MEBP No MBP 0Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
MBP vs Rectal Enema

Bertani 2011 9 114 9 115 7.6% 1.01 [0.39, 2.64] —_—

Bucher 2005 5 78 1 75 1.9% 5.07 [0.58, 44.45]

Moral 2009 5 70 4 69  4.5% 1.25 [0.32, 4.87] e R

Platell 2006 3 147 7 147  4.4% 0.42 [0.11, 1.64] s

Zmora 2003 7 187 4 193 5.1% 1.84 [0.53, 6.38] b

Subtotal (95% CI) 596 599 23.5% 1.15 [0.62, 2.15] <l

Total events 29 25

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.06; Chi* = 4.53, df = 4 (P = 0.34); I’ = 12%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.45 (P = 0.65)

MEBP vs No MBP

Ali 2007 6 109 1 101 2.0% 5.83 [0.69, 49.25] =

Bhattacharjee 2015 4 38 2 33 2.8% 1.82 [0.31, 10.66] o - T

Bretagnol 2010 6 89 14 89 7.2% 0.39 [0.14, 1.06] Tt

Brownson 1992 8 86 1 93 2.1% 9.44 [1.15, 77.10]

Burke 1994 3 82 4 87 3.6% 0.79 [0.17, 3.63] T

Contant 2007 32 670 37 684 16.5% 0.88 [0.54, 1.43] e

Fa-Si-Oen 2005 7 125 6 125 6.1% 1.18 [0.38, 3.61] ———

Fillmann 1995 0 30 1 30 0.9% 0.32 [0.01, 8.24]

Hu 2017 1 76 0 72 0.9% 2.88[0.12, 71.87]

Jung 2006 3 27 0 17 1.0% 5.00 [0.24, 103.07] »
Jung 2007 13 686 17 657 11.0% 0.73 [0.35, 1.51] T

Leiro 2008 3 64 9 65 4.5% 0.31[0.08, 1.19] S

Miettinen 2000 5 138 3 129 4.0% 1.58 [0.37, 6.74] 1

Pena-Soria 2008 4 65 3 64 3.6% 1.33[0.29, 6.21] e

Ram 2005 1 164 2 165 1.6% 0.50 [0.04, 5.57]

Sasaki 2012 1 38 3 41 1.7% 0.34 [0.03, 3.44]

Tahirkheli 2013 8 48 6 48 5.9% 1.40 [0.45, 4.39] EEEED I —

Young Tabusso 2002 5 24 0 23 1.1%  13.26 [0.69, 254.97] »
Subtotal (95% CI) 2559 2523 76.5% 0.99 [0.68, 1.45] £ S

Total events 110 109
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.13; Chi® = 21.87, df = 17 (P = 0.19); I = 22%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.03 (P = 0.98)

Total (95% CI) 3155 3122 100.0% 1.02 [0.75, 1.40] L 2
Total events 139 134
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.09; Chi® = 26.77, df = 22 (P = 0.22); I = 18% f t t |
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.12 (P = 0.90) 0.01 %;vours MBP Favours NéDMBP 100
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0,16, df = 1 (P = 0.69), I = 0%

Supplementary Figure 1A Forest plot comparing anastomotic leak rate for patients
enrolled in a randomised controlled trial receiving mechanical bowel preparation
(MBP) vus either a single rectal enema (top) or absolutely no preparation (bottom).
A Mantel-Haenszel random effects model was used to perform the meta-analysis

and odds ratios are quoted including 95% confidence intervals.



MEBP No MBP Odds Ratio 0Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
MBP vs Rectal Enema

Allaix 2015 24 706 30 829 11.2% 0.94 [0.54, 1.62] =i

Chan 2016 1 159 1 97 0.4% 0.61 [0.04, 9.83]

Ji 2017 42 538 77 B31 21.8% 0.83 [0.56, 1.23] =

Otchy 2014 1 86 2 79 0.6% 0.45 [0.04, 5.09]

Pitot 2009 2 59 6 127 1.3% 0.71[0.14, 3.62]

Veenhof 2007 1 78 4 71 0.7% 0.22 [0.02, 1.99]

Yamada 2014 8 152 2 106 1.4% 2.89 [0.60, 13.88]

