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Figure 643: Figure 67. Hydrocolloid dressing versus alginate dressing — proportion of
patients with maceration
Hydrocolloid Alginate Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
10.7.2 Alginate
Belmin 2002 0 53 1 57 100.0% 0.15[0.00, 7.34] l
Subtotal (95% Cl) 53 57 100.0% 0.15[0.00, 7.34]
Total events 0 1

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.96 (P = 0.33)

Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable
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Favours hydrocolloid  Favours alginate

Figure 644: Hydrocolloid dressing versus alginate dressing — proportion of patients with
bleeding
Hydrocolloid Alginate Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
10.8.2 Alginate
Belmin 2002 0 53 1 57 100.0% 0.15[0.00, 7.34] l
Subtotal (95% Cl) 53 57 100.0% 0.15[0.00, 7.34]
Total events 0 1

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.96 (P = 0.33)

Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable

0001 01 1 10 1000
Favours hydrocolloid  Favours alginate

Figure 645: Hydrocolloid dressing versus alginate dressing — incidence of pain at dressing
removal
Hydrocolloid Alginate Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Belmin 2002 411 1314 316 887 100.0% 0.88[0.78, 0.99]
Total (95% Cl) 1314 887 100.0% 0.88[0.78, 0.99] i
Total events 411 36
Heterogeneity: Not applicahle i3 o7 e 3

Test for overall effect Z=2.14 (P=0.03)

Favours hydrocolloid Favours alginate

Figure 646: Hydrocolloid dressing versus alginate dressing — incidence of strong odour at
dressing removal
Hydrocolloid Alginate Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
BEelmin 2002 173 1314 178 887 100.0% 0.66 [0.54, 0.79]
Total (95% ClI) 1314 887 100.0%  0.66 [0.54,0.79] E
Total events 173 178
Heterogeneity: Not applicable 02 05 ] z

Test for overall effect: Z=4.32 (P < 0.0001)

Favours hydrocolloid Favours alginate
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Figure 647: Hydrocolloid dressing versus alginate dressing — incidence of mild odour at
dressing removal
Hydrocolloid Alginate Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Belmin 2002 382 1314 361 887 100.0% 0.71 [0.64, 0.80]
Total (95% ClI) 1314 887 100.0% 0.71 [0.64, 0.80] E
Total events 382 361
Heterogeneity: Not applicahle 05 07 15+

Test for overall effect: Z=5.69 (P < 0.00001)

Favours hydrocolloid Favours alginate

Figure 648: Hydrocolloid dressing versus alginate dressing —mortality
Hydrocolloid Alginate Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Belmin 2002 11 57 8 53 100.0% 1.28 [0.56, 2.93]
Total (95% CI) 57 53 100.0% 1.28 [0.56, 2.93]
Total events 11 8

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.58 (P = 0.56)

001 0.1 1 10 100
Favours hydrocolloid Favours alginate

Figure 649: Hydrocolloid dressing versus charcoal dressing — proportion of patients worsened
Hydrocolloid Charcoal Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

11.1.2 Charcoal

Kerihuel 2010 1 30 0 29 100.0% 7.15[0.14, 360.38]
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 29 100.0% 7.15[0.14, 360.38]
Total events 1 0

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.98 (P = 0.33)

*

0002 01 1 10 500
Favours hydrocolloid  Favours charcoal

Figure 650: Hydrocolloid dressing versus charcoal dressing — proportion of patients with
maceration
Hydrocolloid Charcoal Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

11.4.3 Charcoal

Kerihuel 2010 2 30 0 29 100.0% 7.40[0.45,121.22
Subtotal (95% Cl) 30 29 100.0% 7.40[0.45, 121.22]
Total events 2 0

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.40 (P = 0.16)
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Figure 651: Hydrocolloid dressing versus charcoal dressing — proportion of patients with an
infection
Hydrocolloid Charcoal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

11.5.4 Charcoal

Kerihuel 2010 2 30 1 29 1000%  1.93[0.19, 20.18] i
Subtotal (95% Cl) 30 29 100.0%  1.93[0.19, 20.18]
Total events 2 1

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.55 (P = 0.58)

001 0.1 i 10 100
Favours hydrocolloid  Favours charcoal

Figure 652: Hydrocolloid dressing versus charcoal dressing — proportion of patients with
hypergranulation
Hydrocolloid Chacoal Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

11.6.4 Charcoal

Kerihuel 2010 130 0 29 100.0% 7.15[0.14, 360.38] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 29 100.0% 7.15 [0.14, 360.38]

Total events 1 0
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.98 (P = 0.33)

0001 01 1 10 1000

. . Favours hydrocolloid  Favours charcoal
Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 653: Hydrocolloid dressing versus charcoal dressing — proportion of patients with skin
irritation and eczema
Hydrocolloid Charcoal Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

11.7.3 Charcoal

Kerihuel 2010 1 30 0 29 100.0% 7.15[0.14, 360.38] I
Subtotal (95% Cl) 30 29 100.0% 7.15[0.14, 360.38]

Total events 1 0
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.98 (P = 0.33)

0002 01 1 10 500
Favours hydrocolloid  Favours charcoal
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Figure 654: Hydrocolloid dressing versus charcoal dressing — proportion of patients with
bleeding
Hydrocolloid Charcoal Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
11.8.3 Charcoal
Kerihuel 2010 0 30 0 29 Not estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 29 Not estimable
Total events 0 0

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

001 0.1 1 10 100
' ’ Favours hydrocolloid Favours charcoal
Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 655: Hydrocolloid dressing versus charcoal dressing — proportion of patients with
pruritus
Hydrocolloid Charcoal Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

11.9.1 Charcoal

Kerihuel 2010 0 30 1 29 100.0%  0.13[0.00, 6.59] l
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 29 100.0%  0.13[0.00, 6.59]

Total events 0 1
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.02 (P = 0.31)

0001 01 1 10 1000

. . Favours hydrocolloid  Favours charcoal
Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 656: Hydrocolloid dressing versus charcoal dressing — proportion of patients with
wound pain
Hydrocolloid Charcoal Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
11.10.1 Charcoal
Kerihuel 2010 0 30 0 29 Not estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 29 Not estimable
Total events 0 0

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

1 1 1 ]
0.01 01 1 10 100
. i Favours hydrocolloid Favours charcoal
Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable
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Figure 657: Hydrocolloid dressing versus charcoal dressing — proportion of patients with pain
at dressing removal

