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Introduction Results

* The human gut microbiome 1s understood to be Protein Intake Before and After Supplementation Demographics
g]:.eatly aﬁeCted by Changes tO the Content Ofan Group - Pea E Whey All (n=51} Pea {ﬂ=28} WhE’}" {n=23} F.'I-"u"EllLJE
individual’s diet. pos Wy Age, years 0.644
- - - - . , std 36.9(7.9) 36.4(8.2 37.4 (7.7
* Protein, while consumed in great excess in the 0. <ot <01 S:an”(;; (7-9) (8-2) 7.7) .
typical adult Western diet, 1s poorlyunderstood Female 26 (51.0) 15 (53.6) 11 (47.8)
regarding its exact effects on the gut microbiome. B 3004 R""ale o 25(49.0)  13(4e.4)  12(52.2) s
. . . . . 2 ace, n (% i
* Bacteral fermentation of dietary protein results in : American Indian or Alaska Native  2(3.9)  1(3.6) 1 (4.2)
several products, which are either excreted, utilized $ 200- : | Asian 120 1(3.6 0(0)
. . . § Black or African American 6(11.8) 4(14.3) 2(8.7)
by colonic microbes, or further detoxified by the g i = Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 1 (2.0) 1(3.6) 0(0)
colonic epithe]ium. 100- = I_ White 41(80.4) 21 (75.0) 20 (87.0)
. . . Ethnicity, n (%) 0.035
* We designed a randomized controlled trial that : Hispanic or Latine 17.8) 0(0) 2170
mvestigates the eftect ofexcess proten on gut 01 . | | | Not Hispanic or Latino 47(92.2) 28(100.0) _ 19(82.6)
. . . . Before After Before After
mlcrObIOta and 1tS metab()htes . . o o . Figure 3. Participant demographics
Figure 2. Individual protein intake based on ASA24 before and after whey or pea protein
supplementation. Grey lines connect reported dietary mtake for each participant.
* 51 total participants completed the study. Dietary Intake Before and After Supplementation
« 23 consumed the wheysupplement. Pea(n=28)  p-yalue? Whey(n=23) p-yalue® p-value’
Calories, median (IQR) Baseline 2008 (1371,2718) 1899 (1503,2845) 0.502
* 28 consumed the pea supplement. . Change (without supplement) -287(-646,419) 0.348  -72(-565,512) 0.746 0.551
G O al * There was no significant difference in physical activity levels between the two Change (with supplement) 42(-312,807) 0.293  435(-325,752) 0.176 0.947
groups. Protein, g, median (IQR) Baseline 80 (62,135) 97 (84,119) 0.222
. o o o Change (without supplement) -10(-52,9) 0.075 -2(-38,43) 0.860 0.276
o o o o | . Dletaryprotem intake before adding in the. supplement was not significantly Change (with supplement) 42(:271) <001 52(15,69) <001 0410
To determine 1f our participants dletary protem intake 1s different between the wheyand pea protein groups. Fat, ¢ median (IOR) Baseline 68 (48,113) 87 (44,131) 0.359
increased by a significant amount so we can furtherassess  Afterseven days of supplement consumption Change (withoutsupplement)  -5(-45,17) 0.314 0(-54,14) 0.459 0.932
- . Do , o Co o . Change (with supplement) 3(-38,24) 0.790 4(-53,21) 0.637 0.828
for the ¢ ect of protem excess on an mdividuals’ gut *  Participant's dietary protein intake without the supplement was not Carbohydrates, g, median (IQR) Baseline 219(133,281) 203 (153,284) 0.872
microbiome significantly different from baseline. Change (without supplement) -6(-120,60) 0.397 -7(-112,33) 0.220 0.842
° Both groups Showed a Signiﬁcant increase m dietaryprotein. Change (With supplement) 25 (-98,92) 0.773 -3 (-83,52) 0.535 0.502
o . . . L. . Fiber, g, median (IQR) Baseline 19(14,25) 23 (18,26) 0.268
No mgnﬁic;ant difference 1n the increase in dietary protem between the whey Change (without supplement) 0(88) 0.79 5(101) 0.033 0208
and protem supplement groups Change (with supplement) 4(-5,12) 0.162 2(-7,5) 0.516 0.182
M et h o d s AWilcoxon signed rank test comparing dietary intake before and after the intervention within treatment groups.
BWilcoxon rank sum test comparing treatment groups.

Figure 4. Calories and macronutrients based on daily dietary intake reported on ASA24 before and after consuming either
the wheyor pea protein supplement for 7 days

Methods Timeline

* Recruitment efiforts were exclusivelyremote | | C I -

* Interested individuals were screened et AacAbivraincashst onciusion

* Eligible mdividuals randomized to either the whey | | |
supplement group or pea supplement group ay | Day | Day| Day | Day) Day | Day | Day | Day
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Dietary Assessment Tool (ASA24), recorded demographic fR d V| coflect fecal et e their protein intake, demonstrating that the study
. . . . . o o i oliect reca
information, and completed mternational physical activity Recruit | | Screen | ale';ig?s?;ze cs:nTﬁﬁ'e Sample. mntervention was effective.
: : potential interested participants | | 1 ers4 A0 & Complete
que stionnaire (IPAQ) participants participants to study demo,grapl?i,c ASA24 &

» Participants collected a fecal sample, consumed 50 g of IO information i *  We are nowable to use the data from these
protein supplementation daily for seven days, then \ l l participants’samples and surveyresponses to
collected a second fecal sample on day 8 firth the ; ¢ ofprotein intak h

» After collecting the second fecal sample, the ASA24 and e i e e Crassess the Mpact 01 proteii td ke On the
IPAQ were completed again | | | composition of the gut microbiome and its resulting

o Reported dietary intakes were summarized us mg median Consume D(asitl)ng:rao ;ri%t;zigy?upplement me tab()ht es.

and mterquartile range (IQR) and compared using the
Wilcoxon signed rank and ranked sum tests.

Figure 1. Methods timeline
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