TAP vs LA wound infiltration for postoperative analgesia

A TAP block Wound infiltration

1.3.1 Adults: Pain scores at rest at 1h

Atim 2011 32 22 18 461 217 19  13.0%
Aydogmus 2014'® 4 296 35 6 222 35 13.8%
Ortiz 2012% - 363 301 39 293 323 35 129%
Sivapurapu 2013 4 1 26 651 125 26 16.1%
Skjelsager 2013° 299 203 23 289 163 25 14.5%
Tolchard 2012% 31 176 21 441 276 22 13.1%
Subtotal (95% CI) 162 162 83.3%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.51; Chi? = 29.11, df = 5 (P < 0.0001); I* = 83%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2,00 (P = 0.05)

1.3.2 Children: Pain scores at rest at 1h

Sahin 2013" 1.97 0.75 29 201 075 28
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 28
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

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

16.7%
16.7%

Total (95% CI) 191 190 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.62; Chi* = 56.16, df = 6 (P < 0.00001); I* = 89%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.78 (P = 0.08)

Test for subaroup differences: Chi? = 3.30. df =1 (P = 0.07). 12 =69.7%
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1.4.1 Adults: Pain scores at rest at 8h

Atim 2011"° 107 137 18 221 097 19  15.0%
Aydogmus 201478 4 148 35 5 148 35 154%
Ortiz 2012% 300 302 39 354 286 35 11.8%
Skjelsager 201320 13 14 23 189 15 25 14.7%
Tolchard 20127 161 176 21 29 212 22 12.8%
Subtotal (95% CI) 136 136 69.7%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 1.85, df = 4 (P = 0.76); I? = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.66 (P < 0.00001)

1.4.2 Children: Pain scores at rest at 8h

Sahin 2013"7 5 303 149 29 603 125 28 15.3%
Sandeman 2011 201 146 42 193 22 45 15.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 7 73 30.3%

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 4.60; Chi* = 32.64, df = 1 (P < 0.00001); I = 97%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.95 (P = 0.34)

Total (95% CI) 207 209 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.99; Chi? = 38.48, df = 6 (P < 0.00001); I* = 84%

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.60 (P = 0.009)

Test for subaroup differences: Chi? = 0.12. df =1 (P =0.73). 2= 0%
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1.5.1 Adults: Pain scores at rest at 24|

Atim 2011 028 092 18 1.06 1.03 19 14.5%
Aydogmus 2014® 2 148 35 4 074 35 14.8%
Ortiz 2012% 151 22 39 209 266 35 11.9%
Sivapurapu 2013 3 0.75 26 5 0.5 26 15.5%
Skjelsager 20132° 0.6 1 23 0.9 0.8 25 14.9%
Subtotal (95% CI) 141 140 71.7%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.69; Chi? = 39.36, df = 4 (P < 0.00001); I* = 90%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.93 (P = 0.003)

1.5.3 Children: Pain scores at rest at 24h

Sahin 2013 3 075 29 3.01 074 28 15.4%
Sandeman 20117 205 22 42 201 226 45 12.9%
Subtotal (95% CI) 71 73 28.3%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.01, df = 1 (P = 0.92); I* = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z =0.01 (P = 0.99)

Total (95% CI) 212 213 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.95; Chi? = 82.76, df = 6 (P < 0.00001); I* = 93%

Test for overall effect: Z=2.13 (P = 0.03)

Test for subaroup differences: Chi? = 7.07. df = 1 (P = 0.008). I? = 85.9%
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Supplementary Figure 1. Subgroup analysis of different participants (adults vs children) in rest pain scores at 1

hour (A), 8 hour (B) and 24 hour (C) postoperatively.
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TAP vs LA wound infiltration for postoperative analgesia

