Appendix 1 - Search strategy for databases.

Database: Medline (Date of search: 20/11/2017)

Population

#1, "colonoscopy", 36332

#2, "colonoscopies", 36673

#3, "bowel preparation”, 8116

#4, "bowel prep*", 2858

#5, "bowel cleansing", 1173

#6, "bowel clean*", 755

#7, "colon preparation", 3577

#8, "colon prep*", 260

#9, "colon cleansing", 801

#10, "colon clean*", 343

#11, (colonoscopy OR colonoscopies OR bowel preparation OR bowel
prep* OR bowel cleansing OR bowel clean* OR colon preparation OR colon

prep* OR colon cleansing OR colon clean®), 44328

Intervention

#12, "picosulphate", 88

#13, "picosulfate", 265

#14, "sodium picosulphate", 83

#15, "sodium picosulfate", 257

#16, (sodium picosulfate OR sodium picosulphate OR picosulfate OR
picosulphate), 294

Comparison



#17, "polyethylene", 89838

#18, "polyethylene glycol", 73065

#19, "polyethylene glicol", 6

#20, "polyethylene glycols", 61615

#21, "polyethylene glicols", 0

#22, (polyethylene OR polyethylene glycol OR polyethylene glycols OR
polyethylene glicol OR polyethylene glicols), 103517

Searches

#23, P (#11) AND I (#16), 199

#24, P (#11) AND C (#22), 1191

#25,1 (#16) AND C (#22), 112

#26, P (#11) AND I (#16) AND C (#22), 95
#27, PIC (#26) AND random*, 57



Database: EMBASE (Date of search: 20/11/17)

Population

#1, "colonoscopy", 68437

#2, "colonoscopies", 6730

#3, "bowel preparation", 5432

#4, "bowel prep*", 5432

#5, "bowel cleansing", 1214

#6, "bowel clean*", 1398

#7, "colon preparation", 407

#8, "colon prep*", 545

#9, "colon cleansing", 553

#10, "colon clean*", 672

#11, (colonoscopy OR colonoscopies OR "bowel preparation" OR "bowel
prep*" OR "bowel cleansing" OR "bowel clean*" OR "colon preparation" OR

"colon prep*" OR "colon cleansing" OR "colon clean*"), 71777

Intervention

#12, "picosulphate", 151

#13, "picosulfate", 998

#14, "sodium picosulphate", 133

#15, "sodium picosulfate", 258

#16, ("sodium picosulfate" OR "sodium picosulphate" OR picosulfate
OR picosulphate), 1035

Comparison

#17, "polyethylene", 62899
#18, "polyethylene glycol", 27120



#19, "polyethylene glicol", 11

#20, "polyethylene glycols", 975

#21, "polyethylene glicols", 0

#22, (polyethylene OR "polyethylene glycol" OR "polyethylene glycols"
OR "polyethylene glicol" OR "polyethylene glicols"), 62899

Searches

#23, P (#11) AND I (#16), 525

#24, P (#11) AND C (#22), 1521

#25,1 (#16) AND C (#22), 241

#26, P (#11) AND I (#16) AND C (#22), 201
#27, PIC (#26) AND random*, 128




Database: Scopus (Date of search: 20/11/17)

Population

#1, "colonoscopy", 79024

#2, "colonoscopies", 6872

#3, "bowel preparation", 7822

#4, "bowel prep*", 7895

#5, "bowel cleansing", 2365

#6, "bowel clean*", 2471

#7, "colon preparation", 1018

#8, "colon prep*", 1045

#9, "colon cleansing", 1369

#10, "colon clean*", 1484

#11, (colonoscopy OR colonoscopies OR "bowel preparation" OR "bowel
prep*" OR "bowel cleansing" OR "bowel clean*" OR "colon preparation" OR

"colon prep*" OR "colon cleansing" OR "colon clean*"), 83977

Intervention

#12, "picosulphate", 397

#13, "picosulfate", 1092

#14, "sodium picosulphate", 375

#15, "sodium picosulfate", 469

#16, ("sodium picosulfate" OR "sodium picosulphate" OR picosulfate
OR picosulphate), 1276

Comparison

#17, "polyethylene", 517475
#18, "polyethylene glycol", 184755



#19, "polyethylene glicol", 57

#20, "polyethylene glycols", 184755

#21, "polyethylene glicols", 2

#22, (polyethylene OR "polyethylene glycol" OR "polyethylene glycols"
OR "polyethylene glicol" OR "polyethylene glicols"), 517475

Searches

#23, P (#11) AND I (#16), 655

#24, P (#11) AND C (#22), 3136

#25, 1 (#16) AND C (#22), 559

#26, P (#11) AND I (#16) AND C (#22), 429
#27, PIC (#26) AND random*, 384



Database: Central Cochrane (Date of search: 20/11/17)

Population

#1, "colonoscopy", 3842

#2, "colonoscopies", 510

#3, "bowel preparation", 1245

#4, "bowel prep*", 1245

#5, "bowel cleansing", 386

#6, "bowel clean*", 432

#7, "colon preparation", 75

#8, "colon prep*", 88

#9, "colon cleansing", 204

#10, "colon clean*", 244

#11, (colonoscopy OR colonoscopies OR "bowel preparation" OR "bowel
prep*" OR "bowel cleansing" OR "bowel clean*" OR "colon preparation" OR

"colon prep*" OR "colon cleansing" OR "colon clean*"), 4422

Intervention

#12, "picosulphate", 67

#13, "picosulfate", 123

#14, "sodium picosulphate", 64

#15, "sodium picosulfate", 76

#16, ("sodium picosulfate" OR "sodium picosulphate" OR picosulfate
OR picosulphate), 170

Comparison

#17, "polyethylene", 4083
#18, "polyethylene glycol", 1234



#19, "polyethylene glicol", 0

#20, "polyethylene glycols", 2363

#21, "polyethylene glicols", 0

#22, (polyethylene OR "polyethylene glycol" OR "polyethylene glycols"
OR "polyethylene glicol" OR "polyethylene glicols"), 4083

