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Supplementary Table 1 EMBASE search strategy.

No. Query Results
1. endocuff* OR 'endo cuff* OR endocuff*:dn 169
2. colonoscop* OR coloscop* OR 'colonoscopy'/exp 87484
OR 'colonoscope'/exp OR 'colonoscopic
accessory'/exp OR 'colonic endoscopy cuff'/exp
3. #1 AND #2 163
4. #3 NOT ('animal experiment'/de OR 'case 126
report'/de OR 'meta analysis'/de OR 'model'/de
OR 'network meta-analysis'/de OR 'nonhuman'/de
OR 'practice guideline'/de OR 'systematic
review'/de)
5, #4 NOT (‘conference review'/it OR 'editorial'/it OR 108

'review'/it OR 'short survey'/it)

Supplementary Table 2 Adverse events compared based on network meta-analysis.

Adverse No. of HD vs ECU HD vs ECV ECV vs ECU
event Studies
compared
RR (95 % ClI) 2
Any 11 0.20 (0.08 - 1.40 (0.31 — 0.14 (0.02-  153%
complication 0.50)* 6.33) 0.84)*
Perforation 11 1.17 (0.22 - 1.25(0.28 - 0.94 (0.10 - 0%
6.39) 5.53) 8.94)
Laceration 11 0.12 (0.05 - 1.05(0.21 - 0.11 (0.02 - 0%
0.29)* 5.17) 0.70)*
Bleeding 11 0.97 (0.24 - 1.21 (0.25 - 0.80 (0.10 — 0%
3.88) 5.72) 6.45)

Cl, confidence interval; ECU, first-generation Endocuff colonoscopy; ECV, Endocuff

Vision colonoscopy; HD, high-definition colonoscopy; RR: relative risk.
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Supplementary Table 3 Risk of bias for individual studies based on Cochrane risk of

bias tools.

Study, year Random Allocation Blinding of Blinding of Incomplete Selective
sequence concealment participants outcome outcome reporting
generation (selection and assessment data (reporting
(selection bias) personnel (detection  (attrition bias)
bias) (performance bias) bias)

bias)

Biecker, 2015 Low Unclear High High Low Low

26]

De Palma, Low Low High High Low Low

2018 [27]

Floer, 201428 Low Low High High Low Low

Van Doorne, Low Unclear High High Low Low

2017 [31]

Wada, 2018 Low Low High High Low Low

(32]

Rex (1), 2018 Low Low High High Low Low

(34]

Bhattacharyya, Low Low High High Low Low

2017 [25]

Jacob, 2019 Low Low High High Low Low

(29]

Ngu, 2017 [15] Low Unclear High High Low Low

Rex (2), 2019 Low Low High High Low Low

(30]

Von Figura, Low Low High High Low Low

2019 [33]

Karsenti, 2020 High High High High Low Low

[39]
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Supplementary Fig. 1 Forrest plot for direct meta-analysis comparing a MPP for ECU
vs HD, b MPP for ECV vs HD, ¢ MAP for ECU vs HD, and d MAP for ECV vs HD. Cl,
confidence interval; ECU, first-generation Endocuff colonoscopy; ECV, Endocuff Vision

colonoscopy; MAP, mean adenoma per procedure; MPP, mean polyp per procedure.

(A)
Study name Statistics for each study Difference in means and 95% CI
Difference  Standard Lower Upper
in means ermor Variance limit Tirmit ZValue p-Value
Biecker 0.630 0.128 0016 0379 0881 4922 0.000 e
Floer 0.470 0.127 0016 0221 0719 369 0000 -
Wada 0.4%0 0.113 0013 0268 0712 4331 0000 R
0.526 0.071 0005 0388 0665 7462  0.000 L 2
-2.00 41.00 0.00 1.00 2.00
Favours HD Favours ECU
Meta Analysis
(8)
Study name Statistics for each study Difference in means and 95% CI
Difference Standard Lower Upper
in means emor Variance lirmit limit ZMalve pValue
Bhattacharyya £0.200 0.169 0.029 0.532 0.132 -1.181 0.237
Jacob 0.000 0.127 0.016 0.248 0.248 0.000 1.000
von Figura £.300 0.182 0.033 0.657 0.057 1648 0.099
0.128 0.091 0.008 0.306 0.050 -1.406 0.160
-2.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 2.00
Favours HD Favours ECV

Meta Analysis
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(@]
Study name Statistics for each study Diflererce in means and 95% Q
Difference  Standard Lower Upper
in means ermor Variance  limit limit ZMalue pValue
Floer 0.210 0.127 0016 0039 0459 1651 009
van Doome 0.250 0.122 0.015 0011 0489 2054 0040
Wada 0.450 0412 0.013 0230 0670 4015  0.000 ¥
Rex (1) 0.310 0.202 0.041 008 0706 1533 0125
0.314 0.065 0004 0185 0442 479  0.000 @
2.00 4.00 0.00 1.00 2.00
Favours HD Favours ECU
Meta Analysis
(D)
Study name Statistics for each study Diflerence in means and 95% O
Diflerence  Standard Lower  Upper
in means error  Variance  limit  limit ZValve pValue
Bhattacharyya 0.100 0.144 0021 0382 0182 0695 0.487
Ngu 0.200 0.079 0006 0045 035 2530 0011 E &
Rex (2) 0.360 0.242 0058 0113 0833 1490 0136
von Figura 0130 0.182 0033 0487 0227 D714 0.475
Karsenti 0.240 0.054 0003 0135 0345 4482 0000 1
0.138 0.074 0005 -0007 0283 1850 0063
-2.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 200
Favours HD Favours ECV

Meta Analysis
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Supplementary Fig. 2 Network diagram for a PDR, b ADR, ¢ SADR, d NDR, e AADR,
f CIR, g MPP, and h MAP. AADR, advanced adenoma detection rate; ADR, adenoma
detection rate; CIR, cecal intubation rate; ECU, first-generation Endocuff; ECV,
Endocuff Vision; HD, high-definition colonoscopy; MAP, mean adenoma per procedure;
MPP, mean polyp per procedure; NDR, neoplasia detection rate; PDR, polyp detection
rate. Note: Line represents a direct comparison, width of line corresponds to weight,
overall effect and number of studies).
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Supplementary Fig. 3 Ranking for intervention based on outcomes. A higher P score

correspond to superior detection rates or lower complication rates. AADR, advanced

adenoma detection rate; ADR, adenoma detection rate; CIR, cecal intubation rate; ECU,

first-generation Endocuff colonoscopy; ECV, Endocuff Vision colonoscopy; HD, high-

definition colonoscopy; MAP, mean adenoma per procedure; MPP, mean polyp per

procedure; NDR, neoplasia detection rate; PDR, polyp detection rate; SADR, serrated

adenoma detection rate.
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Supplementary Fig. 4 Funnel plot based on overall ADR for all interventions with
visible symmetry.
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