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Table S1 Search Strategy PubMed

#1

"Diabetes Mellitus, Type 2"[Mesh] OR (Diabetes Mellitus, Noninsulin-Dependent) OR
(Diabetes Mellitus, Ketosis Resistant) OR (Ketosis-Resistant Diabetes Mellitus) OR
(Diabetes Mellitus, Non Insulin Dependent) OR (Diabetes Mellitus, Non-Insulin-
Dependent) OR (Non-Insulin-Dependent Diabetes Mellitus) OR (Diabetes Mellitus, Stable)
OR (Stable Diabetes Mellitus) OR (Diabetes Mellitus, Type II) OR(NIDDM) OR (Diabetes
Mellitus, Noninsulin Dependent) OR (Diabetes Mellitus, Maturity-Onset) OR (Diabetes
Mellitus, Maturity Onset) OR (Maturity-Onset Diabetes Mellitus) OR (Maturity Onset
Diabetes Mellitus) OR (MODY) OR (Diabetes Mellitus, Slow-Onset) OR (Diabetes Mellitus,
Slow Onset) OR (Slow-Onset Diabetes Mellitus) OR (Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus) OR
(Noninsulin-Dependent Diabetes Mellitus) OR (Noninsulin Dependent Diabetes Mellitus)
OR (Maturity-Onset Diabetes) OR (Diabetes, Maturity-Onset) OR (Maturity Onset
Diabetes) OR (Type 2 Diabetes) OR (Diabetes, Type 2) OR (Diabetes Mellitus, Adult-Onset)
OR (Adult-Onset Diabetes Mellitus) OR (Diabetes Mellitus, Adult Onset)

#2

"Hypertension"[Mesh] OR (Blood Pressure, High) OR (Blood Pressures, High) OR (High
Blood Pressure) OR (High Blood Pressures)

#3

"Primary Health Care"[Mesh] OR (Care, Primary Health) OR (Health Care, Primary) OR
(Primary Healthcare) OR (Healthcare, Primary) OR (Primary Care) OR (Care, Primary) or
"Physicians, Primary Care"[Mesh] OR (Physician, Primary Care) OR (Primary Care
Physician) OR (Primary Care Physicians) OR (Healthy Primary Care) OR "Primary Care
Nursing'"[Mesh] OR (Care Nursing, Primary) OR (Nursing, Primary Care)

#4

"Community Health Planning"[Mesh] OR (Community Health Plannings) OR (Health
Planning, Community) OR (Health Plannings, Community) OR (Planning, Community
Health) OR (Plannings, Community Health) OR (Population-Based Planning) OR
(Planning, Population-Based) OR (Plannings, Population-Based) OR (Population Based
Planning) OR (Population-Based Plannings) OR (Community Health Systems) OR
(Community Health System) OR (Health System, Community) OR (Health Systems,
Community) OR (System, Community Health) OR (Systems, Community Health)

#5

"Nutrition Therapy"[Mesh] OR (Medical Nutrition Therapy) OR () OR (Therapy, Nutrition)
OR (Nutrition Therapy, Medical) OR (Therapy, Medical Nutrition) OR (Nutrition
Management) OR (Nutrition Strategy) OR (Nutrition Strategies) OR "Nutritionists"[Mesh]
OR (Nutritionist) OR (Dieticians) OR (Dietician) OR (Dietitians) OR (Dietitian) OR
(Registered Dietitian)

#6

“Life Style” [Mesh] OR (Life Styles) OR (Lifestyle) OR (Lifestyles) OR (Life Style Induced
Illness) OR (Life Style Intervention) OR (Life Style Interventions) OR (Change of Life Style)
OR "Health Behavior'[Mesh] OR (Behavior, Health) OR (Behaviors, Health) OR (Health
Behaviors) OR "Healthy Lifestyle"[Mesh] OR (Lifestyle, Healthy) OR (Lifestyles, Healthy)
OR (Healthy Life Styles) OR (Healthy Lifestyles) OR (Healthy Life Style) OR (Life Style,
Healthy) OR (Life Styles, Healthy)

#7

randomized controlled trial[pt] OR controlled clinical trial[pt] OR randomized[tiab] OR
placebo[tiab] OR clinical trials as topic[mesh:noexp] OR randomly[tiab] OR trial[ti] NOT
(animals[mh] NOT humans [mh])