Searches

#23, P (#11) AND I (#16), 142

#24, P (#11) AND C (#22), 681

#25, 1 (#16) AND C (#22), 96

#26, P (#11) AND I (#16) AND C (#22), 89
#27, PIC (#26) AND random*, 85



Database: CINAHL (Date of search: 20/6/16)

Population

#1, "colonoscopy", 5286

#2, "colonoscopies", 443

#3, "bowel preparation", 729

#4, "bowel prep*", 744

#5, "bowel cleansing", 100

#6, "bowel clean*", 112

#7, "colon preparation", 19

#8, "colon prep*", 27

#9, "colon cleansing", 49

#10, "colon clean*", 60

#11, (colonoscopy OR colonoscopies OR "bowel preparation" OR "bowel
prep*" OR "bowel cleansing" OR "bowel clean*" OR "colon preparation" OR

"colon prep*" OR "colon cleansing" OR "colon clean*"), 5667

Intervention

#12, "picosulphate", 12

#13, "picosulfate", 25

#14, "sodium picosulphate", 11

#15, "sodium picosulfate", 22

#16, ("sodium picosulfate" OR "sodium picosulphate" OR picosulfate
OR picosulphate), 36

Comparison

#17, "polyethylene", 2053
#18, "polyethylene glycol", 699



#19, "polyethylene glicol", 0

#20, "polyethylene glycols", 654

#21, "polyethylene glicols", 0

#22, (polyethylene OR "polyethylene glycol" OR "polyethylene glycols"
OR "polyethylene glicol" OR "polyethylene glicols"), 2438

Searches

#23, P (#11) AND I (#16), 36

#24, P (#11) AND C (#22), 150

#25, 1 (#16) AND C (#22), 18

#26, P (#11) AND I (#16) AND C (#22), 16
#27, PIC (#26) AND random*, 8

10



Database: LILACS (Date of search: 27/11/17)

Population

#1, "colonoscopy", 907

#2, "colonoscopies", 669

#3, "bowel preparation", 0

#4, "bowel prep", 0

#5, "bowel cleansing", 0

#6, "bowel clean", 0

#7, "colon preparation", 0

#8, "colon prep", 0

#9, "colon cleansing", 0

#10, "colon clean*", 0

#11, (colonoscopy OR colonoscopies OR "bowel preparation" OR "bowel
prep" OR "bowel cleansing" OR "bowel clean*" OR "colon preparation" OR

"colon prep" OR "colon cleansing" OR "colon clean"), 914

Intervention

#12, "picosulphate", 5

#13, "picosulfate", 3

#14, "sodium picosulphate", 0

#15, "sodium picosulfate", 0

#16, ("sodium picosulfate" OR "sodium picosulphate" OR picosulfate
OR picosulphate), 7

Comparison

#17, "polyethylene", 628
#18, "polyethylene glycol", 179
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#19, "polyethylene glicol", 0

#20, "polyethylene glycols", 179

#21, "polyethylene glicols", 0

#22, (polyethylene OR "polyethylene glycol" OR "polyethylene glycols"
OR "polyethylene glicol" OR "polyethylene glicols"), 628

Searches

#23, P (#11) AND I (#16), 5

#24, P (#11) AND C (#22), 14

#25,1 (#16) AND C (#22), 0

#26, P (#11) AND I (#16) AND C (#22), 0
#27, PIC (#26) AND random*, 0
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Appendix 2

Table 1. Reasons for inclusion or exclusion of the full-text articles evaluated.

# Name Inclusion Reason

1 OnoH, 1994 No Mixed products

2 Saunders BP, 1995 No Mixed products

3 Regev A, 1998 Yes

4  Worthington ], 2008 No Missing dietary restrictions

5 Turner D, 2009 No Non-adults included

6  Chilton AP, 2010 No Mixed products

7 Kao D, 2011 Yes

8 Lawrance IC, 2011 Yes Age checked in Clinical trials database

9 Hosoe N, 2012 No Mixed products

10 Kojecky V, 2012 No Missing age and status

11 Katz PO, 2013 Yes

12 Cohort from another study (Lawrence
Lawrance IC, 2013 No et al, 2011)

13 Manes G, 2013 Yes

14 Rex DK, 2013 Yes

15 Voiosu T, 2013 No Missing patients' status

16 Di Nardo G, 2014 No Non-adults included

17 Kang MS, 2014 Yes

18 Kim ES, 2014 Yes

19 KimYS, 2014 Yes

20 Kojecky V, 2014 No Missing age

21 Leitao K, 2014 Yes

22 Song KH, 2014 No Mixed products

23 Gweon TG, 2015 No Missing dietary restrictions

24 Jeon SR, 2015 Yes

13



25 Kim HG, 2015 Yes

26 Klare P, 2015 No Inpatients included

27 Manes G, 2015 No Subjects with ulcerative colitis
28 Munoz-Navas M, 2015  No Missing patients' status

29 Munsterman ID, 2015 Yes

30 Pohl], 2015 Yes

31 Sahebally S, 2015 No Allowed normal diet

32 Yoo UK, 2015 Yes

33 Choi HS, 2016 No Missing patients' status

34 Heetun Z, 2016 No Missing patients' status

35 Kim MJ, 2016 No Mixed products

36 Ruiz-Zavala AM, 2016 No Missing patients' status

37 Vejzovic V, 2016 No Non-adults included

38 Kojecky V, 2017 Yes

39 Voiosu T, 2017 No Allowed light lunch on day prior

14



Appendix 3 Table of raw data and results of individual studies.

