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Our most recent paper, “Pork Meat Composition and Health: A Review of the Ev-
idence”, is, as stated in title, a review [1]. In fact, it is a narrative review written with a
clear aim to “analyze and present coherent composition of data on pork meat, establish
its possible impact on health outcomes and discuss the presence of this meat option in a
sustainable and healthy dietary pattern”. It is not a systematic review, and neither does it
imply a causative influence or benefit from pork consumption. It takes pains to clarify that
studies in nutrition sciences deserve a careful approach because, as with any other food,
pork meat is not an isolated risk or protective dietary factor with respect to disease risk or
health outcomes.

It is important to highlight that this review brings up relevant data on one subject
that deserves further attention, namely, the differences in pork meat cuts’ composition.
In the comment [2], Grant (2024) solely refers to pork meat and its possible pejorative
consequences in health without considering the presented differences in fat content and
fatty acid profile from different cuts. Considering that, to the best of our knowledge,
and according to the most relevant and recent literature, most negative effects in chronic
non-communicable diseases are associated with excessive fat, and especially saturated fat
consumption [3,4], this should be considered.

Additionally, when addressing the possible influence of pork meat consumption on
health outcomes, the authors have only considered clinical trials and randomized clinical
trials. Grant (2024) [2] refers to important and relevant studies about healthy dietary
patterns and the impact meat consumption, and these are observational studies. However,
the sample size and the possible magnitude of the effect should not be ignored; there is a
methodologic difference between both types of study and in the type of conclusions that
each should address.

Despite the existence of several challenges in conducting RCTs that assess the effects
of specific nutritional interventions and diet factors, these clinical trials are still the gold
standard for establishing causal relations between exposure to certain nutrients and foods
or dietary patterns and specific outcomes [5,6]. Evidence-based dietary guidance is derived
from systematic reviews and meta-analyses of this type of study.

In the published review, it was possible to include the very few published studies
that could present a clear conclusion on the effects of pork consumption, and several
variables should be considered in further studies, namely, the studied outcomes, the sample
characteristics, the pork meat portions, and the cuts included. Most epidemiologic data
refer to results from food frequency questionnaires, which are adequate for these samples
but lack precision when evaluating the consumption of very specific foods. In nutrition
research, there are several changes with respect to the design, validation, and use of food
frequency questionnaires is always present when one is deciding on the most adequate
food intake assessment method [7].
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For instance, one considerable limitation in most referenced FFQs is the difficulty in
separating meat cuts and types of pork from other meat options. This can increase the
item number in the food list, with possible implications for participants’ adherence. Most
studies use FFQs, and this tool should be validated for the goal and the food group/food
item that is being evaluated [8].

Nevertheless, in the referenced clinical trials, pork meat was included as part of a
healthy dietary pattern, though not as the only protein source or meat eaten and can thus
be recommended from the point of view of promoting a healthy diet, the recommended
approach that is intended to be supported by our research work.
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