#1 OR #2 AND #3 OR #4 AND #5 OR #6 AND #7




Table S2. Excluded studies and main reason for exclusion

Study Reason for exclusion

Diabetes Mellitus

Mattei da Silva 2020 Cointervention not common to both groups
Andrews 2011 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Absetz 2007 Patients did not meet eligibility criteria

Acik 2005 Non-randomized

Alfawaz 2018 Patients did not meet eligibility criteria

Alghafri 2018 Wrong intervention

Allen 2011 Wrong intervention

Alonso-Dominguez 2019

Wrong intervention

Al-Shookri 2011

Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Azami 2018 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Babazono 2007 Patients did not meet eligibility criteria

Bowen 2016 Intervention inferior to 4 months

Carrasquillo 2017 Wrong comparator

Carter 2010 Wrong intervention

Chai 2018 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Chee 2017 Wrong comparator

Clark 2004 Intervention inferior to 4 months

Cohen 2011 Wrong outcome

Cooper 2008 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Davies 2007 Intervention inferior to 4 months

Debussche 2012 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Debussche 2017 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Delahanty 2015 Wrong comparator

Espeland 2014 Wrong comparator

Evans 2010 Wrong intervention

Two Feathers 2005

Non-randomized

Gagliardino 2013

Wrong outcome

Gallagher 2013

Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Gregg 2016 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Guo 2013 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Gurka 2006 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Hardeman 2014 Wrong intervention

Hendricks 2000 Wrong comparator

Hermanns 2017 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Ishani 2011 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Janssen 2009 Intervention inferior to 4 months

Ji 2019 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Johansen 2017

Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Johnson 2016

Non-randomized

Johnston 2014 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Kattelmann 2009 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Kempf 2018 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Khunti 2012 Intervention inferior to 4 months

Kumanyika 2018 Patients did not meet eligibility criteria

Laitinen 1993 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Li 2016 Intervention inferior to 4 months

Lin 2014 Patients did not meet eligibility criteria




Maindal 2012

Intervention inferior to 4 months

Merakou 2015

Intervention inferior to 4 months

Mohamed 2013

Intervention inferior to 4 months

Naik 2011

Wrong comparator

Prezio 2013

Cointervention not common to both groups

Ridgeway 1999

Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Sarkadi 2004

Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Shah 2015

Wrong comparator

Shakibazadeh 2015

Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Sharifirad 2013

Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Toobert 2003

Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Trento 2008

Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Philis-Tsimikas 2011

Intervention inferior to 4 months

Van Rooijen 2010

Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Yannakoulia 2008

Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Zhang 2018 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Hypertension

Appel 2003 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Benfari 1981 Cointervention not common to both groups
Benner 2007 Wrong intervention

Ferrara 2012 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Friedberg 2015 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Fuchs 1993 Intervention inferior to 4 months
Gorostegi-Anduaga 2018 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Hasandokht 2015 Intervention inferior to 4 months

Hayashi 2010 Patients did not meet eligibility criteria

Heisler 2012 Wrong intervention

Jehn 2006 Wrong outcome

Kucharksa 2017 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Lien 2007 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Meinert 1989

Patients did not meet eligibility criteria

Mihlhauser 1993

Intervention inferior to 4 months

New 2003

Intervention not delivered in primary care setting

Nguyen-Huynh 2019

Study Protocol

Perl 2016

Intervention inferior to 4 months

Sookaneknun 2004 Intervention not delivered in primary care setting
Ter Bogt 2001 Patients did not meet eligibility criteria

Turnbull 2006 Wrong intervention

Wong 2015 Wrong intervention
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Figure S1. Summary of risk of bias



%

author year Total Rob2 ES (95% CI) Weight

Beune 2014 139 Low " -1.69 (-7.82,4.44) 7.92
|
|

Héchsmann 2021 433 High " 4.30 (-2.25, 10.85) 7.06
|
|

Kastarinen 2002 715 SC —_—T -2.00 (-4.30, 0.30) 30.98
!
|

Rodriguez-Martin 2009 93 SC . 0.60 (-6.75,7.95) 5.74
|
!

