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Supplementary Table S1. Risk of bias assessment and quality of included studies. 

 
 

 Randomization 
process 

Deviations 
from intended 
interventions 

Missing 
outcome 

data 

Measurement 
of the outcome 

Selection of the 
reported result 

 
Bang 2021 L L L L L 

 
Ali 2023 L L L L L 
Larino-

Noia 2023 
L L L L L 

Samanta 
2023 

L L L L L 

L, low; H, high; 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Supplementary Table S2. Sensitivity analysis concerning the primary 
outcome (sample adequacy). 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Supplementary Table S3. Certainty assessment. 
 

   
No. of 

studies 
Study 
design 

Risk 
of 

bias 

Inconsistency Indirectness Imprecision Publication 
bias 

Certainty 

 
Adequacy 

4 RCT lowa high high highb low ⨁◯◯◯ 
Very Low 

Accuracy 
4 RCT lowa low low highb low ⨁⨁⨁◯ 

Moderate 
Max. 

specimen 
length 

       

Variable Intervention No. of 
Studies 

No. of patients Risk ratio (95% 
CI) 

Within-group 
heterogeneity (I2) 

Needle used 
for EUS-LB 

FNB  
3 

105 vs. 105 
 

0.93 (0.41-2.11) 88% 

FNA 1 24 vs. 24 2.33 (1.36-4) -- 

Needle for PC-
LB 

18G  
2 

65 vs. 65 
 

0.97 (0.20-4.79) 91% 

16G 2 64 vs. 64 1.34 (0.46-3.90) 92% 

Definition of 
adequacy 

As per current 
guideline 

2 68 vs. 70    2.19 (1.54-3.11) 0% 

Different definition 2 61 vs. 59    0.64 (0.34-1.22) 36% 

 
Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; EUS-LB, endoscopic ultrasound liver biopsy; PC-LB, percutaneous liver biopsy. 



4 RCT lowa high low low low ⨁⨁⨁◯ 
Moderate 

 
 
 
 
 

a. Included RCTs were unblinded but no deviations from the initial protocol were 
detected. 
b. Wide confidence intervals crossing unity or failure to reach the optimal 
information size. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Supplementary Figure S1. Funnel plots for assessing the risk of publication 
bias concerning (a) sample adequacy; (b) diagnostic accuracy; (c) number 
of complete portal tracts; (d) max. specimen length; (e) total specimen 
length. 
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Supplementary Figure S2. Forest plot comparing number of complete portal 
tracts between the two techniques. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Supplementary Figure S3. Forest plot comparing max. specimen length 
between the two techniques. 
 



 
 
  
Supplementary Figure S4. Forest plot comparing total specimen length 
between the two techniques. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Supplementary Figure S5. Trial sequential analysis concerning the mean 
number of complete portal tracts. 
 



 
 
 
 


