Appendix 1: Search strategies

Update of effects and complications of knee arthroscopy

MEDLINE (Pubmed)

1.

AN

((((("Menisci, Tibial/surgery"[MeSH Major Topic]) OR ("Menisci, Tibial/injuries"[MeSH Major
Topic]) OR ("Degenerative meniscal tear"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("Arthroscopic
lavage"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("Arthroscopic debridement"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("arthroscopic
meniscectomy"[Title/Abstract]) OR ((arthroscopy[Title/Abstract]) AND knee[Title/Abstract]))
(("Randomized"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("Randomized controlled trial"[Publication Type]) OR
("randomized controlled trials as topic"[MeSH Major Topic]) OR ("Random allocation"[MeSH
Major Topic]) OR ("Control group"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("Control groups"[MeSH Terms]) OR
("Cross-over studies"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("Cross-over study"[Title/Abstract])))

((("Menisci, Tibial/surgery"[MeSH Major Topic]) OR ("Menisci, Tibial/injuries"[MeSH Major
Topic]) OR ("Degenerative meniscal tear"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("Arthroscopic
lavage"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("Arthroscopic debridement"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("arthroscopic
meniscectomy"[Title/Abstract]) OR ((arthroscopy[Title/Abstract]) AND knee[Title/Abstract]))
(("adverse events"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("side effects"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("adverse
effects"[Title/Abstract]) OR (complication*[Title/Abstract]) OR ("adverse effects"[MeSH
Subheading])))))

1 AND 2

3 AND 4

50R6

EMBASE (Ovid)

1

2.

8.

9.

. Arthroscopic meniscectomy.ti,ab,kw.
Arthroscopic debridement.ti,ab kw.

. Arthroscopic lavage.ti,ab kw.

. Degenerative meniscal tear.ti,ab,kw.

. knee meniscus/ or meniscus tibial.mp.
. exp knee arthroscopy/
.lor2or3ord4or5or6

randomized controlled trial/

randomized.ti,ab kw.

10. randomised.ti,ab kw.

11. Random allocation.mp.



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

randomised.mp.

"randomized controlled trial (topic)"/
Control group.mp.

control group/

crossover procedure/
8or9or10orl1lorl2orl13orl4orl5orl6
adverse events.mp.

side effects.mp.

adverse effects.mp.
complications.mp.

18 or 19 or 20 or 21

7 and 17

7 and 22

23 or 24

limit 25 to yr="2014-2016"

Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials

#1 MeSH descriptor: [Menisci, Tibial] explode all trees and with qualifier(s): [Injuries - IN, Surgery
- SU]

#2 MeSH descriptor: [Arthroscopy] explode all trees

#3 MeSH descriptor: [Knee] explode all trees

#4 #2 and #3

#5 Degenerative meniscal tear:ti,ab,kw (Word variations have been searched)

#6 Arthroscopic lavage:ti,ab,kw (Word variations have been searched)

#7 Arthroscopic debridement:ti,ab,kw (Word variations have been searched)

#8 arthroscopic meniscectomy:ti,ab,kw (Word variations have been searched)

#9 #1 or #4 or #5 or #6 or #7 or #8 Publication Year from 2014 to 2016, in Trials

New search of outcome nerve damage

Medline Pubmed



("Peripheral Nerve Injuries"[Mesh]) AND ("Arthroplasty, Replacement, Knee/adverse effects"[Mesh] OR
"knee arthroscopy" OR ("arthroscop*" AND "knee"))

Embase (Ovid)

1. exp nerve injury/
2. exp knee arthroscopy/
3. 1AND2



Appendix 2: Results of sensitivity analyses to assess the robustness of the difference in the proportion of
patients who reach a change higher than the MID

Outcome MID (range) | Risk Risk Risk Risk
difference difference difference difference
(95% CI)) when using when using based on the
lowest value of | highest value standardized
the range of the range mean
95% CI) 95% CI) difference*
95% CI)
Pain in the KOOS pain®®
short term ;é(gij[i(g 12.4% 10.5% 113% 9%
pain® (4.4;204) (4.3;16.7)) (2.9;19.7) (1.7, 15.7)
12 (2; 30)
Function in the | KOOS ADL*
short term fo (S\jli)c 13.4% 113% 1% 73%
function® © (4.4;22.3) (3;19.5) (2;19.9) (-0.06; 15.1)
13 (3; 34)

*This method relies on the standardized mean difference. It does not use any specific threshold to
calculate the risk difference.