Hydrocolloid Charcoal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
11.11.2 Charcoal
Kerihuel 2010 19 30 19 29 100.0% 0.97 [0.66, 1.41]
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 29 100.0%  0.97[0.66, 1.41]
Total events 19 19

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.18 (P = 0.86)

005 02 1 5 20
Favours hydrocolloid  Favours charcoal

Figure 658: Hydrocolloid dressing versus charcoal dressing — mortality (all-cause)

Hydrocolloid Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Kerihuel 2010 2 31 1 29 100.0%  1.87[0.18,19.55] -—
Total (95% CI) 31 29 100.0% 1.87 [0.18, 19.55] et
Total events 2 1

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.52 (P = 0.60) 0.01 0.1 1 10 100

Favours hydrocolloid Favours charcoal

Figure 659: Figure 79. Hydrocolloid dressing versus phenytoin ointment — mean time to
healing (days)
Hydrocolloid Phenytoin ointment Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Fixed, 95% CI 1V, Fixed, 95% ClI
12.1.1 Phenytoin ointment
Rhodes 2001 518 196 13 353 143 15 100.0% 16.50 [3.62, 29.38] t
Subtotal (95% Cl) 13 15 100.0% 16.50 [3.62, 29.38]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.51 (P = 0.01)

100 50 0 5 100
. ) Favours hydrocolloid ~ Favours phenytoin
Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 660: Hydrocolloid dressing versus phenytoin ointment — proportion of people with
adverse events

Hydrocolloid Phenytoin ointment Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events  Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
12.2.4 Phenytoin ointment
Rhodes 2001 0 13 0 15 Not estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 15 Not estimable
Total events 0 0

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

0.002 01 1 10 500
i ’ Favours hydrocolloid Favours phenytoin
Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable
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Figure 661: Hydrocolloid dressing versus phenytoin ointment —mortality

Hydrocolloid Phenytoin ointment Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Rhodes 2001 2 16 2 18 100.0% 1.13[0.18, 7.09]
Total (95% CI) 16 18 100.0% 1.13[0.18, 7.09]
Total events 2 2

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

I t T t |
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.13 (P = 0.90) 0.01 0.1 1 10 100

Favours hydrocolloid Favours phenytoin

Figure 662: Hydrocolloid dressing versus antibiotic ointment — mean time to healing (days)

Hydrocolloid Antibiotic Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI 1V, Fixed, 95% CI
13.1.2 Antiobtic ointment
Rhodes 2001 5.8 196 13 538 85 11 100.0% -2.00[-13.78,9.78]
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 11 100.0% -2.00 [-13.78, 9.78]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.33 (P = 0.74)

00 -50 0 50 100
Favours hydrocolloid ~ Favours antibiotic

Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 663: Hydrocolloid dressing versus antibiotic ointment — proportion of people with
adverse events

Hydrocolloid Antibiotic Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
13.2.5 Antibiotic ointment
Rhodes 2001 0 13 0 11 Not estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 11 Not estimable
Total events 0 0

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

1 1 1 1
0.002 01 1 10 500
. . Favours hydrocolloid Favours antibiotic
Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 664: Hydrocolloid dressing: triangular shape versus oval shape — proportion of patients
completely healed

Triangular Oval Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% ClI
Day 1995 17 47 11 49 100.0% 1.611[0.85, 3.07]
Total (95% ClI) 47 49 100.0% 1.61[0.85, 3.07]
Total events 17 11

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.45 (P = 0.15) 001 0.1 1 10 100

Favours triangular  Favours oval
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Figure 665: Hydrocolloid dressing: triangular shape versus oval shape — proportion of patients
improved
Triangular Oval Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% ClI
Day 1995 41 47 31 49 100.0% 1.38[1.08, 1.75]
Total (95% ClI) 47 49 100.0% 1.38[1.08, 1.75] ‘
Total events 41 31
Heterogeneity: Not applicable ‘ ‘ ! ‘ ‘
. 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.63 (P = 0.009) Favours oval Favours triangular
Figure 666: Hydrocolloid dressing: triangular shape versus oval shape — proportion of patients
not changed
Triangular Oval Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% ClI
Day 1995 4 47 3 49 100.0% 1.39[0.33, 5.88]
Total (95% Cl) a7 49 100.0%  1.39[0.33,5.88]
Total events 4 3
Heterogeneity: Not applicable ‘ ‘ ! ‘ ‘
. 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.45 (P = 0.65) Favours triangular  Favours oval
Figure 667: Hydrocolloid dressing: triangular shape versus oval shape — proportion of patients
worsened
Triangular Oval Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% ClI M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Day 1995 2 47 15 43 100.0% 0.14[0.03, 0.58]
Total (95% Cl) 47 49 100.0% 0.14[0.03,0.58] E
Total events 2 15
Heterogeneity: Not applicable t t i i
0.002 0.1 10 500
Test for overall effect: Z=2.72 (P = 0.006) Favours triangular Favours oval
Figure 668: Hydrocolloid dressing: triangular shape versus oval shape — mean percentage
reduction in ulcer length
Triangular Oval Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Day 1995 32 3415 47 17 3415 49 100.0% 15.00[1.33, 28.67]
Total (95% ClI) 47 49 100.0% 15.00 [1.33, 28.67] L 2
_Il-_lettterfogeneltyl:l Nfc;t atF-)pleia;lff, - |_100 -E;O 5 5.0 100.
st for overall effect: Z = 2.15 (P = 0.03) Favours triangular -~ Favours oval
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Figure 669: Hydrocolloid dressing: triangular shape versus oval shape — mean pain at dressing
change
Triangular Oval Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI 1V, Fixed, 95% CI
Day 1995 21 241 47 43 1.75 49 100.0% -2.20[-2.97,-1.43]
Total (95% Cl) 47 49 100.0% -2.20 [-2.97, -1.43] L
] ] ]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.56 (P < 0.00001)

]
-10 -5 0 5
Favours triangular  Favours oval

Figure 670: Hydrocolloid dressing: triangular shape versus oval shape — proportion of patients
with ulcer pain
Triangular Oval Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% ClI
Day 1995 8 47 15 49 100.0%  0.56[0.26, 1.19] E B
Total (95% CI) 47 49 100.0%  0.56 [0.26, 1.19] 3
Total events 8 15
Heterogeneity: Not applicable '0.01 0'.1 1 1'0 100'

