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Abstract
Objective

The Broccoli in Osteoarthritis (BRIO Study) was conducted to determine whether dietary sulforaphane
(SFN), consumed as broccoli, improves pain and/or physical function in participants with knee
osteoarthritis (OA). This was a proof of principle study to test the feasibility of the trial to optimise the
design of an appropriately powered study.

Design

Two-centre, double-blind, two-arm parallel, randomised placebo-controlled, dietary intervention
feasibility trial. Patients with radiographic knee osteoarthritis (Kellgren-Lawrence score 2-3), with pain
of at least 4 on a scale of 0-10 were recruited. The intervention was a high glucoraphanin broccoli,
(source of SFN), or a matched placebo (no SFN) soup. Pain and measures of physical function were
measured at baseline, 6 and 12 weeks.

Results

The mean WOMAC pain score (scale 0 - 20) was decreased by 4.2 (95% Cl: 1.03,7.38) following
intervention, Similar patterns of improvement were observed for other pain and function outcome
measures. Study data, sample collections and intervention adherence were 100% compliant except
where COVID restrictions applied. Acceptability for randomisation was 100% and acceptability for the
intervention was 92%. There were three related adverse events, two of which were expected.

Conclusions

High glucosinolate broccoli soup is a novel approach to managing OA that is widely accessible and can
be used on a large scale. This study shows that it is an acceptable way of delivering dietary bioactives
and has potential for therapeutic benefit. The primary outcome of pain improved in the intervention
group compared to the placebo and the confidence interval encompassed the minimal clinically
important difference. The data provide justification for proceeding to a large scale, appropriately
powered intervention trial.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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Introduction

Treatment options for osteoarthritis (OA) are limited. Aside from surgery, there are no current safe
long-term effective analgesic treatments for OA. Sensitisation of nociceptors by pro-inflammatory
cytokines in the joint tissues is a suggested mechanism for OA pain, and some short-term pain relief
can be gained using NSAIDs and corticosteroids, which may in part, reduce synovitis. However, the
well-documented contra-indications for their long-term use are undesirable. New options are

required to reduce pain and improve quality of life for people with OA.

Dietary interventions are perceived as safe and are supported by OA patients. In a study of over 1200
patients 68% of complementary and alternative medicine users explored dietary supplements to
manage their disease and symptoms®. OA patients tend to believe diet impacts their OA symptoms
and they are interested in nutritional education for self-management of their disease?3. Importantly,

dietary intervention has the potential to be used on a large scale.

Glucoraphanin is a cytoprotective dietary phytochemical found in the Brassicaceae family.
Sulforaphane (SFN) is an isothiocyanate metabolite of glucoraphanin that can be detected in plasma
following consumption of dietary sources and the action of myrosinase either from the plant itself or
following breakdown/metabolism by the gut microbiota. There is a growing body of evidence that
supports SFN as a new potential OA therapeutic. SFN has been shown to modulate surrogate markers
of OA in vitro, ex vivo and in vivo laboratory models of OA with effects on NF-kB and Nrf2 signalling.
Human feeding studies have shown that the consumption of broccoli can lead to detectable levels of
SFN or its metabolites in plasma, urine, and synovial fluid, while in vitro studies show SFN can
accumulate intracellularly via conjugation to glutathione giving millimolar intracellular concentrations.
Additionally, SFN treatment in rodent models of arthritis have demonstrated a protective role in

reducing inflammation and cartilage destruction®™.
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Evaluating SFN in a randomised trial requires better evidence of feasibility in humans. This study is
designed as a feasibility study to determine if SFN, naturally present in broccoli, improves pain in

people with knee OA.

Methods

Obijectives

The primary objective was to determine whether dietary SFN, gained from the consumption of
broccoli, improves pain in people with knee OA. Secondary objectives were to determine whether
food containing SFN improves physical function in people with knee OA, estimate heterogeneity in
response to the intervention, feasibility of recruitment and retention, test compliance, the sensitivity
of the outcome measures, examine potential adverse effects and acceptability of randomisation, and

finally to determine the sample size estimates for a subsequent longer-term trial.

