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High blood pressure
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Hypertension
(Systolic blood pressure = 140 mmHg or Diastolic blood pressure = 90 mmHg
or self report of drug-taking)

Female Male Both
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All causes attributable to High systolic bloed pressure
Both sexes, All ages

2017

100k Number: 96,839.3 deaths (86,240.97 — 106,994.59)
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Western diet,
Oxidative stress
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AGE Content for Selected Foods

Vegetables Low -fat bread Oatmeal Rice Milk
Fresh, piain frozen, Fresh piain frozen, Bagels, pita_ rolis,_ Shredded wheat, Other whole grains, Low-far/fsiGm,_ and Poached scrambilea
canmed (NO sugar) sandwich-type bread bDran Makes Doiled or steamed SOw Ml suZar or steam-basted

Nonfat Sorbet TJoast Branmn muffin

Vvegerablie/bean, or NMiayonnaise/ lce cream, Jeii-O, Tea, wine Breads, orackers (No Loww fat Coocked/cannac Canned,. packed in
bullion/broth aressing. muastard PUSENEg, poPsSicie cheess) 1

M E D 1 U ™M

Avocado Low fat Vegetarian Granola

Otiwes Mayonnaise, salad Burger. sausags. Cersal/grancia Dars
ressing bDacon

Fish
Poached/steamec

I U ™™

Chocolate Margarine French fries Donuts

Dark Some margarines)/ Fast food Snack cakes, pastries
wvegetable oils

Meat loaf Burger patty Cheese Nuts Butter Cheeseburger Tofu Fish
Processed and Tull- Mayonmnaise (fuli- Fast food, single Broiled or sautéed Broiled grilled, or
rar varieties far). some veg oils frieca

friec friea oheesse

AG E_ kKU/Sserving: VERY LOW < 100; LOW 100-S00; MEDIUM SO0 -1000; HIGH 1000-2S00; VERY HIGH 2S00-49000; EXTREMELY HIGH > 4000.

Note: AGE content is based on typical manufacturer suggested serving size. For instance, the serving size for breakfast cereals is 2 cunces, meats 3 cunces, cheese 1
cunce, Mmargarine/butter 1 tablespoon, etc. If you consuMme Mmore than the suggested serving size, you may get considerably more AGEs. WWW . CGIBlo.comnm
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Mincrals:! Na*, | K°,
Ca d Mg, | Zn™,

— Cu’, ! Se¢™~ and
Vitamins: | Vit-  B6,
BI12,C,D.

Immuno-Modulation tngger platelet
aggregation and vascular damage

Lower NO production ( Vasoconstriction)
and  hypo-polanization  (endothehal
smooth-muscle contraction)




The DASH Diet

DASH

« The Dietary Approaches to Stop
Hypertension (DASH)
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*NIH: Nat'l Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute
** Mayoclinic.org

DASH DIET
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Systolic BP (mmHg)

154
152
150
148
146
144
142
140
138
136
134
132
130

Fruit/Vegetable

Control Diet

Diet DASH Diet

o— A
-0.6 mmHg _
-3.8 mmHg
-11.8 mmHg
p<0.001
® Baseline SBP O

O

Post-Diet SBP
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m-DASH diet Control diet Mean Difference Mean Difference

1dy © 1bgro ean D Tota ean D Tota eig Random, 95% CI IV, Random. 95% ClI
Juraschek2017 -15 1178 200 -0.1 1326 195 115%  -1.40[-3.88, 1.08] T
Juraschek2018 07 191 60 -347 174 57 13.1% 4.17 [3.51, 4.83) -
Lee2018 16 74 30 09 65 28 101%  -2.50[-6.08, 1.08) —
Naseem2016 219 362 710 02 367 782 132%  -2.39[-2.76, -2.02) .
Nowson2005 76 15 27 21 12 27 13.0% -5.50[-6.22, -4.78] -
Nowson2009 56 13 46 -27 1 49 131%  -2.90[-3.37,-2.43] -
Paula2015 176 121 20 -63 195 20 3.8% -11.30[-21.36,-1.24) ‘
Whitt-Glover2013 36 1944 14 41 1637 11 23% -7.70 [-21.75, 6.35) .
Yuan2015 1147 75 46 191 549 54 11.3% -9.26[-11.88, -6.64] ——
Zou2016 107 95 29 -69 84 28 86%  -3.80[-8.45,0.85) —
Total (95% CI) 1182 1251 100.0%  -3.26 [-5.58, -0.94] <&
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 10.62; Chi? = 476.52, df = 9 (P < 0.00001); Iz = 98% -2*0 - 1 = 5 150 250