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.52 (P = 0.13)

Favours triangular - Favours oval

Figure 671: Hydrocolloid dressing: triangular shape versus oval shape — proportion of patients
with adverse events
Triangular Oval Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% ClI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Day 1995 0 47 4 49 100.0%  0.13[0.02,0.97]
Total (95% Cl) 47 49 100.0%  0.13[0.02,0.97] .
Total events 0 4

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.99 (P = 0.05)

Figure 672:
completely healed
SingaDress ComfeelPlus Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl

500

1

T

10
Favours oval

0002 0.1 1
Favours triangular

Hydrocolloid dressing: SignaDress® versus Comfeel®Plus — proportion of patients

Seaman 2000 4 17 1 18 100.0% 6.35[0.85, 47.44]
Total (95% CI) 17 18 100.0% 6.35[0.85, 47.44]
Total events A 1

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect, £=1.80 (P =0.07)

Figure 673:
with adverse events
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SingaDress ComfeelPlus

Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Seaman 2000 0 17 0 18
Total (95% CI) 17 18
Total events 0 0

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

Not estimable

Not estimable

!
0.01

1 1 ]
0.1 1 10 100

Favours SingaDress  Favours ComfeelPlus

Figure 674: Gauze dressing versus foam dressing — proportion of patients completely healed

Risk Ratio

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

45.3% 0.51 [0.17,1.56]

54.7% 0.75[0.35,1.62]
100.0%  0.64[0.34,1.22]

Gauze Foam
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
14.1.2 Foam
Kraft 1993 3 14 10 24
Payne 2008 B 16 10 20
Subtotal (95% Cl) 30 44
Total events 9 20

Heterogeneity. Chi*= 0,31, df=1 (P =0.28); F=0%
Tesifor mearsll affact 2= 138 P= 115

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicahle

Figure 675: Gauze dressing versus foam dressing —mortality

—
—

-

1 L 1

01 0.2 05 2 5 10
Favours foam Favours gauze

Gauze Foam Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Kraft 1993 2 14 0 24 12.3% 8.33[0.43,162.13] I - >
Payne 2009 2 16 3 20 87.7% 0.83[0.16, 4.40]
Total (95% CI) 30 44 100.0% 1.76 [0.49, 6.34]
Total events 4 3

ity i2 - - <12 = 450 I } 1 } |
Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 1.83, df =1 (P = 0.18); I2 = 45% 001 01 1 10 100

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.86 (P = 0.39)

Favours gauze Favours foam

Figure 676: Figure 90. Gauze dressing versus polyurethane dressing — proportion of
ulcers completely healed (all stages)

Gauze Polyurethane

Peto Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl

Peto Odds Ratio
Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

15.1.2 Polyurethane

Olekse 1986 0 10 1 9
Sehern 1989 0 12 14 22
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 31
Total ewants 1] 14

Hetaragenetly. Chi®= 0.04, df= 1 {P= 0.84;; F=0%
Tegt far overall effert Z= 3.70 (F = 0.O00Z)

11.4%  0.12([0.00,6.14]
88.6%  0.08([0.02,0.32]
100.0%  0.08 [0.02, 0.31]

<>

0.002 01 10 500

Favours polyurethane Favours gauze
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Figure 677: Gauze dressing versus polyurethane dressing — proportion of ulcers completely
healed (stage I1)

Gauze Polyurethane Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
15.2.2 Polyurethane
Sebern 1989 0 12 14 22 1000%  0.08[0.02,032 t
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 22 100.0% 0.08 [0.02, 0.32]
Total events 0 14

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z= 3.585 (F = 0.0004)

0.001 0.1 10 1000
Favours polyurethane Favours gauze

Figure 678: Gauze dressing versus polyurethane dressing — proportion of ulcers worsened

Gauze Polyurethane Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
15.3.2 Polyurethane
Olekse 1986 2 10 1 9 332% 1.80([0.19,16.66) e
Sebern 1989 7 12 3 22 668% 4.28[1.35 13.58) ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 31 100.0%  3.46[1.26, 9.49] i
Tatal evants ] 4

Hederogenseily: Ghi®= 048, df= 1 (P = 1.50}; F= 0%
Taat for overall effect £= 240 {F = 0.02)

0002 01 10 500
) ) Favours gauze Favours polyurethane
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 679: Gauze dressing versus polyurethane dressing — proportion of ulcers decreased in
ulcer stage (stage Il)

Gauze Polyurethane Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
15.4.1 Polyurethane
Sebern 1989 0 12 16 22 1000%  0.06[0.01,024] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 22 100.0% 0.06 [0.01, 0.24]
Total events 0 16

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect Z= 4.00 (P < 0.0001)
0.01 01 10 100

Favours polyurethane Favours gauze

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicahle

Figure 680: Gauze dressing versus polyurethane dressing — proportion of ulcers increased in
ulcer stage (stage ll)

Gauze Polyurethane Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
15.5.1 Polyurethane
Sebern 1989 5 12 1 22 1000% 917 [1.21,69.69] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 22 100.0% 9.17[1.21,69.69]
Total events 5 1

Heterogeneity: Not applicahle
Test for overall effect Z=2.14 (P=0.03)

0.001 0.1 10 1000
. ) Favours gauze Favours polyurethant
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable
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Figure 681: Gauze dressing versus polyurethane dressing — proportion of patients with

maceration
Gauze Polyurethane Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
15.9.1 Polyurethane
Sebern 1989 10 12 17 22 100.0% 1.08[0.77,1.51]
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 22 100.0% 1.08 [0.77,1.51]
Total events 10 17

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect Z= 0.44 (P = .68

0507 1 15 2
Favours gauze Favours polyurethant

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 682: Gauze dressing versus hydrogel — proportion of patients completely healed

Gauze Hydrogel Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
16.1.3 Hydrogel
Thomas 1998 9 14 10 16 100.0% 1.03[0.60,1.77]
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 16 100.0% 1.03 [0.60, 1.77]
Total events 9 10
Heterogeneity: Not applicakile
Test for overall effect Z=0.10 (P=0.92)

0.05 02 1 5 20

. ) Favours hydrogel Favours gauze
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 683: Gauze dressing versus hydrogel — proportion of patients worsened