Trial design

UK-based two-centre, double-blind, two-arm parallel, random placebo-controlled feasibility trial. Trial
centres were University of East Anglia/Norfolk & Norwich University Hospital (NNUH) and University

of Leeds/Chapel Allerton Hospital (CAH).

Participants

Participants had radiographic knee OA (Kellgren-Lawrence score 2-3) with moderate to severe knee
pain of at least 4 on 0-10 numeric rating scale. Participants were over 50 years of age and recruited
from the regions of Norfolk and Leeds in the United Kingdom. Full inclusion and exclusion criteria are

in Supplementary File 1. Data were collected in a clinical examination setting.

Intervention

Intervention was a 300 mL portion of high glucoraphanin (120 umol) soup (supplied by Professor
Richard Mithen, Institute of Food Research, Norwich, UK), containing base vegetables and broccoli
(equivalent to three 75 g portions of broccoli a day). The placebo control was a sensory matched 300

mL portion of soup containing base vegetables only. The soups were consumed once daily on any four
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days per week, for 12 weeks to include one for lunch the day before a follow-up visit day. Participants
underwent a washout period where a restricted diet, (devoid of isothiocyanate sources), was followed
for 3 days prior to baseline visit and throughout the study thereafter. Participants were supplied with
a list of restricted foods that contained isothiocyanates to avoid throughout the study (Supplementary
File 2). Participants were allowed to use their usual medications and usage was recorded. Standard

meals were supplied for consumption on the evening before a visit day.

Randomisation

Participants were randomised 1:1 to one of two trial arms using the web-based REDCap (Research
Electronic Data Capture v13.1.27) tools hosted by the Norwich Clinical Trials Unit. Allocation was
stratified by centre (NNUH/CAH), sex (male/female) and age (<=60 / >60) using permuted block
randomisation with randomly varying block sizes of 2 and 4. Allocation was concealed prior to
randomisation to prevent treatment bias. As per SAGER guidelines male or female classification is
based on biological distinction to the extent that this is possible to confirm. Sex of participants was
self-reported.

Blinding

All participants, investigators, clinical staff, and outcome assessors were blinded to the intervention

throughout the study.

Outcome Measures

The primary outcome measure was a change in the Western Ontario and McMaster (WOMAC ®) Index
(WOMAC Osteoarthritis Index LK3.1) pain subscale between baseline and 12 weeks. This WOMAC was
24 self-reported questions comprising a 5-point Likert scale ((0-4) none, mild, moderate, severe,
extreme). It is reported as three separate subscales for pain (scale out of 20), stiffness (scale out of 8)
and function (scale out of 68). The secondary outcome measures were changes (at 6 and 12 weeks) in
WOMAC pain (at 6 weeks), WOMAC physical function, WOMAC stiffness, changes in an 11-point NRS
(Numerical Rating Scale)® for pain and function measures, A Measure of Intermittent and Constant

Osteoarthritis Pain: KNEE version 3.1 (ICOAP) and the use of rescue analgesics/NSAIDs. Plasma and
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urine samples for objective measures of compliance (metabolites of glucoraphanin), and validated
dietary data (Food Frequency Questionnaire, and 24-hour recall (INTAKE241)) were collected (data

available on request).

Sample size

This was a feasibility study where the main statistical aim is to use the data generated to inform the
sample size calculation of a full trial which is powered to detect a difference between the treatments.
In this setting sample size calculations based on the ability to detect a difference between the
treatment arms are generally not considered appropriate. Sim and Lewis!? and Lancaster et al*® have
recommended sample size of n=30 and 50 are sufficient to deliver reliable findings in this setting. Our

original aim was to achieve a target sample size of 64.

