Supplementary Digital Content 1 : Forest Plots and Risk of bias analysis

PICO 1 - Is it safe to perform a central neuraxial block in patients on cardioaspirin therapy?

Forest plot PICO 1

local anesthesia in aspirin treatment  local anesthesia in other antiplatelet treatment Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 85% CI
Horlocker 1890 0 208 0 232 338% 0.00 (-0.01,0.01]
Horlocker 1995 0 193 0 225 304% 0.00 (-0.01,0.01]
Harlocker 2002 0 134 0 250 197% 0.00 [0.01,0.01]
Park 2017 ] 108 0 1634 16.5% 0.00 [0.01,0.01]
Total {95% CI} 644 2241 100.0%  0.00[0.01,0.01]
Total events i 0
Heteragenety: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.00, df = 3 (P = 1.00); F = 0% A == 5 G
Test for overall effect Z=0.00 (7 = 1.00) hematoma in aspirin treatment hematomain other antiplatelet treatment
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Domains: Judgement

D1: Bias due to confounding.
D2: Bias arising from measurement of the exposure. = Some concerns
D3: Bias in selection of participants into the study (or into the ar.s‘ﬁ)w

D4: Bias due to post-exposure interventions.

D5: Bias due to missing data.

D6: Bias arising frem measurement of the outcome.

D7: Bias in selection of the reported result.



PICO 2 - Does the combined use of ultrasound and nerve stimulation (ENS) in peripheral
nerve blocks with a motor component in adult patients increase the efficacy and safety of
surgical blocks, reducing neurological and nerve damage?

Forest plot PICO 2

dual guidance ENS only

Risk Difference

Risk Difference

Study or Subgroup Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.21RCTs

Amin 2015 0 18 n 18 0.0% 0.00-0.10,0.10] -1
Cataldo 2012 0 35 I 35 0.1% 0.00 [-0.04, 0.04] T
Chan 2007 0 62 n 62 0.2% 0.00[-0.03, 0.03] T
Cihir 2008 0 22 0 18 0.0% 0.00 [-0.09, 0.049] i
Domingo-Triadd 2007 0 3n I KN 0.0% 0.00 [-0.06, 0.06] T
Ciufour 2008 0 26 n 25 0.0% 0.00 [-0.07, 0.07] -1
Kolny 2017 0 100 I 496 0.58% 0.00-0.02, 002 7
Salermn 2012 0 an I 30 0.0% 0.00 [-0.06, 0.06] T
Williams 2003 0 100 o 108 0.8% 0.00 [-0.02, 0.02] 7
Hiao 2020 0 22 I 22 0.0% 0.00 -0.08, 0.08] -
Zhang 2019 0 100 o 100 0.8% 0.00 [-0.02, 0.02] 7
Subtotal (95% Cl) 545 546 1.9% 0.00 [-0.01, 0.01]

Total events 0 1]

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 0,00, df =10 (F=1.00}; F=0%

Test for overall effect: Z=0.00 (P =1.00)

1.2.2 Observational studies

Crebaugh 2009 0 214m 8 3290 A2.49%
Crebaugh 2012 1 7092 A 2209 452%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 9238 5499 98.1%
Total events 1 13

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 005, df=1 (F=0.32), F=0%

Test for overall effect: 7= 330 (P = 00010}

Total (95% CI) 9783
Total events 1 13

6045 100.0%

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chit= 032, df =12 (F=1.003; F=0%

Test for overall effect: £= 3.27 (P = 0.001)

Testfor subaroup diferences: Chi®= 021, df=1 (P = 0.65), F= 0%
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Domains:
D1: Bias due to confaunding.

D2: Bias arising from measurement of the exposure. - Some concemns
Da: Bias in selection of participants into the study (or into the 'ygiﬂ

D4: Bias due to past-expasure intsrventions

D5: Bias due to missing data.

D6: Bias arising fram measurement of the outcome.

D7: Bias in selection of the reporied resull.



PICO 3 - Is the use of ultrasound-guided peripheral block techniques safe in adult patients
taking Direct Oral Anticoagulants (DOAC) ?

Risk of bias — PICO 3
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PICO 4 - Can the use of ultrasound-guided techniques increase safety in nerve block

procedures on adult patients?