Gauze Hydrogel Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Thomas 1998 1 19 1 22 1000% 1.16[0.08,17.28)
Total (95% CI) 19 22 100.0% 1.16[0.08,17.28]
Total events 1 1
Heterogeneity: Not appllcable '0'001 0'1 1' 1'0 1000‘
Test for overall effect Z=0.11 {P=0.92) Favours gauze Favours hydrogel

Figure 684: Gauze dressing versus hydrogel — mean percentage reduction in ulcer area

Gauze Hydrogel Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
16.3.1 Hydrogel
Mulder 19393 51 148 20 8 148 20 100.0% -2.90[-12.07, 6.27]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% -2.90[-12.07,6.27]

Heterngensits, Mot applicakls

Testfor overall sffsct £= 083 (P = 0.543

20 10 0 10 20
Favours gauze Favours hydrogel

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicahle
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Figure 685:
Hydrogel
SD Total

Gauze

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean

Weight

Gauze dressing versus hydrogel — mean healing rate (cm?/day)

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

16.5.2 Hydrogel

Kaya 2005
Subtotal (95% CI)

Heteragensity: Mat applicable
Tast fior ovarall affect Z= 088 (F = 0.49)

15
15

012 016 0.09 0.05

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicahle

Figure 686:

12 100.0% 0.03[0.06,012]
12 100.0% 0.03[-0.06,0.12]

-02-01 0 01 02
Favours hydrogel Favours gauze

Gauze dressing versus hydrogel — mean time to healing (weeks)

Gauze Hydrogel Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Thomas 1998 52 24 14 53 23 16 100.0% -0.10[1.79,1.59]
Total (95% CI) 14 16 100.0% -0.10[-1.79, 1.59]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable -:1 _12 ﬁ é &

Test for overall effect. Z=012 (P=0.91)

Favours gauze Favours hydrogel

Figure 687: Gauze dressing versus hydrogel — mortality
Gauze Hydrogel Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Thomas 1998 2 14 4 16 100.0% 0.57 [0.12, 2.66] —
Total (95% CI) 14 16 100.0% 0.57 [0.12, 2.66] ~tll—
Total events 2 4
Heterogeneity: Not applicable '0.01 0!1 1 1'0 100'

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.71 (P = 0.48)

Figure 688:
Dextranomer
Total

Gauze

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events

Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Favours gauze Favours hydrogel

Gauze dressing versus dextranomer — proportion of ulcers improved

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Risk Ratio

17.1.1 Dextranomer

Ljiungberg 2009 2 15 11 15 100.0%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15 15 100.0%
Total events 2 11

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effiect Z= 252 (P = 0.01)

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

0.18 [0.05, 0.68]
0.18 [0.05, 0.68]

E 3

0.001 0.1 10 1000
Favours dextranomer Favours gauze

Figure 689: Gauze dressing versus dextranomer — proportion of people with adverse events
Gauze Dextranomer Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
17.3.1 Dextranomer
Ljungberg 2009 0 15 0 15 Not estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15 Not estimable
Total events 0 0

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable
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Figure 690: Gauze dressing versus phenytoin cream — proportion of patients completely

healed
Gauze Phenytoin Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
18.1.1 Phenytoin cream
Hollisaz 2004 8 27 11 28 100.0% 0.75[0.36, 1.58] 1—
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 28 100.0% 0.75[0.36, 1.58]
Total events 8 11

Heterogeneity, Nat applicablz

Test for overall efect Z=0.75 (P = 0.46)
01 0.2 05 2 5 10

Favours phenytoin Favours gauze

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 691: Gauze dressing versus phenytoin cream — proportion of ulcers completely healed
(all stages — all sites)

Gauze Phenytoin Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
18.2.1 Phenytoin cream
Hollisaz 2004 8 30 12 30 100.0% 0.67[0.32,1.39]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 30 30 100.0% 0.67[0.32,1.39]
Total events 8 12

Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Test for overall effect Z=1.08 (P = 0.28)

0.01 01 1 10 100
Favours phenytoin Favours gauze

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 692: Gauze dressing versus phenytoin cream — proportion of ulcers improved

Gauze Phenytoin Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% ClI
18.6.2 Phenytoin cream
Hollisaz 2004 13 30 16 30 100.0% 0.81[0.48,1.38]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 30 30 100.0% 0.81[0.48,1.38]
Total events 13 16

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect 2= 0.77 (P=0.44)

1 1
T

01 02 05 1 2 5 10
Favours phenytoin Favours gauze

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 693: Gauze dressing versus phenytoin cream — proportion of ulcers worsened

Gauze Phenytoin Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
18.7.1 Phenytoin cream
Hollisaz 2004 3 30 2 30 100.0% 4.50(1.06,19.11] i
Subtotal (95% Cl) 30 30 100.0% 4.50[1.06,19.11]
Total events ] 2

Heterogeneity. Not applicable
Test for overall effect Z=2.04 (F=0.04)

0.01 01 10 100
. ) Favours gauze Favours phenytoin
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable
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Figure 694: Gauze dressing versus phenytoin cream — mortality (all-cause)
Gauze Phenytoin Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Total (95% CI) 0 0 Not estimable
Total events 0 0

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

Figure 695:

001 01 1 10 100
Favours gauze Favours phenytoin

Foam dressing versus skin replacement — proportion of patients completely healed

Foam Skin remplacement Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
19.1.1 Skin replacement
Payne 2004 2 16 2 18 100.0% 1.131[0.18, 7.09]
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 18 100.0% 1.13[0.18,7.09]
Total events 2 2

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 013 (P = 0.80}

0.01

01 1 10 100

Favours skin remplacement Favours foam

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 696: Foam dressing versus skin replacement — proportion of patients with an infection
Foam Skin remplacement Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
19.6.1 Skin replacement
Payne 2004 3 16 3 18 100.0% 1.13[0.26, 4.80]
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 18 100.0% 1.13[0.26,4.80]
Total events 3 3

Heterogenaity Mot applicalile
Testfor overall effect Z=016 (P=0.87)

0.01

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 697:

events

Foam Skin remplacement Peto Odds Ratio

01 1 10 100
Favours foam Favours skin remplacer

Foam dressing versus skin replacement — proportion of people with adverse

Peto Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
19.7.1 Skin replacement

