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(a) Skin-only closure
Study Events Total Proportion 959,-CI Weight
Smith, 1992 6 8 : 0.75 [0.35;0.97] 1.1%
Hu, 2018 133 138 = 0.96 [0.92; 0.99] 98.9%
Common effect model 146 < 0.96 [0.93; 0.99] 100.0%
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(b) Patch closure
Study Events Total Proportion 959%-CI Weight
Cohn, 1995 9 14 —§— 0.64 [0.35; 0.87] 6.7%
Yeh, 1996 8 36 —%— 0.22 [0.10; 0.391  7.9%
Vertrees, 2006 24 29 —_— 0.83 [0.64; 0.94] 7.9%
Vertrees, 2008 71 83 s 0.86 [0.76; 0.92] 8.4%
Mayberry, 2004 44 140 - 0.31 [0.24; 0.40] 8.4%
Nagy, 1996 11 25 — 0.44 [0.24; 0.65] 7.4%
Weinberg, 2008 1 7—— 0.14 [0.00; 0.58] 6.6%
Hsu, 2018 53 64 e 0.83 [0.71; 0.91] 8.3%
Hu, 2018 50 60 - 0.83 [0.71;0.92] 8.3%
Aprahamian, 1990 15 20 —n— 0.75 [0.51; 0.91] 7.4%
Hadeed, 2007 20 26 — 0.77 [0.56; 0.91] 7.7%
Weinberg, 2008 28 36 _._ 0.78 [0.61;0.90] 7.9%
Smith, 2010 7 8 —_— 0.88 [0.47; 1.00] 7.0%
Random effects model 548 --—.::-— 0.64 [0.50; 0.78] 100.0%
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(c) Vacuum closure

Study Events Total Proportion 95%-CI Weight
Barker, 2000 62 112 —=- 0.55 [0.46; 0.65] 4.6%
Johnson, 2001 14 21 S 0.67 [0.43; 0.85] 3.7%
Chavarria-Aguilar, 2004 22 29 — = 0.76 [0.56;0.90] 4.1%
Jiang, 2006 7 13 — 0.54 [0.25; 0.81] 3.0%
Smith, 2010 18 19 HEEESE 0.95 [0.74; 1.00]  4.6%
Kirkpatrick, 2015 12 22 —o—~ 0.55 [0.32; 0.76] 3.6%
Smith, 2017 77 103 = 0.75 [0.65;0.83] 4.7%
Garner, 2001 13 14 — 0.93 [0.66; 1.00] 4.3%
Suliburk, 2003 21 29 — 0.72 [0.53; 0.87] 4.0%
Miller, 2004 38 45 — 0.84 [0.71; 0.94] 4.5%
Stone, 2004 26 48 — 0.54 [0.39;0.69] 4.2%
Labler, 2005 14 18 _ = 0.78 [0.52; 0.94] 3.7%
Weinberg, 2008 6 9 _ 0.67 [0.30; 0.93] 2.7%
Burlew, 2012 12 22 R S 0.55 [0.32; 0.76] 3.6%
Navsaria, 2013 13 20 _._ 0.65 [0.41; 0.85] 3.6%
Harvin, 2013 61 77 —_ 0.79 [0.68; 0.88] 4.6%
Kirkpatrick, 2015 16 23 —I— 0.70 [0.47; 0.87] 3.8%
Wang, 2019 10 36 —=—— 0.28 [0.14; 0.45] 4.2%
Dubose, 2013 374 572 = 0.65 [0.61; 0.69] 4.9%
Hu, 2018 38 41 P— 0.93 [0.80;0.98] 4.7%
Edwards, 2022 94 120 —_ 0.78 [0.70; 0.85] 4.7%
Burlew, 2012 29 29 i —a 1.00 [0.88; 1.00] 4.9%
Dennis, 2013 32 32 FR— 1.00 [0.89; 1.00] 4.9%
Wang, 2019 12 12 — 1.00 [0.74; 1.00] 4.5%
Random effects model 1466 <= 0.74 [0.67; 0.82] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: 12 = 94% 12 = 0.0298 p < 0.01
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Supplementary Fig. 3. Forest plots of weighted proportions for definitive fascial closure rate by temporary abdominal closure
technique category. Cl, confidence interval.



