
Study P−value Hazard Ratio (95% CrI)
HIVEC vs BCG
direct 0.83 (0.48, 1.4)
indirect 0.74594 0.74 (0.48, 1.1)
network 0.77 (0.55, 1.1)
MMC vs BCG
direct 1.1 (0.94, 1.3)
indirect 0.22134 1.5 (0.97, 2.2)
network 1.2 (1.0, 1.4)
TURBt vs BCG
direct 2.3 (1.6, 3.4)
indirect 0.44565 1.9 (1.4, 2.6)
network 2.1 (1.6, 2.6)
MMC vs HIVEC
direct 1.6 (1.0, 2.4)
indirect 0.73966 1.4 (0.80, 2.5)
network 1.5 (1.1, 2.1)
TURBt vs MMC
direct 1.7 (1.3, 2.2)
indirect 0.25565 2.3 (1.4, 3.7)
network 1.8 (1.4, 2.2)

10.4 4

Study P−value Hazard Ratio (95% CrI)
HIVEC vs BCG
direct 0.16 (0.017, 1.6)
indirect 0.03181 3.3 (0.72,   15.)
network 1.3 (0.33, 4.6)
MMC vs BCG
direct 1.2 (0.78, 1.8)
indirect 0.27975 0.69 (0.25, 1.8)
network 1.1 (0.74, 1.6)
TURBt vs BCG
direct 2.5 (1.2, 5.2)
indirect 0.75219  3. (1.2, 7.1)
network 2.7 (1.6, 4.6)
MMC vs HIVEC
direct 0.35 (0.079, 1.6)
indirect 0.0281 7.0 (0.74,   69.)
network 0.85 (0.24, 3.2)
TURBt vs MMC
direct 2.7 (1.2, 5.8)
indirect 0.74939 2.2 (0.97, 5.4)
network 2.4 (1.4, 4.3)

10.01 70

A. Consistency check for HR of RFS

B. Consistency check for HR of PFS


