Supplementary Materials
Appendix 1: Search Strategy
PubMed

(VTE[tiab] OR venous thromboembolism[tiab] OR DVT[tiab] OR deep vein
thrombosis[tiab] OR PE[tiab] OR pulmonary embolism[tiab] OR
“‘thromboembolism’[MeSH)])

AND

(prevention[tiab] OR prophylaxis[tiab] OR lovenox[tiab] OR heparin[tiab] OR
enoxaparin[tiab] OR anticoagulant[tiab] OR anticoagulants[MeSH] OR
mechanical[tiab] OR “heparin’[MeSH] OR tinzaparin[tiab] OR dalteparin[tiab] OR
Fragmin[tiab] OR Innohepltiab])

AND

(Gynecolog*[tiab] OR Gynaecolog*[tiab] OR Gynecologic Oncolog*[tiab] OR
“gynecology’[MeSH] OR “Genital Neoplasms, Female/surgery’[MeSH])
NOT

(obstetric*[tiab] OR cesarean[tiab])

EMBASE

(VTE:ti,ab OR ‘venous thromboembolism’:ti,ab OR DVT:ti,ab OR ‘deep vein
thrombosis’:ti,ab OR PE:ti,ab OR ‘pulmonary embolism’:ti,ab OR ‘venous
thromboembolism’/mj)

AND

(prevention:ti,ab OR prophylaxis:ti,ab OR lovenox:ti,ab OR heparin:ti,ab OR
enoxaparin:ti,ab OR anticoagulant:ti,ab OR ‘anticoagulant agent/mj OR
mechanical:ti,ab OR

‘heparin derivative’/mj OR tinzaparin:ti,ab OR dalteparin:ti,ab OR Fragmin:ti,ab
OR Innohep:ti,ab)

AND

(Gynecolog*:ti,ab OR Gynaecolog*:ti,ab OR Gynecologic Oncolog*:ti,ab OR
‘gynecologic disease’/mj OR ‘female genital tract tumor’/mj)

NOT

(obstetric*:ti,ab OR cesarean:ti,ab)



Table 2. Quality assessment of the included studies

First author  Selection Comparability Exposure Quality
Assessment
Ailawadi o * o High
Bouchard- b - ** Poor
Fourtier
Clarke- il * o High
Pearson
Corr o * o High
Einstein b * b High
Freeman b ** b High
Hansen b ** b High
Hopp ** * - Poor
Maxwell RCT 3/5
Jadad
Pelkofski ok o - Poor
Piver e - * Poor
Renata e - * Poor
Swenson e - ** Poor
Ugaki i - - Poor
Whitworth hed - * Poor

Figure 5. Forest plot of subgroup analysis comparing preoperative use of
UFH versus LMWH as pre-operative chemoprophylaxis.

Group by Study name Statistics for each study Odds ratio and 95% CI
UFH or LMWH Odds Lower Upper

ratio limit limit Z-Valuep-Value
Both Bouchard-Fortier, 2014 1.039 0.049 21.874 0.024 0.981
Both Freeman, 2016 0.613 0.102 3.681 -0.535 0.592 L
Both Hansen, 2008 1618 0.456 5.737 0.745 0.456 ——
Both 1.157 0.434 3.080 0.292 0.771
LMWH Maxwell, 2001 2.039 0.182 22.832 0.578 0.563 e
LMWH Whitworth, 2011 0.233 0.051 1.076 -1.866 0.062 —_
LMWH 0.559 0.070 4.494 -0.547 0.584 -
UFH Ailawadi, 2001 0.838 0.228 3.086 -0.266 0.791
UFH Clarke-Pearson, 1983 2.300 0.660 8.015 1.308 0.191
UFH Corr, 2015 0.395 0.148 1.058 -1.847 0.065
UFH Einstein, 2008 0.285 0.112 0.723 -2.641 0.008 ——
UFH Hopp, 2018 0.456 0.256 0.812 -2.670 0.008 -
UFH Ugaki, 2008 0.246 0.012 4.922 -0.918 0.359
UFH 0.538 0.306 0.943 -2.164 0.030
Overall 0.645 0.401 1.037 -1.811 0.070
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Figure 6. Forest plot of subgroup analysis of VTE comparing pre-operative

chemoprophylaxis by those studies that controlled for post-operative
prophylaxis (equivalent post-operative care) and those that did not (non-

equal post-operative care)
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Figure 7. Forest plot of subgroup analysis of VTE by studies with
concurrent use of sequential compression devices (SCD) or not.
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Figure 8. Forest plot of subgroup analysis according to quality of studies

Group by Study name Statistics for each study Odds ratio and 95% CI
Quality

Odds Lower Upper
ratio limit limit Z-Value p-Value

Fair Maxw ell, 2001 2.039 0.182 22832 0.578 0.563 ﬁ:
Fair 2.039 0.182 22832 0.578 0.563

High Ailawadi, 2001 0.838 0.228 3.086 -0.266 0.791 —_—
High Clarke-Pearson, 1983  2.300 0.660 8.015 1.308 0.191 —_——
High Corr, 2015 0.395 0.148 1.058 -1.847 0.065 —_—

High Einstein, 2008 0.285 0.112 0.723 -2.641 0.008 —_—

High Freeman, 2016 0613 0.102 3681 -0.535 0.592

High Hansen, 2008 1.618 0456 5737 0.745 0.456 —_—
High 0.726 0.361 1.462 -0.897 0.370 <
Poor Bouchard-Fortier, 2014 1.039 0.049 21.874 0.024 0.981

Poor Hopp, 2018 0.456 0.256 0.812 -2.670 0.008 =

Poor Pelkofski, 2014 0.603 0.179 2032 -0.817 0414 —
Poor Ugaki, 2008 0.246 0.012 4.922 -0.918 0.359

Poor Whitworth, 2011 0.233 0.051 1.076 -1.866 0.062

Poor 0.448 0.277 0.724 -3.277 0.001 &

Overall 0.542 0.367 0.801 -3.074 0.002 <&
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