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Z‘aﬂowe a2 2 2 0 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 20
iilvelra S 2 2 0 2 0 1 2 2 1 2 18
Starketal. 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 0 2 2 1 2 17
Wu et al. 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 1 2 19
Garzaetal. 2 2 2 2 1 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 19
I;Obon N 2 2 0 2 0 0 2 2 1 2 17
Eadeem 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 1 2 19
Sen at al. 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 1 2 19
Yeo et al. 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 1 2 19
I;asser B 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 1 2 19
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Summary of findings:

Table S2. Grade evidence.

GLP-1 Users compared to Non- GLP-1 Users for Endoscopy

Patient or population:

Setting:

Endoscopy

Intervention: GLP-1 Users

Comparison: Non- GLP-1 Users

Outcomes

Anticipated absolute effects

(95% Cl)
Risk with Non-  Risk with GLP-
GLP-1 Users 1 Users

Relative effect
(95% Cl)

Ne of
participants
(studies)

Certainty of the
evidence
(GRADE)

Comments

131 per 1,000 38457
Retained gastric (11310 152) OR 6.30 (10 non- ®PO()  Sserious indirectness and different study
) 23 per 1,000 ) .
residue (5.30 to 7.49) randomised Lowa design.
studies)
4 per 1,000 104708 The upper limit of the confidence
Aspirationisk 4 per1,000 (3to7) OR1.26 (9 non- o000 interval suggests a posiive effect
(0.86 to 1.86) randomised Very low while the lower limit suggests minimal
studies) to no effect.
16 per 1,000 36574 . o
’ Nonrandomized study design with high
PAbor(tjed 3 per 1,000 (1010 27) 3 (2)? tslg%Z) rargz:n:?s_e g EBOOO indirectness. Only 4 studies provided
rocedure ’ ’ i Very low details on the outcome.
studies)
0 per 1,000 (6 non- The upper limit of the confidence
Retained gastric (0t00) OR1.19 ) @OOO interval suggests a small positive
idue Gend 0 per 1,000 (1.03 to 1.35) randomised effect, while the lower limit suggests
residue Gender 03t01. studies) Very low - while 9%
minimal to no effect.
Retained gastric 0 per 1,000 The upper limit of the confidence
. (6 non- , i
residue (In (0t 0) OR1.71 ) o000 interval suggests a small positive
. . 0 per 1,000 randomised . L
Diabetes Mellitus (0.36 t0 3.07) studies) Very low effect, while the lower limit suggests

patients)

minimal to no effect. High impercision.
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Studies

Nadeem et al 2024
Stark et al 2022

Estimate (95% C.I.)

2.197 (1.422,  3.394)
1.992 (0.039, 101.617)

Overall (1*2=0 % , P=0.961) 2.194 (1.424, 3.381)

Studies

Overall

- Barlowe et al
- Garza et al

- Nadeem et al
-Wu et al

- Silveira et al
-Yeo et al

- Chapman et al
- Nasser et al

- Gonzaga et al

GLP-1 RA users Control

22/922 377/34261 ]
0/59 0/118 -~
22/981 377/34379 e ———-—
| T i T ‘
1 2 219 5 10

Odds Ratio

Figure S1. Random model pooled estimates of Repeated procedures in GLP-1RA users vs. control.

Estimate (95% C.I.)
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(0.960, 2.934)
(0.848, 1.982)
(0.846, 1.702)
(0.836, 1.904)
(0.897, 1.457)
(0.791, 6.780)
(0.848, 1.982)
(0.842, 1.958)
(0.843, 1.779)

Figure S2a.
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Leave out one sensitivity analysis of aspiration risk in GLP-1RA users vs. Control.
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Studies Estimate (95% C.I.)
Overall 6.299 (5.298, 7.489) <
- Kobori et al 6.272 (5.272, 7.461) .
- Garza et al 6.512 (5.443, 7.790) —Ii}
-Nadeemetal 5.377 (3.835, 7.541) u
-Wu et al 6.363 (5.340, 7.584) ;
- Silveira et al 6E318; (5298, Wi=529)

-Senetal 6.346 (5.316, 7.576) -
-Chapmanetal 6.400 (5.374, 7.623) :.
-Nasseretal 6.274 (5.276, 7.462) ]
- Gonzagaetal 6.167 (5.168, 7.360) .

- Stark et al 6325 (5.315, '7.526)

T
383 6.3 767
Odds ratio

Figure S2b. Leave out one sensitivity analysis of RGC in GLP-1RA users vs. Control.

Studies Estimate (95% C.I.)

Overall 5.500 (3.247, 9.315) <

-Nadeemetal 9.322 (2.054, 42.315) : |

-Chapmanetal 5.402 (3.162, 9.229) B

-Gonzagaetal 5.129 (2.969, 8.861) B

- Stark et al 5.603 (3.292, 9.536) B
T T ; T T |
205 411 6555 10.27 20.54 308

QOdds ratio

Figure S2c. Leave out one sensitivity analysis of aborted procedures in GLP-1RA users vs. Control.
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Figure S3a. Funnel plot of aspiration risk.
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Figure S3b. Funnel plot of RGC.