A AP block Wound infiltration

bgroup  Mean D To Mean D

dy ©

1.6.1 Non-Laparoscopic surgery: pain scores at rest at 1h

Atim 20117 32 22 18 461 217 19 13.0%
Aydogmus 2014 4 296 35 6 222 35 13.8%
Sahin2013"7 197 075 29 201 075 28 16.7%
Sivapurapu 2013 4 1 26 651 125 26 16.1%
Skjelsager 20132° 299 203 23 289 163 25 145%
Subtotal (95% CI) 131 133 74.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.84; Chi? = 51.52, df = 4 (P < 0.00001); I> = 92%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.79 (P = 0.07)

1.6.2 Laparoscopic surgery: pain scores at rest at 1h

Ortiz 2012% 363 301 39 293 323 35 12.9%
Tolchard 201222 3.1 1.76 21 4.41 2.76 22 13.1%
Subtotal (95% CI) 60 57 26.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.51; Chi? = 3.94, df = 1 (P = 0.05); 1> = 75%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.31 (P = 0.75)

Total (95% CI) 191 190 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.62; Chi* = 56.16, df = 6 (P < 0.00001); I> = 89%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.78 (P = 0.08)

Test for subaroup differences: Chi? = 0.50. df =1 (P = 0.48). I?= 0%

B TAP block Wound infiltration

Mean Difference

-1.41 [-2.82, -0.00]
-2.00 [-3.23, -0.77]
-0.04 [-0.43, 0.35]
-2.51[-3.13, -1.89]

0.10 [-0.95, 1.15]
.16 [-2.42, 0.11]

0.70 [0.73, 2.13]
-1.31 [-2.69, 0.07]
-0.31 [-2.28, 1.66]

-0.94 [-1.97, 0.09]
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1.7.1 Non-Laparoscopic surgery: pain scores at rest at 8h

Atim 2011 1.07 1.37 18 2.21 0.97 19 15.0%
Aydogmus 2014 18 4 148 35 5 148 35 15.4%
Sahin 20137 303 149 29 603 125 28 15.3%
Skjelsager 2013%° 13 14 23 189 15 25 14.7%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 105 107  60.5%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.04; Chi? = 24.56, df = 3 (P < 0.0001); I = 88%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.64 (P = 0.008)

1.7.2 Laparoscopic surgery: pain scores at rest at 8h

Ortiz 2012% 309 302 39 354 286 35 11.8%
Sandeman 2011 201 146 42 193 22 45 150%
Tolchard 2012 161 176 21 29 212 22 12.8%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 102 102 39.5%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.26; Chi? = 3.70, df = 2 (P = 0.16); I> = 46%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.09 (P = 0.27)

Total (95% CI) 207 209 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.99; Chi? = 38.48, df = 6 (P < 0.00001); I = 84%

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.60 (P = 0.009)

Test for subarouo differences: Chi?=1.97. df =1 (P =0.16). P =49.1%
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1.8.1 Non-Laparoscopic surgery: pain scores at rest at 24h

Atim 2011 028 092 18 1.06 1.03 19 14.5%
Aydogmus 2014™ 2 148 35 4 074 35 14.8%
Sahin 20137 3075 29 301 074 28 15.4%
Sivapurapu 2013%' 3 075 26 5 0.5 26 15.5%
Skjelsager 2013%° 06 1 23 09 08 25 14.9%
Subtotal (95% CI) 131 133 751%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.01; Chi* = 76.98, df = 4 (P < 0.00001); I* = 95%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.19 (P = 0.03)

1.8.3 Laparoscopic surgery: pain scores at rest at 24h

Ortiz 2012% 151 22 39 209 266 35 11.9%
Sandeman 20112 205 22 42 2.01 2.26 45 12.9%
Subtotal (95% ClI) 81 80 249%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi*=0.69, df=1 (P =0.41); ?’=0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.59 (P = 0.56)

Total (95% CI) 212 213 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.95; Chi? = 82.76, df = 6 (P < 0.00001); I? = 93%

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.13 (P = 0.03)

Test for subaroup differences: Chi2=1.84.df=1(P=0.17). I?=45.8%
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Supplementary Figure 2. Subgroup analysis of different types of surgery (non-laparoscopic vs laparoscopic) in
rest pain scores at 1 hour (A), 8 hour (B) and 24 hour (C) postoperatively.
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TAP vs LA wound infiltration for postoperative analgesia

