PubMed search strategy:

(vaginal gel) OR (estrogen gel) OR (estradiol) OR (oxytocin gel) OR (hormonal vaginal gel)
OR (non-hormonal vaginal gel) OR (funnel gel)) OR (chamomile gel) AND ((sexual
dysfunction) OR (sexual pleasure) OR (sexual function) OR (female sexual function index)
Web of Science search strategy:

(((((ALL=(vaginal gel)) OR ALL=(estrogen gel)) OR ALL=(estradiol)) OR ALL=(oxytocin
gel)) OR ALL=(hormonal vaginal gel)) OR ALL=(non-hormonal vaginal gel)) OR
ALL=(funnel gel)) OR ALL=(chamomile gel)) AND ALL=(sexual dysfunction)) OR
ALL=(sexual pleasure)) OR ALL=(sexual function)) OR ALL=(female sexual function

index)

Scopus search strategy:

(TITLE-ABS-KEY (vaginal AND gel) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( estrogen AND gel ) OR
TITLE-ABS-KEY ( estradiol ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( oxytocin AND gel ) OR TITLE-
ABS-KEY ( hormonal AND vaginal AND gel ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( non-hormonal AND
vaginal AND gel ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( funnel AND gel ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY (
chamomile AND gel ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( female AND sexual AND function AND
index ) )
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Supplementary Figure 1: Risk of bias summary of included studies
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Supplementary Figure 2: Risk of bias graph of included studies



Vaginal gel Placebo Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI

1.1.2 Hormonal preparations

Abedi 2020 064 082 44 004 0855 42 13E6% 0.60[0.20, 1.00] I
Fernandes 2014 07 A8 18 01 17 0 100% 060044164 N e —
Meshahi 2022 147 139 34 082 135 30 122% 055-012,1.27 I E—
Tanmahagamut 2020 125 197 38 116 204 37 108% 0.09-0.82,1.00 I L —
Subtotal (95% CI) 134 120 46.7T% 0.53[0.22, 0.84] -

Heteragenaity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi=1.04, df= 3 (P= 079, F=0%
Testfor overall effect: £=3.38 (P = 0.0007)

1.1.3 Non hormonal preparations

Abedi 2018 33 064 30 14 076 30 138%  2.20[1.84,2.56) —_—
Bosak 2022 23019 30 04 08 27 1398%  1.90[1.55 2.25) —
Mitchell 2018 141 12 88 02 15 98 137% 091053129 —

Nappi 2016 044 119 3 004 154 26 11.9%  040F063 083 —_—

Subtotal (95% CI) 190 181 533%  1.32[0.54, 2.11] —ei

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.59; Chi®*= 42.83, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F= 93%
Testfor averall effect 2= 3.30 (P = 0.0010)

Total (95% CI) 324 310 100.0% 0.92[0.34, 1.51] ~a—

Heteragenaity: Tau®= 0.61; Chi®=75.59, df= 7 (P = 0.00001}; F= 91%
Test for overall effect 2= 3.09 (P = 0.002)
Testfor subgroup differances: Chi®= 3.39, df=1 (P = 0.07), F=70.5%
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Supplementary Figure 3: Meta-analysis of change (pre-/postinterventional) in sexual desire domain
of Female Sexual Function Index (FSFI)



Vaginal gel
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean

Placebo

Mean Difference
SD Total Weight IV, Random,95% Cl

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

1.2.2 Hormonal Preparations

Abedi 2020 0E2 085 44 007 083 42 131% 0550018, 0497 —_—

Fernandes 2014 11 048 18 053 072 20 128% 012029 053] -1

Mesbahi 2022 337 317 34 087 1280 30 101% 2.40[1.24, 3.86] I —
Tanmahasamut 2020 336 189 38 042 026 I 123% 294230, 3.88] ———
Subtotal (95% CI) 134 120  48.4% 1.45[0.21, 2.68] —eonl——
Heteragenaity: Tau®=1.45; Chi® = 62.57, df= 3(P = 0.000013; F= 95%

