174% 0.00 [-0.14, 0.14]
Klemsdal 2010 (3) 368 089 100 3.72 092 102 8.9% -0.04 [-0.29, 0.21] -
Krauss 2006 0.005 0.54 40 -015 05 49 10.7% 0.15[-0.06, 0.37] i
Lim 2010 0.3 1 24 06 1.1 21 1.9% 0.90[0.28, 1.52] -
Sacks 2009 -0.03 0.54 201 -0.21 062 201 204% 0.18 [0.07, 0.29] -
Subtotal (95% ClI) 686 720 87.3% 0.09 [-0.02, 0.20] 2
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi2 = 14.52, df = 7 (P = 0.04); > = 52%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.67 (P = 0.10)
1.9.2 High protein variant
Farnsworth 2003 -0.073 0.7 28 -0.03 0.67 28 5.1% -0.04 [-0.40, 0.32] .
Keogh 2007 (4) 2.88 288 13 298 343 12 01% -0.10 [-2.59, 2.39] ¢ >
Lasker 2008 0.17 1.35 25 -0.22 1.35 25 1.3% 0.39 [-0.36, 1.14] N
Wycherley 2012 -0.4 0.61 32 -06 071 34  6.2% 0.20 [-0.12, 0.52] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 98 99 127%  0.12[-0.11, 0.34] <>

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2 = 1.56, df = 3 (P = 0.67); 2= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.03 (P = 0.30)

Total (95% Cl)

(1) End value data
(2) End value data
(3) End value data
(4) End value data

784

819 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi> = 16.16, df = 11 (P = 0.14); 1= 32%

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.03 (P = 0.04)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.05, df =1 (P = 0.83), I>= 0%

0.09 [0.00, 0.18]
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image8.tiff
Low CHO

Balanced

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

1.10.1 High fat variant

Frisch 2009 0.02 0.65 100
Klemsdal 2010 0.06 15 100
Lim 2010 03 07 17
Sacks 2009 -0.05 0.54 201
Subtotal (95% CI) 418

0.06 0.59 100 24.9%
014 15 102 43%
0.1 1.1 15  1.8%

-0.18 06 201 59.2%
418 90.2%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 3.68, df = 3 (P = 0.30); = 18%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.16 (P = 0.24)

1.10.2 High protein variant

Keogh 2007 269 0.77 7
Wycherley 2012 -0.27 0.6 32
Subtotal (95% CI) 39

3.01 1.03 6 07%

-0.31 0.58 34 91%
40 9.8%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.46, df =1 (P = 0.50); I? = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z=0.09 (P = 0.93)

Total (95% Cl) 457

458 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 4.34, df =5 (P = 0.50); > = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.68 (P = 0.09)

Test for subgroup differences: Chiz2=0.14,df=1 (P = 0.71), I?2= 0%

-0.04 [-0.21, 0.13]
0.20 [-0.21, 0.61]
-0.20 [-0.85, 0.45]

0.13 [0.02, 0.24]
0.07 [-0.05, 0.18]

-0.32 [-1.32, 0.68]

0.04 [-0.24, 0.32]
0.01 [-0.26, 0.29]

0.07 [-0.01, 0.16]
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image9.tiff
Low CHO Balanced Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD_Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.11.1 High fat variant
Aude 2004 -0.03 0.24 22 0.1 0.16 23 7.9% 0.07 [-0.05, 0.19] T
De Luis 2009 (1) 1.33 0.32 52 148 034 66 7.9% -0.15[-0.27, -0.03] -
De Luis 2012 (2) 134 041 147 144 039 158 10.3% -0.10 [-0.19, -0.01] Bl
Frisch 2009 002 02 100 -009 019 100 13.7% 0.07 [0.02, 0.12] =
Klemsdal 2010 (3) 136 035 100 137 039 102 9.2% -0.01 [-0.11, 0.09] 1
Krauss 2006 0.07 0.16 40 0.01 0.146 49 12.7% 0.06 [-0.00, 0.12] ™
Lim 2010 01 0.2 24 -0.1 0.2 21 8.1% 0.20 [0.08, 0.32] -
Sacks 2009 0.05 0.18 201 0 016 201 15.6% 0.05[0.02, 0.08] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 686 720 85.4% 0.03 [-0.03, 0.08] !
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2 = 29.23, df =7 (P = 0.0001); I2= 76%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.97 (P = 0.33)
1.11.2 High protein variant
Farnsworth 2003 0.055 1.2 28 0.05 0.16 28 1.0% 0.00 [-0.44, 0.45]
Keogh 2007 (4) 1.23 1.01 13 134 1.07 12  0.3% -0.11 [-0.93, 0.71]
Lasker 2008 0.079 0.34 25 -0.022 0.34 25 44% 0.10[-0.09, 0.29] T
Wycherley 2012 002 02 32 -005 024 34 89% 0.07 [-0.04, 0.18] T
Subtotal (95% ClI) 98 99 14.6% 0.07 [-0.02, 0.16] ®
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chiz = 0.37, df = 3 (P = 0.95); I’ = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.57 (P = 0.12)