Ogedegbe 2014 1039 SC e c— -3.00 (-6.46, 0.46) 19.29
!
!

Schoenthaler 2016 194 SC : 1.60 (-2.70,5.90) 14.14
!
i

Tonstad 2007 45 High : 4.00 (-1.89,9.89) 8.47
i
i

Woollard 2003 111 High . 0.00 (-6.91,6.91) 6.40
i

Overall (I-squared = 21.7%, p = 0.257) <E;> 0.43 (-2.28,1.42) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

-10.8 0 10.8
A
%

author year Total Rob2 ES (95% Cl) Weight

i
Beune 2014 139 Low —E—O—— -1.10 (-2.94,0.74) 2.86

i
Héchsmann 2021 433  High : 1.00 (-2.55,4.55) 0.77

I
Kastarinen 2002 715 SC —E—O—- -1.10 (-2.40,0.20) 5.74

i
Rodriguez-Martin 2009 93 SC : 3.00(-1.53,7.53) 0.47

i
Ogedegbe 2014 1039 SC —E—o—— -0.99 (-2.56, 0.58) 3.93
Schoenthaler 2016 194 SC —.— -1.50 (-1.84, -1.16) 85.00
Tonstad 2007 45 High : -1.00 (-5.88,3.88) 0.41

i
Woollard 2003 102 High E -2.00 (-5.42,1.42) 0.83

|
Overall (I-squared =0.0%, p = 0.491) Q -1.41 (-1.72, -1.10)  100.00

|
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis E

T ! T
-7.53 0 7.53
B

Figure S2 Meta-analysis of nutritional therapy for hypertension, sensitivity analysis without
Hacihasanoglu. A. effect on systolic blood pression, B. effect on diastolic blood pressure.



%
author year Total ES (95% CI) Weight

<12 months E
Beune 2014 139 * : -1.69 (-7.82, 4.445.92
Schoenthaler 2016 194 T 1.60 (-2.70, 5.90)14.14
Tonstad 2007 45 E 4.00 (-1.89, 9.89B.47
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.421) <:‘:> 1.43 (-1.59, 4.4580.53
212 months E
Hochsmann 2021 433 - 4.30 (-2.25, 10.85)06
Kastarinen 2002 715 —_— -2.00 (-4.30, 0.3030.98
Rodriguez-Martia009 93 E 0.60 (-6.75, 7.955.74
Ogedegbe 2014 1039 —*—%—— -3.00 (-6.46, 0.4699.29
Woollard 2003 111 : 0.00 (-6.91, 6.916.40
Subtotal (l-squared = 9.3%, p = 0.353) <>:> -1.42 (-3.35, 0.51§9.47
Overall (l-squared =21.7%, p = 0.257) <E:> -0.43 (-2.28, 1.42900.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis E

T T

-10.8 0 10.8

Figure S3 Meta-analysis of nutritional therapy for hypertension for primary outcome (systolic blood
pressure), subgroup analysis according to length of follow-up.

%

author year Total ES (95% CI) Weight
1
Low i
Beune 2014 139 ! -1.69 (-7.82, 4.44)7.92
1
Subtotal (I-squared =.%, p = .) _ T -1.69 (-7.82, 4.44)7.92
) |
1
High i
Hoéchsmann 2021 433 : 4.30 (-2.25, 10.85)7.06
1
Tonstad 2007 45 : * 4.00 (-1.89, 9.89) 8.47
Woollard 2003 111 : 0.00 (-6.91, 6.91) 6.40
1
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.611) - — 2.95 (-0.75, 6.65) 21.93
) l
1
SC !
Kastarinen 2002 715 —_— -2.00 (-4.30, 0.30)30.98
Rodriguez-Martin2009 93 0.60 (-6.75, 7.95) 5.74
Ogedegbe 2014 1039 —_— -3.00 (-6.46, 0.46)19.29
Schoenthaler 2016 194 1.60 (-2.70, 5.90) 14.14
Subtotal (l-squared = 6.6%, p = 0.360) <= -1.49 (-3.30, 0.32)70.15
1
Overall (I-squared = 21.7%, p = 0.257) <:> -0.43 (-2.28, 1.42)100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
T T
-10.8 0 10.8

Figure S4 Meta-analysis of nutritional therapy for hypertension for primary outcome (systolic blood
pressure), subgroup analysis according to risk of bias. Abbreviations: SC: some concerns.