(d) Static therapy
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Study Events Total Proportion 95%-CI Weight
Smith, 1992 6 8 _— 5 0.75 [0.35; 0.97] 2.3%
Hu, 2018 133 138 == 0.96 [0.92; 0.99] 3.6%
Cohn, 1995 9 14 SR S— 0.64 [0.35; 0.87] 2.6%
Yeh, 1996 8 36 —— 0.22 [0.10; 0.39] 3.2%
Vertrees, 2006 24 29 S 0.83 [0.64; 0.94] 3.2%
Vertrees, 2008 71 83 P 0.86 [0.76; 0.92] 3.5%
Mayberry, 2004 44 140 - 0.31 [0.24; 0.40] 3.5%
Nagy, 1996 11 25 — 0.44 [0.24; 0.65] 2.9%
Weinberg, 2008 1 T 0.14 [0.00; 0.58] 2.5%
Hsu, 2018 53 64 i 0.83 [0.71; 0.91] 3.4%
Hu, 2018 50 60 P 0.83 [0.71; 0.92] 3.4%
Barker, 2000 62 112 = 0.55 [0.46; 0.65]  3.5%
Johnson, 2001 14 21 _ 0.67 [0.43; 0.85] 2.9%
Chavarria-Aguilar, 2004 22 29 —-—o— 0.76 [0.56; 0.90] 3.1%
liang, 2006 7 13 _ 0.54 [0.25;0.81] 2.5%
Smith, 2010 18 19 R 0.95 [0.74; 1.00] 3.4%
Kirkpatrick, 2015 12 22 — % 0.55 [0.32; 0.76] 2.8%
Smith, 2017 77 103 e 0.75 [0.65; 0.83] 3.5%
Garner, 2001 13 14 HEEE 0.93 [0.66; 1.00] 3.3%
Suliburk, 2003 21 29 — 0.72 [0.53; 0.87] 3.1%
Miller, 2004 38 45 . 0.84 [0.71; 0.94] 3.4%
Stone, 2004 26 48 — 0.54 [0.39; 0.69] 3.2%
Labler, 2005 14 18 — 0.78 [0.52; 0.94] 2.9%
Weinberg, 2008 6 9 —_— 0.67 [0.30; 0.93] 2.2%
Burlew, 2012 12 22 — 0.55 [0.32;0.76] 2.8%
Navsaria, 2013 13 20 —_— 0.65 [0.41; 0.85] 2.8%
Harvin, 2013 61 77 R 0.79 [0.68; 0.88] 3.5%
Kirkpatrick, 2015 16 23 — 0.70 [0.47; 0.87] 3.0%
Wang, 2019 10 36 —&— 0.28 [0.14; 0.45] 3.2%
Dubose, 2013 374 572 = 0.65 [0.61;0.69] 3.6%
Hu, 2018 38 41 —= 0.93 [0.80; 0.98] 3.5%
Edwards, 2022 94 120 R 0.78 [0.70; 0.85] 3.5%
Random effects model 1997 <> 0.68 [0.60; 0.75] 100.0%
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(e) Dynamic therapy
Study Events Total Proportion 959,-CI Weight
Burlew, 2012 29 29 R 1.00 [0.88; 1.00] 19.3%
Dennis, 2013 32 32 — 1.00 [0.89; 1.00] 19.4%
Wang, 2019 12 12 SR 1.00 [0.74; 1.00] 15.9%
Aprahamian, 1990 15 20 —M & 0.75 [0.51; 0.91] 10.6%
Hadeed, 2007 20 26 _— 0.77 [0.56; 0.91] 12.2%
Weinberg, 2008 28 36 _ 0.78 [0.61; 0.90] 13.8%
Smith, 2010 7 8 : 0.88 [0.47; 1.00] 8.7%
dom effects model 163 _— 0.90 [0.81; 0.99] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: 12 = 74% 2 = 0.0103 p < 0.01
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Supplementary Fig. 3. Continued.