Total (95% CI) 784

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.45 (P = 0.15)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi2 = 0.71, df =1 (P = 0.40), 2= 0%

(1) End value data
(2) End value data
(3) End value data
(4) End value data

819 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 30.02, df = 11 (P = 0.002); I = 63%

0.03 [-0.01, 0.08]
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image10.tiff
Low CHO Balanced Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.12.1 High fat variant
Frisch 2009 -0.02 0.21 100 -0.03 017 100 242% 0.01 [-0.04, 0.06]
Klemsdal 2010 012 04 100 011 04 102 93% 0.01[-0.10, 0.12] N
Lim 2010 01 03 17 -0.1 0.2 15 4.2% 0.20[0.03, 0.37] -
Sacks 2009 (1) 01 0.18 201 0.08 016 201 34.1% 0.02 [-0.01, 0.05] ;
Subtotal (95% CI) 418 418 71.7% 0.02 [-0.01, 0.06]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 4.23, df = 3 (P = 0.24); I? = 29%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.21 (P = 0.23)
1.12.2 High protein variant
Keogh 2007 (2) 1.44 0.37 7 1.34 017 6 1.5% 0.10[-0.21, 0.41]
Layman 2009 0.26 0.19 41 0.15 0.16 30 14.6% 0.11[0.03, 0.19] -
Wycherley 2012 0.13 0.17 32 0.06 0.21 34 12.3% 0.07 [-0.02, 0.16] T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 80 70 28.3% 0.09 [0.03, 0.15] <&
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi?=0.41, df =2 (P = 0.82); P = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.03 (P = 0.002)
Total (95% CI) 498 488 100.0% 0.04 [0.01, 0.08] <&

TN 2 — . 2 — — — . |2 = 2RO, | } } {
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2=9.21, df =6 (P = 0.16); I>=35% 05 025 0 0.5 05

Test for overall effect: Z=2.33 (P = 0.02)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 3.55, df = 1 (P = 0.06), I =71.9%

(1) Follow-up at 2 years
(2) End value data

Favours Balanced Favours Low CHO




image11.tiff
Low CHO Balanced Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.13.1 High fat variant
Aude 2004 -0.31 0.67 22 -0.34 045 23 6.3% 0.03 [-0.30, 0.36] -
De Luis 2009 505 7.8 52 477 114 66 0.2% 0.28 [-1.86, 2.42] >
De Luis 2012 495 087 147 5.03 1.07 158 121% -0.08 [-0.30, 0.14] ™"
Frisch 2009 -0.07 0.56 100 -0.07 05 100 18.9% 0.00 [-0.15, 0.15] -
Klemsdal 2010 57 1.05 100 58 095 102 8.6% -0.10 [-0.38, 0.18] /T
Krauss 2006 -0.11 0.59 40 -0.23 05 49 11.2% 0.12[-0.11, 0.35] T
Lim 2010 01 11 24 05 06 21 3.0% 0.60 [0.09, 1.11] —_—
Sacks 2009 -0.16 0.62 201 -0.31 0.7 201 21.2% 0.15[0.02, 0.28] el
Subtotal (95% CI) 686 720 81.5% 0.06 [-0.04, 0.16] *
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi2=10.01, df =7 (P = 0.19); 1> = 30%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.13 (P = 0.26)
1.13.2 High protein variant
Famsworth 2003 04 07 28 -0.25 0.65 28 5.8% -0.15 [-0.50, 0.20] 1
Keogh 2007 459 3.14 13 4.82 3.81 12 01% -0.23[-2.98, 2.52] ¢ >
Lasker 2008 -0.13 0.65 25 -0.39 045 25 7.2% 0.26 [-0.05, 0.57] |
Wycherley 2012 -0.55 0.73 32 088 0.8 34 54% 0.33 [-0.04, 0.70] I
Subtotal (95% Cl) 98 99 18.5%  0.15[-0.10, 0.40] <>
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.02; Chi2=4.23, df =3 (P = 0.24); I?=29%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.15 (P = 0.25)

