S 4 LFK index = -1.04 (minor asymmetry)
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Logit Transformed Proportion ES
Objective Response Rate
Fixed Random
Study Events Total ORR  95%Cl Effect Effect
Zhao et al. 2021 4 20 —m— 020 [0.08;0.43] 9.4% 10.1%
Davar et al. 2017 3 15 —— 0.20 [0.07; 0.47] 70% 8.8%
Baruch et al. 2017 3 10 B 0.30 [0.10; 0.62] 6.2% 8.3%
Speafico et al. 2018 8 29 —— 0.28 [0.14;0.46] 17.0% 12.5%
Routy et al. 2019 13 20 ——— 065 [043;0.82] 134% 11.5%
Glitza et al. 2019 2 8 - — 0.25 [0.06;0.62] 4.4% 6.8%
Dizman et al. 2019 11 19 —.— 0.58 [0.36;0.77] 13.6% 11.6%
Fernandes et al. 2020 4 10 0| 044 [0.18;0.73] 7.2% 9.0%
Sook et al. 2018 6 13 — 0.46 [0.22;0.72] 95% 10.1%
Routy et al. 2021 14 20 . ——— 070 [047;0.86] 123% 11.2%
Fixed effects model 164 E—— 0.43 [0.35; 0.51] 100.0%
Random effects model 0'2 0'4 0|6 0|8 0.41 [0.28; 0.56] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: /2 = 59%, t2 = 0.4254, p <0.01 - : : :
Objective Response Rate (double-arm)
Experimental Control ) ) . Fixed Random
Study Events Total Events Total Risk Ratio RR[95%CI] Effect Effect
Spreafico et al. 2018 8 29 1 10 ————— 2.76[0.39; 19.41] 17.8% 26.2%
Glitza et al. 2019 2 8 4 6 —.—— 0.38[0.10; 1.41] 38.4% 36.1%
Dizman et al. 2019 1 19 2 1" -—-—.— 2.90[0.84; 10.04] 43.8% 37.7%
Fixed effects model e 1.31[0.58; 2.98]100.0%
56 27
Random effects model 0'1 0'5 1' 2' 1(') 1.37[0.07; 26.40] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: # = 64%, 1> = 0.9386, p = 0.06

Fig. S1: A: Funnel plot and doi plot with LuisFuruya-Kanamori(LFK) index of studies in objective
response rate (ORR) analysis for bias assessment. B: Forest plots of ORR in all studies and

double-arm studies.
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Logit Transformed Proportion ES
B
Complete Response Fixed Rand
ixed Random
Study Events Total 5 CR 95%Cl Effect Effect
Zhao et al. 2021 0 20 — 0.00 [0.00;0.17] 4.0% 4.8%
Davar et al. 2017 1 15 — 0.07 [0.00;0.32] 7.6% 8.6%
Baruch et al. 2017 1 10 — 0.10 [0.00;0.45] 7.4% 8.3%
Speafico et al. 2018 1 29 - 0.03 [0.00;0.18] 79% 8.8%
Bertrand etal. 2019 4 20 —— 0.20 [0.06;0.44] 26.2% 21.3%
Glitza et al. 2019 1 8 i 0.12 [0.00;0.53] 72% 81%
Dizman et al. 2019 0 19 — 0.00 1[0.00;0.18] 4.0% 4.8%
Fernandes et al. 2020 3 10 - L] 0.30 [0.07;0.65] 17.2% 16.1%
Sook et al. 2018 0 13 — 0.00 [0.00;0.25] 39% 4.8%
Routy et al. 2021 2 20 — 0.10 [0.01;0.32] 14.7% 14.4%
Fixed effects model 164 ’ 0.12 [0.07; 0.19] 100.0%
Random effects model T T T 11 ' 0.11 [0.06;0.19] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: /% = 8%, 12=0.1990,p =037 0 0.1 0.2 03 04 0.5 06
Complete Response (double-arm)
Experimental Control .
. . Fixed Random
Study Events Total Events Total Risk Ratio RRIOS%CI] oot "ot
Spreafico et al. 2018 1 29 1 10 0.34[0.02; 5.01] 56.2% 56.2%
Glitza et al. 2019 1 8 0 6 2.29[0.11;47.64] 43.8% 43.8%
Dizman et al. 2019 0 19 0 11 0.0% 0.0%
Fixed effects model 56 27 0.79[0.11; 5.88] 100.0%
T 111 1
Random effects model 0.79[0.00; 121922.95] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: /% = 0%, 12 =0, p = 0.36 0.001 0.1 1 10 1000

Fig. S2: A: Funnel plot and doi plot with LuisFuruya-Kanamori(LFK) index of studies in complete
response (CR) analysis for bias assessment. B: Forest plots of CR rate in all studies and

double-arm studies.
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Partial Response
Fixed Random
Study Events Total PR 95%C|  Effect Effect
Zhao et al. 2021 4 20 —u—— 0.20 [0.06;0.44] 11.1% 11.5%
Davar et al. 2017 2 15 —I—— 0.13 [0.02;0.40] 6.0% 9.0%
Baruch et al. 2017 2 10 — 0.20 [0.03;0.56] 55% 8.7%
Speafico et al. 2018 7 29 —.—‘— 0.24 [0.10;0.44] 18.4% 13.3%
Bertrand et al. 2019 9 20 —a— 0.45 [0.23;0.68]17.1% 13.0%
Glitza et al. 2019 1 8 —I—'— 0.12 [0.00;0.53] 3.0% 6.1%
Dizman etal. 2019 11 19 — i 0.58 [0.33;0.80] 16.0% 12.8%
Fernandes et al. 2020 1 10 —l—— 0.10 [0.00;0.45] 3.1% 6.3%
Sook et al. 2018 1 13 - 0.08 [0.00;0.36] 3.2% 6.4%
Routy et al. 2021 12 20 —u— 0.60 [0.36;0.81] 16.6% 12.9%
Fixed effects model 164 - 0.34 [0.26; 0.42] 100.0%
Random effects model 02 04 o6 og 028 [0.16;045] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: /% = 62%, t2 = 0.6373, p < 0.01 : : : :
Partial Response (double-arm)
Experimental Control i
Study Events Total Events Total Risk Ratio RR[95%cCl]  Fixed Random
Effect Effect
Spreafico et al. 2018 7 29 0 10 ———— 5.34[0.33; 85.61] 12.4% 25.0%
Glitza et al. 2019 1 8 4 6 —I— 0.19[0.03; 1.28] 25.9% 33.7%
Dizman et al. 2019 11 19 2 11 —— 2.89[0.84; 10.03] 61.7% 41.4%
Fixed effects model 56 27 . - 1.54[0.58; 4.08]100.0%
Random effects model ' ' I ' 11.34[0.02; 101.84] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 12 = 69%, ©2 = 2.0384, p = 0.04 001 0.1 1 10 100

LFK index = -1.16 (minor asymmetry)

Fig. S3: A: Funnel plot and doi plot with LuisFuruya-Kanamori(LFK) index of studies in partial

response (PR) analysis for bias assessment. B: Forest plots of PR rate in all studies and

double-arm studies.