%
author year Total ES (95% ClI) Weight

yes i
Beune 2014 139 * -1.69 (-7.82, 4.44) 7.92
Hachsmann 2021 433 l + 430 (-2.25,10.85) 7.06
Kastarinen 2002 715 * : -2.00 (-4.30, 0.30) 30.98
i
\

Schoenthaler 2016 194 - 1.60 (-2.70, 5.90) 14.14

Subtotal (I-squared = 35.6%, p = 0.199) <> -0.19 (-2.89, 2.51) 60.10

no

Rodriguez-Martin 2009 93

- 0.60 (-6.75,7.95) 5.74
-3.00 (-6.46, 0.46) 19.29
* 4.00 (-1.89,9.89) 8.47

Ogedegbe 2014 1039 *

Tonstad 2007 45

Woollard 2003 111 0.00 (-6.91,6.91) 6.40

1
Subtotal (I-squared = 30.0%, p = 0.232) <> -0.28 (-3.60, 3.03) 39.90
. |

|

<::::

1

1

1

1

Overall (I-squared = 21.7%, p = 0.257) > -0.43 (-2.28,1.42) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T
-10.8 0 10.8

Figure S5 Meta-analysis of nutritional therapy for hypertension for primary outcome (systolic blood
pressure) separating studies that presented the results as mean adjusted difference (i.e. change score)

or post-intervention values.

. xi:metareg md dietic rob madcs follow, wsse(se)
Meta-regression Number of obs = 27
REML estimate of between-study variance tau2 = L1772
% residual variation due to heterogeneity I-squared_res = 86.59%
Proportion of between-study variance explained Adj R-squared = -6.67%
Joint test for all covariates Model F(4,22) = 0.58
With Knapp-Hartung modification Prob > F = 0.6775
md | Coefficient Std. err. t P>|t] [95% conf. interval]
dietic .126805 .2296136 0.55 0.586 -.3493846 .6029945
rob -.0545942 .2061508 -0.26 0.794 -.4821248 .3729363
madcs -.0510415 .1986437 -0.26 0.800 -.4630033 .3609202
follow .2536292 .2190916 1.16 0.259 -.2007389 .7079973
_cons -.589575 .3252521 -1.81 0.084 -1.264107 .0849566

Figure S6 Meta-regression assessing follow up as modifier of the effect of nutritional therapy on
HbAlc



. metareg md meanage meanhbalc , wsse(se)

Meta-regression Number of obs = 26
REML estimate of between-study variance tau2 = .1554
% residual variation due to heterogeneity I-squared_res = 81.99%
Proportion of between-study variance explained Adj R-squared = 10.04%
Joint test for all covariates Model F(2,23) = 1.80
With Knapp-Hartung modification Prob > F = 0.1881
md | Coefficient Std. err. t P>|t] [95% conf. interval]

meanage .0285371 .0243296 1.17 0.253 -.0217925 .0788667
meanhbalc -.0583827 .0694295 -0.84 0.409 -.2020085 .0852431
_cons -1.574059 1.746094 -0.90 0.377 -5.18613 2.038012

Figure S7 Meta-regression assessing mean age and mean HbAlcs as modifiers of the effect of
nutritional therapy on HbAlc