Total (95% Cl)

784

819 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi® = 14.90, df = 11 (P = 0.19); I* = 26%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.59 (P = 0.11)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi2=0.41.df=1 (P =0.562). 2= 0%

0.08 [-0.02, 0.17]
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image12.tiff
Low CHO

Balanced

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

1.14.1 High fat variant

Frisch 2009 0.03 0.75 100
Klemsdal 2010 0 2 100
Lim 2010 04 0.8 17
Sacks 2009 -0.05 0.62 201
Subtotal (95% CI) 418

013 061 100 26.2%
-0.2 2 102 31%
-03 1.2 15 1.8%

-0.18 0.7 201 56.2%
418 87.3%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi? = 4.30, df = 3 (P = 0.23); > = 30%

Test for overall effect: Z=0.52 (P = 0.60)

1.14.2 High protein variant

Keogh 2007 462 0.66 7
Wycherley 2012 -0.29 0.52 32
Subtotal (95% CI) 39

4.94 1.25 6 0.8%

-0.42 0.64 34 11.9%
40 12.7%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? =0.59, df =1 (P =0.44); P = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z=0.74 (P = 0.46)

Total (95% Cl) 457

458 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 4.98, df =5 (P = 0.42); = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.30 (P = 0.19)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi2 = 0.15, df =1 (P = 0.70), 12 = 0%

-0.10 [-0.29, 0.09]
0.20 [-0.35, 0.75]
-0.10 [-0.82, 0.62]

0.13 [0.00, 0.26]
0.04 [-0.11, 0.19]

-0.32 [-1.43, 0.79]

0.13[-0.15, 0.41]
0.10 [-0.17, 0.38]

0.06 [-0.03, 0.16]
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image13.tiff
Low CHO Balanced Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.15.1 High fat variant
Aude 2004 -047 1.14 22 -0.17 0.52 23 27% -0.30 [-0.82, 0.22] —
De Luis 2009 142 0.54 52 1.1 0.35 66 10.7% 0.32[0.15, 0.49] -
De Luis 2012 131 047 147 124 058 158 13.1% 0.07 [-0.05, 0.19] ™
Frisch 2009 -0.18 04 100 -0.03 055 100 124% -0.15[-0.28, -0.02] Nl
Klemsdal 2010 156 093 100 157 071 102 8.3% -0.01 [-0.24, 0.22] i
Krauss 2006 0.009 0.057 40 0.01 0.08 49 16.4% -0.00 [-0.03, 0.03] r
Lim 2010 0.7 0.6 24 -02 05 21 5.6% -0.50 [-0.82, -0.18] -
Sacks 2009 031 058 201 -022 056 201 13.4% -0.09 [-0.20, 0.02] B
Subtotal (95% CI) 686 720 82.7% -0.03 [-0.13, 0.07] ¢
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi? = 32.89, df = 7 (P < 0.0001); 1> = 79%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.56 (P = 0.58)
1.15.2 High protein variant
Farnsworth 2003 045 045 28 -0.18 0.48 28 7.8% -0.27 [-0.51, -0.03] ]
Keogh 2007 1.06 1.8 13 111 2.1 12  04% -0.05 [-1.59, 1.49]
Lasker 2008 0461 091 25 -0.116 0.91 25 28% -0.35[-0.85, 0.16] -1
Wycherley 2012 -04 048 32 -049 0.71 34 64% 0.09 [-0.20, 0.38] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 98 929 17.3% -0.15 [-0.37, 0.08] <o

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi* = 4.14, df = 3 (P = 0.25); P = 27%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.25 (P = 0.21)