RESULTS SPMC PEG ANALYSYS
# STUDY INT CON RED /
VARIABLE OUTCOME EVENTS ITT EVENTS ITT INFIC SUPIC
RISK RISK  INC
Regev A et Adequate
Bowel
al, 1998 (4-point
cleaning 26 39 13 29 66,67%  44,83% 21,84% -1,54% 45,22%
(day-before Excellent or
success
Vs good)
day-before) Complete
1
bowel
Tolerability 39 39 25 29 100,00% 86,21% 13,79% 1,24%  26,34%
preparation
fully
Adverse At least one
10 39 12 29 25,64%  41,38% -15,74% -38,30% 6,82%
events symptom
2 Lawrence IC gy Adequate 143 171 231 284 83,63%  81,34% 2,29% -487% 9,45%
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et al, 2011 cleaning (OBPS <7)
success
Complete
bowel
Tolerability 171 171 255 284 100,00% 89,79% 10,21% 6,69% % 13,73% %
preparation
protocol
Kao D et al, Bowel
Adequate
2011 cleaning 165 194 344 420 85,05%  81,90% 3,15% -3,08% 9,37%
(OBPS <7)
success
Katz PO et Adequate
Bowel
al, 2012 (AS
cleaning 244 300 239 303 81,33%  78,88% 2,46% -391% 8,82%
(day-before excellent or
success
Vs good)
day-before4 Complete
bowel
Tolerability 293 300 286 303 99,66%  9533% 4,33% 1,85% 6,80%
preparation
fully
Adverse Any related 33 296 29 302 11,15%  9,60% 1,55% -15,91% 30,67%
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events TEAEs

Manes G et Bowel

Adequate
al, 2013 cleaning 106 145 111 148 73,10%  75,00% -1,90% -11,93% 8,14%
(BBPS >2)
success
Complete
bowel
Tolerability 117 145 113 148 80,69%  76,35% 4,34% -5,05% 13,73%
preparation
protocol
Adverse Overall
14 140 59 145 10,00%  40,69% -30,69% -40,10% -21,28%
events discomfort
At least one
PDR 37 140 44 145 2643%  30,34% -3,92% -14,37% 6,54%
polyp
Rex DK et Adequate
al, 2013 Bowel (AS
(split VS cleaning excellent 256 / 264 305 221 /224 298 83,93%  7416% 9,77%  3,32% 16,23%
day-before)  success and good /
OBPS <2)
Tolerability Consume 301 305 267 298 98,69%  89,60% 9,09% 540%  12,78%
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the entire

preparation
Adverse
TEAEs 211 305 217 298 69,18%  72,82% -3,64% -10,87% 3,60%
events
Jeon SR et Bowel
Adequate
al, 2014 cleaning 171 215 174 215 79,53%  80,93% -1,40% -8,92% 6,13%
. (BBPS >2)
(split VS success
split) Complete
agent with
Tolerability adjunctive 168 215 193 215 78,14%  89,77% -11,63% -18,48% -4,78%
liquid
intake
Adverse At least one
98 192 94 194 51,04%  48,45% 2,59% -7,38% 12,56%
events AE
At least one
PDR polyp = 80 126 89 135 6349%  6593% -2,43% -14,03% 9,17%
50y)
ADR At least one 55 126 58 135 43,65%  42,96% 0,69% -11,34% 12,72%
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adenoma

(250y)

Kang MS et Bowel

al, 2014 cleaning

(day-before
vs split)

success

Adequate
(OBPS <5)

98

71

99

60,20%  71,72% -11,51%

-24,65% 1,63%

Ingest >

90% of the

Tolerability bowel

preparation

solution

97

98

99

99

98,98%  100,00% -1,02%

-3,01% 0,97%

Adverse

events

Any  side
effect
(except
sleep

disturbance)

20

98

34

99

2041%  34,34% -13,94%

-26,23% -1,64%

PDR

At least one

polyp

37

98

50

99

37,76%  50,51% -12,75%

-26,50% 1,00%

ADR

At least one

30

98

34

99

3061,00% 34,34% -3,73%

-16,80% 9,34%
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adenoma

9A

Kim ES et al,
2014A (split
vs split)

Bowel
cleaning

success

Adequate
(AS
excellent or
good /
OBPS <2)

86 / 87

100

42

50

86,00%

84,00%

2,00%

-10,23% 14,23%

Tolerability

Complete
bowel
preparation

protocol

98

100

47

50

98,00%

94,00%

4,00%

-3,13% 11,13%

PDR

At least one

polyp

45

100

23

50

45,00%

46,00%

-1,00%

-17,91% 15,91%

9B

Kim ES et al,
2014B (split
Vs

same-day)

Bowel
cleaning

success

Adequate
(AS
excellent or
good /
OBPS <2)

86 / 87

100

41

50

86,00%

82,00%

4,00%

-8,64% 16,63%

Tolerability

Complete

100

39

50

98,00%

78,00%

20,00%

820%  31,80%
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bowel
preparation

protocol

At least one

PDR 45 100 23 50 45,00%  46,00% -1,00% -17,91% 1591%
polyp
Kim YS et al, Adequate
Bowel
2014 (AS
cleaning 86 97 73 97 88,66%  7526% 13,40% 2,75%  24,06%
(day-before excellent or
success
Vs good)
day-before) Complete
bowel
Tolerability 94 97 80 97 96,91%  82,47% 14,43% 6,12%  22,75%
10 preparation
protocol
Adverse At least one
8 94 44 90 8,51% 48,89% -40,38% -52,15% -28,61%
events GI symptom
At least one
PDR 38 94 48 90 4043%  53,33% -12,91% -27,21% 1,40%
polyp
ADR At least one 25 94 34 90 26,60%  37,78% -11,18% -24,60% 2,24%
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adenoma

Leitao K et Complete
al, 2014 bowel
. Tolerability 169 179 155 189 94,41%  82,01% 12,40% 598%  18,83%
(split \E preparation
split) protocol
11
Adverse Any
106 179 130 189 59,22%  68,78% -9,57% -19,34% 0,21%
events discomfort
At least one
PDR 60 179 44 189 33,52%  23,38% 10,24% 1,07%  19,41%
polyp
Kim HG et Bowel
Adequate
al, 2015 cleaning 159 193 149 194 82,38%  76,80% 558% -2,43% 13,59%
. (BBPS >2)
(split VS success
split) Complete
12 bowel
Tolerability 153 193 166 194 7927%  8557% -6,29% -13,85% 1,27%
preparation
protocol
Adverse Prevalence
118 181 143 184 6519%  77,72% -12,52% -21,71% -3,34%
events of AE
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Munsterman