Payne 2004 0 16 0 18 Not estimable

Subtotal (95% Cl) 16 18 Not estimable

Total events 0 0

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

0.01

Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable
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Figure 698:

healed
Risk Ratio

Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Foam Antibiotic
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total

Foam dressing versus antibiotic ointment — proportion of patients completely

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% ClI

20.1.4 Antibiotic ointment

Yastruh 2004 18 21 15 23 100.0% 1.31[0.93, 1.86]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 21 23 100.0%  1.31[0.93, 1.86]
Total events 18 15

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall efect Z=1.55 (F=0.12)

2 S

05 0.7 15 2

Favours antibiotic Favours foam

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Foam dressing: Allevyn® versus Biatain® — proportion of patients completely

Figure 699:
healed
Allevyn Biatian Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Amoine 2005 11 14 5 18 100.0% 2.83[1.28,6.25]

Total (95% CI) 14 18 100.0% 2.83[1.28, 6.25] <

Total events 11 5

Heterogeneity: Not applicable '0.01 Df1 1.0 100.

Test for overall effect: Z= 2.57 (P=0.01)

Favours Biatian Favours Allevyn

Foam dressing: Allevyn® versus Biatain® — mean comfort score at dressing removal

Figure 700:
Allevyn Biatian Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Amaine 2005 1.84 0.26 14 211 0.26 18 100.0% -0.27 [-0.45,-0.09]
Total (95% CI) 14 18 100.0% -0.27 [-0.45, -0.09] B

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=2.91 (P=0.004)

-05-025 0 0325 05
Favours Allevyn Favours Biatian

Foam dressing: Allevyn® versus Biatain® — proportion of patients with dressing

Figure 701:
related adverse events
Allevyn Biatian Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Amoine 2005 1 14 4 18 100.0% 0.32[0.04, 2.57] —
Total (95% CI) 14 18 100.0%  0.32[0.04, 2.57] B
Total events 1 4
Heterogeneity: Not applicable '0'001 0f1 1'0 1000'

Test for overall effect: Z=1.07 (P=0.28)
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Figure 702:
Allevyn Biatian

Study or Subgroup Events Total

Events Total Weight

Foam dressing: Allevyn® versus Biatain® — mortality

Peto Odds Ratio
Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

Peto Odds Ratio
Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

Amoine 2005 0 14 1 18 100.0% 0.17[0.00,8.79] *

Total (95% ClI) 14 18 100.0% 0.17 [0.00, 8.79] = —

Total events 0 1

Heterogeneity: Not applicable '0_01 021 1 1'0 100'

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.88 (P = 0.38)

Figure 703:
Tielle
Events Total

Mepilex

Study or Subgroup Events Total

Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Favours Allevyn Favours Biatain

Foam dressing: Mepilex® versus Tielle® — proportion of patients completely healed

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% ClI

Risk Ratio

Meaume 2003 8 18 10 20 100.0% 0.89[0.45,1.75]
Total (95% CI) 18 20 100.0% 0.89[0.45,1.75]
Total events 8 10

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect Z=0.34 (P=0.73)

Figure 704:
Mepilex Tielle

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total

Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

0.01 01 1 10 100
Favours Tielle Favours Mepilex

Foam dressing: Mepilex® versus Tielle® — proportion of patients improved

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Risk Ratio

Meaume 2003 15 18 19 20 100.0% 0.88[0.70,1.10] —

Total (95% CI) 18 20 100.0% 0.88 [0.70,1.10] ‘

Total events 15 19

Heterogeneity: Not applicable o5 o7 53

Test for overall effect: Z=1.12 (P = 0.26)

Favours control Favours experimenta

Figure 705: Foam dressing: Mepilex® versus Tielle® — proportion of patients worsened
Mepilex Tielle Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Meaume 2003 2 18 1 20 100.0% 2.22[0.22, 22.49)
Total (95% CI) 18 20 100.0% 2.22[0.22, 22.49] ——cal———
Total events 2 1
Heterogeneity: Not applicable bo1 oh T

Test for overall effect: Z= 0.68 (P = 0.50)

Figure 706:
Mepilex Tielle

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total

Favours Mepilex Favours Tielle

Foam dressing: Mepilex® versus Tielle® — proportion of patients with maceration

Peto Odds Ratio
Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

Peto Odds Ratio
Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

0.13[0.01,1.38] ——+

Meaume 2003 0 18 3 20 100.0%

Total (95% CI) 18 20 100.0%  0.13[0.01,1.38] ool

Total events 0 3

Heterogeneity: Not applicable 0001 01 10 1000

Test for overall effect. Z=1.69 (P = 0.09)

Favours Mepilex Favours Tielle
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Figure 707: Foam dressing: Mepilex® versus Tielle® — proportion of patients reporting odour
Mepilex Tielle Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl
Meaume 2003 0 18 320 100.0% 0.131[0.01,1.38] 5
Total (95% Cl) 18 20 100.0%  0.13[0.01,1.38] i
Total events 0 3
Heterogeneity: Not applicahle 0001 01 10 1000

Test for overall effect: Z=1.69 (P = 0.09)

Favours Mepilex Favours Tielle

Figure 708: Foam dressing: Mepilex® versus Tielle® — proportion of patients with adverse
events
Mepilex Tielle Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Meaume 2003 1 18 3 20 100.0% 0.37 [0.04, 3.25] —
Total (95% Cl) 18 20 100.0%  0.37 [0.04, 3.25] —~cagiiue--
Total events 1 3
Heterogeneity: Not applicable '0.001 0f1 1-0 1000'

Test for overall effect: Z=0.90(P=0.37)

Favours Mepilex Favours Tielle

Figure 709: Foam dressing: Mepilex® versus Tielle® — mortality
Mepilex Tielle Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Meaume 2003 1 18 1 20 100.0% 1.11 [0.07, 16.49]
Total (95% ClI) 18 20 100.0% 1.11[0.07, 16.49]

Total events 1 1
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.08 (P = 0.94)

<Insert Note here>

Figure 710:
(all stages)
Hydrogel Foam

Study or Subgroup

Events Total Events Total

0.01

: T T 1
0.1 1 10 100

Favours mepilex Favours tielle

Risk Ratio
Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Hydrogel dressing versus foam dressing — proportion of ulcers completely healed