Total (95% CI) 784

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.04 (P = 0.30)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi2 = 0.83, df =1 (P =0.36), 2= 0%

819 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi? = 39.55, df = 11 (P < 0.0001); I = 72%

-0.05 [-0.14, 0.04]
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image14.tiff
Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Low CHO Balanced

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight
1.16.1 High fat variant

Frisch 2009 -01 047 100 -004 05 100 41.7%
Klemsdal 2010 -026 17 100 -029 17 102 34%
Lim 2010 02 07 17 -03 0.8 15 27%
Sacks 2009 -0.26 0.63 201 -0.18 0.73 201 425%
Subtotal (95% CI) 418 418 90.3%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.59, df = 3 (P = 0.90); I = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.31 (P =0.19)

1.16.2 High protein variant

Keogh 2007 1.07 0.21 7 134 0.66 6 2.5%
Wycherley 2012 -0.35 0.74 32 -0.44 0.59 34 72%
Subtotal (95% CI) 39 40 9.7%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi2=1.22, df =1 (P =0.27); P =18%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.11 (P = 0.91)

Total (95% CI) 457 458 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 1.96, df =5 (P = 0.86); I = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.25 (P = 0.21)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi2 = 0.06, df =1 (P = 0.80), 12 = 0%

-0.06 [-0.19, 0.07]
0.03 [-0.44, 0.50]
0.10 [-0.42, 0.62]

-0.08 [-0.21, 0.05]
-0.06 [-0.15, 0.03]

-0.27 [-0.82, 0.28]

0.09 [-0.23, 0.41]
-0.02 [-0.34, 0.31]

-0.06 [-0.14, 0.03]
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image15.tiff
Low CHO Balanced Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.17.1 High fat variant
De Luis 2009 5.06 0.67 52 5.23 0.78 66 8.8% -0.17 [-0.43, 0.09] —
De Luis 2012 5.31 0.68 147 55 059 158 15.0% -0.19 [-0.33, -0.05] -
Frisch 2009 -0.26 0.76 100 -0.28 0.59 100 12.3% 0.02 [-0.17, 0.21] -
Klemsdal 2010 556 09 100 544 065 102 10.8% 0.12[-0.10, 0.34] T
Lim 2010 01 03 24 -02 04 21 11.2% 0.10 [-0.11, 0.31] T
Sacks 2009 -0.06 05 201 -017 05 201 17.9% 0.11[0.01, 0.21] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 624 648 76.0% 0.00 [-0.12, 0.13] <P
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi?2=14.90, df =5 (P = 0.01); I> = 66%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.05 (P = 0.96)
1.17.2 High protein variant
Farnsworth 2003 0.16 0.53 28 -0.1 0.43 29 9.2% 0.26 [0.01, 0.51] —
Keogh 2007 5.52 1.51 13 548 1.66 12 0.6% 0.04 [-1.21,1.29] ¢ >
Lasker 2008 -0.28 0.65 25 -052 06 25 6.1% 0.24 [-0.11, 0.59] T
Wycherley 2012 -0.26 0.52 32 -0.32 0.64 34 81% 0.06 [-0.22, 0.34] N
Subtotal (95% CI) 98 100 24.0% 0.18 [0.02, 0.35] <@
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi?=1.25, df =3 (P =0.74); P = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=2.21 (P = 0.03)
Total (95% CI) 722 748 100.0% 0.05 [-0.05, 0.15] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chiz = 19.45, df = 9 (P = 0.02); I2 = 54% F p _0=_5 5 oi 5 1=

Test for overall effect: Z=0.90 (P = 0.37)
Test for subaroup differences: Chiz2 = 3.02. df=1 (P = 0.08). |12 = 66.9%

Favours Low CHO Favours Balanced




image16.tiff
Low CHO Balanced Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.18.1 High fat variant
Frisch 2009 -0.25 075 100 -0.14 046 100 22.4% -0.11 [-0.28, 0.06]
Klemsdal 2010 -0.06 1 100 -0.13 1 102 15.8% 0.07 [-0.21, 0.35]
Lim 2010 01 03 17 -04 1 15  7.0% 0.50 [-0.03, 1.03] |
Sacks 2009 017 05 201 0.06 039 201 28.0% 0.11[0.02, 0.20] ;
Subtotal (95% CI) 418 418 73.2% 0.07 [-0.10, 0.23]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi? = 7.54, df = 3 (P = 0.06); I = 60%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.79 (P = 0.43)
1.18.2 High protein variant
Keogh 2007 5.19 0.34 7 5.5 0.22 6 14.2% -0.31 [-0.62, -0.00] 7
Wycherley 2012 -0.21 0.51 32 -0.13 0.87 34 12.6% -0.08 [-0.42, 0.26] ™
Subtotal (95% CI) 39 40 26.8% -0.21 [-0.44, 0.02] <&