Bowel
ID et al, 2015 Adequate
13 cleaning 76 85 74 88 89,41%  84,09% 532% -4,74% 15,38%
(split \E (BBPS >6)
success
split)
Pohl J et al, Bowel Adequate
2015 cleaning (Harefield 111 197 197 201 56,35%  98,01% -41,66% -48,85% -34,48%
(day-before success A or B)
vs split)18 Adverse
TEAEs 34 197 66 201 17,26%  32,84% -15,58% -23,94% -7,21%
14 events
At least one
PDR 85 193 103 200 44,04%  51,50% -7,46% -17,31% 2,39%
polyp
At least one
ADR 49 193 66 200 25,39%  33,00% -7,61% -16,56% 1,34%
adenoma
Yoo IK et al, Adequate
2015 (split vs Bowel (AS
15 split) cleaning excellent or 73/80 100 66/82 100 73,00%  66,00% 7,00% -572% 19,72% %
success good /
BBPS 26)
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At least one

ADR 42 100 47 100 42,00%  47,00% -5,00% -18,76% 8,76%
adenoma
Kojecky V et Bowel Adequate
16A 66 102 P:65 102 64,71%  59,80% 4,90% -6,55% 16,36%
al 2017A cleaning (AS1or?2)
(day before) P-A:57 102
Kojecky V et Bowel Adequate
16B 71 102 P:79 102 69,61%  78,92% -9,31% -19,85% 1,22%
al 2017A cleaning (AS1or?2)
(split) P-A:82 102
Notes

INT: Intervention; CON: Control; ITT: Intention-to-treat; PP: Per-protocol; INF: Inferior; SUP: Superior

9A: Corresponds to SPMC and PEG split regimens.

9B: Corresponds to SPMC and PEG same day regimens.
16A: Corresponds to SPMC and PEG day before regimens.
16B: Corresponds to SPMC and PEG split regimens.

P: Polyethylene glycol

P-A: Polyethylene glycol/ascorbic acid

24



PDR: polyp detection rate

ADR: adenoma detection rate
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Appendix 3. Figures of additional analysis.

PICO PEG Risk Difference Risk Difference

Study or Subgroup Events Total BEvents Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
2.1.1 Day before
kKat PO, 2012 244 300 239 303 149% 002004, 008 -
Kim ¥5, 2014 a6 a7 T3 a7 4.8% 0.13[0.03, 0.24] -
Kaojecky v, 2017 GE 102 122 204 B.7%  0.05[-0.07 0.16] I
Fegev s, 1953 26 39 13 29 1.6% 022002 0458 b
Subtotal (95% CI) 538 633 28.1%  0.06 [0.01,0.11] <
Total events 423 447
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 484, df =3 (P=018), F=38%
Test for averall effect Z=2.41 (P = 0.02)
2.1.3 Spiit
Jeon SR, 2014 171 215 174 215 106% -0.01 [-0.09, 0.06] T
Kim ES, 2014 a5 100 a3 100 4.9% 003007 013] I
Kim HE, 20149 189 1493 149 1494 Y96% 0.06-0.02 0.14] T
Kojecky ¥, 2017 o102 161 204 B.7% -0.08[-0.20, 0.01] -
Munsterman 1D, 2015 TE a5 T4 a8 4.3% 005005 0.158] I
oo |k, 2014 T3 100 GE 100 4.9%  0.07 [-0.08, 0.20] -1
Subtotal (95% CI) 795 901 41.1%  0.01[-0.03, 0.05] P
Total events 636 7oy
Heterogeneity: Chi*=7.00, df =8 (P=022), F=29%
Test for overall effect: 2= 059 (P = 0.56)
2.1.4 According to colonoscopy
kao D, 2011 165 194 344420 131%  0.03 [-0.03,0.09] -
Lawrence |, 2010 143 1™ 231 284 1045% 0020048, 0.08] I
Manes G, 2013 106 145 111 148 T2% -002[-012 0.08] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 510 852 30.9% 0.02[-0.03, 0.06] P
Total events 414 [t
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.73, df= 2 (P = 0.6}, F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.76 (F=0.45)
2.1.5 Different regimens
Kang M3, 2014 a8 98 71 ez} 0.0% -012 0248 003
Kim ES, 2014 g6 100 41 a0 0.0% 0.04 009 0.17]
Pahl J, 2015 111 1497 187 1M 0.0% -0.42[-0.49 -0.34]
Rex Dk, 2013 266 305 X210 2498 0.0% 0101[0.03, 0.16]
Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Mot estimable
Total events a a
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Mot applicable
Total (95% CI) 1843 2386 100.0%  0.03 [0.00, 0.05] >
Total events 1472 1840

P _ _ = . . ; ;
Heterogeneity: Chif=14.77, df=12(P=025) F=19% —D'.S —D.'QS b D.'ES D!S

Testfor overall effect Z=212 (F=0.03)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 2.59, df= 2 (P=027), F=227%

Favours [PEG] Favours [FICO]

Figure 1. Metanalysis forest plot of bowel cleaning success by

subgroups of regimen.
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PICO PEG Risk Difference Risk Difference

Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
2.2.1 Day before

Katz PO, 2012 293 300 239 303 9.3% 0.191[0.14,0.24] B
Kim s, 2014 94 97 g0 u7 Rk 0.14 [0.06, 0.23] —
Regev A 1953 34 38 28 29 a.8% 0141001, 0.27] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 436 429 23.1% 0.17 [0.13, 0.21] L 2
Total events 476 344

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=1.08, df= 2 (P =0.58); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=9.43 (F = 0.00001)

2.2.2 Split

Jeon SR, 2014 171 M4 174 M5 8.3% -0.01 F0.08, 0.08] T

Kirm ES, 2014 98 100 86 100 3.3% 012 [0.05 0.149] —_—
Kim Hi3, 20145 153 1493 166 194 8.2% -0.06 FO.14, 0.01] —