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.75 (P = 0.006) Favours m-DASH diet Favours control diet

Front. Nutr., 07 September 2021
Sec. Clinical Nutrition
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m-DASH diet Control diet Mean Difference Mean Difference
' ndom, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% ClI

Juraschek2017 48 747 200 03 795 195 11.9%  -2.10[-3.59,-0.61] i
Juraschek2018 087 113 60 -1 116 57 13.1% 1.87 [1.45, 2.29) -
Lee2018 07 46 30 05 48 28 102%  -1.20[-3.62 1.22] — T
Naseem2016 012 316 710 -0.16 3.13 782 13.2%  0.04 [-0.28, 0.36) T
Nowson2005 54 09 27 -1 08 27 131% -4.40[-4.85,-3.95) -
Nowson2009 41 09 46 29 07 49 132%  -1.20[-1.53,-0.87) -
Paula2015 6 119 20 13 83 20 4.3% -7.30[-13.66,-0.94) ’
Whitt-Glover2013 39 1204 14 4.4 1256 11 23% -8.30(-18.04, 1.44] * .
Yuan2015 659 493 46 -1.92 398 54 11.4%  -4.67[-6.45,-2.89) ——
Zou2016 55 79 29 -31 73 28 74%  -2.40[-6.35, 1.55) v
Total (95% Cl) 1182 1251 100.0% -2.07 [-3.68, -0.46] | S . .

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 5.10; Chi? = 460.62, df = 9 (P < 0.00001); I? = 98%

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.52 (P = 0.01) 10 . 9 o 19

Favours m-DASH diet Favours control diet

Front. Nutr., 07 September 2021
Sec. Clinical Nutrition
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Study (year)

Without energy restriction

Mean Difference (kg) (95% CI) Weight (%)

Ard (2004) * T -4.98 (-13.45, 3.49) 0.50
Nowson (2005) ———- -0.30 (-1.96, 1.36) 7.33
Elmer (2006) == -0.90 (-1.92, 0.12) 11.17
Nowson (2009) - -0.30 (-0.99, 0.39) 13.45
Blumenthal (2010) = -1.20 (-1.89, -0.51) 13.43
Lima (2013) == -1.50 (-2.63, -0.37) 10.41
Rifai (2015) : > 3.00 (-9.68, 15.68) 0.23
Subtotal (I-squared = 6.4%, p = 0.379) :<> -0.85 (-1.27,-0.43) 56.51

I

I

With energy restriction :
Azadbakht (males) (2005) == -2.50 (-3.06, -1.94) 14.28
Azadbakht (females) (2005) ‘T -2.00 (-4.55, 0.55) 4.19
Asemi (2014) = -2.30 (-2.95, -1.65) 13.70
Razavi Zade (2015) — -1.50 (-2.49, -0.51) 11.31
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.392) 0: -2.27 (-2.65, -1.88) 43.49

I
Overall (I-squared = 71.2%, p = 0.000) ¢ -1.42 (-2.03, -0.82) 100.00

i

T T
-15.7 0 15.7

Obesity Reviews, Volume: 17, Issue: 5, Pages: 442-454, First published: 15 March 2016, DOI: (10.1111/0br.12391)
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Sima Ghorabi, Asma Salari-Moghaddam, EInaz Daneshzad, Omid Sadeghi, Leila Azadbakht, Kurosh
Djafarian. / Diabetes & Metabolic Syndrome: Clinical Research & Reviews 13 (2019) 1699e1704
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Study
1D

Dela Cruz (2020)
Ergas (2021)
Fung (2011)
Haridass 1 (2018)
Haridass 2 (2018)
Heidari 1 (2020)

Heidari 2 (2020)

Heidari 3 (2020)
Hirko (2016)
Izano (2013)
Petimar (2019)
Soltani 1 (2021)

Soltani 2 (2021) P e
Toorang 1 (2022)

Toorang 2 (2022)

Wang (2020)

Overall (I-squared = 79.9%, p = 0.000)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

RR (95% CI)