Test for overall effect 2= 2.30(P=0.02

1.2.3 Non hormonal preparations

Abedi 2018 417 067 30 087 073 30 131% 3.30[2.95, 3.64] —_—
Basak 2022 19 019 30 03 018 37 138% 1.60[1.51, 1.64] -

Mitchell 2018 D5 082 83 02 1M 98 132% 0.30[-0.00, 0.60] —

Mappi 2016 035 127 3 008 157 26 11.8% 0.29[-0.46,1.04] e

Subtotal (95% CI) 190 181 51.6% 1.40 [0.31, 2.48] —
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.18; Chi#=171.66, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F= 98%

Testfor overall effect 2= 252 (P=0.01)

Total (95% CI) 324 310 100.0% 1.41 [0.67, 2.15] e
Heteragenaity: Tau®=1.08; Chi® = 26537, df =7 (P = 0.00001); F=47% 54 52 D t

Testfar overall effect 2= 3.74 (P = 0.000%) Placebo Cel

Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi®= 0.00, df=1 (P =0.88), F= 0%

Supplementary Figure 4: Meta-analysis of change (pre-/postinterventional) in sexual arousal domain
of Female Sexual Function Index (FSFI)



Vaginal gel Placebo Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.3.2 Hormonal preparations

Abedi 2020 173 106 44 046 083 42 146% 1.27 [0.87, 1.67] —
Fernandes 2014 1.3 352 18 088 272 20 BE% 0.32[1.70,2.34] e R —
Meshahi 2022 118 122 34 105 114 30 141% 014044 072 I
Tanmahasamut 2020 176 632 38 -046 715 37 56% 222[-0.84, 528

Subfotal (95% CI) 134 129 42.8% 078 [-0.11,1.67] -

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.45; ChiF= 1093, df= 3 (P=0.01); F=73%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.72 (P =0.08)

1.3.3 Non hormonal Preparations

Abedi 2013 42 0893 30 -03 094 30 144% 4.50[4.03, 4.97]

Bosak 2022 2006 30 04 015 27 150% 1.60[1.52,1.68] -

Mitchell 2018 117 8% 08 172 9% 144% 020028 068 T

MNappi 2016 083 135 3 015 163 26 134%  068[0121.48] T

Subtotal {95% CI) 190 181 57.2% 1.76 [0.23, 3.28] —~ali———

Heterageneity: Tau®=2.34; Chi*= 18164, df= 3 (P = 0.00001}; F= 98%
Test for overall effect: 2= 2.26 (P=0.02)

Tofal (95% CI) 324 310 100.0% 1.36 [0.45, 2.27] i
Heterageneity: Tau®=1.43; Chi*= 211.06, df= 7 (P = 0.00001}; F= 97% 54 52 b é i
Test for overall effect: 2= 2.94 (P =0.003) Placebo Cel

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=1.18, df=1 (P=0.28), F=15.3%

Supplementary Figure 5: Meta-analysis of change (pre-/postinterventional) in sexual lubrication
domain of Female Sexual Function Index (FSFI)



Vaginal gel Placebo Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random,95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.4.2 Hormonal preparations

Ahedi 2020 085 079 44 008 1 42 15.9% 0.79[0.41,1.17] —
Fernandes 2014 06 326 18 01 24 20 GB4% 0.50F1.34, 2.34] I E—
Mesbahi 2022 125 1.41 34 177 151 30 136%  -062[1.24,020] I
Tanmahasamut 2020 237 AB3 38 003 5498  IF 0 38% 2.24 [0.38, 4.87]

Subtotal (95% CI) 134 129 39.7%  0.45[-0.53,1.43] e

Heterageneity, Tau®= 0.60; Chi®= 11.60, df= 3 (P = 0.004); F=74%
Test for overall effect: Z= 090 (P =0.37)