Forest plot PICO 4

Ultrasound-guided block(s)  Not ultrasound-guided block(s)

Risk Difference

Risk Difference

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.11RCTs

Al 2021 0 20 i} 20 0.0% 0.00 [-0.08, 0.09] -1
Cataldo 2012 a 36 1) 35 0.0% 0.00 [-0.05, 0.05]

Lizote 0 47 i} 22 00% 0.00 [0.07, 0.07]

Mouzi 2016 a 8 1) 8 0.0% 0.00 F0.21,0.21]

Zhang 2019 12 100 4 100 0.0% 0.08[0.01,0.14]

Zhang 2020 a 30 1) 26 0.0% 0.00 [0.07, 0.07]

Subtotal (95% CI) 240 211 0.0% 0.01 [-0.0. 05]

Total events 4

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= B.02, df= 5 (P = 0.30); F=17%

Testfor overall effect Z= 073 (P =043)

1.1.2 Observational studies

Barrington 2013 12 20401 10 4745 B3% -0.00(-0.00,-0.00]

Bomberg 2018 a 10380 1) 8180 335% 0.00 [-0.00, 0.00]

Han 2017 0 [3:] i} 78 0.0% 0.00 F0.03, 0.03] T
Jang 2020 i 44 0 78 0.0% 0.00 [-0.04, 0.04] -
Kagar 2018 0 e 1 63 0.0% -0.01[-0.05, 0.02] I
Melnyk 2018 a 47 1) 22 0.0% 0.00 |0.07, 0.07] -1
Qrehaugh 2008 0 3200 i} 2146 17.3% 0.00 [-0.00, 0.00]

Orebaugh 2012 a 2200 1) 7082 202% 0.00 [-0.00, 0.00]

Wang 2016 i} 0 0 B0 0.0% 0.00 [0.03, 0.03] -+
Zhang 2021 a 8118 B 8118 207% -0.00 [-0.00, -0.00]

Subtotal (95% CI) 44735 30587 100.0% -0.00 [-0.00, 0.00]

Total events 12 17

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 38.62, di= 8 (P = 0.00013; F= 77%

Testfor overall effect 2= 0.84 (P = 0.34)

Total (95% C1) 44975 30798 100.0% -0.00 [-0.00, 0.00]

Total events 4

Heterogeneaity Tau®= 0.00; ChiF= 21.33, df= 15 (P = 0.13); F I

Teet for overall effect Z=1.23 (P=0.22)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi= 066, df=1 (P =042, F=0%

Ultrasound-guided block(s)

Fluoroscopy-guided block(s)

-0.8 0.s
Ultrasound-guided block(s) Not ultrasound-guided block(s)

Risk Difference Risk Difference

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CIl
Han 2017 1] i} 1] 78 63.8% 0.00 [0.03, 0.03]
Jang 2020 1] 44 1] 78 36.2% 0.00 [F0.04, 0.04]
Total (95% CI) 112 156 100.0% 0.00 [-0.02, 0.02]
Total events 1] 1]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.00, df=1 (P =1.00), F=0% 5_1 -EIIS EII EIIS 1!
Testfor averall effect: 2= 0.00 (F = 1.00) Ultrasound-guided block(s) Mt ultrasound-guided block(s)
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Risk of bias — PICO 4
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PICO 5- Can a sterile surgical field (using disinfectants, covers, gloves, and sterile drapes)
setup for the execution of neuraxial techniques, help reduce the occurrence of infections

related to the technique itself?

Risk of bias — PICO 5
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PICO 6 - In adult patients (218 years) undergoing continuous peripheral loco-regional
techniques, the preparation of a sterile surgical field (using disinfectant, covers, gloves,
drapes, and mask) for the procedure is suggested to reduce the occurrence of infections

and ensure patient and procedural safety.

Risk of bias — PICO 6
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PICO 7 - Is the use of antiplatelet drugs safe for patients undergoing an ultrasound + ENS
guided (dual guidance) peripheral nerve block?



PICO 8 - Is it safe to perform peripheral nerve block techniques with ultrasound guidance
and nerve stimulation (dual guidance) in adult patients on anticoagulant therapy?

PICO 9 - Can the use of infusion pressure monitoring techniques, during the performance
of peripheral blocks, reduce the onset of neurological complications in adult patients
undergoing regional anesthesia techniques?

PICO 10 - Can the preparation of a sterile surgical field (disinfectant, probe covers, gloves,
and drapes) for the performance of single-shot peripheral loco-regional techniques help
reduce the incidence of infections related to the technique itself?

PICO 11 - Which are the post-procedural monitoring tools for patients undergoing
loco-regional techniques?
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