0.95 (0.88, 1.02)
0.93 (0.63, 1.39)
0.97 (0.89, 1.06)
1.03 (0.86, 1.23)
0.91(0.81, 1.02)
0.49 (0.25, 0.98)
0.48 (0.25, 0.93)
0.94 (0.42,2.13)
0.99 (0.83, 1.19)
0.85(0.61, 1.19)
0.78 (0.67, 0.90)
0.60 (0.14, 2.59)
0.11 (0.06, 0.19)
0.78 (0.50, 1.23)
0.66 (0.35, 1.20)
0.60 (0.40, 0.90)
0.79 (0.70, 0.80)

Weight

1131
557
11.15
9.58
10.74
273
290
207
9.55
6.56
10.18
073
3.50
482
3.18
543
100.00

.06

16.7

Frontiers in Nutrition, 09
Jan 2023, 9:1032654

29
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Study

1D

Lee et al.

Kang et al.
Ryoo et al.

Jae et al.

Cao et al.
Kuwabara et al.

Overall (l-squared = 891.0%, p = 0.000)

ES (95% CI)

1.23 (0.83, 1.82)
1.47 (1.39, 1.56)
1.24 (1.10, 1.40)
1.62 (1.21, 2.16)
1.71 (1.02, 2.86)
3.53 (2.74, 4.54)

1.48 (1.41, 1.55)

Weight

1.59
73.79
16.89
2.93
0.92
3.87

100.00

Atieh Mirzababaei, Hadis
Mozaffari, Sakineh Shab-
Bidar, Alireza Milajerdi &
Kurosh Djafarian

Journal of Human
Hypertension volume 33,
pages365-377 (2019)
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B=1.52, Pinteraction=0.019 in Additive Interaction Scale
B=0.03, Pinteraction=0.021 in Multiplicative Interaction Scale
(adjusted for BP risk factors )




Following the DASH Eating Plan

Use this chart to help you plan your menus—or take it with you when you go to the store.

Food Group

Fat-free or
low-fat milk
and milk
products

Lean meats,
poultry, and
fish

Servings Per Day

Serving Sizes

Examples and Notes

Significance of Each
Food Group to the

1,600 2,000 600
Chiories | Caionies | Calories DASH Eating Plan
(5] 6—8 10—-11 1 slice bread Whole wheat bread and Major sources of energy
rolls, whole wheat pasta, and fiber
1 oz dry cereal™ English muffin, pita bread,
bagel, cereals, grits,
W2 cup cooked rice, oatmeal, brown rice,
pasta, or cereal unsalted pretzels and
popcom
34 45 56 1 cup raw leafy vegetable Broccoli, carrots, collards, | Rich sources of
green beans, green potassium, magnesium,
Wz cup cut-up raw or peas, kale, lima beans, and fiber
cooked vegetable potatoes, spinach,
squash, sweet potatoes,
Wz cup vegetable juice tomatoes
4 4-5 56 1 medium fruit Apples, apricots, Important sources of
bananas, dates, grapes, potassium, magnesium,
Y4 cup dried fruit oranges, grapefruit, and fiber
grapefruit juice, mangoes,
Wz cup fresh, frozen, or melons, peaches,
canned fruit pineapples, raisins,
strawberries, tangerines
Yz cup fruit juice
2-3 2-3 3 1 cup milk or yogurt Fat-free (skim) or low-fat Major sources of calcium
(196) milk or butterrmilk; and protein
1VW2 oz cheese fat-free, low-fat, or
reduced-fat cheese;
fat-free or low-fat regular
or frozen yogurt
3-6 6 or less 6 1 oz cooked meats, Select only lean; trim Rich sources of protein
poultry, or fish away visible fats; broil, and magnesium
roast, or poach; remowve
1 egg* skin from poultry
3 per 4—-5 per 1 Wa cup or 12 oz nuts Almonds, hazelnuts, mixed | Rich sources of energy,
wieek weaek nuts, peanuts, walnuts, nesium, protein,

2 Thsp peanut butter
2 Tohsp or /2 oz seeds

sunflower seeds, peanut
butter, Kidney beans,
lentils, split peas

and fiber



DASH a2l ) cums

33



GO9S s M8 g ol (X i), s B8

Ot 50 sme «lag jam ine ) s (JalS @dle ) e b (138 a3 6 S ) Cu

O M gy 4 Oine o Sl glew L8 ALS

Abdel Hamid El Bilbeisi* , Saeed Hosseini, Kurosh Djafarian
Journal of Family Medicine and Health Care
2018; 4(2): 5-12
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Nastaran Payandeh a, Hossein Shahinfar b, Alireza Jafari , Nadia Babaei, Kurosh Djafarian, Sakineh Shab-
Bidar . Clinical Nutrition ESPEN 46, 2021, 200-205
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LOW FAT

Eat

- fruits (except - legumes
avocados) - low fat dairy like

- vegetables fat_—free_ yogurt or

- egg whites skim milk

- whole grains

Limit or Avoid

- butter - nuts and seeds
- avocados - full fat dairy
healthline
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NORDIC

Nordic a3,

verywell

OSA s LE8  halS .