A TAP block Wound infiltration Mean Difference Mean Difference

dy o bgroup Mean D o Mea

1.9.1 Before incision: pain scores at rest at 1h

Atim 2011 32 22 18 461 217 19 150%  -1.41[-2.82,-0.00] —

Ortiz 2012% 363 301 39 293 323 35 150% 0.70 [-0.73, 2.13] o
Sahin 2013"7 197 075 29 201 075 28 19.0%  -0.04 [-0.43,0.35] +
Subtotal (95% Cl) 86 82 49.0%  -0.20 [-1.11,0.72] -

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.38; Chi*=4.61,df =2 (P =0.10); ?=57%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.42 (P = 0.67)

1.9.2 End of surgery: pain scores at rest at 1h

Aydogmus 2014 4 296 35 6 222 35 159%  -2.00[-3.23,-0.77] —
Sivapurapu 2013%' 4 1 26 651 125 26 184%  -2.51[-3.13,-1.89] -
Skjelsager 2013%° 299 203 23 289 163 25 16.7% 0.10 [-0.95, 1.15] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 84 86 51.0% -1.49 [-3.12, 0.13] —al—
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.82; Chiz = 17.79, df = 2 (P = 0.0001); I* = 89%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.80 (P = 0.07)

Total (95% CI) 170 168 100.0%  -0.88 [-2.03, 0.27] ==

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.78; Chi? = 55.49, df = 5 (P < 0.00001); I> = 91% _4 > 0 2 4
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.49 (P = 0.14)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi? = 1.86. df =1 (P = 0.17). I? = 46.3%

B TAP block Wound infiltration Mean Difference Mean Difference

dy o bgroup _ Mean D To Me

1.10.1 Before incision: pain scores at rest at 8h

Atim 2011 " ) 1.07 137 18 221 097 19 14.7%  -1.14[-1.91, -0.37] —
Aydogmus 2014 4 148 35 5 148 35 151%  -1.00[-1.69,-0.31] ——
Ortiz 2012% 309 302 39 354 28 35 112%  -0.45[-1.79,0.89] —
Sahin 2013" 303 149 29 603 125 28 150%  -3.00[3.71, -2.29] —_
Sandeman 2011 201 146 42 193 22 45 146%  0.08[-0.70, 0.86] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 163 162 70.6% -1.13 [-2.23, -0.04] -

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 1.36; Chi* = 36.25, df = 4 (P < 0.00001); I* = 89%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2,03 (P = 0.04)

1.10.2 End of surgery: pain scores at rest at 8h

Aydogmus 2014 4 148 35 5 148 35 15.1%  -1.00[-1.69, -0.31] —
Skjelsager 2013%° 13 14 23 189 15 25 14.4%  -0.59 [-1.41,0.23] T
Subtotal (95% ClI) 58 60 29.4%  -0.83[-1.36,-0.30] <*

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 0.56, df = 1 (P = 0.45); I’ = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.07 (P = 0.002)

Total (95% CI) 221 222 100.0%  -1.04 [-1.80, -0.28] o
Heterogeneity: Tau* = 0.87; Chi* = 38.59, df = 6 (P < 0.00001); I* = 84% by § : .

-4 -2 0 2 4
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.68 (P = 0.007) TAP block Wound infiltraion
Test for subaroun differences: Chi? = 0.24. df =1 (P = 0.63). 2= 0%
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1.11.1 Before incision: pain scores at rest at 24h

Atim 2011 *® 0.28 0.92 18 1.06 1.03 19 14.5% -0.78 [-1.41, -0.15] -

Ortiz 2012% 151 22 39 209 266 35 119%  -0.58[-1.70, 0.54] —T

Sahin 20137 3 075 29 3.01 074 28 15.4% -0.01 [-0.40, 0.38] T

Sandeman 2011° 205 22 42 201 226 45 12.9% 0.04 [-0.90, 0.98] DV

Subtotal (95% CI) 128 127 54.7% -0.29 [-0.73, 0.15] “

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.08; Chi? = 4.87, df =3 (P = 0.18); I2 = 38%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.29 (P = 0.20)

