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PRP Comtrol Stil. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Siudy of Subgrotp Mean  SD Total Mean SO Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
5.1.1 PRP versus Placebo
Cai¥ 2019 (Placebo) 1911 47 45 -093 268 47 6O0% 5,24 [4.36, 6.11] ek
Kesikburun S 201 3 (Placeba) 5007 1992 20 428 171 W OE3I% 0.43[-0.20,1.06] o —
Sarl & 2020 (Placebo) 17.5 1029 30 13 992 0 B4% 0.45[-0.07, 0.86] —
Sehwitguebel A 2019 (Placebo) 16.7 0 41 148 29 M B5% 0.07 [-0.37, 0.51] =
YesnerM 2016 (placeba) 173 107 7 TS5 247 2 47% 0.64 [-0.98, 2.26] R
Subtotal (95% CIj 143 138 29.9% 1.36 [-0.21, 2.92] i
Heterogeneity. Tau®= 2,99, Chi*= 11257, dr= 4 (P = 0.00001); F= 96%
Test for overall effect Z= 1.70 (P = 0.03)
5.1.2 PRPversus CS
Earrata RB 2019 (C5) T 1714 12 368 1278 i0 6.0% -0.32 117, 0463]
Chansoria M 2020 (C5) GOES 945 B0 4465 1578 B0 BE% 1.22[0.83, 1.61] —
Saria 2020 (CS) 1763 1039 30 155 969 w ES%R 0.21 [-0.30,0.71) T
Shams A 2016 (C5) e 1605 20 264 1413 W 63% 0.29[-0.34, 0.91] N B
Smid P 2018 (C8) 16.24 189 25 048 1611 5 B4% 038018, 0.94] o
Subtotal (95% CI) 147 145 31.8% 0.41[-0,12, 0.94] -
Haterogeneity: Tau®= 0,22, ChiF= 1817, df= 4 (P= 0001}, *= 78%
Testfor overall effect Z=150(P=013)
5.1.3 PRP versus HA
Cai 2019 (HA) 19,11 47 45 1114 487 44 B5% 1.E5[1.17, 2.14] _—
Subtotal (95% Cl) 45 4  6.5% 165 [1.17, 2.14] L 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effiect Z= 669 (P < 0.00001})
5.1.4 PRP versus Exercise
Nejatl P 2017 (Ex) 1.2 1344 22 243 1402 0 63% 0,22 [-0.83,0.39) —
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 20 B.3% 0,22 [-0.83, 0.39] E -3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=072 (P=047)
5.1.5 PRP wversus Prolotherapy
Sari A 2020 (Prola) 17.59 1039 30 1537 1046 . 6S5% 0.21 [F0.30, 0.7 T
Subtotal (95% CIj 30 30 65% 0.21[-0.30, 0.72] L 4
Haterageneity Mot applicatile
Test for overall effect Z= 0.81 (P=0.42)
5.1.6 PRP versus HD
Jeyaraman M 2013 (HD) 3269 S588 46 2045 4FF 45 ES% 0.60 [0.18,1.07] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 46 45  6.5% 0.60 [0.18, 1.02] L ]
Heterogenaity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect 2= 2.79 (P = 0.005)
5.1.7 PRP versus Dry Neadie
Drwr B 2012 (Dry Meedle) 446 1684 16 333 167 14  B6.2% 066 [-0.08,1.39] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 14 6.2% 0,66 [-0.08, 1,39] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=1.74 (P = 0.08)
5.1.8 PRP versus PRP and HA
Caly 2019 { HA+PRF) 19.11 47 45 3238 3: 42 63% -3.26 [-2.88,-2.62] —p—
Subitatal (95% CI) 45 48  B.3% .3.25[.3.88, .2.62] g 3
Heferogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z= 1018 (P = 0.00001)
Tatal (95% CI) 404 484 100.0% 0.50[-0.13, 1.14] -P
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1.56; Chi*= 301 .06, df= 15 (P < 0.00001); F= 95% q ? 5 2 é

Test for overall effect Z=1.54 (F=012)
Tes! for subgroup differences: Chi*= 16025, df=7 (F = D.00001), F= 95 6%

Favours [Confral] Favours [PRP)
Supplementary Fig. 5. The forest plot for included studies pooled together using a random-effects model for assessing medium-term (6-7
months) functional outcome: comparison between platelet-rich plasma (PRP) injection and control interventions. The vertical line demon-
strates no difference between the two intervention groups. SD: standard deviation, IV: inverse variance, CI: confidence interval; CS: compara-
tor corticosteroid, HA: comparator hyaluronic acid, Ex: comparator programmed exercise therapy, HD: hydro-dissection.
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