1.4.3 Non hormonal preparations

Abedi 2018 39 092 30 16 119 30 149% 2.30[1.76, 2.84] I

Bosak 2022 17 018 30 02 017 27 17.0% 1.60[1.41,1.69] =

Mitchell 2018 04 089 99 -01 153 98 16.0% 0.50[0.14, 0.86] —

Mappi 2016 057 134 31 039 191 26 12.4% 018 [F0.68,1.08] e e

Subtotal (95% CI) 190 181  60.3% 1.16 [0.44, 1.89] -
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.48; Chi®= 45,59, df= 3 (P < 0.00001}; F= 93%

Test for overall effect: Z= 315 (F =0.002)

Total (95% CI) 324 310 100.0% 0.87 [0.29, 1.46] £

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.52; Chi®= 85,34, df=7 (P = 0.00001}; F= 92% 14 12 } é j‘
Test for overall effect: Z=2.83 (P = 0.003) Placebo Gel

Test for subgroup differences; Chi*=1.33, df=1 (P =0.28), F= 24.8%

Supplementary Figure 6: Meta-analysis of change (pre-/postinterventional) in sexual orgasm domain
of Female Sexual Function Index (FSFI)



Vaginal gel Placebo

Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

1.5.2 Hormonal Interventions

Abedi 2020 077 0833 44 012 119 42 14.9%
Fernandes 2014 07 2343 18 03 1487 200 77%
hWeshahi 2022 138 1713 34 065 148 30 1.7%
Tanmahasamut 2020 245 3742 38 083 4104 37 50%
Subtotal (95% ClI) 134 120 39.3%
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.08, df=3 (P=0.78), F=0%

Testfor overall effect Z= 3.66 (P =0.0003)

1.5.3 Non hormonal Interventions

Ahedi 2018 444 044 30 2322 049 30 166%
Bosak 2022 19 0245 30 03 0216 2ZF 171%
Mappi 2016 014 1648 31 018 1428 26 11.5%
Mitchell 2018 09 156 93 -02 113 98 15.5%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 190 181 60.7%

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.28; Chi®= 48,38, df= 3 (P = 0.00001), F= 94%
Testfor overall effect Z=4.70 (P = 0.00001)

Total {95% Cl) 324 310 100.0%
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.33; Chi*= 74,46, df= 7 (P = 0.00001); F= 91%
Testfor overall effect Z=4.58 (P < 0.00001)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 373, df=1 (P=008), F=73.2%

0.65[0.20,1.10]
0.40[-0.86, 1.66]
0.73[0.05,1.51]
162 [-0.26, 3.30]
0.68 [0.32, 1.08]

2.22[1.98, 2.48]
1.60[1.48,1.72]
-0.04 [-0.84, 0.76]

1.10[0.72,1.48]
1.34 [0.78, 1.90]

1.10 [0.63, 1.57]

-] 0 1
Placebo Gel

Supplementary Figure 7: Meta-analysis of change (pre-/postinterventional) in sexual satisfaction

domain of Female Sexual Function Index (FSFI).




Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=0.91, df=1(P=034), F=0%

Vaginal gel Placebo Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.7.2 Hormonal preparations
Abedi 2020 223137 44 055 105 42 164% 1EB[1.17,2.19] —
Fernandes 2014 17 352 18 1319 20 221% 070F1 .44 284] E—
Meshahi 2022 132 168 34 149 457 30 33%  -017[1.90,1.56 . E—
Tanmahasamut 2020 445 709 38 236 683 IF 1A% 2.09F1.06,5.24]
Subtotal {95% CI) 134 129 23.4% 147 [0.19, 2.14] -l
Heterogeneity: Tau® =038, Chi*=4 .72 df= 3 (P=0.19); F= 36%
Testfor averall effect £=2.35 (P = 0.0
1.7.3 Non hormonal preparations
Abedi 2018 435 082 30 188 0895 30 1BE% 2371182 287 —
Bosak 2022 25 03 30 08 03 27 J6AE% 170154, 1.86] =
Mitchell 2018 17 085 88 02 103 98 23E6% 1.80[1.22,1.78] -+
Mappi 2016 077 189 3 023 2.2 26 TE% 0.54 [0.48, 1.56] -
Subtotal {95% CI) 190 181  76.6% 1.68 [1.28, 2.08] &
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.11; Chi*=15854 df= 3 (P=0.001) F=81%
Testfor averall effect £=8.30 (P < 0.00001}
Total (95% CI) 324 310 100.0% 1.60 [1.27,1.94] &
Heterogeneity; Tau? = 0.10; Chi# = 20,84, df= 7 (P = 0.004); F= B6% 54 52 T é --Il
Testfor overall effect Z=9.43 (P < 0.00001) Placebo Cel