The study comprised four visit days to include a screening visit, baseline visit and two follow-up visits
at 6 and 12 weeks. Trial registration numbers: ISRCTN 11629849, CPMS 40910, ClinicalTrials.gov

NCT03878368

Ethics

The procedures followed were in accordance with the ethical standards of NHS Health Research
Authority and Health and Care Research Wales (HCRW) and with the Helsinki Declaration of 1975, as
revised in 2000. Ethical approval for the study was granted by East of England - Cambridge East
Research Ethics Committee (ref 19/EE/0007), IRAS: 250371. All patients gave their full informed and

written consent to participate in the study. All patient data was anonymised.

Analysis

Descriptive statistics of outcomes are reported by randomised groups. Percentages are of non-missing
values. No formal hypothesis tests will be used; however, 95% and 80% confidence intervals will be

given for the estimated effect size.

For continuous questionnaire outcome measures the mean difference will be estimated and

confidence interval based on a two-sample t-test and an adjusted for baseline analysis using linear
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regression. The number of joints will be compared using a difference of medians estimated using a

generalized Hodges-Lehmann estimator.

No adjustment for the stratification factors used in the randomisation will be undertaken due to the

sample size. Analysis was completed using Stata 18.0.

Analyses of Sulforaphane and Sulforaphane conjugates

Metabolites of glucoraphanin including sulforaphane (SFN), sulforaphane-cysteine (SFN-Cys),
sulforaphane-N-acetylcysteine (SFN-NAC) and erucin-NAC (E-NAC) were quantified in plasma and
urine samples as previously described!, except where d8-sulforaphane was used an as internal
standard and an Acquity UPLC, HSS T3 1.8 um, 2.1 x 100 mm column was used instead of

Phenomenex® Luna 3u C18 (2) 100A 2.1 x 100 mm column for improved sensitivity.

Results

Study subjects

The start of recruitment to this study coincided with the COVID19 pandemic when national
recruitment to non-COVID19 related trials at the two recruiting centres was periodically halted. A
total of 150 patients enquired about the trial of which 65 were potentially eligible. Funding and
longevity of the intervention products limited our recruitment to inviting n=37 participants to full
screening appointment and consented to take part. The trial steering committee and progress group
deemed this number sufficient to be likely to be sufficiently informative to address the study’s
principal aims as a feasibility study. A total of 24 met the screening criteria, with randomisation
delivering 17 to the control group and 7 to the intervention group. There were two participant
withdrawals that consented to continuation with an intention to treat (ITT) at week 6 and one drop

out at week 12, resulting in a final study participant number of n=23 for analysis.

The participant characteristics of the intervention and control groups are shown in Table 1.

Outcome
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Primary outcome: The WOMAC pain score was reduced following intervention compared to the
placebo group. The effect size (WOMAC pain mean difference from baseline at 12 weeks), for pain
scores (scale 0 — 20) was decreased by 4.2 (95% Cl: 1.03,7.38). The confidence interval for the
difference encompassed the minimal clinically important difference (MCID) (estimated to be 6 units
on WOMAC pain scaled 0-100 and equivalent to 1.2 when adjusted here a 0 — 20 scale)®® thus providing

preliminary evidence of a meaningful treatment effect.

The broccoli intervention showed a clear and common pattern of decreased pain scores over time,
across WOMAC, ICOAP and NRS pain measures. ICOAP MCID at weeks 6 and 12 respectively, showed
‘improvement’ for constant pain in the intervention group®®. A trend for increased satisfaction with
knee function was seen in the intervention group. These patterns were not observed in the placebo
group. There was no difference in the number of patients with pain in other joints or number of joints
with pain (Table 1). Self-reported use of rescue analgesics/NSAIDS for knee pain remained constant in

both the placebo and intervention arms.

Study compliance and intervention adherence was considered high (>70%-100%) while acceptability
for randomisation was 100%. Acceptability of intervention was 92% (22 of 24); two participants did

not like the soup.

FFQ dietary data collection was 100%, and 24-hour dietary recall data collection was 100% at all visits

except in the control group at week 6 (88%) (data available on request).

Metabolites of glucoraphanin were detected in plasma and urine samples in the intervention group

(Supplementary file 3).

Participants could not reliably guess their treatment arm (32.7% correct, 23% incorrect, 43% unsure).