Appendix Figure 1:

Study

Chang 1993
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Herrlin 2007
Katz 2013
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Sihvonen 2013
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Fixed effect model

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I-squared=48.8%, tau-squared=16.17, p=0.0406
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favours knee arthroscopy

Meta-analysis of pain in the short-term (difference in change from baseline)
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Appendix Figure 2: Meta-analysis of pain in the long-term (difference in change from baseline)
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Appendix Figure 3: Meta-analysis of function in the short-term (difference in change from baseline)

Study TE seTE Mean difference MD 95%-Cl W(fixed) W(random)
Chang 1993 11.00 5.0969 —E——*— 11.00 [1.01; 20.99] 5.0% 8.4%
Gauffin 2014 7.80 3.2653 —— 7.80 [1.40;14.20) 122% 14.5%
Herrlin 2007 6.30 3.9082 ——i—o— 6.30 [-1.36; 13.96) 8.5% 11.9%
Katz 2013 460 2.0663 - 4.60 [0.55; 8.65] 30.5% 20.8%
Kirkley 2008 8.81 3.3265 - 8.81 [2.29,15.33] 11.8% 14.3%
Kise 2016 -1.40 2.2704 —+—E -1.40 [-5.85; 3.05] 253% 19.7%
Moseley 2002 1.80 4.3929 — 1.80 [-6.81; 10.41] 6.7% 10.3%
Fixed effect model <I> 4.25 [2.01; 6.48] 100% -
Random effects model <= 4.94 [1.50; 8.38] - 100%
Heterogeneity: I-squared=48.4%, tau-squared=10.5, p=0.0709 :
| T T 1

-20  -10 0 10 20
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Appendix Figure 4: Meta-analysis of function in the long-term (difference in change from baseline)

Study TE seTE Mean difference MD 95%-Cl W(fixed) W(random)
Chang 1993 9.00 5.0969 -—'—— 9.00 [-0.99; 18.99] 6.0% 9.8%
Gauffin 2014 6.80 3.3673 ++— 6.80 [0.20; 13.40] 13.7% 16.7%
Katz 2013 0.70 2.1429 —+— 0.70 [-3.50; 4.90] 33.7% 24.9%
Kirkley 2008 6.76 3.7908 —+— 6.76 [-0.67; 14.19] 10.8% 14.6%
Kise 2016 -1.60 2.2959 —+—- -1.60 [-6.10; 2.80] 29.4% 23.7%
Moseley 2002 3.50 4.9082 ——+— 3.50 [-6.12; 13.12) 6.4% 10.3%
Fixed effect model <> 2.19 [-0.25; 4.63] 100% -
Random effects model <<> 3.16 [-0.48; 6.80] - 100%
Heterogeneity: I-squared=40.4%, tau-squared=9.259, p=0.1359 E
[ — 1 1

-156-10 -5 0 5 10 15

favours control

favours knee arthroscopy



Appendix Figure 5: Subgroup analysis of pain in the short term (difference on change from baseline)
according to blinding of the studies. P value of test for subgroup effect= 0.48
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Appendix Figure 6: Subgroup analysis of pain in the short term (difference on change from baseline)
according to percentage of patients with radiographic knee osteoarthritis (>50% patients). P value of test

for subgroup effect= 0.88
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Appendix Figure 7: Subgroup analysis of pain in the long term (difference on change from baseline)
according to blinding of the studies. P value of test for subgroup effect= 0.75
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Appendix Figure 8: Subgroup analysis of pain in the long term (difference on change from baseline)
according to percentage of patients with radiographic knee osteoarthritis (>50% patients). P value of test
for subgroup effect= 0.22