1.11.3 End of surgery: pain scores at rest at 24h

Aydogmus 2014"° 2 148 35 4 074 35 14.8%  -2.00 [-2.55, -1.45] —
Sivapurapu 2013’ 3075 26 5 05 26 155%  -2.00[-2.35, -1.65] -
Skjelsager 2013%° 06 1 23 09 08 25 14.9%  -0.30[-0.82,0.22] =T
Subtotal (95% CI) 84 86 45.3%  -1.44 [-2.51, -0.37] N

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.83; Chi? = 31.62, df = 2 (P < 0.00001); I? = 94%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.64 (P = 0.008)

Total (95% Cl) 212 213 100.0%  -0.83 [-1.60, -0.06] 2
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.95; Chi? = 82.76, df = 6 (P < 0.00001); I* = 93% _’¢ 2 o 2 j‘
Test for overall effect: Z=2.13 (P = 0.03)
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Supplementary Figure 3. Subgroup analysis of different time TAP block performed (before incision vs end of sur-
gery) in rest pain scores at 1 hour (A), 8 hour (B) and 24 hour (C) postoperatively.
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TAP vs LA wound infiltration for postoperative analgesia

TAP block Wound infiltration

dy © baroup Mean D To Mean D 0 Neigh

Atim 2011 1644 566 18 2244 63 19 204%
Sivapurapu 2013%" 2215 4.14 26 2915 393 26 24.2%
Skjelsager 2013 15 375 23 15 7 25 221%
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 70  66.7%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 13.08; Chi? = 13.17, df = 2 (P = 0.001); I = 85%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.92 (P = 0.05)

2.2.2 Laparoscopic surgery: cumulative morphine consumption over 24h

Ortiz 2012 161 99 39 154 92 35 19.2%
Tolchard 2012% 1299 7.84 21 2052 1361 22 14.1%
Subtotal (95% CI) 60 57 33.3%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 25.73; Chi? = 4.16, df = 1 (P = 0.04); I? = 76%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.74 (P = 0.46)

Total (95% CI) 127 127 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 12.93; Chiz = 19.72, df = 4 (P = 0.0006); I* = 80%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.08 (P = 0.04)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi2 = 0.08. df =1 (P=0.77). B=0%

2.2.1 Non-Laparoscopic surgery: cumulative morphine consumption over 24h
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Supplementary Figure 4. Subgroup analysis of different types of surgery (non-laparoscopic vs laparoscopic) in cu-

mulative morphine consumption over 24 hour.

TAP block Wound infiltration

ud bgroup Mean D Total Mean D otal Weig
2.3.1 Before incision: cumulative morphine consumption over 24h

dy o

Atim 2011 16.44 566 18 2244 63 19 23.9%
Ortiz 2012% 161 99 39 154 92 35 226%
Subtotal (95% CI) 57 54 46.4%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 18.04; Chi* = 5.10, df = 1 (P = 0.02); I* = 80%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.81 (P = 0.42)

2.3.2 End of surgery: cumulative morphine consumption over 24h

Sivapurapu 2013%' 2215 414 26 2915 3.93 26 27.9%
Skjelsager 2013%° 15 375 23 15 7 25 257%
Subtotal (95% CI) 49 51 53.6%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 22.59; Chi? = 12.81, df = 1 (P = 0.0003); I = 92%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.03 (P = 0.30)

Total (95% ClI) 106 105 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 14,32; Chi? = 18.82, df = 3 (P = 0.0003); I* = 84%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.55 (P = 0.12)

Test for subaroup differences: Chi? = 0.03. df = 1 (P = 0.86). I = 0%
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Supplementary Figure 5. Subgroup analysis of different time TAP block performed (before incision vs end of sur-

gery) in cumulative morphine consumption over 24 hour.