Adverse events


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.20.24309233

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.20.24309233; this version posted June 21, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

BRoccoli In Osteoarthritis Study (BRIO Study)

There were 10 adverse events, none were serious, 3 related to the intervention, two of which were
related, unexpected and mild, one was related, expected and mild. AE related to the intervention were
one episode of vomiting after soup consumption, one report of loose stool and one report of

indigestion.

Discussion

Trial objectives did not include statistical testing for significance in terms of changes for outcome
measures given the nature of the feasibility study, however, a clear pattern for a reduction in pain
measures across WOMAC, ICOAP and NRS pain subscales was observed in the broccoli intervention
group but not the placebo, including an increase in satisfaction for joint function over time. We
recruited 37.5% of our target with a 95.7% participant retention and report a high level of compliance
(self-reported adherence to protocol and objective measures of metabolites and biomarkers)
reflecting high participant motivation and acceptability despite the unprecedented conditions. Dietary
data, plasma and 24-hour urine samples were collected where COVID-19 restrictions allowed, enabling
the detection of SFN metabolites for objective measures of compliance (supplementary file 3). Taken
together the results suggest there is significant interest from patients for this type of study, strong
commitment from participants and that the study design was feasible under normal circumstances. A
food intervention is feasible, and it is important to design trials well. The advent of COVID-19
illuminated the issues of storage space and longevity, but with recent developments in process a way
forward has been identified to address this. Food interventions are better to examine than
supplements as the population-based data relate to foods rich in glucosinolates, they are a more
sustainable approach, environmentally more sensitive, and can be built into the habitual diet paving
a way to prevention. SFN is an unstable metabolite of glucoraphanin and difficult to deliver outside of
a food matrix since it is well known to require the action of myrosinase present in, for example,

broccoli. The next step is to carry out a full-scale trial using a food intervention.

Limitations of the study
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COVID-19 curtailed data collection and restricted sample size below that originally planned, however
we remained able to derive meaningful interpretation and meet our original study aims. The study
had a short time scale (12 weeks). A longer study would be useful to understand how a long-term
intervention might be accepted, important for chronic conditions such as OA. The full sample size fell
short of the number anticipated, therefore we were unable to use the data to provide a reliable
estimate of sample size for a full trial. A full trial should address impact on long term pain and disease
progression since some supplements have been reported to not have clinically important impacts in
the medium to longer term?’. While the protocol asked participants to consume their soup for lunch
on the day prior to a visit day, the number of hours from consumption of last soup before sample
collection and recording of pain measures was not reliably recorded. This should be standardised in
future study. Participants were excluded if they did not like broccoli to maximise compliance and
retention, and so a food intervention should account for this in future developments. While most

patients tolerated the soups well, two patients withdrew because they did not like the soup.

Conclusion

We report high participant acceptability, adherence, and retention for the study design. We show
that it is feasible to collect dietary and biological samples for objective measures of compliance for
the intervention and that blinding was sufficient. Notwithstanding the challenges of underpower we
observed clear patterns for improved pain across a range of pain measures and the MCID was met for
both the primary outcome and ICOAP constant pain measure. We demonstrate the intervention to be

feasible, and a larger trial should be conducted.
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BRoccoli In Osteoarthritis Study (BRIO Study)

Figure legends

Figure 1. CONSORT flow diagram for BRIO study showing participant flow through screening,

randomisation, intervention allocation, follow-up, and analysis.

Table legends

Table 1. Patient personal and clinical characteristics at baseline (week 0), with reported outcome
measures for WOMAC, ICOAP and NRS for 6 and 12 weeks. Data are mean or mean scores (SD), or
number of patients (percent) where indicated. Effect size is the adjusted/change from baseline

(differences in medians') with 95% confidence intervals.
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BRoccoli In Osteoarthritis Study (BRIO Study)

Figure 1. CONSORT Flow Diagram

Assessed for eligibility (n = 37)

Excluded (n = 13)

Not met inclusion criteria (n = 13)

. Food intolerance (n=1)

. Current knee pain score (n=1)
. ACR score (n=1)