HDL (8 o

39



SN 89 Al

(09 paals

il gt 43 Ciaslia (STalS
22 Js Lo

OSA (s L 4 als
s Al

CVD Jsn sl

40



OF 8 5 b aa iy Alas) A1 padld bl )

S gren L Ly L

Blackberries

Gojt Berries Elderberries
AN -

Parsley (aned)

Bt SN

Dark Chocolate Cranberries I lantro
: ml& .

Top 20 Antid)'(idant-Rlch Foods

Artichoke Clove

D“"

The association between dietary antioxidant quality score with metabolic syndrome and its components in Iranian adults: A
cross-sectional study .Mahshid Shahavandi, Hossein Shahinfar, Nastaran payande, Fatemeh Sheikhhossein, Kurosh
Djafarian, Sakineh Shab-Bidar 2020
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Study or Subgrowu logOdds Raticol SE___weight Risk Ratio, 952 Cl Risk Ratico., 9@52c I
Tortal flavornoids
Cassidy 2011 (HPFS) Oo.O0s83 o0a53 20,326 1L.06 [O.97, 1.1a] N il
Cassidy 2011 (MHS 1) —O.OsS1S O.O0222 26 .92 O.9qa (O o0, O. 98] —
Cassidy 2011 (MHS 11} OO O.O312 2 a  ATE 1A.01 [(Oo.9s, 1.07F]) .-
Lajous 2016 (Wormen) —O .12 TS 00298 Za. 89 o.88 [0.83, 0.93] -
Grosso 2017 (Mend DO Lo g = B> L.52E 1.01 [O.57, 1.79]
Grosso 2017 (Wormend —0O. 44653 O 2398 i o649 [O.40, 1.02] B
Toral (2526 Ci) L OO O3 o9 [O.89, 1L.O03] R
Heterogeneaity: Tauwu? = 0.00: Chi® = 19.29, df = S (P = OQ.Q02); 17 = 7Fa%s
Test for overall effect: Z = 1L.20 (P = Q.23)
Flavonofls
Cassidy 2011 (HPFS) O 0677 O.O0O501 20236 1,07 [Oo.97, 1.18]
Cassidy 2011 (NHS I} —O. 04208 O.OZ2 73 25 . 6% o9 [(O.291, 1.01]
Cassidy 2011 (NHS » o O.O3 16 = N S 100 O 94, 1.0O6]
Grosso 2017 (Mennd O. 34936 O.2956 1.8%5 1.491 [(O.7y9, 2.521
Grosso 2017 (Wormen) O.3577 o.2362 = . 8% 1.4943 [O.90, 2.271
Lajous 2016 (Wormemnl —O . 1393 D.OoO302 25 .09 o.87 [Oo.82,. 0.92]1
Total (D526 CI)» L OO O2S 098 [O.2921,., L..OF] e 3
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.01; Chi = 21.49, df = 5 (P — O.0007); I —= 772
Test for overall effect: Z — O.37 (P — O_7 1)
Flavones
Cassidy 2011 (HPFS) oLOoBs2 OD.O543 AL F AL 1L.09 [O.98, 1L.211]
Cassidy 2011 (MHS —O O3 05 o027 29 13 O ey [o.ez2, 1.02]
Cassidy 2011 (NHS > —0. 0SS 13 D039 1L 23 AT o as [(Oo.88, 1.03]
Lajous 2016 (WMWormen) —0O. 1053 o.oZ292 2819 o990 [(O.85, 0O.95]
Grosso 2017 (Mend —0O. 0834 Q.32 1< (o= Lo o992 [(O.a9, 1.73]
Grosso 2017 (Wormemnd —O. 349425 D.2928 1.1%6 O.F1L [(O.4940, 1261 I
Total (D525 CI1) 1L OO0 0.96 [0.90, 1L.02] -
Heterogeneity: Tauwu” — O0.00; Chi® — 11.42, df — S (P — O.049); 17 — S&6%¢
Test for overall effect: Z — 1.29 (P — O.20)
Flaovanones
Cassidy 2011 (HPFS) Oo.0o392 O.0S 16 A7 6% 1049 [O.9a3, 1L.15]
Cassidy 2011 (NHS —O.O1LO1 o.O269 27 6% o999 [(O.949,. 1.04]
Cassidy 2011 (NHS b ] —0 0202 .oz 22 25 . 2% o998 [(O.92, 1.04]
Lajous 2016 (Wormend —0O. 1053 o.oZ292 26 .49 o990 [(O.85, 0.95]
Grosso 2017 (Mend —O. 1278 D2 TFE3S 1L.2%a o.88 [O0.51, L.521]1
GCGrosso 2017 (Wormend O3 TFTES O.2139 2 .02 1L.as [O.96, 2.221
Total (D526 CI L OO O2S 0.98 [O.92, L.O=2]
Heterogeneity: Tau® — O.00; Chi® = 12. 83, df — S (P — O_.03); I — 619
Test for overall effect: Z — O. 74 (P — O.46)
Flfawvarn-IF-ofs
Cassidy 2011 (HPFS) O. 1133 O.Oa T T 20.525 1.2 (.02, L.231]1
Cassidy 2011 (MNHS 1) -0 0202 O.0267 2602 o.es [O0.93, 1.03]
Cassidy 2011 (NHS 1) O 0296 D.O306 25 . 1% 103 [(O.97, 1L.O09]
Lajous 2016 (MWormmenl —O. 0OF26 Lo e e 24 2% o993 [(O.87, O.99]
Grosso 2017 (Mend -0 2107 o. 2887 1L.726 Oo. 81 [O.46, 1.43]
Grosso 2017 (Wormemnd —O. 5978 O0O.22306 2 .69 .55 [O.35, O.86]1
. .