Leitao Kk, 2014 169 174 185 1849 B3.7% 012 [0.06, 0.14] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 687 698 33.6% 0.04 [-0.05, 0.14] B
Total events 591 581

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi®= 21.33, df=3 (P = 0.0001); F= 86%
Testfor averall effect 2= 085 (P = 0.3

2.2.3 According to colonoscopy

Lawrence IC, 2010 171 171 255 2m4 0@% 0,10 [0.07, 0.14] —-—
Manes G, 2013 117 145 113 148 7.4% 0.04 [0.05, 0.14] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 316 432 17.2% 0.08[0.01, 0.15] -
Total events 288 368

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 220, df=1{P=0.14); F= 54%
Testfor averall effect Z=2.31 (P =0.02)

2.2.4 Different regimens

Kang M3, 2014 u7 48 49 99 10.0% -0.01 F0.04, 0.02] -

Kim ES, 2014 98 100 349 a0 G.4% 0.20[0.08, 0.32] E—
Rex Dk, 2013 301 304 267 248 9.8% 0.09[0.05 0.13] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 503 447 26.1% 0.08[-0.04, 0.21] e
Total events 496 405

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi"= 49.08, df=2 (P = 0.00001}; F=96%
Testfor overall effect £=1.28 (P = 0.20)

Total (95% CI) 1942 2006 100.0% 0.09 [0.04, 0.13] S
Total events 1801 1698

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chif= 82.82, df=11 (P < 0.00001}; IF= 88%
Testfor overall effect 2= 3.47 (P = 0.0005)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=9.70, df= 3 (F=0.02), P=631%

-0.75 0 0.25 05
Favours [PEG] Favours [PICO]

=115
in

Figure 2. Metanalysis forest plot of tolerability by subgroups of regimen.
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PICO PEG Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
2.3.1 Day before
Katz PO, 2012 33 296 29 302 11.4% 0.02 [0.03, 0.08] -
Kim 5, 2014 A 494 44 490 9.7% -0.40F0482 024 0 —
Regev A 1953 10 38 12 29 fi.5% -016 F0.38, 0.07] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 429 421 27.6% -0.18[-0.50, 0.14]  —er R ——
Total events a1 85
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.07; Chi*= 4538, df=2 (P = 0.00001}, F= 96%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.12 (P = 0.26)
2.3.2 Split
Jeon SR, 2014 g8 182 94 184 10.2% 0.03 007, 0.13] i
Kim Hi3, 20145 118 181 143 184 104% -0.13 F0.22,-0.03] a—
Leitao Kk, 2014 106 174 130 189 10.3% -010F018, 0.00] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 552 567 30.9% -0.07 [-0.16, 0.02] il
Total events 322 367
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 524, df=2 (P =007}, F= 62%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.45 (P =019}
2.3.3 According to colonoscopy
Manes G, 2013 14 140 59 145 10.4% -0.31 F0.40,-0.21] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 140 145  10.4% -0.31[-0.40, -0.21] e
Total events 14 549
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=6.39 (P = 0.00001)
2.3.4 Different regimens
Kang M3, 2014 20 48 34 ele] 9.5% -0.14 [0.26,-0.02] —_—
FaohlJ, 2015 34187 BE 201 10.7% -016 F0.24,-0.07] I
Rex Dk, 2013 211 304 217 298 1049% -0.04 011, 0.04] —*
Subtotal (95% CI) 600 598 31.1% -0.10 [-0.19, -0.02] e
Total events 265 T
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= .06, df = 2 (P = 0.08); F= 60%
Testfor averall effect Z=2.47 (P =0.01)
Total (95% CI) 1721 1731 100.0% -0.13 [-0.22, -0.05] -
Total events G52 828
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.02; Chi*= 7733, df=9 (P = 0.00001}, F= 88% s 025 b 045 '

Testfor averall effect Z=3.09 (P =000
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=1513, df= 3{(F=0.002, F=802%

Favours [FICO]

Favours [FEG]

Figure 3. Metanalysis forest plot of adverse events prevalence by

subgroups of regimen.
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PICO PEG Risk Difference Risk Difference

Study or Subgroup  Events Total BEwents Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
2.4.1 Day hefore

kim s, 2014 38 97 48 a7 96% -010[-0.24 0.04] T~
Subtotal (95% CI) a7 97 9.6% -0.10[-0.24, 0.04] e

Total events 38 48

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble
Test for overall effect Z=1.45(F =015

2.4.2 Split

Jean SR, 2014 80 128 88 135 12.8% -0.02[-0.14, 009 T
Kim ES, 2014 45 100 46 100 98% -0.01[-015 013 I —
Leitao K, 2014 6O 174 44 183 181% 00O, 0149 —
Subtotal (95% CI) 405 424 408% 0.04[-0.03,0.10] <
Total events 185 178

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 3.48, df= 2 (P =018), "= 43%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.08 (P =0.28)

2.4.3 According to colonoscopy

Manes G, 2013 a7 140 44 145 14.0% -0.04[0.14,007] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 140 145 14.0% -0.04 [-0.14,0.07] B
Total events ar 44

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z=0.73 (F = 0.46)

2.4.4 Different regimens

Kang M3, 2014 37 93 a0 99 97% -013[0.27, 0.01] I

Kim ES, 2014 45 100 23 50 GBE%  -0.01[018 0.16] S —
Pahld, 2015 85 183 103 200 19.3% -0.07 017, 0.02] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 391 349 35.6% -0.08[-0.15, -0.00] -4

Total events 167 176

Heterogeneity, Chif=1.12, df=2{F =057y F=0%
Test for overall effect 2= 2.09 (P = 0.04)

Total (95% CI) 1033 1015 100.0% -0.03[-0.07,0.01] L
Total events 437 447
1

e B — — LR = 1 1 1
_Il-_iet?;ngenemrl.l C;I ;121_.22,3?;?;(;’1—80.10), F=41% —D'.S —D.'ES b D.'25 0!5
estfor averall efiect Z=1.33 (F = 0.18) Favours [PEG] Favours [PICO]
Testfor subagroup differences: Chif= 6.68, df=3 (P =0.08), F=551%