. Not meeting K-L score 2-3 (n=3)
. Unstable analgesic use (n=1)
. Inflammatory arthritis (n=1)

. Corticosteroid use (n=2)

. Missing data (n=1)

Declined to participate (n = 2)
Other reasons (n =0)

v

Randomised (n = 24)

JR—  — N
' Allocation |

Allocated to Placebo Control (n =17) Allocated to Intervention (n =7)

0 Received allocation (n =17) 0 Received allocation (n =7)

0 Did not receive allocation (n =0) 0 Did not receive allocation (n = 0)

Lost to follow up (n = 1) Lost to follow up (n = 0)
o Missed appointment (n = 1)

Lost to follow up (n =5) Lost to follow up (n = 2)
0 Other pain (n = 1) 0 PROMS not collected due to
o PROMS not collected due to COVID restrictions (n = 2)

COVID restrictions (n =4)

Analysis
Analysed week 6 (n = 16) Analysed week 6 (n =7)
Analysed week 12 (n =12) Analysed week 12 (n =6)
Excluded (n =0) Excluded (n =0)
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Table 1.
Placebo Intervention
Adjusted / change from baseline!
(n=17) (n=16) (n=12) (n=7) (n=7) (n=6) Effect size (95% Cl) Effect size (80% Cl)
Week 0 6 12 0 6 12 6 12 6 12
Patient Characteristics
Age (years) Mean (SD) 61.88 (8.58) 70.14 (7.69)
Female, n (%) 10 (59%) 3 (43%)
BMI (Kg/m?), mean (SD)  28.20 (4.68) 26.40 (2.91)
Duration of knee pain
7. 2. 18. . . 10.
(years), median (IQR) 00 (2.00, 18.00) 3.00 (0.33, 10.00)
K-L grade 2 6 (35%) 4 (57%)
K-L grade 3 11 (65%) 3 (43%)
WOMAC
4.2
. 7.94 8.63 8.55 8.57 7.43 5.40 1.91 (- 1.91 4.2
WOMA D 1.03,7.
OMAC pain, mean (SD) (2.73) (3.96) (476)  (151) (294) (1.82) 04342a) 103 35; (0.42,3.39)  (2.22,6.19)
. 3.83 (-
WOMAC stiffness, mean 3.65 3.81 3.64 3.57 2.57 1.60 -3.28 (- 8.88 16.5 -3.28 (- 3.83 (-
(SD) (1.58) (1.91) (1.86) (1.40)  (1.99) (1.82) 10.27,3.7) % '5) 7.68,1.11) 4,11.66)
WOMAC physical 30.00 22.55 24.56 21.29 18.86 15.50 1.2 (- 1.94 1.2 1.94
function, mean (SD) (11.70) (14.29) (17.90) (6.73) (11.75) (11.62) 0.26,2.66) (0.18,3.7) (0.27,2.13) (0.84,3.04)
42.00 33.55 35.44 33.43 28.86 22.50 0.93 ( 9.65 (- 0.93 ( 9.65 (
W MA I . . . . . . = . = 7'2 2 . = . = . =
OMACtota (14.67) (18.29) (22.32) (7.37) (14.92) (15.02) 10.49,8.62) % 695) 6.94,5.08) 0.78,20.09)
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ICOAP

ICOAP - constant pain, 7.88 8.13 6.50 5.67 1.86 1.83 682(-  483( . li'ig 4.83 (-

Mean (SD) (3.24) (4.06) (489)  (398)  (219)  (449) 061424) 605157) ) 199,1164)

ICOAP - intermittent pain, 11.59 10.50 1025 1050 7.71 7.67 4.47 2.96 (- 4.47 2.96 (-

Mean (SD) (3.95) (5.10) (5.58)  (2.59)  (3.30)  (3.61) (1.37,7.57) 2.26,8.18)  (2.56.44) 0.31,6.24)
19.47 18.63 1675  16.17 9.57 9.50 2.22 (- 1.89 (- 2.22 (- 1.89 (-