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? =0.96, df =1 (P =0.33); P =0%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.78 (P = 0.08)

Total (95% Cl) 457

458 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.02; Chi® = 13.76, df = 5 (P = 0.02); I> = 64%

Test for overall effect: Z=0.02 (P = 0.98)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi2 = 3.62,df=1 (P = 0.06), 12=72.4%

-0.00 [-0.16, 0.16]
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image1.tiff
Low CHO Balanced Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.3.1 High fat variant
De Luis 2009 339 66 52 343 6.9 66 2.5% -0.40 [-2.85, 2.05]
De Luis 2012 345 57 147 34 6 158 8.7% 0.50 [-0.81, 1.81] N
Frisch 2009 23 18 100 -21 16 100 67.2% -0.20 [-0.67, 0.27] ‘!
Subtotal (95% Cl) 299 324 78.4% -0.13 [-0.57, 0.31]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi?2 = 1.02, df =2 (P = 0.60); 1> = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.58 (P = 0.56)
1.3.2 High protein variant
Lasker 2008 -31 15 25 -24 15 25 21.6% -0.70 [-1.53, 0.13] — =
Subtotal (95% Cl) 25 25 21.6% -0.70 [-1.53, 0.13] .

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.65 (P = 0.10)

Total (95% CI) 324

349 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 2.44, df =3 (P = 0.49); F=0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.28 (P = 0.20)

Test for subaroup differences: Chi?z = 1.42, df =1 (P = 0.23), 12 = 29.6%

-0.25 [-0.64, 0.13]
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image2.tiff
Low CHO(high fat) Balanced Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD_Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI 1V, Fixed, 95% CI

Frisch 2009 -1.9 21 100 -15 1.8 100 100.0% -0.40[-0.94,0.14]

Total (95% ClI) 100 100 100.0% -0.40 [-0.94, 0.14]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable t + J J f
Test for overall effect: Z=1.45 (P = 0.15) N 2 0 2 4

Favours Low CHO(high fat}) Favours Balanced




image3.tiff
Low CHO

Study or Subgroup Mean SD _Total

Balanced

Mean SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

1.5.1 High fat variant

De Luis 2009 811 74
De Luis 2012 84 6.5
Frisch 2009 3 8
Klemsdal 2010 872 9
Lim 2010 -3.8 95
Sacks 2009 1 7

Subtotal (95% CI)

52
147
100
100

24

201
624

79.2 128
83.7 131
-3 9
90.6 10
2 93
-1 7

66
158
100
102

21

201
648

9.8%
16.2%
15.8%
14.4%

5.5%
22.0%
83.8%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.80; Chi? =7.53, df =5 (P =0.18); = 34%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.61 (P = 0.54)

1.5.2 High protein variant
Keogh 2007 67 7.2

Wycherley 2012 -10 6
Subtotal (95% CI)

13

31
44

70 6.93
14 8

12

34
46

5.4%

10.8%
16.2%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 18.98; Chi2=4.44,df =1 (P=0.04); P=77%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.25 (P = 0.81)

Total (95% Cl)

668

694 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.96; Chi* = 14.30, df =7 (P = 0.05); P =51%

Test for overall effect: Z=0.11 (P = 0.91)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi2=0.12,df=1 (P =0.73), I2= 0%

1.90 [-1.79, 5.59]
0.30 [-2.00, 2.60]
0.00 [-2.36, 2.36]
-3.40 [-6.02, -0.78]
-1.80 [-7.30, 3.70]
0.00 [-1.37, 1.37]
-0.39 [-1.65, 0.87]

-3.00 [-8.54, 2.54]

4.00 [0.58, 7.42]
0.85 [-5.97, 7.68]

-0.08 [-1.53, 1.36]
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