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ID HR (95% CI) Weight

RC

Zargar-Shoshtari, K (2016) —--— 0.87(0.39,1.94) 225

Soave, A (2015) - 1.46 (1.07,1.99) 5.02

Monn, M. F (2015) - 0.77 (0.48,1.25) 6.28

Monn, M. F (2015) :—ﬁ— 2.20(1.28,3.78) 0.95

Monn, M. F (2015) | ———— 2.42(1.33,4.42) 064

Monn, M. F (2015) —_— 1.07 (0.43,2.69) 1.15

Monn, M. F (2015) - 0.92(0.44,1.91) 246

Izard, J. P (2015) - 1.26 (0.91,1.74) 5.74

Mitra, A. P (2014) . 0.92(0.77,1.09) 12.24

Mitra, A. P (2014) . 0.87 (0.72,1.05) 12.09

Lee, Y. J (2014) ‘ —— 1.52(1.00,2.32) 2.93

Xylinas, E (2013) . 1.17 (1.02,1.33)  12.39

Xylinas, E (2013) . 0.98 (0.84, 1.13) 12.69

Kim, S. P (2012) * 0.79 (0.60, 1.05) 10.26

Antunes, A. A (2007) * 3.51(1.53,8.08) 0.15

Scosyrev, E (2011) - 1.10 (0.79,1.33) 8.96

Subtotal (I-squared = 50.4%, p = 0.011) 0 1.03(0.92,1.15)  96.19
1

N 1

BCG :

Gofrit, O. N (2016) . *> 3.27 (1.14,9.41)  0.09

Subtotal (I-squared = .%, p = .) o 3.27 (-0.86, 7.40)  0.09

. |

Mixed \

Hsieh, M. C (2015) —-— 1.67 (1.16,2.40) 3.24

Shapur, N. K (2011) —— 2.37(1.18,4.78) 0.47

Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p =0.471) :<> 1.74 (1.16,2.33) 3.72

. 1

Overall (I-squared = 52.6%, p = 0.004) 0 1.07 (0.94, 1.20) 100.00
1

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :

—9.|41 0 9.111

Supplementary Figure 1: Subgroup analysis of different treatments with HVs.
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Supplementary Figure 2: Subgroup analysis of different endpoints with HVs.
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Begg's funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Supplementary Figure 3: Funnel plots of overall analysis.

Supplementary Table 1: The formula recommended by Spotswood et al. to calculate the corresponding HR. See
Supplementary Table 1