%

author year  Total Cluster ES (95% Cl) Weight
Adachi 2013 154 yes _— 050 (:0.89, -0.11)  4.07
Adolfsson 2007 88 —_— -0.30 (-0.70, 0.10) 3.95
Baer 2020 624 yes —— 0.00 (-0.23, 0.23) 8.23
Benson 2019 118 —_— -0.21 (-0.70, 0.28) 2.84
Brown 2002 217 * . -0.75 (-1.47,-0.03) 143
Browning 2016 577  yes _— 0.02 (-0.53, 0.57) 2.36
Clancy 2007 186 —_ 0.10 (-0.39, 0.59) 2.87
De la Fuente Coria 2020 236 —0—: -0.55 (-0.83, -0.27) 6.49
do Rosério Pinto 2017 122 ——— -0.19 (-0.61, 0.23) 372
Edelman 2015 377 —le 0.10 (-0.30, 0.50) 3.95
Eriksson 2009 25 —Io—— -0.20 (-0.73, 0.33) 246
Gabbay 2013 421 — -0.20 (-0.54, 0.14) 5.14
Huang 2010 154 * : -0.80 (-1.75, 0.15) 0.85
Liss 2018 331 —_— -0.30 (-0.61, 0.01) 5.73
Mash 2014 1570  yes —e 0.01 (-0.65, 0.67) 1.70
McDermott 2015 188  yes —_— -0.60 (-1.03,-0.17)  3.53
Mehuys 2011 288 —_— -0.50 (-0.87,-0.13)  4.41
Moncrieft 2016 111 —_— -0.30 (-0.55,-0.05)  7.56
Muchiri 2015 82 * : -0.63 (-1.50, 0.24) 1.01
Rosal 2011 252 —_— -0.25 (-0.72, 0.22) 3.05
Siaw 2017 313 —_— -0.40 (-0.70, -0.10) 5.99
Smith 2011 335  yes — -0.08 (-0.36, 0.20) 6.54
Tejada Tayabas 2005 75 + | -0.47 (-1.26, 0.32) 121
Vos 2019 106 :—0— -0.03 (-0.26, 0.20) 8.17
Wolf 2004 144 _ -0.20 (-0.70, 0.30) 2.75
Overall (I-squared = 24.0%, p = 0.137) 0 -0.25 (-0.34, -0.16) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

! I
-1.75 0 1.75

Figure S8 Meta-analysis of nutritional therapy for diabetes mellitus for primary outcome (HbAlc)
without Javaid et al and Hornstein et al.



%
author year Total Cluster ES (95% Cl) Weight

<12 months :
Adachi 2013 154  yes —0—:— -0.50 (-0.89, -0.11) 3.91
do Rosaério Pinto 2017 122 —_—r T -0.19 (-0.61, 0.23) 3.84
Javaid 2019 244 —_—— ! -2.00 (-2.28,-1.72) 4.23
Mehuys 2011 288 —_— -0.50 (-0.87,-0.13) 3.97
Moncrieft 2016 111 —_— -0.30 (-0.55, -0.05) 4.31
Siaw 2017 313 — -0.40 (-0.70,-0.10) 4.18
Tejada Tayabas 2005 75 ——r— -0.47 (-1.26,0.32) 2.65
Subtotal (I-squared = 94.2%, p = 0.000) _ -0.63 (-1.18,-0.08) 27.11
. 1
212 months :
Adolfsson 2007 88 —T -0.30 (-0.70, 0.10) 3.89
Baer 2020 624  yes : —_—— 0.00 (-0.23,0.23) 4.36
Benson 2019 118 —— -0.21(-0.70, 0.28) 3.60
Brown 2002 217 —_— -0.75 (-1.47,-0.03) 2.85
Browning 2016 577  yes - 0.02(-0.53,0.57) 3.41
Clancy 2007 186 —— 0.10 (-0.39, 0.59)  3.61
De la Fuente Coria 2020 236 —_— -0.55 (-0.83, -0.27) 4.23
Edelman 2015 377 : —_—— 0.10 (-0.30, 0.50)  3.89
Eriksson 2009 25 —_— -0.20 (-0.73,0.33) 3.46
Gabbay 2013 421 —:—0—— -0.20 (-0.54, 0.14) 4.08
Hornsten 2005 99 _— -0.94 (-1.29, -0.59) 4.04
Huang 2010 154 * - -0.80 (-1.75,0.15) 2.23
Liss 2018 331 —[0— -0.30 (-0.61, 0.01) 4.16
Mash 2014 1570 yes ——— 0.01 (-0.65, 0.67)  3.05
McDermott 2015 188  yes —0:— -0.60 (-1.03,-0.17) 3.80
Muchiri 2015 82 g -0.63 (-1.50, 0.24) 2.43
Rosal 2011 252 —_— -0.25(-0.72,0.22) 3.66
Smith 2011 335 yes —r -0.08 (-0.36, 0.20) 4.23
Vos 2019 106 : —_— -0.03 (-0.26, 0.20) 4.35
Wolf 2004 144 —_— -0.20 (-0.70, 0.30) 3.57
Subtotal (I-squared = 54.4%, p = 0.002) K) -0.26 (-0.39, -0.12) 72.89
. 1
Overall (I-squared = 85.8%, p = 0.000) <> -0.37 (-0.57,-0.17) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :

|

-2.28 0 2.28

Figure S9 Meta-analysis of nutritional therapy for diabetes mellitus for primary outcome (HbAlc),
subgroup analysis according to length of follow up.