Figure 4. Metanalysis forest plot of polyp detection rate by subgroups of

regimen.
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PICO PEG Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup  Events Total BEwvents Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
2.5.1 Day before
Kim s, 2014 25 94 34 90 148% -0.11[0.25 0032 B
Subtotal (95% CI) a4 90 14.9% -0.11[-0.25, 0.02] e
Total events 28 34
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble
Test for overall effect: Z=1.63(F =010}
2.5.2 Split
Jeon SR, 2014 85 128 58 135 211% 001 011,013 —
Yoo lk, 2015 42100 47 100 16.2% -0.058[-0.19, 009 e
Subtotal (95% CI) 226 235 37.3% -0.02[-0.11,0.07] e
Total events a7 104
Heterogeneity, Chif= 037, df=1{F =054y F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.383 (P =070
2.5.3 Different regimens
Kang MS, 2014 30 98 34 98 160% -0.04 017 009
FohlJ, 2015 44 143 GG 200 3 .8% -0.08[017 0.01] —&—
Subtotal (95% CI) 291 299 47.8% -0.06[-0.14,0.01] .
Total events T4 100
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.23,df=1 (P=0E63), F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.68 (P = 0.09)
Total {95% CI) 611 624 100.0% -0.05[-0.11, -0.00] e
Total events 201 2349
Heterogeneity, Chi#=2.00, di=4 (P=074), F=0% -EI'.S -D.'25 b D.'25 EI!S

Testfor overall effect Z2=1.99 (P = 0.09)

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=1.38, df=2 (P=0.50), F= 0%

Figure 5. Metanalysis forest plot

subgroups of regimen.
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PICO PEG Risk Difference Risk Difference

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
3.1.1 Low volume

Jeon BR, 2014 171 M4 174 215 BI% -0.01 [-0.09, 0.08] — T

kao D, 2011 a2 97 174 210 6B1% 0.02[0.07, 010 I
Watz PO, 2012 244 300 338 303 G4% 0.02 [-0.04, 0.08] -T—
Kojecky, 2017 137 204 138 204 GO0% -0.01 [-0.10, 0.08] I
Manes &, 2013 106 144 111 148 59% -0.02[-0.12,0.08] I
PaohlJ, 2015 111 1497 197 M G.3% -0.42 [-0.48,-0.34] —

Rex Dk, 2013 256 305 2 298 B4% 0.10[0.03, 016 —
Yook, 2015 T3 100 BE 100 5.5% 0.07 [-0.06, 0.20] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 1563 1679 48.7% -0.03 [-0.16, 0.09] =il
Total events 1180 1321

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi®=133.04, df= 7 {F = 0.00001); I*= 85%
Testfor overall effect 2= 081 (P = 0.61)

3.1.2 High volume

Kang M3, 2014 59 93 7189 5.4% -0.12 [-0.25, 0.02] —

Kao D, 2011 83 87 170 210 B1% 0.05 [-0.04, 0.13] T
Kim ES, 2014 86 100 83 100 5.9% 0.03 [0.07, 0.13] S
Kirn HG, 2015 158 193 149 194  B.2% 0.06 [-0.02, 0.14] T—
Kim ¥5, 2014 86 ar 73 97 5.8% 0.13 [0.0%, 0.24]

Kojecky ', 2017 137 204 144 204 B.0% -0.03 [-0.12, 0.06] —1
Lawrence IC, 2010 143 171 231 284 B.I% 0.02 [-0.05, 0.09] —1—
Munsterman ID, 2015 76 85 74 B8 5.9% 0.05 [-0.05, 0.14] -
Regev A, 1998 26 39 13 29 37% 0.22 [0.02, 0.45] .
Subtotal (95% CI) 1084 1305  51.3% 0.03 [-0.01, 0.08] »
Tatal events 855 1008

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=13.68, df=8(F=0.09); *= 42%
Testfor overall effect Z=154 (P=012)

Total (95% CI) 2647 2084 100.0% 0.00 [-0.06, 0.07] E 3
Tatal events 2035 2329

Heterogeneity: Taw®= 0.02; Chif=147.21, df=16 (P = 0.00001%; *= 90% } t !

] -0A -0.25 0 025
Testfor overall effect Z=0.12 (P = 0.90} Favours [PEG] Favours [PICO]
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 099, df=1 (F=0.32, F=0%

Figure 6. Metanalysis forest plot of bowel cleaning success by

subgroups of volume of PEG solution.
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PICO PEG Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
3.2.1 Low volume
Jeaon SR, 2014 171 M4 174 215 5.8% -0.01 [F0.09, 0.06] I
Katkz PO, 2012 293 300 239 303 100% 01910014, 0.24] -
Manes &, 2013 117 144 113 148 7.9% 0.04 005 0.14] e
Rex Dk, 2013 301 304 ZB7 288 1045% 0.09[0.05 0.13] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 965 964 37.2% 0.08 [0.00, 0.16] o
Total events 882 793
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi*= 23.50, df=3 (P = 0.0001); F= 87%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.97 (P =0.05)
3.2.2 High volume
Kang M3, 2014 47 g 49 99 10.7% -0.01 F0.04, 0.0 -
Kim ES, 2014 43 100 86 100 8.9% 0.12[0.05,0.149] —_—
Kim HE, 2015 183 183 166 194 5.8% -0.06 014, 0.01] E—
Kim g, 2014 44 97 a0 97 5.4% 014 [0.06, 0.23] —
Lawrence |, 2010 171 171 255 284 105% 010([0.07, 0.14] -
Leitao K, 2014 169 179 1585 189 9.3% 0.12[0.06,0.19] I
Regeyv A, 1998 349 39 28 29 6.1% 0.14[0.01, 0.27] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 877 992 62.8% 0.08 [0.01, 0.14] S
Total events 21 266
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi®= 54 33, df =6 (P = 0.00001);, F= 89%
Testfor averall effect Z= 228 (P =0.02)
Total (95% CI) 1842 1956 100.0% 0.08 [0.03, 0.13] <
Total events 1703 1659
Heterogeneity Tau®=0.01; Chi*= 8691, df=10 (P = 0.00001};, F=88% _055 _0525 b 0525 DIS
Testfor averall effect Z=310 (P =0.002 : Fa'u"c-urs [FEG] Favours [IL—'ICO] :
Testfor subaroup diferences: Chi®=0.02, df=1 (P = 0.900, F= 0%

Figure 7. Metanalysis forest plot of tolerability by subgroups of volume
of PEG solution.

