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FIGURES of BIAS ASSESSMENT of the included studies

Unique ID  Study ID Experimental Comparator Outcome Weight D1 D2 D3 D4 D5  Overall

1 Olgun et al (2018) NA NA NA 1 1 . ‘ . . @ . Low risk

2 Siddappa et al (2011) NA NA NA 1 . 1 . . ! @ ! Some concerns

3 Mason et al (2011) NA NA NA 1 1 1 ‘ . ’ @ . High risk

4 Abulebda et al (2018) NA NA NA 1 . . ‘ . . .

5 Mason et al (2010) NA NA NA 1 1 . . ‘ 1 @ D1 Randomisation process

6 Kamal et al (2017) NA NA NA 1 . . . . \ @ D2 ﬁ::g::::’:m the intended
7 Eldeek et al (2016) NA NA NA 1 . . ' . ! @ D3 Missing outcome data

8 Tammam (2013) NA NA NA 1 . . . . 1 @ D4 Measurement of the outcome
9 Sriganesh et al (2018) NA NA NA 1 . . . ‘ . . D5 Selection of the reported result
10 Ahmed et al (2015) NA NA NA 1 ! . . . ! @

11 Tammam et al (2013) NA NA NA 1 . . . . ! @

12 Debashish et al (2020) NA NA NA 1 . . . . . .

13 Mason et al (2014) NA NA NA 1 ! . . . ! @

Sup.fig.1: Bias assessment diagram formed after evaluating the studies with RoB-2 tool
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Sup.fig.2: Bias assessment as percentage, after evaluating the studies with RoB-2 tool

L Deviations from| . .
Randomization R Mising outcome| Measurement |Selection of the .
intended Overall Bias
process ) . data of the outcome | reported result
interventions

Assignment to intervention (the 'intention-to-treat' effect)

Total number of study =13

Low risk 61,5 84,6 100 100 38,5 23,1
Some concerns 38,5 15,4 0 0 61,5 76,9
High risk 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sup.fig.3: bias assessment as percentage, after evaluating the studies with RoB-2 tool



Study

Siddappa et al. (2011) (dex1 group)

FOREST AND FUNNEL PLOTS
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Sup.fig.4: Forest plot of participants’ age (months)
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Sup.fig.5: Funnel plot of participants’ age (months)
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Sup.fig.6: Funnel plot about the induction dose of DEX

Study Events Total Proportion 95%-Cl Weight
Olgun et al. (2018) 1 52 -'—~— 0.019 [0.000; 0.103] 10.0%
Mason et al. (2011) (MRI group) 1 21 - 0.048 [0.001; 0.238] 8.8%
Mason et al. (2010) 877 3522 0.249 [0.235;0.264] 11.0%
Mason et al. (2014) 112 1657 0.068 [0.056; 0.081] 11.0%
Kamal et al. (2017) 9 30 — 0.300 [0.147;0.494] 9.3%
Eldeek et al. (2016) (baseline) 0 55—+ 0.000 [0.000; 0.065] 10.0%
Eldeek et al. (2016) (after baseline) 0 55— 0.000 [0.000; 0.065] 10.0%
Sriganesh et al. (2018) (group 1) 3 36 ————m 0.083 [0.018;0.225] 9.6%
Sriganesh et al. (2018) (group 2) 3 36 0.083 [0.018;0.225] 9.6%
Ahmed et al. (2015) (DexA) 0 324 0.000 [0.000; 0.011] 10.8%

Random effects model

Heterogeneity: /2 = 98%, t2 = 0.0455, p < 0.01
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Sup.fig.7: Forest plot about the need of additional dose of DEX
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Sup.fig.8: Funnel plot about additional doses of DEX
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Sup.fig.9: Funnel plot about DEX’s failure

Study Mean MRAW 95%-Cl Weight
Mason et al. (2011) (MRI group) 13.400 [10.534; 16.266] 9.6%
Mason et al. (2010) : 7.000 [6.957; 7.043] 11.5%
Kamal et al. (2017) - 7.000 [6.377; 7.623] 11.4%
Eldeek et al. (2016) (baseline) P 15.000 [14.160; 15.840] 11.3%
Eldeek et al. (2016) (after baseline) P 15.000 [14.160; 15.840] 11.3%
Tammam (2013) : —— 16.800 [15.388; 18.212] 11.0%
Debashish et al. (2020) & 12.200 [11.481;12.919] 11.4%
Tammam et al. (2013) (DV) ’ 7.930 [7.598; 8.262] 11.5%
Tammam et al. (2013) (DM) — 18.870 [17.403;20.337] 10.9%
Random effects model O 12.499 [10.363; 14.635] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 12 = 99%, 2 = 10.2966, p < 0.01 f ' ' '
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Sup.fig.10: Forest plot of onset time
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Sup.fig.11: Funnel plot of onset time.