ICOAP, Mean (SD) (6.46) (8.57)  (10.28)  (5.88)  (3.91)  (7.82) 2.62,7.06)  4,7.79) 0.855.29)  1.8,5.59)

NRS

E:its Z:V“errﬁ‘;egjgrktﬁelast 5.76 5.38 5.50 5.50 3.71 3.33 1.44 1.86 (- 1.44 1.86

ek (7 days). Mean (SD) (2.08) (2.00) (2.65)  (1.05)  (2.21)  (1.75) (0.1,2.77) 0.89,4.61) (0.59,2.28) (0.13,3.58)

Rate your worst knee

Sain severity over the last 7.00 6.81 7.42 7.00 5.29 4.83 1.31(- 235 (- 1.31 235
1.87 1.87 2.64 1.2 2. 1.47 08,2.71) 0.36,5.07 43,22 65,4

Pook (7 oy Mean sy (187 (L87)  (264)  (126)  (206)  (L47) 008271) 036507)  (04322) (0.654.05)

Rate the pain in all your

;’;:sryjsl::t;n(;zs) O;C:: 3.59 4.13 5.08 2.00 1.86 1.67 1.04 (- 1.64 (- 1.04 1.64 (-

the last week (7 days)? (3.16) (3.28) (3.48)  (2.00)  (1.86)  (1.97)  05,2.58) 157,4.84) (0.07,2.01) 0.37,3.64)

Mean (SD)

Over the last week (7

days), how active do you 5.88 5.81 5.50 5.33 4.14 3.83 117 (- 1.24 (- 117 (- 1.24 (-

think your knee arthritis (1.80) (1.94) (2.47)  (1.21)  (2.61)  (232) 092,325 167,416) 0.162.49) 0.59,3.07)

has been? Mean (SD)
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Over the last week (7
days), how satisfied have 5.00 4.13 4.83 5.50
you been with your knee (2.13) (2.16) (3.16) (1.76)
function? Mean (SD)

How often did you experience pain in your knee over the last month?

No days 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Few days 0 (0%) 1(6%) 3 (25%) 0 (0%)
Some days 3 (18%) 3 (19%) 1 (8%) 0 (0%)
Most days 4 (24%) 6 (38%) 3 (25%) 3 (50%)
All days 10(59%) 6 (38%) 5 (42%) 3 (50%)
How often did you experience aching in your knee over the last month?
No days 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Few days 1 (6%) 1(6%) 1(8%) 0 (0%)
Some days 2 (12%) 4 (25%) 2 (17%) 1(17%)
Most days 5(29%) 6 (38%) 5 (42%) 2 (33%)
All days 9 (53%) 5(31%) 4 (33%) 3 (50%)
How often did you experience stiffness in your knee over the last month?
No days 1 (6%) 1 (6%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Few days 1 (6%) 2 (13%) 1(8%) 1(17%)
Some days 5(29%) 4 (25%) 4 (33%) 2 (33%)
Most days 3(18%) 3 (19%) 5(42%) 2 (33%)
All days 7 (41%) 6 (38%) 2 (17%) 1(17%)

Number of participants
with pain in other joints, 15(88%) 14(88%) 10(83%) 5(71%)
n (%)

Number of joints with 3.00 3.50 4.50 3.00
ain MediaJn(IQR) (2.00, (2.00, (2.50, (1.00,
P 6.00) 8.00) 9.00) 4.00)

6.86
(2.19)

0 (0%)

1(14%)
1(14%)
2 (29%)
3 (43%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
2 (29%)
2 (29%)
3 (43%)

0 (0%)
4 (57%)
0 (0%)
2 (29%)
1(14%)

4 (57%)

2.00
(1.00,
4.00)

6.67
(1.86)

0 (0%)

2 (33%)
2 (33%)
1(17%)
1(17%)

0 (0%)

3 (50%)
1(17%)
1(17%)
1(17%)

2(33%)
2(33%)
0 (0%)
2(33%)
0 (0%)

5 (83%)

2.50
(2.00,
4.00)

-1.55 (-
3.55,0.44)
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