PICO PEG Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup  Bwents Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
3.3.1 Low volume
Jeon 5R, 2014 48 142 4194 10.2% 0.03 007, 013 B
Kaz PO, 2012 33 245 29 302 11.4% 0.02 [0.03, 0.06] o
Manes G, 2013 14 140 58 145 104% -0.31 [-0.40,-0.21] —_—
FahlJ, 2015 34197 66 201 10.7% -0.16 [F0.24,-0.07] I
Rex Dk, 2013 211 304 217 288 1049% -0.04 011, 0.04] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 1130 1140  53.6% -0.09 [-0.20, 0.02] *
Total events 390 4645
Heterogeneity Tau®= 0.01; Chi*= 44.22, df= 4 (P = 0.00001%; = 91 %
Testfor averall effect Z=1.85 (P =012}
3.3.2 High volume
Kang M3, 2014 0 98 34 99 9.5% -0.14 [F0.26,-0.02] —
Kim HG, 2014 118 181 143 184 10.4% -0.13[-0.22,-0.03] —_—
Kim g, 2014 a 4 44 490 Y.7% -0.40[F0.52,-029) ——
Leitao K, 2014 106 174 1300 189 10.3% -00 [0S, 0.00] I —
Regev A 19593 10 39 12 29 §.5% -016 038, 0.07] - 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 591 591  46.4% -0.18 [-0.30, -0.07] e
Total events 262 363
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi*= 18.68, df=4 (P = 0.00049); F=74%
Testfor averall effect Z=310 (P =0.002
Total (95% CI) 1721 1731 100.0% -0.13[-0.22, -0.05] -
Total events 652 a2a
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.02; Chi*= 77.33, df=9 (P = 0.00001}, F= 88% —D=5 _0525 b 0525 D=5

Testfor averall effect Z=3.09 (P =000
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=1.31,df=1 (P =028, P= 23 6%

Favours [PICO] Favours [PEG]

Figure 8. Metanalysis forest plot of adverse events prevalence by

subgroups of volume of PEG solution.
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PICO PEG Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
3.4.1 Low volume
Jeaon SR, 2014 g0 126 89 135 14.3% -0.02 F0.14, 0.09] S
Manes G, 2013 a7 140 44 145 15.8% -0.04 014, 0.07] — T
FaohlJ, 2015 ga 143 103 200 167% -0.07 04T, 0,07 — T
Subtotal (95% CI) 459 480 46.9% -0.05 [-0.11, 0.01] <
Total events 202 236
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 047, df=2{P=079); F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.86 (P =012}
3.4.2 High volume
Kang M3, 2014 ar 48 a0 99 11.9% -03 F02T, 0.01] e —
Kim ES, 2014 45 100 46 100 11.8% -0.01 FOA5, 013] T
Kim Y3, 2014 38 97 48 97 M.T7% -010 024, 0.04] A
Leitao k, 2014 60 174 44 189 17.T% 0.101[0.01,0.149] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 474 485 53.1% -0.03 [-0.14, 0.09] -l
Total events 180 188
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.01; Chi*=1029,df =3 (P=002), F=T1%
Testfor averall effect Z=0.46 (P = 0.65)
Total (95% CI) 933 965 100.0% -0.03 [-0.09, 0.03] <
Total events 382 424
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 11.90, df= 6 (P = 0.06); F= 50% } 1 1 f
Testfor overall effect £=1.03 (P = 0.30) 05 Fa.v%ﬁl.ss [PEG] UFa'u'C'LII'S-[EP?CO] 05
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=011,df=1 (FP=0.75), F=0%

Figure 9. Metanalysis forest plot of polyp detection rate by subgroups of
volume of PEG solution.

PICO PEG Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup  Pvents Total Bvents Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
3.5.1 Low volume
Jean SR, 2014 85 128 a8 135 2% 001 [F011,013)] —
FohlJ, 2015 49 143 GE 200 31.8% -008[017 0.01] —
oo Ik, 2018 42100 47 100 16.2% -0.08[-0.19, 0.09] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 419 435 69.1% -0.04[-0.11,0.02] -
Total events 146 171
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.18, df=2(P=0558); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.37 (F=017)
3.5.2 High volume
kang M5, 2014 30 a8 34 489 160% -0.04 [047, 0.09] —
kim s, 2014 25 94 34 90 14.9% -011[0.25,002] -7
Subtotal (95% CI) 192 189 30.9% -0.07[-0.17,0.02] i
Total events g5 68
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 061, di=1{F =0.44), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.53 (P =012)
Total (95% CI) 611 624 100.0% -0.05[-0.11,-0.00] <
Total evants 201 234
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 2.00, df= 4 (P = 0.74); F= 0% —D: ; 0 525 p 5 525 055

Tastfor overall effect: £=1.99 (F = 0.05)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=0.25, df=1 (F=0.62), F=0%

Favours [PEG] Fawvours [PICO]