Subtotal (95% CI) 1778 2140 37.3% 0.86 [0.64, 1.16]

Total events 79 122

Heterogeneity: Tau®? = 0.00; Chi® = 4.28,df = 6 (P = 0.64); I = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.96 (P = 0.33)

MBP vs No MBP

Bretagnol 2007 9 61 8 52 3.1% 0.95 [0.34, 2.68] =

Kiran 2015 184 6146 104 2296 55.7% 0.65 [0.51, 0.83] =
Memon 1997 5 61 2 75 1.2% 3.26 [0.61, 17.42] —

Miron 2008 3 60 1 39 0.6% 2.00 [0.20, 19.95]

Roig 2010 4 39 7 69 2.0% 1.01 [0.28, 3.70] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 6367 2531 62.7% 0.84 [0.53, 1.33] i
Total events 205 122

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.07; Chi’ = 5.04, df = 4 (P = 0.28); I = 21%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.74 (P = 0.46)

Total (95% CI) 8145 4671 100.0% 0.76 [0.63, 0.91] 4

Total events 284 244

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 10.48, df = 11 (P = 0.49); I* = 0% ; t t |
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.97 (P = 0.003) 004 2}:|lvours MBP LFavours N(I,UMBP 100

Test for subgroup differences: Chi* = 0.01, df = 1 (P = 0.93), I’ = 0%

Supplementary Figure 1B Forest plot comparing anastomotic leak rate for patients
enrolled in an observational study receiving mechanical bowel preparation (MBP)
vs either a single rectal enema (top) or absolutely no preparation (bottom). A
Mantel-Haenszel random effects model was used to perform the meta-analysis and

odds ratios are quoted including 95% confidence intervals.



MBP No MBP 0Odds Ratio 0Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
MBP vs Rectal Enema

Bertani 2011 7 114 14 115 3.7% 0.47 [0.18, 1.22] I~

Bucher 2005 10 78 3 75 1.8% 3.53[0.93, 13.37] 1

Moral 2009 8 70 4 69 2.1% 2.10 [0.60, 7.32] ey P

Platell 2006 19 147 21 147 7.4% 0.89 [0.46, 1.74] —

Zmora 2003 12 187 11 193 4.6% 1.13 [0.49, 2.64] —

Subtotal (95% CI) 596 599 19.6% 1.13 [0.63, 2.02] <

Total events 56 53

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.20; Chi® = 7.37, df = 4 (P = 0.12); I> = 46%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.40 (P = 0.69)

MEBP vs No MBP

Bhattacharjee 2015 11 38 6 33 2.6% 1.83 [0.59, 5.67] —
Bretagnol 2010 3 89 1 89 0.6% 3.07 [0.31, 30.09]

Brownson 1992 5 86 7 93 2.3% 0.76 [0.23, 2.49] —— "
Burke 1994 4 82 3 87 1.4% 1.44 [0.31, 6.62] —

Contant 2007 90 670 96 684 34.2% 0.95 [0.70, 1.30]

Fa-Si-Oen 2005 9 125 7 125 3.2% 1.31 [0.47, 3.63] —
Fillmann 1995 1 30 2 30 0.5% 0.48 [0.04, 5.63]

Hu 2017 9 76 2 72 1.3% 4.70 [0.98, 22.56]

Jung 2006 4 27 1 17 0.6% 2.78[0.28, 27.27]

Jung 2007 54 686 42 657 18.8% 1.25 [0.82, 1.90] T

Leiro 2008 10 64 10 65 3.6% 1.02 [0.39, 2.64] —_—t
Miettinen 2000 5 138 3 129 1.6% 1.58 [0.37, 6.74] —r———t
Pena-Soria 2008 16 65 11 64 4.4% 1.57 [0.67, 3.72] i e
Ram 2005 16 164 10 165 4.9% 1.68 [0.74, 3.81] T
Sasaki 2012 0 38 0 41 Not estimable

Young Tabusso 2002 2 24 0 23 0.3% 5.22 [0.24, 114.87] +
Subtotal (95% CI) 2402 2374 80.4% 1.18 [0.97, 1.45] | 3

Total events 239 201

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 10.16, df = 14 (P = 0.75); I> = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.64 (P = 0.10)

Total (95% CI) 2998 2973 100.0% 1.16 [0.96, 1.39] *

Total events 295 254

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 17.82, df = 19 (P = 0.53); I? = 0% I t t |
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.57 (P = 0.12) 0.01 gmurs MBP Favours Nc1>0MBP .

Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.02, df = 1 (P = 0.88), I = 0%

Supplementary Figure 2A Forest plot comparing surgical site infection rate for
patients enrolled in a randomised controlled trial receiving mechanical bowel
preparation (MBP) vs either a single rectal enema (top) or absolutely no
preparation (bottom). A Mantel-Haenszel random effects model was used to
perform the meta-analysis and odds ratios are quoted including 95% confidence

intervals.



MEP No MBP

Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

0Odds Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

MBP vs Rectal Enema

Allaix 2015 4 706 12 829 1.8%
Chan 2016 6 159 4 97 1.4%
Otchy 2014 5 86 5 79 1.4%
Pitot 2009 1 59 4 127 0.5%
Veenhof 2007 1 78 7 71 0.5%
Yamada 2014 5 152 2 106 0.9%
Subtotal (95% CI) 1240 1309 6.6%
Total events 22 34

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi* = 5.29, df = 5 (P = 0.38); I = 5%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.41 (P = 0.16)

MBP vs No MBP

Kim 2014 52 1363 73 1112 17.8%
Kiran 2015 349 6146 190 2296 70.1%
Memon 1997 4 61 10 75 1.6%
Miron 2008 9 60 7 39 2.0%
Roig 2010 5 39 13 69 1.9%
Subtotal (95% CI) 7669 3591 93.4%
Total events 419 293

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi* = 1.12, df = 4 (P = 0.89); I’ = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 5.42 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 8909 4900 100.0%
Total events 441 327
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 6.36, df = 10 (P = 0.78); I
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.61 (P < 0.00001)

= 0%

0.39[0.12, 1.21]
0.91[0.25, 3.32]
0.91 [0.25, 3.28]
0.53 [0.06, 4.85]
0.12 [0.01, 0.99]
1.77 [0.34, 9.29]
0.64 [0.34, 1.19]

0.56 [0.39, 0.81]
0.67 [0.56, 0.80]
0.46 [0.14, 1.53]
0.81[0.27, 2.38]
0.63 [0.21, 1.93]
0.64 [0.55, 0.76]

0.64 [0.55, 0.75]

Test for subgroup differences: Chi* = 0.00, df = 1 (P = 0.98), I’ = 0%

i
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*

0.1 ] 10 100
Favours MBP Favours No MBP

Supplementary Figure 2B Forest plot comparing surgical site infection rate for

patients enrolled in an observational study receiving mechanical bowel

preparation (MBP) vs either a single rectal enema (top) or absolutely no

preparation (bottom). A Mantel-Haenszel random effects model was used to

perform the meta-analysis and odds ratios are quoted including 95% confidence

intervals.



MBP

No MBP

Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% ClI

Odds Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

MEBP vs Rectal Enema
Bertani 2011 2
Bucher 2005 1
Platell 2006 1
Zmora 2003 2
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events ]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi® = 0.70, df = 3 (P = 0.87); I’ = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.01 (P = 0.99)

MBP vs No MBP
Bhattacharjee 2015
Bretagnol 2010
Brownson 1992
Contant 2007
Hu 2017
Jung 2007
Leiro 2008
Miettinen 2000
Pena-Soria 2008
Ram 2005
Sasaki 2012
Tahirkheli 2013
Young Tabusso 2002
Subtotal (95% CI)
Total events 57
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4.4%
4.4%
3.5%
5.9%
18.3%

4.7%
5.4%
7.9%
15.4%
5.4%
11.5%
2.8%
8.2%
3.1%
3.5%
3.5%
7.2%
3.1%
81.7%

2.04[0.18, 22.77]
0.47 [0.04, 5.34]
1.00 [0.06, 16.14]
1.03 [0.14, 7.41]
1.00 [0.31, 3.24]

