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Study WMD (95% CI) Weight B Study WMD (95% CI)  Weight
Feraninni2010 he 0.01(0.01,0.01) 35.71 Feraninni2010 ™ 0.01(-0.01, 0.03) 11.74
Wilding 2012 L 0.00 (-0.03,0.03) 1.01 Wilding 2012 s -0.11 (-0.20, -0.02) 3.17
Roden 2013 1 0.00 (-0.02,0.02) 2.25 Roden 2013 -1 0.00 (-0.05, 0.05) 6.82
Barnett (2014) ckd2 ; 0.00 (-0.03,0.03) 0.98 Wilding 2013 QT -0.03 (-0.14, 0.08) 2.64
Barnett (2014) ckd3 T 0.00 (-0.02, 0.02) 1.39 Barnett (2014) ckd2 S -0.05 (-0.13, 0.03) 4.24
Barnett (2014) ckd4 . 0.00 (-0.09, 0.09) 0.09 Barnett (2014) ckd3 - -0.10 (-0.19, -0.01) 3.63
Bolinder 2014 - 1 -0.01 (-0.05, 0.03) 0.48 Barnett (2014) ckd4 0.00 (-0.27,0.27) 0.48
Haring 2014 1 0.00 (-0.02, 0.02) 2.21 Forst T 2014 - A 0.01(-0.07, 0.09) 3.90
Kovacs 2014 . 0.00 (-0.02, 0.02) 1.67 Haring 2014 - -0.01 (-0.06, 0.04) 6.70
Rosenstock 2014 . 0.00 (-0.07,0.07) 0.12 Kovacs 2014 0.10 (0.04,0.16) 5.51
Bailey 2015 ——'—’—: 0.03 (-0.01, 0.07) 0.50 Rosenstock 2014 - -0.10 (-0.16, -0.04) 5.67
Haering 2015 - 0.00 (-0.02, 0.02) 2.48 Yale 2014 i -0.06 (-0.23, 0.11) 1.24
Lewin 2015 . 0.00 (-0.02, 0.02) 1.30 Bailey 2015 15 0.05(-0.09,0.19) 1.63
Rosenstock 2015 b 0.00 (-0.02, 0.02) 1.33 Bode 2015 _mm " 0.06 (-0.01,0.13) 4.67
Zinman 2015 + 0.00 (-0.01, 0.01) 14.45 Haering 2015 - 0.00(-0.05,0.05)  7.12
—_— : Rosenstock 2015 0.05 ( 0. 02, 0. 12) 5.15
Sgfteland 2017 . 0.00 (-0.02,0.02) 1.21 Zi 2015 <+ 0.00 (0,02 0.02 1114
Han 2018 T 0.04(0.00,0.08) 0.49 inman s (-0.02,0.02) 11.
S ) Lu 2016 0.02 (-0.08,0.12) 2.94
Rosenstock 2018 ! 0.01 (-0.02, 0.04) 0.59 —
- Sefteland 2017 0.00 (-0.07,0.07) 4.87
Zhou 2019 0.01 (0.01,0.01) 31.22
Overall, DL (I2= 3.9%, p = 0.409) 0 0.01 (0.00, 0.01) 100.00 Han 2018 = , <> 0.08(-0.06,0.22) 1.67
' =P . . i i T : Overall, DL (I°= 53.7%, p = 0.002) 0.00 (-0.02, 0.02) 100.00
T T T T
-1 -05 0 05 .08 -.25 -1-.050 .05 3
%
C Study WMD (95% CI)  Weight
Feraninni2010 = | -0.36 (-0.45, -0.27) 7.80
Wilding 2012 - 0.10 (-0.60, 0.80) 3.78
iy ot = ooty 35
ilding M -0. -0.92, 0. .
Barnett (2014) ckd2 B 0.51 (-0.00, 1.02) 4.97
Barnett (2014) ckd3 —_— 0.00 (-0.43, 0.43) 5.59
Barnett (2014) ckd4 ; 0.00 (-1.10, 1.10) 2.13
Forst T 2014 - |u -0.62 (-1.20, -0.04) 4.49
Kovacs 2014  ——  loo(o61159) s
ovacs ' . .ol, 1. .
Rosenstock 2014 ' 0.00 (-0.38,0.38) 5.96
Yale 2014 : -0.01 (-0.97, 0.95) 2.57
Bailey 2015 . 0.80 (-0.13,1.73) 2.67
Haering 2015 ! * 0.49 (0.17,0.81) 6.43
Lewin 2015 ! " 1.00(0.55,1.45) 5.47
Rosenstock 2015 H 0.00 (-0.48,0.48) 5.18
Zinman 2015 il 0.00 (-0.10, 0.10) 7.75
Lu 2016 S 0.00 (-0.62, 0.62) 4.27
Sgfteland 2017 1. 0.00 (-0.46, 0.46) 5.36
Han 2018 0.33(-0.62,1.28) 2.63
Overall, DL (12 = 85.2%, p = 0.000) = 0.16 (-0.02, 0.35)100.00
T T T T T T
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Treatment Effect WMD (95%Cl)
Canagliflozin vs Placebo —_— -0.32 (-0.88,0.25)
Dapagliflozin D — -0.03 (-0.53,0.46)
Empagliflozin —— 0.28 (0.06,0.49)
Ertugliflozin ' + 0.12 (-0.57,0.82)
Dapagliflozin vs Canagliflozin * 0.28 (-0.46,1.03)
Empaglifiozin e 0.59 (-0.01,1.20)
Ertuglifiozin - * ' 0.44 (-0.46,1.34)
Empagliflozin vs Dapagliflozin —_—T 0.31 (-0.23,0.85)
Ertugliflozin ! \g 0.16 (-0.69,1.01)
Ertugliflozin vs Empagliflozin * -0.15 (-0.88,0.58)
ERTU
T T T T
-9 -3 0 8 13

Supplemental Figure 3A. Network of eligible comparisons for the multiple-SGLT2 inhibitors meta-analysis for effects on blood sodium levels.
Supplemental Figure 3B. Network meta-analysis of eligible trials for the effects of SGLT2 inhibitors on blood sodium levels (mmol/L).
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Supplemental Figure 4A. Network of eligible comparisons for the multiple-SGLT2 inhibitors meta-analysis for effects on blood potassium levels.

Supplemental Figure 4B. Network meta-analysis of eligible trials for the effects of SGLT2 inhibitors on blood potassium levels (mmol/L).
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Supplemental Figure 5A. Network of eligible comparisons for the multiple-SGLT?2 inhibitors meta-analysis for effects on blood calcium levels.
Supplemental Figure 5B. Network meta-analysis of eligible trials for the effects of SGLT2 inhibitors on blood calcium levels (mmol/L).
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