Figure 10. Metanalysis forest plot of adenoma detection rate by

subgroups of volume of PEG solution.
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PICO PEG Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
4.1.1 Liquid diet
kao D, 2011 165 1494 344 420 1049%  0.03[-0.03,0.09] T
kKat PO, 2012 244 300 239 303 124% 002004, 008 -
Regew A, 19893 26 39 13 8 14% 022002 0458 b
Fex Ok, 2013 2896 309 221298 124% 0.101[0.03, 0.16] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 838 1050 37.2%  0.06[0.02,0.09] L 2
Total events 691 a17
Heterogeneity: Chi*=5.03, df =3 (P=017), F=40%
Testfor overall effect Z= 313 (P=0.002)
4.1.2 Low residue
Jeon SR, 2014 171 215 174 215 849% -0.01 [-0.09, 0.06] T
Kang M3, 2014 a8 98 71 99 41% -012[-0.25, 007 —
Kim ES, 2014 a5 100 83 100 41% 003007 013 I
Kim HE, 20145 189 1493 149 194  80% 006002 014] N
Kim ¥5, 2014 a6 a7 T3 97 4.0% 0.13[0.03, 0.24] -
Kaojecky v, 2017 137 204 283 408 11.2% -0.02[-0.10,0.06] I
Lawrence |, 2010 143 1™ 231 284 88% 0020058 0.08] I
Manes G, 2013 106 145 111 148  6.0% -0.02 012, 0.08] I —
Munsterman 1D, 2014 TE a5 T4 88 36% 0050048 0158 e
Pahl J, 2015 111 1497 187 2 0.0% -0.42[-0.49-0.34]
oo |k, 2014 T3 100 GE 100  41%  0.07 [-0.06, 0.20] -1
Subtotal (95% CI) 1408 1733 628% 0.01[-0.02,0.04] L
Total events 10496 1314
Heterogeneity: Chi*=12.91 df= 8 (F=017); I*= 30%
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.88 (P =0.38)
Total (95% CI) 2246 2783 100.0%  0.03[0.01, 0.05] L g
Total events 1787 2132
i = — — L2 = 1 1 1 1
Heterogeneity: Chi = 2004, df=13(P=009); F=35% -D'.S -U.'25 o 0.125 D:S
Testfor overall effect 2= 2,56 (P =0.01) Favours [PEG] Favours [FICO]
Test for subgroun differences: Chit= 3.53, df=1 (P= 006, F=71.7%
Figure 11. Metanalysis forest plot of bowel cleaning success by dietary
restrictions.

PICO PEG Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
4.2.1 Liquid diet
Katz PO, 2012 293 300 239 303 100% 0191[0.14,0.24] -
Regev A 19593 349 39 28 29 Bi1% 0141001, 0.27] —
Rex Dk, 2013 301 304 267 288 104% 0.09[0.05 0.13] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 644 630 26.6% 0.14 [0.06, 0.22] -
Total events 633 531
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 1037, df=2 (P = 0.0068), F=81%
Testfor averall effect Z=3.43 (P = 0.0008)
4.2.2 Low residue
Jeon SR, 2014 171 M4 174 M5 BE% -0.01 F0.09, 0.06] T
Kang M3, 2014 47 g 49 99 10.7% -0.01 F0.04, 0.0 il
Kim ES, 2014 48 100 86 100  8.49% 0.12[0.05, 0.149] E—
Kim HE, 2015 183 183 166 184 B88% -0.06 014, 0.01] T
Kim Y3, 2014 94 97 a0 97 B.4% 014 [0.06 0.23] I
Lawrence |, 2010 171 171 255 284 105% 010([0.07, 0.14] -
Leitao k, 2014 169 174 185 189 9.3% 0.12[0.06, 0.149] —
Manes G, 2013 117 145 113 148 79% 0.04 F0.05,0.14] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 1198 1326 73.4% 0.06 [0.00, 0.11] e
Total events 1070 1128
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 5068, df=7 (P = 0.00001), F= 86%
Testfor averall effect Z=2.00 (P = 0.05)
Total (95% CI) 1842 1956 100.0% 0.08 [0.03, 0.13] <&
Total events 1703 1659

. 2_ . 2 - - ! | | 1

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi®= 86.91, df =10 (F = 0.00001); F=88% —U'.S —D.'25 b D.'25 DTS

Testfor averall effect Z=310 (P =0.002
Testfor subaroup diferences: Chi®=2.85, df=1 (P = 0.09), F= 65.0%

Favours [PEG] Favours [PICO]

Figure 12. Metanalysis forest plot of tolerability by dietary restrictions.

34



PICO PEG Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
4.3.1 Liquid diet
Katz PO, 2012 33 298 29 302 11.4% 0.02 F0.03, 0.06] o
Regev A 19593 10 39 12 29 §.5% -016 038, 0.07] - 1
Rex Dk, 2013 211 304 217 288 1049% -0.04 011, 0.04] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 640 629 28.8% -0.02 [-0.08, 0.05] -
Total events 254 258
Heterogeneity: Tau®*=0.00; Chi*= 3.3, df =2 {P=017), F=43%
Testfor averall effect Z=0.53 (P = 0.45)
4.3.2 Low residue
Jeaon SR, 2014 4g 192 44 194 10.2% 0.03 F0.07, 0.13] B
Kang M3, 2014 20 48 34 ez} 9.5% -0.14 F0.26,-0.07] -
Kim HE, 2015 118 181 143 184 104% -013F0.22,-0.03] e —
Kim Y3, 2014 a 94 44 90 9.7% -0.40F0A2,-029) —=——
Leitao kK, 2014 106 174 1300 189 10.3% -010 019, 0.00] —
Manes G, 2013 14 140 59 145 104% -0.31 F0.40,-0.21] I
FaohlJ, 2015 34148y 6 201 10.7% -0.16 [F0.24,-0.07] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 1081 1102 71.2% -0.17 [-0.27, -0.07] -
Total events 398 570
Heterogeneity Tau®= 0.02; Chi*= 4220, df=6 (P = 0.00001}); *= 36%
Testfor overall effect £=3.34 {P = 0.000%)
Total (95% CI) 1721 1731 100.0% -0.13[-0.22, -0.05] -
Total events G52 a28
Heterogeneity Tau®=0.02; Chi*= 77.33, df =9 (F = 0.00001); F= 38% s kT b 0bs 0's

Testfor overall effect Z=3.08 (F = 0.002)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 638, df=1 (P =0.01), F= 84 3%

Favours [PICO] Favours [PEG]

Figure 13. Metanalysis forest plot of adverse events prevalence by

dietary restrictions.
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