Review, Meswy reviewy (Wersion 020
Comparison; 01 PEME vs Placekbo

Cugcome: 01 PAIN
Stuchy Trestment Control WD (fixedd) ‘Weight WD (fixed)
or sub-category ] Mean (S0 ] Mean (S0 Q5% Cl kS 5% Cl
Hlaber-Maffett 1996 2E 23.80(15_90) 2z 24.00(15_920) 4 I » 0.88 -0.50 [-11.23, 10.23]
Pipitone 2001 24 S.00{4.00) 13 D.40({3.61) —— 21.3E -0.40 [-E.E0, 1.40]
Callaghan 2005 2 E.ED(Z.70) E E.20(1.30) —’— zl.g:2 -0.80 [-Z.96, 1.36]
Laufer 2005 27 41003500 31 43003700 —— 29._52 -0.20 [-2.05, 1.65]
Thamzhory 2005 4z 11.00(3.80) 41 1z.80(7.20) = 1643 -1.80 [-4.29, 0.89]
Total (95% CI) 138 138 L 100,00 -0.66 [-1.87, 0.25]
Test for heterogensity: Chi*=1.14, df =4 (P =0.89), F =0%
Test for overall effect: £ =125 (P=020)
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Review: Mesy review (Wersion 02)
Compatizon: 01 PEME v= Placebo
utcome: 02 FUMCTICM
Study Treatment Cantral WD (fimed) Weight WD (fixed)
or sub-category ] Mean (S0 ] Mean (5D 895% CI g 895% CI
Pipitone 2001 34 32.80(13.590) 35 36.20(10.70) 4’— 4.30 -4.10 [-2.96, 1.76]
Callaghan 2005 ] E.10(Z.30) ] 5. 10(1.70) —F— 4240 o.00 [-1.87, 1.87]
Laufer 2005 z7 4.60(3.40) < 4.90(3.40) —— 4510 -0.30 [-Z.05, 1.45]
Thamshory 2005 4z 35.60(1Z.40) 41 4Z . 20(1Z.40) +—= L£.z0 -7.30 [-lZ.64, -1.98]
Total (95% <) 11z 11 loo.00 -0.70 [-l.92, 0.5Z]
Test for heterogeneity; Chi =791, df =3 (P=005), P =62.1%
Test for overall effect: Z=113(P = 0.26)
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