A.rVIla vs. NO rVIla, TOTAL RBC

vila Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
4.2.1 RCT
Boffard 2005 Blunt (56) 7.8 12 64 7.2 875 72 13.0% 0.60[-2.97, 4.17) —
Boffard 2005 Pen (56) 4 925 69 4.8 10.25 61 14.4% -0.80[-4.17,2.57) s
Hauser 2010 Blunt (25) 6.9 10.4 184 81 10.9 222 30.3% -1.20(-3.28,0.88) —
Hauser 2010 Pen (25) 45 73 37 6.2 6.5 33 15.4% -1.70[-4.93,1.53) —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 354 388 73.1% -0.94 [-2.36, 0.48] <@

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi’ = 0.99, df = 3 (P = 0.80); I’ = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.29 (P = 0.20)

4.2.2 RETRO

Harrison 2005 (57) 18.3 7.5 29 22 9 72 13.9% -3.70([-7.13, -0.27] —

Spinella 2008 (59) 16 10.39 41 14 5.93 49 12.9%  2.00[-1.59, 5.59] —]
Subtotal (95% CI) 70 121 26.9% -0.88 [-6.46,4.71] e

Heterogeneity: Tau®? = 13.04; Chi’ = 5.06, df = 1 (P = 0.02); I’ = 80%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.31 (P = 0.76)

Total (95% CI) 424 509 100.0% -0.92[-2.31,0.47] ‘T
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.53; Chi* = 6.06, df = 5 (P = 0.30); I’ = 17% 1_10 _55 d Sl 105
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.30 (P = 0.19) Favors rVila Favors Control
Test for subaroup differences: Chi’ = 0.00, df = 1 (P = 0.98). I’ = 0%
B. rVIIa vs. NO rVIIa, MT
rvila Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Boffard 2005 (56) 12 114 30 115 26.2% 0.33[0.16, 0.69] B
Hauser 2010 (25) 125 257 155 287 73.8% 0.81(0.58,1.13] -
Total (95% CI) 371 402 100.0% 0.68 [0.50, 0.92] -
Total events 137 185

ity: Chi® = = = R = I t t t 1 {
Heterogeneity: Chi* = 4.66, df = 1 (P = 0.03); | 79% o1 05 1 3 10

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.47 (P = 0.01) Favors rVlla Favors Control



C.rVIlavs. NO rVIla, VTE

rVila Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% ClI
4.4.1 RCT
Boffard 2005 (56) 6 139 6 138 24.0% 0.99 [0.31, 3.16) —
Hauser 2010 (25) 38 270 37 290 55.9% 1.12 [0.69, 1.82] r
Subtotal (95% CI) 409 428 79.9% 1.10 [0.70, 1.72]
Total events 44 43

Heterogeneity: Tau®? = 0.00; Chi’ = 0.04, df = 1 (P = 0.85); I’ = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.42 (P = 0.68)

4.4.2 RETRO

Harrison 2005 (57) 2 29 14 71  15.4% 0.30 [0.06, 1.42) +—&+———

Spinella 2008 (59) 2 49 0 75 4.7% 7.95(0.37, 169.16] >
Subtotal (95% Cl) 78 146 20.1% 1.18 [0.05, 28.14] -’
Total events 4 14

Heterogeneity: Tau®’ = 3.87; Chi’ = 3.53,df = 1 (P = 0.06); I’ = 72%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.10 (P = 0.92)

Total (95% CI) 487 574 100.0% 0.97 [0.49, 1.92]
Total events 48 57

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.15; Chi’ = 4.25, df = 3 (P = 0.24); I’ = 29% b1 o 1 3 55 105
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.08 (P = 0.94) " Favors rVila Favors Control
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*> = 0.00. df = 1 (P = 0.97). I’ = 0%

SDC Figure 6: Forest plots for rVIIa vs. No rVIIa, Outcome=Total RBC (A); MT (B); VTE
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