2.74 [0.27, 27.73]
0.13 [0.02, 1.11]
4,67 [0.96, 22.63]
0.47 [0.25, 0.87]
8.35 [1.02, 68.57]
0.43 [0.15, 1.25]
3.09 [0.12, 77.38)
0.69 [0.15, 3.16]
7.22[0.37, 142.73]
1.01 [0.06, 16.22]
1.08 [0.07, 17.91]
2.67 [0.49, 14.52]
7.65 [0.37, 156.84]
1.30 [0.64, 2.67]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.74; Chi® = 24.78, df = 12 (P = 0.02); I’ = 52%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.72 (P = 0.47)

Total (95% CI)
Total events 63

2712

2693 100.0%

68

1.17 [0.66, 2.10]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.47; Chi® = 25.54, df = 16 (P = 0.06); I* = 37%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.54 (P = 0.59)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.14, df = 1 (P = 0.71), I = 0%
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Supplementary Figure 3A Forest plot comparing intra-abdominal collection rate

for patients enrolled in a randomised controlled trial receiving mechanical bowel

preparation (MBP) vs either a single rectal enema (top) or absolutely no

preparation (bottom). A Mantel-Haenszel random effects model was used to

perform the meta-analysis and odds ratios are quoted including 95% confidence

intervals.



MBP

Study or Subgroup

No MBP
Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% ClI

Odds Ratio

MBP vs Rectal Enema
Allaix 2015
Chan 2016
Otchy 2014
Pitot 2009
Veenhof 2007
Yamada 2014
Subtotal (95% CI)
Total events 17

o= W s

706
159
86
59
78

152
1240

Moo O NN

21

829 3.5% 0.67 [0.20, 2.30]
97 0.9% 0.30 [0.03, 3.36]
79 1.6% 1.39 [0.23, 8.55]

127 0.5% 6.54 [0.26, 162.92]
71 2.1% 0.21[0.04, 1.01]

106 2.1% 2.14 [0.42, 10.80]

1309 10.8% 0.80 [0.34, 1.88]

Heterogeneity: Tau®? = 0.31; Chi’ = 6.90, df = 5 (P = 0.23); I” = 28%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.52 (P = 0.60)

MEP vs No MBP

Bretagnol 2007 4
Kim 2014 22
Kiran 2015 284
Memon 1997 3
Miron 2008 1
Roig 2010 4

Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events 318

61
1363
6146

61

60

39
7730

33
163
2

0

6

206

52 1.8% 1.75[0.31, 9.99]
1112 16.1% 0.54 [0.31, 0.93]
2296 66.1% 0.63 [0.52, 0.77]

75 1.6% 1.89 [0.31, 11.68]

39 0.5% 1.99 [0.08, 50.14]

69 3.0% 1.20[0.32, 4.54]
3643 89.2% 0.65 [0.54, 0.78]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 4.38, df = 5 (P = 0.50); I’ = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.68 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI)

Total events 335

8970

227

4952 100.0%

0.67 [0.53, 0.85]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi* = 11,50, df = 11 (P = 0.40); I = 4%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.35 (P = 0.0008)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi* = 0.22, df = 1 (P = 0.64), I = 0%

0Odds Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI
’
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Supplementary Figure 3B Forest plot comparing intra-abdominal collection rate

for patients enrolled in an observational study receiving mechanical bowel

preparation (MBP) wvs either a single rectal enema (top) or absolutely no

preparation (bottom). A Mantel-Haenszel random effects model was used to

perform the meta-analysis and odds ratios are quoted including 95% confidence

intervals.



MEP

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean

Mean Difference
Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

MBP vs Rectal Enema

Bertani 2011 T 3.2 114
Bucher 2005 149 13.1 78
Platell 2006 9 3.1 147
Subtotal (95% CI) 339

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 2.03; Chi® = 14.05, df = 2 (P = 0.0009); I* = 86%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.32 (P = 0.19)

MBP vs No MBP

Ali 2007 10 3.8 109
Bretagnol 2010 14 9 89
Contant 2007 10 4.4 670
Fa-Si-Oen 2005 10 36.5 125
Jung 2007 8.6 7 686
Miettinen 2000 4.8 1.6 138
Ram 2005 8.2 5.1 164
Sasaki 2012 19.9 24.25 38
Young Tabusso 2002 14 3 24
Subtotal (95% CI) 2043

