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Forest plots illustrating the risk of events reflecting inadequate oxygen supply. For Jairath et al.35 and Walsh et al.36, data were obtained by contacting the authors. Events reflecting inadequate oxygen supply: myocardial infarction, arrhythmia, unstable angina, stroke, acute kidney injury, mesenteric ischemia, and peripheral ischemia (occurring within 30 days); Group 1 studies: patients with cardiovascular disease undergoing cardiac or vascular procedures (surgery or catheterization); Group 2 studies: elderly patients undergoing orthopedic surgery; Group 3 studies: mixed surgical/medical patient population admitted to an acute care facility (emergency or intensive care unit). CI: confidence interval; M-H: Mantel-Haenszel.
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Study or Subgroup Carson 1998 Carson 2011 Fan 2014 Foss 2009 Grover 2006 Parker 2013 So-Osman 2010 Total (95% CI) Total events Heterogeneity: Chi² = 4.74, df = 6 (P = 0.58); I² = 0% Test for overall effect: Z = 2.16 (P = 0.03) Events 1 41 3 5 6 1 34 91 Total 42 1007 94 60 130 100 299 1732 Events 1 31 5 2 1 2 23 65 Total 42 1005 92 60 130 100 304 1733 Weight 1.5% 47.8% 7.8% 3.1% 1.5% 3.1% 35.1% 100.0% M-H, Fixed, 95% CI 1.00 [0.06, 15.47] 1.32 [0.83, 2.09] 0.59 [0.14, 2.39] 2.50 [0.50, 12.39] 6.00 [0.73, 49.14] 0.50 [0.05, 5.43] 1.50 [0.91, 2.49] 1.41 [1.03, 1.92] Restrictive Liberal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio M-H, Fixed, 95% CI 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5 10 Favors restrictive Favors liberal
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Study or Subgroup de Almeida 2015 Hebert 1999 Holst 2014 Jairath 2015 Villanueva 2013 Walsh 2013 Total (95% CI) Total events Heterogeneity: Tau² = 0.02; Chi² = 8.88, df = 5 (P = 0.11); I² = 44% Test for overall effect: Z = 1.16 (P = 0.25) Events 54 29 80 7 122 4 296 Total 101 418 488 241 444 51 1743 Events 47 39 76 19 163 3 347 Total 97 420 489 347 445 49 1847 Weight 24.5% 13.6% 23.5% 5.1% 31.4% 1.9% 100.0% M-H, Random, 95% CI 1.10 [0.84, 1.45] 0.75 [0.47, 1.18] 1.05 [0.79, 1.41] 0.53 [0.23, 1.24] 0.75 [0.62, 0.91] 1.28 [0.30, 5.43] 0.89 [0.72, 1.09] Restrictive Liberal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio M-H, Random, 95% CI 0.02 0.1 1 10 50 Favors restrictive Favors liberal
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Study or Subgroup Bracey 1999 Bush 1997 Carson 2013 Cooper 2011 Hajjar 2010 Murphy 2015 Shehata 2012 Slight 2008 Total (95% CI) Total events Heterogeneity: Chi² = 5.25, df = 7 (P = 0.63); I² = 0% Test for overall effect: Z = 1.45 (P = 0.15) Events 63 8 11 1 47 302 10 10 452 Total 212 50 54 24 249 1000 25 43 1657 Events 63 8 7 1 54 265 6 14 418 Total 216 49 55 21 253 1003 25 43 1665 Weight 15.0% 1.9% 1.7% 0.3% 12.9% 63.5% 1.4% 3.4% 100.0% M-H, Fixed, 95% CI 1.02 [0.76, 1.37] 0.98 [0.40, 2.40] 1.60 [0.67, 3.82] 0.88 [0.06, 13.14] 0.88 [0.62, 1.25] 1.14 [0.99, 1.31] 1.67 [0.71, 3.89] 0.71 [0.36, 1.43] 1.09 [0.97, 1.22] Restrictive Liberal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio M-H, Fixed, 95% CI 0.5 0.7 1 1.5 2 Favors restrictive Favors liberal
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Study or Subgroup 6.1.1 Group 1 studies Bracey 1999 Bush 1997 Carson 2013 Cooper 2011 Hajjar 2010 Murphy 2015 Shehata 2012 Slight 2008 Subtotal (95% CI) Total events Heterogeneity: Chi² = 5.25, df = 7 (P = 0.63); I² = 0% Test for overall effect: Z = 1.45 (P = 0.15) 6.1.2 Group 2 studies Carson 1998 Carson 2011 Fan 2014 Foss 2009 Grover 2006 Parker 2013 So-Osman 2010 Subtotal (95% CI) Total events Heterogeneity: Chi² = 4.74, df = 6 (P = 0.58); I² = 0% Test for overall effect: Z = 2.16 (P = 0.03) 6.1.3 Group 3 studies de Almeida 2015 Hebert 1999 Holst 2014 Villanueva 2013 Subtotal (95% CI) Total events Heterogeneity: Chi² = 7.24, df = 3 (P = 0.06); I² = 59% Test for overall effect: Z = 1.97 (P = 0.05) Total (95% CI) Total events Heterogeneity: Chi² = 26.65, df = 18 (P = 0.09); I² = 32% Test for overall effect: Z = 0.62 (P = 0.54) Test for subgroup differences: Chi² = 10.48, df = 2 (P = 0.005), I² = 80.9% Events 63 8 11 1 47 302 10 10 452 1 41 3 5 6 1 34 91 54 29 80 122 285 828 Total 212 50 54 24 249 1000 25 43 1657 42 1007 94 60 130 100 299 1732 101 418 488 444 1451 4840 Events 63 8 7 1 54 265 6 14 418 1 31 5 2 1 2 23 65 47 39 76 163 325 808 Total 216 49 55 21 253 1003 25 43 1665 42 1005 92 60 130 100 304 1733 97 420 489 445 1451 4849 Weight 7.7% 1.0% 0.9% 0.1% 6.6% 32.8% 0.7% 1.7% 51.6% 0.1% 3.8% 0.6% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 2.8% 8.0% 5.9% 4.8% 9.4% 20.2% 40.3% 100.0% M-H, Fixed, 95% CI 1.02 [0.76, 1.37] 0.98 [0.40, 2.40] 1.60 [0.67, 3.82] 0.88 [0.06, 13.14] 0.88 [0.62, 1.25] 1.14 [0.99, 1.31] 1.67 [0.71, 3.89] 0.71 [0.36, 1.43] 1.09 [0.97, 1.22] 1.00 [0.06, 15.47] 1.32 [0.83, 2.09] 0.59 [0.14, 2.39] 2.50 [0.50, 12.39] 6.00 [0.73, 49.14] 0.50 [0.05, 5.43] 1.50 [0.91, 2.49] 1.41 [1.03, 1.92] 1.10 [0.84, 1.45] 0.75 [0.47, 1.18] 1.05 [0.79, 1.41] 0.75 [0.62, 0.91] 0.87 [0.76, 1.00] 1.03 [0.94, 1.12] Restrictive strategy Liberal strategy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio M-H, Fixed, 95% CI 0.5 0.7 1 1.5 2 Favours restrictive Favours liberal