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% ClI

21.1.2 Foam

Sopata 2002 15 20 15 18 100.0% 0.90 [0.65, 1.25]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 18 100.0%  0.90 [0.65, 1.25]
Total events 15 15

Heterogeneity. Not applicable
Test for overall effect Z=0.63 (P=0.53)

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

0.2

05 1 2 5

Favours foam Favours hydrogel
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Figure 711: Hydrogel dressing versus foam dressing — proportion of ulcers improved (all

stages)
Hydrogel Foam Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
21.4.2 Foam
Sopata 2002 19 20 18 18 100.0% 0.95[0.83,1.10]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 18 100.0% 0.95[0.83,1.10]
Total events 19 18

Heterogeneity, Nat applicablz
Test for overall effect Z= 0.67 (F=051)

05 07 1 15 2
Favours foam Favours hydrogel

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 712: Hydrogel dressing versus foam dressing — mean rate of healing of healed ulcers
(cm?/day) (grade 1l)

Hydrogel Foam Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
21.7.1 Foam
Sopata 2002 067 037 6 123 133 6 100.0% -0.56[-1.66,0.54] 1—
Subtotal (95% Cl) 6 6 100.0% -0.56[-1.66, 0.54]

Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Tegi for overall effeet 2= 0.99 (P =033

! t }
-4 -2 0 2 4
Favours foam Favours hydrogel

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 713: Hydrogel dressing versus foam dressing — mean rate of healing of healed ulcers

(cm?/day) (grade 1ll)
Hydrogel Foam Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
21.8.1 Foam
Sopata 2002 031 0.1 14 044 027 12 100.0% -0.13[0.32, 0.06] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 12 100.0% -0.13[-0.32,0.06]

Hetemgeneity: Mot applisabls
Test fur veerall @ffect £=1.35 P =016

L 1 1 1
-05-025 0 0.25 05
. . Favours foam Favours hydrogel
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 714: Hydrogel dressing versus foam dressing — mean rate of healing of improved ulcers
(cm?/day) (grade Il1)

Hydrogel Foam Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
21.9.1 Foam
Sopata 2002 0.27 0.1 14 0.7 063 12 100.0% -0.43[-0.79,-0.07] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 12 100.0% -0.43[-0.79,-0.07]

Hetarogeneity: Mot spplivatle

Teselfor wergll effect £= 2,33 (F= 0.03)
1 05 0 05 1
Favours foam Favours hydrogel

Testfor subgroup differences: Not applicahle
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Figure 715: Hydrogel dressing versus foam dressing — mortality

Hydrogel Foam Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Sopata 2002 3 17 2 17 100.0% 1.50 [0.29, 7.87]
Total (95% CI) 17 17 100.0% 1.50 [0.29, 7.87]
Total events 3 2
Heterogeneity: Not applicable ; f f f |
i 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.48 (P = 0.63) Favours hydrogel Favours foam

Figure 716: Hydrogel dressing versus dextranomer — proportion of patients reporting pain at
dressing application

Hydrogel Dextranomer Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
22.2.1 Dextranomer
Colin 1986 0 67 1 68 100.0% 0.14[0.00,6.92] l
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 68 100.0% 0.14 [0.00, 6.92]
Total events 0 1

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testior overall effect 2= 099 (P=0.32)

1 1 1 ]
0.001 0.1 10 1000
" . Favours hydrogel Favours dextranomer
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 717: Hydrogel dressing versus dextranomer —mortality

Hydrogel Dextranomer Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Colin 1996 2 67 2 68 100.0% 1.01[0.15, 7.00]

Total (95% ClI) 67 68 100.0% 1.01 [0.15, 7.00]

Total events 2 2

Heterogeneity: Not applicable ; f 1 f |
0.01 0.1 1 10 100

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.02 (P = 0.99) Favours hydrogel Favours dextranomer

Figure 718: Hydrogel, foam dressing or transparent film versus different types of dressing —
proportion of patients completely healed

Hydrogel Different types Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
23.1.3 Different type of dressings
Small 2002 15 23 9 18 100.0% 1.30[0.75, 2.26] 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 23 18 100.0% 1.30 [0.75, 2.26]
Total events 15 9

Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.95 (P = 0.34)

!
T

05 0.7 15 2
Favours different types Favours hydrogel

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable
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Figure 719: Hydrogel, foam dressing or transparent film dressing versus different types of
dressing — proportion of patients reporting the application of the dressing as
comfortable

Hydrogel Different types Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Small 2002 14 14 6 7 1000%  1.19[0.84, 1.68]
Total (95% Cl) 14 7 100.0%  1.19[0.84, 1.68]
Total events 14 6

Heterogeneity: Not applicable I t 1 } |
A0 _ 0.01 0.1 1 10 100

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.98 (P =0.32) Favour different dressing Favours hydrogel

Figure 720: Hydrogel, foam dressing or transparent film dressing versus different types of
dressing — proportion of patients reporting discomfort at dressing removal
Hydrogel Different types Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl

Small 2002 0 14 1 7 100.0% 0.05[0.00,3.18] *

Total (95% CI) 14 7 100.0% 0.05 [0.00, 3.18] e —

Total events 0 1

Heterogeneity: Not applicable 0001 01 10 1000

Test for overall effect. Z=1.41 (P=0.16)

Figure 721:
dressing — proportion of people with adverse events

Favours hydrogel Favour different dressin

Hydrogel, foam dressing or transparent film dressing versus different types of

Hydrogel Different types Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
23.3.1 Different type of dressings
Small 2002 0 28 0 30 Not estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 30 Not estimable
Total events 0 0

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable

1 ]
10 100
Favours different types

L 1
0.01 0.1 1
Favours hydrogel

Figure 722: Hydrogel, foam dressing or transparent film dressing versus different types of
dressing — mortality
Hydrogel Different types Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Small 2002 3 28 7 30 100.0% 0.46 [0.13, 1.60] —-——
Total (95% Cl) 28 30 100.0% 0.46 [0.13, 1.60] i
Total events 3 7
Heterogeneity: Not applicable '0.01 OI.1 ! 1'0 100'

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.22 (P = 0.22)
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Figure 723: Hydrogel dressing: Sterigel® versus Intrasite® — proportion of patients with
intermittent ulcer pain
Sterigel Intrasite Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Bale 1998 13 24 16 23 100.0%  0.78([0.49,1.23)
Total (95% CI) 24 23 100.0% 0.78[0.49,1.23]