Total (D526 CI) L OO OIS 099 [(O.92, 1..07] e 3 AntIOXIda nts 2019 8(6) 152
Heterogeneity: Tau” — 0.01; Chi® — 18.82. df — S5 (P — Q.002); 17 — 739 ] ]
Test for overall effect: Z — 29 (P = O.FTFY
Anthocyamnins
Cassidy 2011 (HPFS) —O O1O1 OO 86 A F.e25 o 29 [O.e0, 1.09] .
Cassidy 2011 (NHS —D OF2Ee O.0282 3052 o.e3 [(o.88, 098] L
Cassidy 2011 (NHS 1) —O_ 1393 o.O365S 29 3% o.8F [(O.81, O.923] =
Lajous 2016 (Wormenl —0O_ 105 . O0352 25 .29 o900 [O.84, O.96] -
Grosso 2017 (Mend —O. 066 19 . 27V35 (e pe.= Lo o949 [O.55. 1.611
Grosso 2017 (Wormend o.27F O. 203 1.5%6 1.31 [Oo.88. 1L.95] -
Total (D526 CI) L OO O3S 0O.92 [(O.88, O0.97] -»

ity = = : i = = = D 1E = k 3 + 3 + |
Heterogeneity: Tauw = 0.00; Chi = 8.18. df = S (P = O.15); I = 293 ‘o, 1 o= o' s 1 = = 10

Test for overall effect: Z = 3 .16 (P = O.002)
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Subgroup analysis revealed
that daily vitamin D3 therapy
at a dose of >800 |U/day for
<6 months in subjects 250
years old reduced both SBP
and DBP (p < 0.001).