Supplementary Figure 8: Meta-analysis of change (pre-/postinterventional) in sexual pain domain of

Female Sexual Function Index (FSFI)

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl I/, Random, 95% CI
1.1.2 Hormonal Interventions
Ahedi 2020 684 4.31 44 387 147 42 Mot estimable
Fernandes 2014 1646 &4 18 1345 27 200 14.3% 3.011[0.21,581] —
Meshahi 2022 .02 693 34 586 B32 a0 131% 216 1.09, 5.41] T
Tanmahasamut 2020 1554 29 g 1286 32 a7 1T E% 2.68[1.30, 4.08] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 90 87  45.0% 2.67[1.51, 3.83] <
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.00; Chif=0.15,df= 2 (F=0.93); F=0%
Test for overall effect: £= 452 (P = 0.00001)
1.1.3 Non Hormonal Interventions
Abedi 2018 1439 291 o 854 17 a0 178% 5.85[4.64, 7.08] —
Bosak 2022 121 1.06 30 A 083 27 188% 5.60[5.08, 6.12] -
Mitchell 2018 142 334 99 445 336 98 18.3%  970([3.76 10.64] =
Mappi 2016 128 245 MoT0s 23 26 Mot estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 159 155 55.0% 7.05[4.39, 9.70] i
Heterogeneity: Tau®=5.29; Chi®=57 68, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); F=97%
Testfor overall effect £= 520 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 249 242 100.0% 5.06[2.94, 7.18] -
Heterogeneity, Tau®=6.16; Chi®=94.30, df=5 (P = 0.00001), F=95% _110 15 ) % 110

Test for overall effect 7= 4.68 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 8.76, df=1 (P = 0.003), F= 88.6%

Favours [Placebo] Favours [Gel]

Supplementary Figure 9: Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of change (pre-/postinterventional) in

total score of Female Sexual Function Index (FSFI).




Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
1.2.1 Hormonal Preparations
Abedi 2020 0.64 0492 44 004 098 42 Mat estimable
Fernandes 2014 07 1.4886 18 a1 1.r 20 13.2% 0.60 [-0.44, 1.64] I e —
Meshahi 2022 147 1.39 34 082 134 0 164% 0485 -012,1.23] T
Tanmahasamut 2020 1.25 147 | 116 204 I 14.3% 0.08 [-0.82,1.00] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 90 87 43.9% 0.43 [-0.05, 0.91] el
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.76, df= 2 (P = 0.68); F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.77 (P =0.08)
1.2.2 Non Hormonal Preparations
Abedi 2018 3.3 0.64 30 11 076 o 18T7% 2.20[1.84, 2.56] —_—
Bosak 2022 23 0148 30 04 04 ¥ 188% 1.90 [1.54, 2.249] —
Mitchell 2018 111 1.2 45 0z 1.9 98 18.6% 0.91[0.53,1.249] —
Mappi 2016 014 119 31 004 154 bels] Mat estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 159 155 56.1% 1.67 [0.93, 2.41] —eei-—
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.40; Chi*= 2538, df= 2 (P =0.00001), F=92%
Test for overall effect 2= 4,42 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 249 242 100.0% 1.12 [0.47, 1.77] B
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.5, Chi®= 49.06, df= 5 (P = 0.00001); IF = 90% ; f t

Test for overall effect 2= 3.38 (P =0.0007)

Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=7.58, df=1 (P = 0.008), F= 86.8%
Supplementary Figure 10: Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of change (pre-/postinterventional) in

sexual desire domain of FSFI.