Total events 13 16
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.07 (P=0.28)

0102 05 1 2 5 10
Favours sterigel Favours intrasite

Figure 724: Hydrogel dressing: Sterigel® versus Intrasite® — proportion of patients with
continuous ulcer pain
Sterigel Intrasite Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% ClI
Bale 1998 1 24 2 23 100.0% 0.48 [0.05, 4.93]
Total (95% CI) 24 23 100.0% 0.48 [0.05, 4.93]

Total events 1 2
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.62 (P = 0.54)

Figure 725:
pain at dressing removal

0002 01 1 10 500
Favours sterigel Favours intrasite

Hydrogel dressing: Sterigel® versus Intrasite® — proportion of patients with slight

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% ClI

Sterigel Intrasite Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Bale 1998 5 22 B 20 100.0% 0.76 [0.27,2.10]
Total (95% CI) 22 20 100.0% 0.76 [0.27, 2.10]
Total events 4] 6

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.53 (P = 0.59)

Figure 726:
pain at dressing removal

0.01 01 1 10 100
Favours sterigel Favours intrasite

Hydrogel dressing: Sterigel® versus Intrasite® — proportion of patients with severe

Sterigel Intrasite Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Bale 1998 0 22 1 20 100.0% 0.12[0.00, 6.20]
Total (95% CI) 22 20 100.0%  0.12[0.00,6.20] o ———
Total events 0 1
Heterogeneity: Not applicahle -01001 011 1-0 1000-

Test for overall effect: Z=1.05 (P = 0.29)
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Figure 727: Hydrogel dressing: Sterigel® versus Intrasite® — proportion of patients with

discomfort
Sterigel Intrasite Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Bale 1998 0 22 1 20 100.0% 0.12[0.00,6.20]
Total (95% CI) 22 20 100.0% 0.12 [0.00, 6.20] "."
Total events 0 1
e e .20 b 3
estfor overall effect: Z=1.05 (P = 0.29) Favours sterigel Favours intrasite

Figure 728: Hydrogel dressing: Sterigel® versus Intrasite® — proportion of patients with

maceration
Sterigel Intrasite Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Bale 1998 8 21 9 17 100.0% 0.72[0.36, 1.46]
Total (95% CI) 21 17 100.0%  0.72[0.36, 1.46]
Total events 8 9
e i o = s b
estfor overall effect: Z=0.91 (P = 0.36) Favours sterigel Favours intrasite

Figure 729: Hydrogel dressing: Sterigel® versus Intrasite® — mortality (all-cause)

Sterigel Intrasite Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Bale 1998 3 26 4 24 100.0% 0.69[0.17, 2.78]
Total (95% CI) 26 24 100.0% 0.69 [0.17, 2.78]
Total events 3 4
Heterogeneity: Not applicable ; t f ; |
: 001 041 1 10 100
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.52 (P = 0.60) Favours sterigel Favours intrasite

Figure 730: Protease modulating matrix versus impregnated gauze dressing — proportion of
patients completely healed

Collagen Impregnated gauze Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
24.1.2 Impregnated gauze
Nisi 2005 36 40 28 40 100.0% 1.29[1.02,1.61] t
Subtotal (95% ClI) 40 40 100.0% 1.29[1.02,1.61]
Total events 36 28

Heferogeneily: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z= 216 (F = 0.03)

05 07 15 2
> . Favours impregnated gauze Favours collagen
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable
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Figure 731:
patients with adverse events

Protease modulating matrix versus impregnated gauze dressing — proportion of

Risk Ratio

Collagen Impregnated gauze Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
24.2.2 Impregnated gauze
Nisi 2005 0 40 0 40 Not estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 40 40 Not estimable
Total events 0 0

Heterogeneify: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Not applicable

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicahle

Figure 732:
cause)

0.01

0.1 10 100
Favours collagen Favours impregnated gau

Protease modulating matrix versus impregnated gauze dressing — mortality (all-

Peto Odds Ratio

Collagen Impregnated gauze Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Nisi 2005 0 40 0 40 Not estimable
Total (95% CI) 40 40 Not estimable
Total events 0 0
Heterogeneity: Not applicable '0'01 0!1 ] 1'0 100'

Test for overall effect: Not applicable

Figure 733: Figure 135.

Favours collagen Favours impregnated gau

Polyurethane dressing versus different types of dressing — mean

time to healing (days) (all stages)

Polyurethane Different types Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
28.1.1 Different types of dressing
Bito 2012 59.8 294 35 575 335 29 100.0% 2.30[13.31,17.91]
Subtotal (95% CI) 35 29 100.0% 2.30[-13.31,17.91]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect Z=029 (P=0.77)

-50 -25 0 25 50

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Favours polyurethane Favours different types

Figure 734: Polyurethane dressing versus different types of dressing — mean time to healing
(days) (stage Il)
Polyurethane Different types Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
28.2.1 Different type of dressings
Bito 2012 188 53 4 16 94 8 1000% 280[553,1113 i
Subtotal (95% CI) 4 8 100.0% 2.80[-5.53,11.13]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.66 (P = 0.51)

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicahle

-20 -10 0 10 20
Favours polyurethane Favours different types
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Figure 735: Polyurethane dressing versus different types of dressing — mean time to healing
(days) (stage 1l1)

Polyurethane Different types Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
28.3.1 Different type of dressings
Bito 2012 63.2 278 31 718 23 21 100.0% -8.60[-2248, 5.28] t
Subtotal (95% CI) k) | 21 100.0% -8.60[-22.48,5.28]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=1.21 (P=0.22)

L 1 1 1
100 -50 0 50 100
: = Favours polyurethane Favours different types
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 736: Polyurethane dressing versus different types of dressing — mean difference in

PUSH score
Polyurethane Different types Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
28.4.1 Different type of dressings
Bito 2012 09 1.3 35 11 21 29 100.0% -0.20[-1.08, 0.68]
Subtotal (95% ClI) 35 29 100.0% -0.20[-1.08, 0.68]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.45 (P = 0.66)

-4 -2 0 2 1
Favours differenttypes Favours polyurethane

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 737: Polyurethane dressing versus different types of dressing — proportion of patients
with systemic worsening