M. Golzarand

S. Shab-Bidar
G. Koochakpoor
R. Speakman J
K. Djafarian

Nutr Metab Cardiovasc Dis
. 2016
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Author (Year) RR (95% Cl)  Weight (%)
Forman (Male) (2007) S g : 052 (0.33, 0.81) 1.26 Each 25 nm.ol/ LIncrease In
Forman (2008 b 052 (056,096 1080 serum vitamin D level
orman ) ; .86,0.98) . . . .
; resulted in a 5% reduction in
Anderson (2010) b ; 0.87 (0.88, 0.88) 12.89 risI< Of hyper’rension (RR 095,
Jorde (2010) 1 1.04 (1.03, 1.04) 13.02 95% ClI. 0.90, 1.00)
Margolis (2012) ""’:""‘ 0.92(0.82, 1.03) 7.90
Gagnon (2012) -..i_ 0.97 (0.88, 1.07) 9.10
Skaaby (2012) '%"— 1.02(0.93, 1.13) 8.93
) |
Wang (2013) .- 0.96 (0.89, 1.04) 998
'] Front Nuir. 2022; 9: 829307.
Van Ballegooijen (2014) ¢ 1.00 (1.00, 1.01) 13.01
Van Ballegooijen (2015) “ 0.91(0.91,0.92) 13.02
Overall (I-squared = 99.5%, Tau-squared= 0.006, Q 0.95 (0.90, 1.00) 100.00
P <0.001) !
T " T

0.33 1 3.03
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GRADE
Downgrade Upgrade
p-value for Eyc % ¢ % £ Certainty
i d P-value for the bl oo E 0 v o
Food Source Meta-analysis Dose comparison comparisons Cases/Participants  Risk Ratio [95% CI] va'::e oden:t departure from r? Pheterogenety 8 g 5%z & %’ 5 ofthe
linearity ; £L s % g g, £ Evidence
§E2EZ 8335%
Sugar-sweetened beverage  _pairwise Highest vs lowest 13 120,553/427,630  1.17[1.11,1.23] - <0,001 66% <0001  LJEULUN EMUL eso0wow
[Dose-range: 0 to 1420 ml] Linear per 355 mi 1,10 [1.08, 1.12] . w A A <0.001 73% <0.001
Non-linear at175ml 1,06 [1.05, 1.08) L N <0.001 0.02 58% 0.009
at 355 ml 1.11 (1.0, 1.13) [}
at 700 ml 1.18(1.14,1.22) L 4
Fruit drink Pairwise Highest vs lowest 1 47/424 1.27[0.43,3.75 + 0.67 NA NA LUmmL LU e000very Low
[Dose-range: 0 to 70 mi] _ Linear per 50 ml 0.80[0.18, 3.65 & 0.77 NA NA
Non-linear atisg 1.58 [0.65, 3.87] . 0.39 0.18 NA NA
at2sg 1.83 (050, 6.64] 2
ats0g 1.48 [0.25, 8.55]
100% fruit Juice Pairwise Highest vs lowest 2 46,811/83,178 095 [0.85, 1.07 —— 041 85% 001 L/ELILILI EUL es00ow
[Dose-range: 0 to 230 ml] Linear per 100 mi 1.01[0.99, 1.02 & 0.29 88% 0.02
Non-linear at50ml 0.98 [0.96, 0.99. L] 0.003 0.001 NA NA
at 100 ml 0.97 (0,94, 0.99] *
at 200 ml 0.99 [0.96, 1.02] -
Fruit Pairwise Highest vs lowest 13 148,928/281,120  0.81[0.73, 0.89) —e— <0.001 88% <0001 /LN MUL esooow
[Dose-range: 0 to 640 g] Linear per 240 g 0.94 [0.93, 0.96] L] <0.001 90% <0.001
Non-linear at160g 0.97 [0.95, 0.99] L <0.001 037 83% <0.001
at240g 0.95 [0.93, 0.97) .
atd400g 0.92 [0.90, 0.95] L
Yogurt Pairwise Highest vs lowest 9 97,783/235,705  0.91 [0.86, 0.96) - <0.001 54% 0.03 UNUEL EUL escolow
[Dose-range: 0 to 320 g] Linear per125g 0.95 [0.94, 0.97] [ ] <0.001 69% 0.03
Non-linear atesg 0.95 (0,93, 0.97 [ 3 <0.001 0.02 65% 0.009
at125g 0.94 [0.92, 0.95] .
at250g 0.94 0,89, 0.98] -
Dairy Desserts _Pairwise Highest vs lowest 3 12,106/41,398 _ 0.85[0.76,0.95) —— 0,004 5% 035 LJUJUEL UUL ©000very low
[Dose-range: 5 to 530 mi] Linear Per 125 mi 0.97 [0.93, 1.00 E:= £ A 0.051 78% 0.14
Non-linear at65ml 0.99[0.96, 1.02 L ) 0.15 0.87 59% 0.56
at125ml 0.97[0.93, 1.02] -5
at 250 ml 0.95 [0.88, 1.02] -
Sweet snacks _Pairwise Highest vs lowest 1 45/439 2.00 [0.84, 4.76) o 012 NA NA LJLMEL UL ®000very Low
[Dose-range: 5 to 75 g] Linear per 50 ml 1,61 [0.76, 3.42) > 021 NA NA
Non-linear ati5g 1.421(092,2.21] —_———— 0.20 0.20 NA NA
atdsg 2,02 [0.86, 4.74) g
ats0g 3.04 (0.87, 10.5) *
05 0.75 1 2 3 4 5 10