Study TE seTE Mean difference MD 95%-Cl W(fixed) W(random)
OA=n :

Gauffin 2014 10.60 3.6480 | ———— 10.60 [ 3.45;17.75] 4.2% 11.4%
Sihvonen 2013 7.00 4.3367 + 7.00 [-1.50;15.50]  3.0% 9.3%
Yim 2013 2.00 0.9159 — 200 [ 0.20; 3.80) 66.5% 22.9%
Fixed effect mode <> 2.69 [ 0.99; 4.40] 73.6%

Random effects mode O 5.38 [ 0.25; 10.51) - 43.6%
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Chang 1993 1.00 7.5867 r 1.00 [-13.87; 15.87] 1.0% 41%
Katz 2013 -0.40 2.2449 N -0.40 [-4.80; 4.00) 11.1% 17.1%
Kirkley 2008 8.40 3.8776 ———— 840 [ 0.80;16.00] 3.7% 10.7%
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Appendix Figure 9: Subgroup analysis of function in the short term (difference on change from baseline)
according to blinding of the studies. P value of test for subgroup effect= 0.46
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Appendix Figure 10: Subgroup analysis of function in the short term (difference on change from baseline)
according to percentage of patients with radiographic knee osteoarthritis (>50% patients). P value of test
for subgroup effect= 0.40

Study TE seTE Mean difference MD 95%-CI W(fixed) W(random)
OA=n .
Gauffin 2014 7.80 3.2653 —’:'—“'— 7.80 [1.40;1420] 12.2% 14.5%
Herrlin 2007 6.30 3.9082 T 6.30 [-1.36; 13.96) 8.5% 11.9%
Fixed effect model N 7.18 [ 2.27; 12.09] 20.7
Random effects model 0 7.18 [ 2.26; 12.10] - 26.5
OA=y E
Chang 1993 11.00 5.0969 ——#—— 11.00 [1.01; 20.99] 5.0% 8.4%
Katz 2013 4.60 2.0663 — 460 [0.55 865 30.5% 20.8%
Kirkley 2008 8.81 3.3265 - 8.81 [229:1533] 11.8% 14.3%
Kise 2016 -1.40 2.2704 —-‘-—: -140 [-5.85; 3.05) 25.3% 19.7%
Moseley 2002 1.80 4.3929 — 1.80 [-6.81;10.41) 6.7% 10.3%
Fixed effect model <> 3.48 [0.97; 5.99] 9.3 --
Random effects model -Q 4.29 [-0.21; 8.80] -- 73.5
Fixed effect model < 4.25 [2.01; 6.48] 100% -
Random effects model <= 4.94 [1.50; 8.38] - 100%
r T — 1

-20 -10 0 10 20
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Appendix Figure 11: Subgroup analysis of function in the long term (difference on change from baseline)
according to blinding of the studies. P value of test for subgroup effect=0.97

Study TE seTE Mean difference MD 95%-Cl W(fixed) W(random)
blinding =n :

Chang 1993 9.00 5.0969 -—;—4'— 9.00 [-0.99; 18.99] 6.0% 9.8%
Gauffin 2014 6.80 3.3673 —— 6.80 [0.20;13.40] 13.7% 16.7%
Katz 2013 0.70 2.1429 —-0-— 0.70 [-3.50; 4.90] 33.7% 24.9%
Kirkley 2008 6.76 3.7908 T 6.76 [-0.67;14.19] 10.8% 14.6%
Kise 2016 -1.60 2.2959 —— -1.60 [-6.10; 2.90] 29.4% 23.7%
Fixed effect model <’> 210 [-0.43; 4.62] 93.6%

Random effects model —— 3.28 [-0.89; 7.45] - 89.7%
blinding=y :

Moseley 2002 3.50 4.9082 ——E-'-— 3.50 [6.12; 13.12] 6.4% 10.3%
Fixed effect mode g 3,50 [-6.12; 13.12] 6.4%