Polyurethane  Different types Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
28.5.1 Different type of dressings
Bito 2012 4 35 3 29 100.0% 1.10[0.27, 4.54]
Subtotal (95% CI) 35 29 100.0% 1.10 [0.27, 4.54]
Total events 4 3

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overgll effect Z=0.14 (P = 0,89

00z 01 1 10 50
. . Favours polyurethane Favours different types
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicahle

Figure 738: Polyurethane dressing versus different types of dressing — proportion of patients
with localized adverse events

Polyurethane  Different types Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
28.6.1 Different type of dressings
Bito 2012 B 35 7 29 100.0% 0.71[0.27,1.88]
Subtotal (95% CI) 35 29 100.0% 0.71[0.27,1.88]
Total events 6 7

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for ovarall effect Z= 0,69 P = 0.43)

0.01 0.1 1 10 100
. . Favours polyurethane Favours different types
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicahle
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Figure 739: Polyurethane dressing versus different types of dressing — mortality (all-cause)

Polyurethane Different types Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Bito 2012 2 35 2 31 100.0% 0.891[0.13, 5.92]

Total (95% CI) 35 31 100.0% 0.89 [0.13, 5.92]

Total events 2 2

T P
est for overall effect: Z = 0.13 (P = 0.90) Favours Polyurethane Favours different types

Figure 740: Alginate dressing versus silver alginate dressing — proportion of patients worsened

Alginate Silver Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
29.1.1 Silver alginate
Meaume 2005 4 15 2 13 1000%  1.73[0.38, 7.98] —t
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 13 100.0% 1.73[0.38,7.98]
Total events 4 2

Heterogeneity. Nat applicable
Tast for overall effect 2= 0.71 (P= 0.48)

0.01 01 10 100
. ) Favours alginate Favours silver
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 741: Alginate dressing versus silver alginate dressing — mean percentage reduction in

ulcer area
Alginate Silver Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
29.2.2 Silver alginate
Meaume 2005 13.9 503 15 316 381 13 1000% -17.70[50.52,1512] 1—
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15 13 100.0% -17.70[-50.52,15.12]

Hetsrogenezity: Mot applicabis
Teslfor overall effect Z= 1.06 {P= 0.25)

-100  -50 0 50 100
Favours silver Favours alginate

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 742: Alginate dressing versus silver alginate dressing — absolute cm? decrease in ulcer

area
Alginate Silver Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
29.3.1 Silver alginate
Meaume 2005 0.8 10 15 72 9 13 100.0% -6.40[-13.44, 0.64] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 13 100.0% -6.40[-13.44,0.64]

Heteropeneity: Mot apalicakia
Testior overzll effect 2= 1.73 (P= 007

1 L 1 1
-20 10 0 10 20
. . Favours silver Favours alginate
Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable
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Figure 743: Alginate dressing versus silver alginate dressing — mean rate of healing (cm?/day)

Alginate Silver Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
29.4.1 Silver alginate
Meaume 2005 0.03 0.36 15 026 032 13 100.0% -0.23[-0.48, 0.02) 1
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15 13 100.0% -0.23[-0.48,0.02]

Hatzrogeneity, Mot applicaile
Tezt for cvergll efiact 2= 1.79 (F = 0.07)

i 1 i i
4 05 0 05 1
Favours silver Favours alginate

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 744: Alginate dressing versus silver alginate dressing — proportion of patients with an

infection
Alginate Silver Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
29.5.2 Silver alginate
Meaume 2005 2 15 1 13 100.0% 1.73[0.18,16.99] —‘k
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 13 100.0% 1.73[0.18,16.99]
Total events 2 1

Heterogeneity. Not applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.47 (P = 0.64)

0.01 01 10 100
Favours alginate Favours silver

Figure 745: Alginate dressing versus silver alginate dressing — mean mASEPSIS index at and of

treatment
Alginate Silver Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
29.7.1 Silver alginate
Meaume 2005 115.3 802 15 818 451 13 100.0% 33.50[-13.92, 80.92] —t
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 13 100.0% 33.50[-13.92, 80.92]

Heterogensity: Mot applicatile
Tesi for overall @fect Z=1.38 P=017)

1 L 1 1
4100 -50 0 50 100
. ) Favours alginate Favours silver
Testfor subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 746: Alginate dressing versus silver alginate dressing — proportion of patients with poor

acceptability and/or tolerability
Alginate Silver Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

29.8.1 Silver alginate
Meaume 2005 0 15 1 13 100.0% 0.12[0.00,5.91] l
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 13 100.0% 0.12 [0.00, 5.91]

Total events 0 1
Heterngensity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=1.07 (F=0.28)

0.001 0.1 10 1000
. . Favours alginate Favours silver
Test for subqroup differences: Not appllcable
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Figure 747: Alginate dressing versus silver alginate dressing —mortality (all-cause)
Alginate Silver Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Meaume 2005 0 48 0 51 Not estimable
Total (95% CI) 48 51 Not estimable
Total events 0 0

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

Figure 748:

reduction in ulcer area

Alginate Dextranomer Risk Ratio

1 1 1 ]
001 0.1 1 10 100
Favours alginate Favours silver alginate

Alginate dressing versus dextranomer — proportion of patients with > 75%

Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
30.1.1 Dextranomer

Sayag 1996 15 47 6 45 100.0%  2.39[1.02,5.62] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 47 45 100.0% 2.39[1.02,5.62]

Total events 15 B

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Tast far overall effect 2= 2.00 (P = 0.05)

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Figure 749:
reduction in ulcer area

001 01 10 100
Favours dextranomer Favours alginate

Alginate dressing versus dextranomer — proportion of patients with > 40%

Alginate Dextranomer Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
30.2.2 Dextranomer
Sayag 1996 35 47 19 45 100.0% 1.761[1.21, 2.58] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 47 45 100.0% 1.76 [1.21, 2.58]
Total events 35 19

Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=2.92 (P = 0.003)

0.5 10

01 0.2 2 5
. ) Favours dextranomer Favours alginate
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable
Figure 750: Alginate dressing versus dextranomer — proportion of patients worsened or
stagnated
Alginate Dextranomer Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
30.3.1 Dextranomer
Sayag 1996 2 47 15 45 100.0%  0.13[0.03,0.53] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 47 45 100.0% 0.13[0.03,0.53]
Total events 2 15
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect Z= 2.85 (P = 0.004)
0.01 01 10 100

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable
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