2 0 1
Favours [Placeho] Favours [Gel]

2

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI I/, Random, 95% CI1
1.3.1 Hormonal Preparations
Abedi 2020 062 0.85 44 007 083 42 Mot estimable
Fermandes 2014 1.1 048 18 088 072 20 17.2% 012 [0.29 053 -
Meshahi 2022 237 37 34087 128 30 137% 2.40[1.24, 3.56) —
Tanmahasamut 2020 336 14949 38 042 026 37 164% 2.94 [2.30, 3.59) —
Subtotal (95% CI) 90 87 47.3% 1.80[-0.29, 3.88] +ealii——
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 3.23; Chi*= 5826, df = 2 (P = 0.00001); F=97%
Testfor overall effect 7=1.69 (F = 0.0%)
1.3.2 Non Hormonal Preparations
Abedi 2018 417 067 a0 087 073 30 174% 3.30 [2.94, 3.65] -
Bosak 2022 1.9 018 an 03 016 27 17.8% 1.60[1.51, 1.64)] "
Mitchell 2018 A 082 a9 02 1.2 43 17.5% 0.30 [F0.00, 0.60) il
Mappi 2016 034 1.27 006 1587 26 Mot estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 159 155  52.7% 1.73[0.48, 2.98] -
Heterogeneity, Tau®=1.21; Chi*=160.23, df=2 (P = 0.00001}; *=98%
Testfor overall effect 2= 270 (P =0.007)
Total (95% CI) 249 242 100.0% 1.74 [0.85, 2.64] -
Heterogeneity, Tau?= 117, Chi*= 227.30, df= 4 (F = 0.00001}); *=98% 54 52 ] 5 ‘54
Testfor overall effect: £=3.81 (F = 0.0001) Favours [Placebo] Favours [Gel

Tastfor subaroup diferences: Chi*= 000, df=1 (P =086}, F=0%

Supplementary Figure 11: Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of change (pre-/postinterventional) in
sexual arousal domain of FSFI.



Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.5.1 Hormonal Preparations
Abedi 2020 0.8a 074 44 006 1 42 Mot estimable
Fernandes 2014 06 336 18 01 24 20 47% 0.80[-1.34, 2.34] e
Meshahi 2022 1258 1.41 M 177 1.5 30 19.0%  -0.A2 1124, 0200 — T
Tanmahasamut 2020 227 RER3 3B 003 588 37 B1% 224 039, 487 +
Subtotal (95% CI) 90 87 34.8%  032[-1.10,1.75] oo
Heterageneity, Tau®= 0.90; Chi*=4.62 df=2 (P =0.10); F=57%
Testfor overall effect; £=0.44 (P = 0.66)
1.5.2 Non Hormonal Preparation
Abedi 2018 249 082 an 16 119 30 208% 2.30[1.76, 2.84] —
Bosak 2022 17 018 an 02 017 27 229% 1A0[1.41,1.54) =
Mitchell 2018 04 088 99 01 183 98 21 8% 0.A0[0.14, 086 =
Mappi 2016 0a7 1.34 MN039 1 26 Mot estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 159 155  65.2% 1.41[0.63, 2.19] e
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.44; Chi*= 3737, df = 2 (P = 0.00001); F= 95%
Testfor overall effect: £=3.54 (F=0.0004)
Total (95% CI) 249 242 100.0% 1.01[0.25, 1.77] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.65; Chi*= 67 .43, df= & (P = 0.00001); F=93% 54 52 ] :Iz

Test for overall effect 2= 262 (P =0.009) Favours [Placebo] Favours [Gel
Testfor subaroup diffierences; Chif=1.73,df=1 (P=019), F=422%

Supplementary Figure 12: Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of change (pre-/postinterventional) in
sexual orgasm domain of FSFI.