Random effects model : 3.50 [6.12; 13.12] - 10.3%
Heterogeneity: not applicable for a single study )

Fixed effect model ¢ 219 [-0.25; 4.63] 100% -
Random effects model <'> 3.16 [-0.48; 6.80) - 100%

[ I I | ! |

-15-10 -5 0 5 10 15
favours control favours knee arthroscopy



Appendix Figure 12: Subgroup analysis of function in the long term (difference on change from baseline)
according to percentage of patients with radiographic knee osteoarthritis (>50% patients). P value of test

for subgroup effect= 0.27

Mean difference

Study TE seTE MD 95%-Cl W(fixed) W(random)
Gauffin 2014 6.80 3.3673 —*—+— 6.80 [0.20;13.40) 13.7% 16.7%
ffect -.O- 6.8(
Chang 1993 9.00 5.0969 +—%—— 9.00 [-0.99; 18.99] 6.0% 9.8%
Katz 2013 0.70 2.1429 e 0.70 [-3.50; 4.90] 33.7% 24.9%
Kirkley 2008 6.76 3.7908 +—+— 6.76 [-0.67;14.19] 10.8% 14.6%
Kise 2016 -1.60 2.2959 —f——r -1.60 [-6.10; 290] 294% 23.7%
Moseley 2002 3.50 4.9082 —t 3.50 [-6.12; 13.12) 6.4% 10.3%
Fixed effect model <> 1.46 [-1.17; 4.08] 8¢
effects 1 D == 2.47 [-1.6
Fixed effect model < 219 [0.25; 463]  100% -
Random effects model S 3.16 [-0.48; 6.80] - 100%
[ T
-15-10 -5 0 5 10 15

favours control favours knee arthroscopy

Appendix Figure 13: Meta-analysis of Quality of life in the long-term (difference in change from

baseline)

Experimental Control
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD
Gauffin 2014 67 154 1879 56 10.3 19.66
Sihvonen 2013 70 3.0 427 76 15 667
Fixed effect model 137 132

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I-squared=0%, tau-squared=2.154, p=0.3184

Mean difference

MD
—f e 5.10 [-1.74; 11.94]
150 [-0.30; 3.30]

1.73 [-0.01; 3.48]

£
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- 2.12 [-0.96; 5.21]

| T = ]
-0 -5 0 5 10
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95%-Cl W(fixed) W(random)

6.5% 17.3%
93.5% 82.7%
100% -
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Appendix Figure 14: Meta-analysis of Knee Replacement

Experimental Control
Study Events Total Events Total
Katz 2013 5 174 3 177
Sihvonen 2013 1 70 0 76
Fixed effect model 244 253

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I-squared=0%, tau-squared=0.0134, p=0.7137

Risk Ratio

RR 95%-Cl W(fixed) W(random)

—.— 1.70 [0.41; 6.99] 83.5%

+ 3.26 [0.13; 78.61)  16.5%

g 1.89 [0.52; 6.89]  100%
1.89 [0.51; 7.00] -

T T

0.1

0512 10

higher risk with control higher risk with knee arthroscopy

83.2%
16.8%

100%



Appendix Figure 15: Risk of bias of studies included in the systematic review of effects of knee

arthroscopy
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Appendix Figure 16: Funnel plots for publication bias assessments of effects of knee arthroscopy
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Appendix Figure 17: Meta-analysis of Mortality
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Appendix Figure 18: Meta-analysis of VTE

Study Events Total Proportion 95%-Cl
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Appendix Figure 19: Meta-analysis of infection

Study Events Total Proportion 95%-Cl
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Appendix Figure 20: Risk of bias of the studies included in the systematic review of complications of

knee arthroscopy
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Appendix Figure 21: Funnel plots for publication bias assessment of complications of knee arthroscopy
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Left: Mortality; Right: VTE. Outliers represent the findings of two randomized clinical trials with small
sample sizes and O events observed.