%
author year Total Cluster ES (95% Cl) Weight

yes :
Adachi 2013 154  yes —0—:— -0.50 (-0.89, -0.11) 3.91
Adolfsson 2007 88 —_— -0.30 (-0.70, 0.10) 3.89
Baer 2020 624 yes | —— 0.00(-0.23,0.23) 4.36
Benson 2019 118 —_—r -0.21(-0.70, 0.28) 3.60
Browning 2016 577  yes ———— 0.02(-0.53,0.57) 3.41
Edelman 2015 377 | —f— 0.10 (-0.30,0.50)  3.89
Hornsten 2005 99 —_—— -0.94 (-1.29, -0.59) 4.04
Huang 2010 154 - : -0.80 (-1.75,0.15) 2.23
Liss 2018 331 — -0.30 (-0.61, 0.01) 4.16
Mash 2014 1570 yes :—»— 0.01(-0.65,0.67) 3.05
McDermott 2015 188  yes ——r -0.60 (-1.03,-0.17) 3.80
Mehuys 2011 288 —— -0.50 (-0.87,-0.13) 3.97
Moncrieft 2016 111 —_— -0.30 (-0.55, -0.05) 4.31
Muchiri 2015 82 -— -0.63 (-1.50,0.24) 2.43
Rosal 2011 252 —_—T -0.25(-0.72,0.22) 3.66
Wolf 2004 144 —_—l— -0.20 (-0.70, 0.30)  3.57
Subtotal (l-squared =52.0%, p = 0.008) <> -0.32(-0.47,-0.17) 58.27

I
no 1
Brown 2002 217 X -0.75(-1.47,-0.03) 2.85
Clancy 2007 186 —t— 0.10 (-0.39,0.59)  3.61
De la Fuente Coria 2020 236 —_—— -0.55 (-0.83, -0.27) 4.23
do Rosario Pinto 2017 122 —:0—— -0.19 (-0.61, 0.23) 3.84
Eriksson 2009 25 ———r— -0.20 (-0.73,0.33) 3.46
Gabbay 2013 421 A -0.20 (-0.54, 0.14)  4.08
Javaid 2019 244 — 1 -2.00 (-2.28, -1.72) 4.23
Siaw 2017 313 —0— -0.40 (-0.70,-0.10) 4.18
Smith 2011 335 yes —r -0.08 (-0.36, 0.20) 4.23
Tejada Tayabas 2005 75 _0:—— -0.47 (-1.26,0.32) 265
Vos 2019 106 | —— -0.03 (-0.26, 0.20) 4.35
Subtotal (I-squared = 93.2%, p = 0.000) <> -0.43 (-0.85,-0.02) 41.73
B 1
Overall (I-squared = 85.8%, p = 0.000) <> -0.37 (-0.57,-0.17) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :

|
-2.28 0 2.28

Figure S10 Meta-analysis of nutritional therapy for diabetes mellitus for primary outcome (HbAlc),
subgroup analysis separating studies that presented the results as mean adjusted difference (i.e.
change score) or post-intervention values.



%
author year Total Cluster ES (95% Cl) Weight

High .