Nutrients 2022, 14(6), 1215
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The effects of chromium supplementation on blood
pressure: a systematic review and meta-analysis of
randomized clinical trials

A (s

Mahtab Ghanbari, Mohammad Reza Amini, Kurosh Djafarian & Sakineh Shab-Bidar .European Journal of
Clinical Nutrition volume 76, pages340-349 (2022)
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Author(year) WMD{95%CI) Weight %

Shechter et al (2000) i - 1110 (7.23, 14.97) 13.66
L}

Barbagallo et al (2010) . —— 5.00 (4.14, 5.86) 18.44
i

Mortazawvi et al (2013) — : -0.84 (-1.70, 0.02) 18.45
L}

Cosaro et al (2014) - " -3.80 (-7.81, 0.21) 13.39
n

Chunha et al (2017) P 6.10 (4.39, 7.81) 17.50
.
L}

Joris et al (2017) —— . 0.70 (000, 1.40) 18.56
L}

Overall (l-squared = 96.7%, p = 0.000) <> 2.97 (0.23, 5.71) 100.00

MNOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T I
=15 0 15

Fig 2. Forest plot showing the effects of magnesium supplementation on FMD using random
effects model

Atherosclerosis 2018 Manije Darooghegi Mofrad, Kurosh Djafarian, Hadis Mozaffari, Sakineh Shab-Bidar



Test for overall effect: Z = 2.46 (P = 0.01)
Test for subqroup differences: Chi? = 1.44, df = 1 (P =0.23), I? = 30.6%

o NI A .o o ‘ S Y :"
| ( S.ﬂﬁ.?'" )l..,s } AR ‘)Mg% ) );..n ‘)4
Nitrate Placebo Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD_Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.1.1 Clinic
Baido et al. 2019 145.2664577  22.63323 5 159.5611285  27.39812 5 15% -14.29[-45.44, 16.85)
Broxterman et al. 2019 (1] 129 16 13 132 20 13 53% -3.00[-16.92, 10.92) .
Broxterman et al. 2019 (2] 136 16 14 141 19 14  58% -5.00 [-18.01, 8.01) =l
Kapil et al. 2015 130.0296736  13.05638 32 1485756677  11.72107 32 11.6% -18.55[-24.63, -12.47) . il
Siervo et al. 2020 (1] 141.377 13.1148 16 144.26 12.5902 16 8.8% -2.88 [-11.79, 6.03) v
Siervo et al. 2020 [2] 146.0328 13.1148 16 148.7869 18.0984 16 7.2% -2.75 [-13.71, 8.20] T -]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 96 96 40.2% -7.69 [-15.26, -0.11] s
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 50.23; Chi* = 13.31, df = 5 (P = 0.02); I = 62%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.99 (P = 0.05)
1.1.2 Ambulatory
Bondonno et al. 2015 128.4 11.3755 27 127.4 11.1227 27 11.7% 1.00 [-5.00, 7.00] ——
Gilchrist et al. 2013 135.4155 7.33524355 27 1349570201 8.02292264 27 13.7% 0.46 [-3.64, 4.56) B
Kapil et al. 2015 133 83 32 137.8 9.1 32 13.5% -4.80 [-9.07, -0.53) 5
Kerley et al. 2018 132 9 20 138 8 20 12.4%  -6.00[-11.28,-0.72) _——
Siervo et al. 2020 135.9374 12.2058 16 141.4497 14.1745 16 86% -5.51 [-14.68, 3.65) T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 122 122  59.8% -2.68 [-5.73, 0.37) L |
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 4.56; Chi* = 6.52, df = 4 (P = 0.16); I* = 39%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.72 (P = 0.08)
Total (95% CI) 218 218 100.0% -4.95 [-8.88, -1.01] <&
T 2 = 2 22 ' - = L 12 = R79, + 1 4 +
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 25.15; Chi? = 30.38, df = 10 (P = 0.0007); I = 67% 20 10 0 10 20

