Study %

ID Random (95% CI) Weight

Bemstine (2009) — -5.60 (-17.86, 6.66) 10.70

]
|

Kandeel (2015) - i -46.50 (-51.29, -41.71) 11.88
]

Melissas-A (2007) —0—; -46.70 (-63.16, -30.24) 9.78

Melissas-C (2013) i — -10.50 (-21.62, 0.62) 1093
]

Michalsky (2013) —%—4— -25.20 (-47.19, -3.21) 8.50

Pilone (2013) ! —— -16.10 (-24.13, -8.07) 11.47

Sista (2017) —0—5— -35.20 (-47.04, -23.36) 10.79

Vigneshwaran (2018) i — -18.10 (-25.26, -10.94) 11.60

Vives A 3cm (2017) * I -52.20 (-81.43, -22.97) 6.91

51.80 (7849, 2511)  T.44

4

Vives A8cm (2017)

Overall (I-squared = 91.4% p = 0.000) <> 2919 (-40.90, -17.47)  100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T
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Study

Optimal
Bernstine (2009)
Melissas-C (2013)

Subtotal (l-sguared = 0.0%, p = 0.562)

Sub-Optimal
Kandeel (2015) ——
Melissas-A (2007) &+

<

Michalsky (2013)

Sista (2017) —_—

Subtotal (I-squared = 50.5%, p = 0.109) <>

Overall (I-squared = 92.3%, p = 0.000) -<>

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

--__0__--------____---------___-.

Random (95% CI)

-5.60 (-17.86, 6.66)
-10.50 (-21.62, 0.62)

-8.29 (-16.53, -0.05)

-46.50 (-51.29, -41.71)
-46.70 (-63.16, -30.24)
-25.20(-47.19, -3.21)

-35.20 (-47.04, -23.36)

-41.10 (-49.66, -32.55)

-28.36 (-44.74, -12.03)

%

Weight

17.05
17.34

34.39

18.56
15.83
14.06
17.16

65.61

100.00

T
£3.2

o

63.2
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Study

Foschi (2008)

Gui - 133 (2006) _—
Gui - 200 (2006) S

Junior - 200(16) (20086) ——:0—
Junior - 200(8) (2006) -

Junior - 300 (16) (2008) -

Junior - 300(24) (20086) .

Li-200 (2012) .
Li-300 (2012) .
Topazian-100 (2013) —E-‘-—
Topazian-300 (2013) —é—-o——
Topazian-500 (2013) ——

Overall (l-squared = 13.3%, p = 0.314)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Random (95% ClI)

18.20 (-28.96, 65.36)
0.80 (-19.08, 20.68)
-7.50 (-21.79, 6.79)
10.00 (-9.15, 29.15)
-2.60 (-42.56, 37.36)
11.00 (-17.04, 39.04)
-7.60 (-47.50, 32.30)

35.20 (-6.70, 77.10)
26.70 (-6.74, 60.14)
14.00 (-0.68, 28.68)
24.00 (4.27, 43.73)
14.00 (0.34, 27.66)
9.59 (2.81, 16.37)

%
Weight

2.00
9.84
16.66
10.49
2.75
5.36
2.76
2.51
3.86
16.01
9.96
17.79
100.00

T
-77.1

771



Study

Botox =300

Foschi (2008)

Gui - 133 (2008)

Gui - 200 (2006}

Junior - 200(16) (2006)

Junior - 200(8] {2006)

Li-200 {2012)

Topazian-100 (2013)

Subtotal (l-squared = 17.3%, p = 0.293)

Botox ==300

Junior - 300 (18] {2008)

Junior - 300(24) (2006)

Li-300 {2012)

Topazian-300 (2013)

Topazian-500 (2013)

Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%. p=0.632)

Overall (l-squared = 12.2% p =0.314)

MOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Random (95% CI)

18.20 (-28.96, £5.36)
0.30 {-19.08, 20.68)
750 (-21.79, 6.79)
10.00 {-9.15, 29.15)
-2 60 (-42.56, 37_36)

-»

35.20 (6.70, 77.10)
14.00 (0.68, 25.68)
5.58 (-3.46, 1462)

11.00 {-17.04, 39.04)
7,60 (-47.50, 32.30)
26.70 (6.74, 60.14)
2400 (4.27, 43.73)
14.D0 (D.34, 27.66)
15.83 (6.17, 25.49)

9.50 (2,81, 16.37)

%
Weight

2.00
9.54
16.66
10.48
275
2.5
16.01
60.27

5.36
276
3.86
59.96
17.79
38.73

100.00

T
-771

771



Study
D
I
Foschi - P (2008) ——
Gomez - P (2016) £ *
4 .
GuI-P (2006) .