Adachi 2013 154  yes —0—:— -0.50 (-0.89, -0.11) 3.91
Baer 2020 624  yes | —— 0.00 (-0.23,0.23) 4.36
Benson 2019 118 _:—0—— -0.21(-0.70,0.28) 3.60
De la Fuente Coria 2020 236 —_— -0.55 (-0.83,-0.27) 4.23
do Rosaério Pinto 2017 122 ———r -0.19(-0.61,0.23) 3.84
Edelman 2015 377 | —f— 0.10 (-0.30, 0.50)  3.89
Eriksson 2009 25 ———r -0.20(-0.73,0.33) 3.46
Gabbay 2013 421 — -0.20 (-0.54, 0.14)  4.08
Hornsten 2005 99 —_—— -0.94 (-1.29, -0.59) 4.04
Huang 2010 154 * . -0.80 (-1.75,0.15) 223
Javaid 2019 244 — 1 -2.00 (-2.28, -1.72) 4.23
Mash 2014 1570 yes —_— 0.01(-0.65,0.67)  3.05
Mehuys 2011 288 —r -0.50 (-0.87,-0.13) 3.97
Siaw 2017 313 —OI— -0.40 (-0.70,-0.10) 4.18
Tejada Tayabas 2005 75 _—rr -0.47 (-1.26,0.32) 2.65
Vos 2019 106 | —— -0.03 (-0.26, 0.20) 4.35
Subtotal (I-squared = 91.0%, p = 0.000) 0 -0.43 (-0.74,-0.12) 60.08

Some Concerns 1

Adolfsson 2007 88 _:'0—— -0.30 (-0.70, 0.10) 3.89
Brown 2002 217 _— -0.75 (-1.47,-0.03) 2.85
Browning 2016 577  yes —— 0.02 (-0.53,0.57)  3.41
Clancy 2007 186 —_—l— 0.10 (-0.39,0.59)  3.61
Liss 2018 331 — -0.30 (-0.61, 0.01) 4.16
McDermott 2015 188  yes —0:— -0.60 (-1.03,-0.17) 3.80
Moncrieft 2016 111 —_— -0.30 (-0.55, -0.05) 4.31
Muchiri 2015 82 *-— -0.63 (-1.50,0.24) 2.43
Rosal 2011 252 —_— T -0.25(-0.72,0.22) 3.66
Smith 2011 335 yes :—0'— -0.08 (-0.36, 0.20) 4.23
Wolf 2004 144 —_— -0.20 (-0.70, 0.30) 3.57
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.457) < -0.25 (-0.37,-0.13) 39.92
. 1

Overall (I-squared = 85.8%, p = 0.000) <> -0.37 (-0.57,-0.17) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

-2.28 0 2.28

Figure S11 Meta-analysis of nutritional therapy for diabetes mellitus for primary outcome (HbAlc),
subgroup analysis according to risk of bias.



%

author year _SS cluster ES (95% Cl) Weight

Adachi 2013 165 yes E 2.00 (-2.61,6.61) 3.89
Baer 2020 624 yes —i*— -0.10 (-2.16, 1.96) 11.26

|
Browning 2016 597 yes -:r——ﬁ— 0.51(-1.00, 2.02) 14.41
De la Fuente Coria 2020 233 Ev -0.60 (-4.06, 2.86) 6.06
Edelman 2015 377 —E—-o— 0.40 (-2.10, 2.90)  9.20
Gabbay 2013 421 —E—O— 0.00 (-2.16,2.16) 10.76
Huang 2010 116 : -4.10 (-7.91, -0.29) 5.26
Javaid 2019 244 —+—; -2.00 (-3.21, -0.79) 16.28
Mash 2014 1570 yes * i -3.30 (-8.12, 1.52) 3.61
McDermott 2015 184 e i -3.50 (-6.58, -0.42) 7.11

|
Muchiri 2015 82 . + 2.33(-1.89, 6.55) 4.48
do Rosario Pinto 2017 122 —o—i—— -2.32(-5.22,0.58) 7.68
Overall (I-squared = 44.8%, p = 0.046) <>> -0.84 (-1.85, 0.16) 100.00

:
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis E

T T
-8.12 0 8.12

Figure S12 Meta-analysis of nutritional therapy for diabetes mellitus. Secondary outcome: diastolic
blood pressure.