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.62; Chi® = 32.16, df = 8 (P < 0.0001); I* = 75%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.10 (P = 0.92)

Total (95% CI) 2382

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.73; Chi* = 48.90, df = 11 (P < 0.00001); I = 78%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.65 (P = 0.52)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi’ = 1.60, df = 1 (P = 0.21), I’ = 37.5%

1.00 [0.16, 1.84]
5.00[1.97, 8.03]
-0.40 [-1.26, 0.46]
1.24 [-0.60, 3.09]

-5.00 [-7.65, -2.35]
-2.00 [-5.12, 1.12]
0.00 [-0.43, 0.43]
1.00 [-5.57, 7.57]
-0.20 [-0.94, 0.54]
-0.20 [-0.64, 0.24]
0.20 [-0.68, 1.08]
4.40 [-5.12, 13.92]
3.00 [1.48, 4.52]
-0.04 [-0.77, 0.69]

0.22 [-0.44, 0.88]
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Supplementary Figure 4A Forest plot comparing hospital length of stay for

patients enrolled in a randomised controlled trial receiving mechanical bowel

preparation (MBP) wvs either a single rectal enema (top) or absolutely no

preparation (bottom). An inverse-variance random effects model was used to

perform the meta-analysis and mean differences are quoted including 95%

confidence intervals.



MBP No MBP

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean

SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Ci

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

MBP vs Rectal Enema

Allaix 2015 8.64 6.24 706 0 0 0

Chan 2016 5.6 7.1 159 6.8 7.3 97 16.1%
Otchy 2014 6 4.3 86 5 43 79  18.6%
Pitot 2009 8 16 59 5 19.8 127 5.1%
Veenhof 2007 8 4.4 78 8 4.4 71  18.1%
Subtotal (95% CI) 1088 374 57.9%

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.50; Chi® = 4.82, df = 3 (P = 0.19); I = 38%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.33 (P = 0.75)

MBP vs No MBP

Bretagnol 2007 12 11.25 61 10 8.5 52 8.6%
Memon 1997 13.25 0.8 61 15.17 1.75 75 22.0%
Roig 2010 9.1 6.2 39 9.2 8.7 69 11.5%
Subtotal (95% CI) 161 196 42.1%

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 2.56; Chi* = 5.83, df = 2 (P = 0.05); I* = 66%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.49 (P = 0.63)

Total (95% CI) 1249

570 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 2.16; Chi® = 28.66, df = 6 (P < 0.0001); I’ = 79%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.17 (P = 0.87)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi® = 0.34, df = 1 (P = 0.56), I7 = 0%

Supplementary Figure 4B Forest plot comparing hospital length of stay for
patients enrolled in an observational study receiving mechanical bowel
preparation (MBP) versus either a single rectal enema (top) or absolutely no
preparation (bottom). An inverse-variance random effects model was used to

perform the meta-analysis and mean differences are quoted including 95%

confidence intervals.

Not estimable
-1.20 [-3.02, 0.62]
1.00 [-0.31, 2.31]
3.00 [-2.34, 8.34]
0.00 [-1.41, 1.41]
0.19 [-0.96, 1.35]

2.00 [-1.65, 5.65]
-1.92 [-2.36, -1.48]
-0.10 [-2.93, 2.73]
-0.56 [-2.80, 1.69]
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MBP No MBP Odds Ratio 0Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
MBP vs Rectal Enema

Bertani 2011 0 114 0 115 Not estimable

Bucher 2005 0 78 0 75 Not estimable

Moral 2009 2 70 0 69 1.9% 5.07 [0.24, 107.62]

Platell 2006 4 147 1 147 3.6% 4.08 [0.45, 36.98]

Zmora 2003 3 187 3 193 6.8% 1.03 [0.21, 5.18] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 596 599 12.3% 1.98 [0.60, 6.55] ~l—
Total events 9 4

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi* = 1.43, df = 2 (P = 0.49); I’ = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.12 (P = 0.26)

MBP vs No MBP

Bhattacharjee 2015 1 38 1 33 2.2% 0.86 [0.05, 14.39]

Bretagnol 2010 1 89 0 89 1.7% 3.03 [0.12, 75.48)