Topazian - P (2013)
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.624) <>

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Random (95% CI)

-6.80 (-10.86, -2.74)

-12.58 (-33.69, 8.53)

-8.30 (-26.67, 10.07)

0.80 (-11.34, 12.94)

-6.33 (-10.04, 2.62)

%

Weight

83.47

3.09

4.08

9.35

100.00

T
-33.7

33.7



Study
ID

Placebo

Foschi - P {2008)

Gomez - P (2016)

Gui-P (2008)

Topazian - P (2013)

“argas-P (2018)

Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.532)

Air-Filled Balloon

Barkin (1988)

“elchik (1959)

Subtotal (l-squared = 51.5%, p = 0.151)

Fluid-Filled Balloon

Gomez (2018)

Micn (2005)

Su(2013)

“fargas (2018)

Subtotal (l-=quared = 58.6%, p = 0.064)

Sleeve Gastrectomy
Bemstine (2009)
Kandeel (2015)
Melizzas-A (2007)
Melizsas-C (2013)
Michalsky (2013)
Pilone (2013)

Sista (2017)
“igneshwaran (2018)
Wives A Jem (2017)
Wives A Gem (2017)
Subtotal (l-squared = 91.4%, p = 0.000)

Botox

Foschi (2008)

Gui - 133 (2008)

Gui - 200 (2008)

Junior - 200(16) (2006)
Junior - 200(8) (2006)
Junior - 300 (16) (2006)
Junior - 300{24) (2008)
Li-200 (2012)

Li-300 (2012)
Topazian-100 (2013)
Topazian-300 (2013)
Topazian-500 (2013)
Subtotal (l-squared = 13.3%, p = 0.314)

Overall (l-squared = 91.0%, p=0.000)

MOTE: Weights are from randem effects analysis

L 3 2

+
400*0+++++”*+ _0 +000+0 * __.-.._.__°+. ‘-+’++’

I

random (35% CI)

-6.80 (-10.86, -2.74)
-12.58 (-33.69, 8.53)
-8.30 (-26.67, 10.07)
0.80 (-11.34, 12.94)
1470 (-24.39, 53.79)
5,14 (-9.34, -2.44)

-10.00 (-22.31, 2.31)
10.00 (-14.37, 34.37)
-2.88 (-21.65, 15.89)

147 68 (54.04, 241.32)
£5.00 (22.89, 107.11)

261.33 (26.11, 496.55)
174.50 (63.77, 280.23)
130,05 (55.18, 204.93)

-5.60 (-17.86, 6.66)
46,50 (-51.29, -41.71)
-46.70 (-63.16, -30.24)
-10.50 (-21.62, 0.62)

2520 (-47.19, -3.21)

-16.10 (-24.13, -8.07)

-35.20 (-47.04, -23 36)
-18.10 (-25.26, -10.94)
-52.20 (-51.43, -22.97)
-51.80 (-75.49, -25.11)
-29.19 (-40.90, -17.47)

18.20 (-28.96, 65.36)
0.80 (-19.08, 20.68)
-7.50(-21.79, 6.79)
10.00 (-9.15, 29.15)
-2.60 (-42.56, 37.36)
11.00 (-17.04, 39.04)
-7.60 (-47.50, 32.30)
3520 (-6.70, 77.10)
26.70 (-6.74, 60.14)
14.00 (-0.68, 28.68)
24.00 (4.27, 43.73)
14.00 (0.34, 27.66)
059 (281, 16.37)

-4.009 (1262, 4.44)

Weight

4.18
336
3.53
3.89
224
17.20

383
314
T.02

069
208
013
0.56
346

3.88
417
365
3.94
3.30
4.07
391
4.10
282
299
36.83

1.84
3.44
378
348
218
290
218
209
256
375
3.44
381
3548

100.00



Random sequence generation (selection bias)

Allocation concealment (selection bias)

Elinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

MNewcastle Ottawa Quality Assessment Scale
Representativeness of the exposed cohort (selection hias)
Selection ofthe non exposed cohort (selection hias)
Ascertainment of Exposure (measurement bias)
Demonstration that outcome of interest was not present at start of study (measurement bias)
Comparability of cohorts on the basis ofthe design or analysis
Assessment of Outcome

Was Followup Enough (attrition hias)

Adeguacy of followup for outcome (attrition bias)

50%

79%

-
o
o
S

.an risk of hias DUnclearrisk of hias

L
=
=
=
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=
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Random sequence generation (selection bias)

Allocation concealment (selection bias)

Blinding of patticipants and personnel (performance hias)
Elinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)
Mewcastle Ottawa Cuality Assessment Scale
Representativeness ofthe exposed cohort (selection bias)
Selection ofthe non-exposed cohort (selection hias)
Ascertainment of Exposure { measurement hias)
Demonstration that outcome was not present at start of study (measurement bhias)
Comparability of cohorts basis of design

Assessment of outcome

Was Followup Enough?

1 1
% 25%, 50%, 75%

=

—_
=
=
=

.an tisk of bias DUncIearrisk ofbias

[l Hioh risk of bias




Random sequence generation (selection hias)

Allocation concealment (selection bias)

Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)

Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

Mewcastle Ottawa Quality Assessment Scale for cohort studies { Below )
Representativeness ofthe exposed cohort (selection bias)

Selection ofthe non-exposed cohort (selection hias)

Ascertainment of the Exposure

Demonstration that outcome of interest was not present at start of study
Comparability of cohorts on the basis ofthe design or analysis
Azsessment of Outcome

Was Followup Enough

Adequacy of followup for outcome

)
=

50%

P
Lh
=

78%

—
=
=
=

.an risk of hias DUncIearrisk ofhias

Bl Hioh risk of bias