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight N, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

1.6.1 Hormonal Interventions

Ahedi 2020 077 04933 4 012 119 42 0.0% 064 [0.20,1.10]

Fernandes 2014 0.7 2343 18 0.3 1.487 i 8T% 0.40 [0.86, 1.66] —

Meshahi 2022 1.38 1.713 34 065 146 0 148% 0.73F0.05,1.51] e
Tanmahasamut 2020 2458 3742 38 0493 4104 T a3% 1.82 F0.26, 3.30] +
Subtotal (95% CI) 90 87 28.7% 0.75[0.13, 1.37] .
Heterogeneity, Tau?=0.00; Chif=1.02, df=2 (FP= 060, F= 0%

Testfor overall effect Z= 236 (P =002

1.6.2 Non Hormonal Interventions

Ahedi 2018 444 044 a0 222 049 0 241% 2.22[1.98, 2.46] -
Bosak 2022 1.9 0245 30 0.3 0216 7 2583% 1.60[1.48,1.77] b
Witchell 2018 09 1456 99 02 113 98 21.9% 1.10[0.72,1.48] =

Nappi 2016 014 1.648 31018 1428 26 00%  -0.04[-0.84, 0.76]

Subtotal (95% CI) 159 155 71.3% 1.66 [1.14, 2.17] -
Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.19; Chi®= 30.83, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); F= 94%

Testfar averall effect 7= 624 (P = 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 249 242 100.0% 1.40[0.95, 1.86] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.21; Chi*= 40,33, df=5 (P = 0.00001); F= 88% t f f

a3 0 ] 2

Test for averall effect £=6.01 (P = 0.00001) Favours [Placeba] Favours [Gel]

Test for subgroup differences; Chi®=4.89, df=1 (F=0.03), F=749.6%

Supplementary Figure 13: Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of change (pre-/postinterventional) in
sexual satisfaction domain of FSFI.



Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.4.1 Hormonal Preparation

Ahedi 2020 1.73 1.08 44 046 083 42 Mot estimable

Fernandes 2014 1.3 342 18 088 272 20 13.4% 0.321.70, 2.34] I R
Meshahi 2022 118 1.22 34 105 114 30 19.0% 014 [-0.44, 072 -
Tanmahasamut 2020 176 632 38 -046 714 37 94% 222084, 528

Subtotal (95% CI) 90 87 41.8%  022[-0.33,0.77] L 2

Heterageneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.73,df=2(F=042); F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.79 (P =0.43)

1.4.2 Non Hormonal Preparation

Abedi 2018 42 083 a0 -03 084 30 182% 440 [4.03, 497

Bosak 2022 2 016 an 04 0148 27 197% 1.60[1.62, 168 "

Mitzhell 2018 1 17 a9 08 172 88 19.2% 0.20 [0.28, 0.68] -

Mappi 2016 0a3 1.3a N 015 169 26 Mot estimable

Subtotal (95% CI) 159 155 58.2% 2.10[0.23, 3.96] —aniii——
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 2,67, Chi*=176.21, df= 2 (P = 0.00001}); F=98%

Testfor overall effect £=2.21 (P = 0.03)

Total {95% CI) 249 242 100.0% 1.50 [0.20, 2.80] —engffiiie-—

1
-4 - 0 2
Favours [Flacebo] Favours [Gel]

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 2.23; Chi*= 203.37, df= 5 (P < 0.00001); F= 98%

Testfor overall effect 7= 2 26 (F = 0.02)

Testfor subaroun diferences: Chi*= 359 df=1 (P=0.06), F=721%
Supplementary Figure 14: Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of change (pre-/postinterventional) in
sexual lubrication domain of FSFI.

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.7.1 Hormonal Preparations
Ahedi 2020 223137 44 055 106 42 Mot estimahle
Femandes 2014 17 382 18 1319 20 29% 070144, 284]
Meshahi 2022 132 168 34 148 4587 30 43% 017 [1.80,1.56] e
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Supplementary Figure 15: Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis of change (pre-/postinterventional) in
sexual pain domain of FSFI.
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