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]

Total events 139 134

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.09; Chi® = 26.77, df = 22 (P = 0.22); I = 18% f t r t |
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.12 (P = 0.90) 0.01 ?:.alvours MBPlFavours 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.
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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% ) + ! u |
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.97 (P = 0.003) s E‘;vours MBPlFavours NiOMBP 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.



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% ) 1 t 1 {
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.57 (P = 0.12) 0.01 ?::vuurs MBPlFavours N(I;OMBP .

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

Total (95% CI) 8909 4900 100.0% 0.64 [0.55, 0.75] ¢

Total events 441 327

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 6.36, df = 10 (P = 0.78); I’ = 0% ; t T t {
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.61 (P < 0.00001) 0.01 DF.alvours MBPlFavours NéDMBP 100

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

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.



Total events 57 62
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) 2712 2693 100.0% 1.17 [0.66, 2.10]

Total events 63 68

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.47; Chi® = 25.54, df = 16 (P = 0.06); I* = 37% I + t t 1
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.54 (P = 0.59) 0.01 %alvours MBPl Favours NiDMBP 100
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.14, df = 1 (P = 0.71), I = 0%

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

Total (95% CI) 8970 4952 100.0% 0.67 [0.53, 0.85] ’

Total events 335 227

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi* = 11,50, df = 11 (P = 0.40); I = 4% ) } t } |
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.35 (P = 0.0008) bt (I):'alvours MBPlFavours N:;UMBP 100

Test for subgroup differences: Chi> = 0.22, df = 1 (P = 0.64), I’ = 0%

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.



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.



Subtotal (95% Cl) 161 196 42.1% -0.56 [-2.80, 1.69]
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% ClI) 1249 570 100.0% -0.12[-1.48, 1.25]
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%
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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.



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

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 5.84, df = 11 (P = 0.88); I = 0% k + t l |
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.11 (P = 0.92) 0.01 %alvours MBPlFa\rours N(I)UMBP .

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.
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Subtotal (95% CI) 1154 1230 14.2%
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

Iest ror overall efrect: £ = 3.9£ (F < U.UUUL)

Total (95% CI) 7461 3722 100.0%
Total events 46 53

Heterogeneity: Chi® = 11.90, df = 7 (P = 0.10); I’ = 41%

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.48 (P = 0.0005)

Not estimable
0.99 [0.41, 2.41]

0.50 [0.34, 0.74] <
0.01 0.1 1 10 100
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Test for subgroup differences: Chi® = 2.93, df = 1 (P = 0.09), I’ = 65.9%

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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Test for overall effect: Z = 0.20 (P = 0.84)

Total (95% CI) 2305 2279 100.0% 0.99 [0.74, 1.34]

Total events 130 133

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi® = 11.04, df = 10 (P = 0.35); I*> = 9% + [ . - -
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.04 (P = 0.97) 0-003 Fa?;ﬁlurs MBPlFavourslh?o MBP 200

Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.05, df = 1 (P = 0.82), I’ = 0%
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.



Iotal events 204 158
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 0.05, df = 2 (P = 0.97); I’ = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.26 (P = 0.02)

Total (95% CI) 7786 4372 100.0% 0.86 [0.64, 1.15]

Total events 320 211

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.04; Chi® = 9.13, df = 7 (P = 0.24); I = 23% t t : t |
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.04 (P = 0.30) oot (I)’};\lvours MBPlFavours N(lnoMBP 109

Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.02, df = 1 (P = 0.89), I’ = 0%

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.



