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Supplementary Table 1. Assessment of risk of bias acros of the 10 eligible RCTs

Random sequence Allocation Blinding of participants  Blinding of outcome Incomplete Selective
Author, year generation concealment and personnel assessment outcome data reporting Other bias
(selection bias) (selection bias) (performance bias) (detection bias) (attrition bias) (reporting bias)
Barchetta, 2016 Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk
Dabbaghmanesh, 2018 Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk
Dabbaghmanesh, 2018 Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk
Foroughi, 2014, 2016 High risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk High risk
Geier, 2018 High risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk High risk
Lorvand Amiri, 2017 Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk
Lorvand Amiri, 2016 High risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk
Sakpal, 2017 High risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk High risk
Sharifi, 2014 Low risk Low risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk
Taghvaei, 2018 High risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk




TC

Study SMD (95% CI)  Weight (%)

Dabbaghmanesh, 2018 T 0.15(-0.34, 0.65) 23.69

Dabbaghmanesh, 2018 0.02 (-0.49, 0.53) 22.61

Lorvand Amiri, 2017 T -0.28 (-0.74, 0.18) 26.98

Overall (I-squared = 7.3%, p = 0.357) <>> -0.14 (-0.39, 0.11) 100.00

Lorvand Amiri, 2016 i -0.39 (-0.86, 0.07) 26.73
|
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis |
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Supplementary Figure 1. Effect of supplemental vitamin D on TC concentrations in NAFLD

patients
HDL-C
Study SMD (95% ClI) Weight (%)
Dabbaghmanesh, 2018 —_— -0.12 (-0.61, 0.38) 22.15

Dabbaghmanesh, 2018 0.32(-0.19,0.83) 21.47

Geier, 2018 -0.43 (-1.38,0.51) 9.83

Lorvand Amiri, 2017 I 0.58 (0.12,1.05) 23.27
|

Lorvand Amiri, 2016 —_— 0.57 (0.10,1.04) 23.28

Overall (I-squared = 48.6%, p = 0.100) <<> 0.27 (-0.07,0.61) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Supplementary Figure 2. Effect of supplemental vitamin D on HDL-C concentrations in NAFLD
patients



LDL-C

Study SMD (95% Cl) Weight (%)
i

Dabbaghmanesh, 2018 —_—f— 0.12 (-0.38,0.61) 22.01

Dabbaghmanesh, 2018 + 0.00 (-0.50, 0.51) 20.91

Geier, 2018 % 0.46 (-0.49, 1.40) 6.05

Lorvand Amiri, 2017 —.—,:— -0.13 (-0.59, 0.33) 25.49
i

Lorvand Amiri, 2016 ‘ 0.03 (-0.42,0.49) 25.54

Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.850) <> 0.03 (-0.20, 0.26) 100.00
I

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis i
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Supplementary Figure 3. Effect of supplemental vitamin D on LDL-C concentrations in NAFLD

patients
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Supplementary Figure 4. Sensitivity analysis of 10 trials evaluating ALT concentrations



Meta-analysis estimates, given named study is omitted
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Supplementary Figure 5. Sensitivity analysis of 9 trials evaluating AST concentrations

Meta-analysis estimates, given named study is omitted
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Supplementary Figure 6. Sensitivity analysis of 9 trials evaluating glucose concentrations



Meta-analysis estimates, given named study is omitted
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Supplementary Figure 7. Sensitivity analysis of 7 trials evaluating insulin concentrations

Meta-analysis estimates, given named study is omitted

| Lower CI Limit

O Estimate

| Upper CI Limit

Barchetta, 2016 S O e |
Foroughi, 2016 | | b O,
LOrvaNnd, 20716 | oo e bttt
LOPVANd, 2016 | oo O e
Sakpal, 2017 | |l S NSO OOV VUUTNNY RESVOSONN
Sharifi, 2014 |- ) et
-1.74  -1.53 -0.77 -0.02 0‘.18

Supplementary Figure 8. Sensitivity analysis of 6 trials evaluating HOMA-IR levels



Meta-analysis estimates, given named study is omitted
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Supplementary Figure 9. Sensitivity analysis of 4 trials evaluating TC concentrations
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Supplementary Figure 10. Sensitivity analysis of 5 trials evaluating HDL-C concentrations
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Supplementary Figure 11. Sensitivity analysis of 5 trials evaluating LDL-C concentrations
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Supplementary Figure 12. Sensitivity analysis of 6 trials evaluating TAG concentrations