Burke 1994 2 82 0 87 1.9% 5.43[0.26, 114.92] »
Contant 2007 20 670 26 684 50.2% 0.78 [0.43, 1.41) —r
Fa-Si-Oen 2005 2 125 1 125 3.0% 2.02 [0.18, 22.52]

Fillmann 1995 0 30 0 30 Not estimable

Jung 2007 6 686 6 657 13.7% 0.96 [0.31, 2.98] e
Leiro 2008 1 64 2 65 3.0% 0.50 [0.04, 5.66]

Miettinen 2000 0 138 0 129 Not estimable

Pena-Soria 2008 3 65 4 64 7.5% 0.73 [0.16, 3.38] —_—
Ram 2005 2 164 2 165 4.5% 1.01 [0.14, 7.23] _
Subtotal (95% CI) 2151 2128 87.7% 0.89 [0.57, 1.39] <G
Total events 38 42

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 2.87, df = 8 (P = 0.94); I’ = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.53 (P = 0.59)

Total (95% CI) 2747 2727 100.0% 0.98 [0.64, 1.49] ’
Total events 47 46

ity 2 = . 2 = = = 2= I t 1 {
Heterogeneity: Tau = 0.00; Chi 5.84,df = 11 (P = 0.88); I° = 0% 001 o1 10 100
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.11 (P = 0.92) Favours MBP Favours No MBP

Test for subgroup differences: Chi* = 1.52, df = 1 (P = 0.22), I’ = 34.3%

Supplementary Figure 5A Forest plot comparing mortality rate for patients
enrolled in a randomised controlled trial receiving mechanical bowel preparation
(MBP) vus either a single rectal enema (top) or absolutely no preparation (bottom).
A Mantel-Haenszel random effects model was used to perform the meta-analysis

and odds ratios are quoted including 95% confidence intervals.



MBP No MBP Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% ClI
MBP vs Rectal Enema

Allaix 2015 5 706 6 829 8.0% 0.98 [0.30, 3.22] S (N

Chan 2016 1 159 0 97 0.9% 1.85[0.07, 45.75]

Pitot 2009 1 59 1 127 0.9% 2.17 [0.13, 35.34)

Veenhof 2007 2 78 3 71 4.5% 0.60 [0.10, 3.68] - 1

Yamada 2014 0 152 0 106 Not estimable

Subtotal (95% CI) 1154 1230 14.2%  0.99 [0.41, 2.41] .

Total events 9 10

Heterogeneity: Chi? = 0.75, df = 3 (P = 0.86); I = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.02 (P = 0.98)

MEBP vs No MBP

Bretagnol 2007 0 61 1 52 2.3% 0.28 [0.01, 7.00]

Kiran 2015 31 6146 37 2296 78.1% 0.31[0.19, 0.50] = =

Memon 1997 2 61 0 75 0.6% 6.34[0.30, 134.68]) *
Roig 2010 4 39 5 69 4.7% 1.46 [0.37, 5.80] —
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Total events 46 53

ity: Chi? = —7(P= = : . ' |
Heterogeneity: Chi _. 11.90,df = 7 (P = 0.10); | 41% 0.01 o1 10 100
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Supplementary Figure 5B Forest plot comparing mortality rate for patients
enrolled in an observational study receiving mechanical bowel preparation (MBP)
vs either a single rectal enema (top) or absolutely no preparation (bottom). A
Mantel-Haenszel random effects model was used to perform the meta-analysis and

odds ratios are quoted including 95% confidence intervals.
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Supplementary Figure 6A Forest plot comparing reoperation rate for patients
enrolled in a randomised controlled trial receiving mechanical bowel preparation
(MBP) vs either a single rectal enema (top) or absolutely no preparation (bottom).
A Mantel-Haenszel random effects model was used to perform the meta-analysis

and odds ratios are quoted including 95% confidence intervals.
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Supplementary Figure 6B Forest plot comparing reoperation rate for patients
enrolled in an observational study receiving mechanical bowel preparation (MBP)
vs either a single rectal enema (top) or absolutely no preparation (bottom). A
Mantel-Haenszel random effects model was used to perform the meta-analysis and

odds ratios are quoted including 95% confidence intervals.