%

author year _SS cluster ES (95% Cl) Weight

il
Adachi 2013 154 yes - -0.20 (-0.34, -0.06) 30.11
Adolfsson 2007 148 —oll— -0.10 (-0.60, 0.40) 5.10

|
Benson 2019 118 E 1.60 (-1.35, 4.55) 0.16
Brown 2002 249 —0:— -0.11(-1.72, 1.50) 0.54
Browning 2016 594 yes —IO— -0.03 (-0.72, 0.66) 2.84

|
do Rosario Pinto 2017 122 —O—E— -0.53 (-2.58, 1.52) 0.33
Hérnsten 2005 104 i —_— 2.03(0.09,3.97) 0.37
Huang 2010 154 —OI— -0.10 (-0.53,0.33) 6.73
Rosal 2011 238 . -0.01(-0.02, -0.00) 53.30
Smith 2011 391 yes . 1.40 (-3.28,6.08) 0.06
Vos 2019 106 —0—;— -0.40 (-2.17,1.37) 0.45
Overall (I-squared =24.5%, p = 0.210) c -0.07 (-0.19, 0.05) 100.00

|
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis E

T

T
-6.08 0 6.08

Figure S13 Meta-analysis of nutritional therapy for diabetes mellitus. Secondary outcome: body mass
index.



%
author year TOTAL Cluster ES (95% Cl) Weight

Adachi 2013 166 yes i 1.00 (-5.51, 7.51) 6.06
Baer 2020 624 yes E—-O— 0.70 (-2.61, 4.01) 7.77
Browning 2016 597 yes —4—%—— -3.57 (-7.88, 0.74) 7.27
De la Fuente Coria2020 233 + -2.60 (-8.24, 3.04) 6.54
Edelman 2015 377 —é—-o—— -0.90 (-5.40,3.60)  7.17
Gabbay 2013 421 —0—%— -4.00 (-7.26,-0.74) 7.79
Huang 2010 116 r -1.90 (-9.17,5.37)  5.64
Javaid 2019 244 —_— E -13.00 (-15.16, -10.848.23
Liss 2018 331 —%—0—— -1.36 (-5.30,2.58)  7.46
Mash 2014 1570 yes * . -4.65 (-15.23,5.93) 4.07
McDermott 2015 184 yes i -1.10 (-6.98, 4.78) 6.41
Muchiri 2015 82 : ra 0.18 (-8.10, 8.46) 5.12
do Rosério Pinto 2017 122 —i—’—— -1.85 (-6.50, 2.80) 7.09
Smith 2011 335 yes —_— -3.90 (-9.14, 1.34)  6.76
Vos 2019 106 E 0.90 (-4.63, 6.43) 6.61
Overall (I-squared = 83.6%, p = 0.000) <>- -2.56 (-5.50, 0.38)  100.00

1
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis E

T T

-15.2 0 15.2

Figure S14 Meta-analysis of nutritional therapy for diabetes mellitus. Secondary outcome: systolic
blood pressure.

%

author year TOTAL Cluster ES (95% CI) Weight
1

Adachi 2013 166 yes : I 1.00 (-5.51, 7.51) 3.97

Baer 2020 624 yes —_— 0.70 (-2.61,4.01) 15.33
1

Browning 2016 597 yes B -3.57 (-7.88,0.74) 9.05
1

De la Fuente Coria 2020 233 -— -2.60 (-8.24,3.04) 5.28
'

Edelman 2015 377 —e -0.90 (-5.40, 3.60) 8.31
1

Gabbay 2013 421 —_— -4.00 (-7.26, -0.74) 15.83
1

Huang 2010 116 L -1.90 (-9.17, 5.37) 3.18

Liss 2018 331 —_— -1.36 (-5.30, 2.58) 10.83

Mash 2014 1570 yes + T -4.65 (-15.23, 5.93) 1.50
|

McDermott 2015 184 yes e -1.10 (-6.98, 4.78) 4.86
1

Muchiri 2015 82 —e 0.18 (-8.10, 8.46) 2.45
1

do Rosério Pinto 2017 122 —_—T -1.85 (-6.50, 2.80) 7.78
1

Smith 2011 335 yes — T -3.90 (-9.14, 1.34) 6.11

Vos 2019 106 , 0.90 (-4.63, 6.43) 5.51
|

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.867) <> -1.68 (-2.98, -0.38) 100.00
1
1

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis !
L

T T

-16.2 0 15.2

Figure S15 Meta-analysis of nutritional therapy for diabetes mellitus without Javaid et al. Secondary
outcome: systolic blood pressure.



Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Figure S16. Funnel plot assessing publication bias on the meta-analysis of nutritional therapy for

diabetes mellitus for the primary outcome (i.e.HbAlc)