Study Mean MRAW 95%-Cl Weight
Mason et al. (2011) (MRI group) —_— 21.900 [13.774;30.026] 8.3%
Mason et al. (2010) 30.000 [29.891;30.109] 9.7%
Siddappa et al. (2011) (dex1 group) —a— 69.000 [60.180; 77.820] 8.1%
Siddappa et al. (2011) (dex 2 group) —— 77.000 [63.141;90.859] 6.5%
Kamal et al. (2017) 9.020 [7.950;10.090] 9.6%
Eldeek et al. (2016) (baseline) 20.000 [18.698;21.302] 9.6%
Eldeek et al. (2016) (after baseline) 20.000 [18.698; 21.302] 9.6%
Tammam (2013) 37.200 [35.537; 38.863] 9.6%
Debashish et al. (2020) 13.730 [13.054; 14.406] 9.7%
Tammam et al. (2013) (DV) 32.270 [31.123; 33.417] 9.6%
Tammam et al. (2013) (DM) 41.870 [39.975;43.765] 9.6%
Random effects model - 32.083 [25.864; 38.302] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: /2 = 100%, t2 = 104.1072,p =0 ! ! ' ' '
20 40 60 80 100
Sup.fig.12: Forest plot for the recovery time
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Sup.fig.13: Funnel plot about recovery time
Study Mean MRAW 95%-Cl Weight
Olgun et al. (2018) ——'— 40.000 [38.961;41.039] 34.5%
Abulebda et al. (2018) — 35.350 [32.540; 38.160] 24.3%
Sriganesh et al. (2018) (group 1) 40.900 [37.420; 44.380] 20.6%
Sriganesh et al. (2018) (group 2) 40.900 [37.420; 44.380] 20.6%
Random effects model _ 39.239 [36.870; 41.608] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 12 = 71%, t?=3.9480, p =0.02 ' ! !
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Sup.fig.14: Forest plot of total time
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Sup.fig.15: Funnel plot of total time
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sup.fig.16: Funnel plot of method’s efficiency



o
[ ~
o ’/ : \\
I N
o AN
S H s~ i i
o /’ ! N
.~ ! N °
~ ! N o
. . ! AN
<] S s ! N
LE o ,/’ ! \\
® i °
s © o ~ !
] /’/ "o ‘\\ °
© e 1 *
S s i o
<} it H
e o |
o 7 o |
= ! “
o | |
’ 1 ~ o
1 1 1 1 1 1
0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
Freeman-Tukey Double Arcsine Transformed Proportion
sup.fig.17: Funnel plot of method’s safety
Study Events Total Proportion 95%-Cl Weight
Olgun et al. (2018) 2 50 —/——— 0.040 [0.005;0.137] 9.7%
Mason et al. (2011) (MRI group) 6 21 0.286 [0.113;0.522] 8.0%
Abulebda et al. (2018) 0 56— 0.000 [0.000; 0.064] 9.8%
Siddappa et al. (2011) (dex1 group) 3 36 0.083 [0.018;0.225] 9.1%
Siddappa et al. (2011) (dex 2 group) 5 18 0.278 [0.097;0.535] 7.7%
Mason et al. (2014) 49 252 — 0.194 [0.147;0.249] 11.0%
Kamal et al. (2017) 0 30— — 0.000 [0.000;0.116] 8.8%
Tammam (2013) 4 39 0.103 [0.029; 0.242] 9.3%
Debashish et al. (2020) 0 30— 0.000 [0.000;0.116] 8.8%
Tammam et al. (2013) (DV) 7 27 0.259 [0.111;0.463] 8.6%
Tammam et al. (2013) (DM) 3 36 0.083 [0.018;0.225] 9.1%
Random effects model 79 595 O 0.087 [0.031; 0.164] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 12 = 84%, 2 = 0.0276, p < 0.01 f T T T T !
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suppl.fig.18: Forest plot of hypotension
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sup.fig.19: Funnel plot for hypotension.
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suppl.fig.20: Forest plot of hypertension

Proportion

0.049
0.000
0.167
0.000
0.000
0.000

95%-Cl

[0.042; 0.056]
[0.000; 0.097]
[0.036; 0.414]
[0.000; 0.015]
[0.000; 0.090]
[0.000; 0.116]

Weight

22.3%
15.2%
11.6%
21.0%
15.6%
14.3%

0.011 [0.000; 0.054] 100.0%

Standard Error
0.08 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.00
| | | | |

0.10
|

\
.y
/

0.12
|

0.1

I I I
0.2 0.3

Freeman-Tukey Double Arcsine Transformed Proportion

sup.fig.21: Funnel plot for hypertension
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sup.fig.22: Funnel plot for bradycardia
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sup.fig.23: Funnel plot for desaturation