Favours [Nitrate] Favours [Placebo)

SYSTEMATIC REVIEW article
Front. Nutr., 15 March 2022
Sec. Clinical Nutrition
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Nitrate Placebo Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.2.1 Clinic
Baiao et al. 2019 835 48 5 9023 5.4 5 81% -8.80[-15.13, -2.47] -
Broxterman et al. 2019 [1] 77 12 13 78 12 13 4.7%  -1.00[-10.23, 8.23] 5
Broxterman et al. 2019 [2] 84 13 14 88 12 14  4.7%  -4.00[-13.27,5.27] .
Kapil et al. 2015 80 9 32 834 9 32 121% -3.40[-7.81,1.01] B
Siervo et al. 2020 [1] 916 9.2 16 854 116 16 6.8% 6.20 [-1.05, 13.45] ”
Siervo et al. 2020 [2] 90.3 8 16 86.9 116 16 7.3% 3.40 [-3.50, 10.30] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 96 96 43.8% -1.42 [-5.85, 3.00] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 17.47; Chi* = 12.29, df =5 (P = 0.03); I = 59%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.63 (P = 0.53)
1.2.2 Ambulatory
Bondonno et al. 2015 74.4 9606 27 738 9.3532 27 10.6% 0.60 [-4.46, 5.66] e
Gilchrist et al. 2013 755 438 27 717 6.6 27 15.9% -2.20 [-5.28, 0.88] —
Kapil et al. 2015 802 85 32 828 7875 32 13.2% -2.60 [-6.61, 1.41)] =
Kerley et al. 2018 83 9 20 79 8 20 10.1% 4.00 [-1.28, 9.28] =T =
Siervo et al. 2020 89.8 10.72 16 8945 11.04 16  6.4% 0.35[-7.19, 7.89]
Subtotal (95% CI) 122 122 56.2% -0.63 [-2.94, 1.68]
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 1.54; Chi* = 5.13,df=4 (P =0.27); P = 22%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.53 (P = 0.59)
Total (95% CI) 218 218 100.0%  -0.90 [-3.16, 1.36] *

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 5.90; Chi? = 17.79, df = 10 (P = 0.06); I = 44%
Test for overall effect: Z =0.78 (P = 0.44)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi* =0.10.df =1 (P =0.75). *=0%

0 5 0 5 10
Favours [Nitrate] Favours [Placebo]

SYSTEMATIC REVIEW article
Front. Nutr., 15 March 2022
Sec. Clinical Nutrition



Structure of Mushroom

cap or

pileus
hymenophore
or gill

ring
stalk

mycelium

Nutritional Profile

Proteins and Essential
amino acids

valine, lysine, leucine, isoleucine,
tryptophan, methionine, threonine,

histidine, phenylalanine, lectins,
oligopeptides, laccases

Carbohydrates

pentoses, hexoses, methyl
pentoses, disaccharides,
sugar alcohols, amino
sugars, sugar acids

Fats

Free fatty acids, sterols,
triglycerides, unsaturated
fatty acids

Phenolics

ferulic, sinapic, caffeic, and o-
/p-coumaric, gallic acids,

_flavonoids,

Vitamins

thiamine (B1),

riboflavin (B2), biotin,

niacin, vitamin C

Minerals

sodium, calcium ions,
copper, selenium, zinc

Other natural products

Terpenes, indoles, nucleic
acids, nucleic acid
derivatives, alkaloids,
triterpenoids

Effect on heart health

Anti-cholesteremic
Antioxidant

>_|:> Anti-artherosclerotic
Anti-ischemic

Anti-hypertensive
Anti-inflammatory




/Ginger 5
Cinnamon
Saffron
Co-Q10
Flavonoids
Vit E
Vit C

Inflammation

_J Ginger N
Saffron
Flavonoids

- Ginger Vit C )
Cinnamon  Cyrcumin
Saffron PUFA
Co-Q10 Lycopene
Flavonoids Vit E S

|

Oxidative Stress

£ ANG 11
411.-6
N 4 hs-CRP

4 NF-xB

Renin-angiotensin

system hyperactivity

J

Prebiotics
Sour tea

~\ Milk's tripeptides —

Vascular resistance
& vasoconstriction

T

- Calcium NS

Magnesium

PUFA

Saffron
-\Sour tea Foa

Hyperlipidemia

Lycopene
Flavonoids
Cinnamon

Prebiotics
Ginger
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