FOREST PLOTS

Study %
ID OR (95% CI) Weight
i
Kiss (2000) I 1.47 (0.87,2.49) 6.64
]
Sachse (2002) L 1.84 (1.24,2.72) 7.76
]
Slattery (2004) —- 1.06 (0.84,1.33) 8.97
|
Landi (2005) —— 1.00 (0.57,1.76) 6.37
I
Little (2006) — 1.06 (0.55, 2.03) 5.68
I
Kiss (2007) —— 1.42(1.04,1.96) 8.35
]
Yeh (2007) - 0.88 (0.70,1.10) 9.01
|
Cotterchio (2008) —r 0.92 (0.67,1.27) 8.36
]
Pereira Serafim (2008) | —— 17.01 (8.52, 33.955.41
]
Kobayashi (2009) — 0.71(0.43,1.17) 6.84
]
Nisa (2010) - 0.92 (0.74,1.15) 9.04
I
Ontario (unpubl) e 1.16 (0.87,1.55) 8.54
I
SOCCS (unpubl) = 1.22 (0.98,1.52) 9.04
Overall (I-squared = 85.4%, p = 0.000) <> 1.28 (1.00, 1.63) 100.00
]
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysifa
1
Study %
ID OR (95% ClI) Weight
i
Kiss (2000) — 1.47 (0.87, 2.49) 4.79
|
Sachse (2002) : - 1.84 (1.24,2.72) 7.81
]
Landi (2005) : 1.00 (0.57, 1.76) 5.11
|
Little (2006) - : 1.06 (0.55, 2.03) 3.66
|
Kiss (2007) —5—+— 1.42 (1.04, 1.96) 13.53
|
Cotterchio (2008) —*——5— 0.92 (0.67, 1.27) 16.91
]
Ontario (unpubl) ——*—5— 1.16 (0.87, 1.55) 17.55
]
SOCCS (unpubl) T 1.22 (0.98, 1.52) 30.63
Overall (I-squared = 25.3%, p = 0.227) <> 1.23 (1.09, 1.39) 100.00
|
]
|
|
]

[

CYP1A1 2454A>G Additive model: wt/var vs. wt/wt (random model) [Second graph in white
only populations]



Study

%
OR (95% Cl) Weight

7.76 (0.40, 151.81) 0.39
1.82 (0.57,5.77) 3.55
1.12 (0.49, 2.55)  8.87
2.69 (0.11, 66.17) 0.44
2.15(0.39, 11.81) 1.58
1.72 (1.19, 2.48)  36.84
1.49 (0.52,4.28) 461

ID
i

Kiss (2000) :
Sachse (2002) ——I*—
Slattery (2004) —+I—
Landi (2005) E
Kiss (2007) __i‘*_
Yeh (2007) —-
Cotterchio (2008) -
Pereira Serafim (2008) i
Kobayashi (2009) —+I—
Nisa (2010) S
Ontario (unpubl) _+._

__:_*_

SOCCS (unpubl)
Little (2006)
Overall (l-squared = 3.2%, p = 0.413)

39.34 (1.93, 802.51)0.12
1.18 (0.47,3.00) 6.63
0.97 (0.61, 1.54) 29.66
1.17 (0.39,351) 4.91
2.47 (0.64,9.56) 2.41
(Excluded) 0.00
1.47 (1.17,1.85) 100.00

1
Study
ID
i
Kiss (2000) * -
]
Sachse (2002) T
]
Landi (2005) —
]
Kiss (2007) —t
|
Cotterchio (2008) —

Ontario (unpubl)

SOCCS (unpubl)

Little (2006)

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.924)

%
OR (95% ClI) Weight

7.76 (0.40, 151.81) 2.16
1.82 (0.57,5.77) 19.87
2.69 (0.11, 66.17) 2.43
2.15(0.39, 11.81) 8.85
1.49 (0.52,4.28) 25.77
1.17 (0.39, 3.51) 27.48
2.47 (0.64,9.56) 13.45
(Excluded) 0.00
1.82 (1.09, 3.06)  100.00

CYP1A1 2454A>G Additive model: var/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model) [Second graph in white only

populations]




Study

%

OR (95% Cl) Weight

7.13 (0.37, 139.16)0.40
1.70 (0.54, 5.39) 3.62
1.12 (0.49, 2.54) 8.73
2.68 (0.11, 66.13) 0.43
2.01 (0.37, 11.01) 1.61
1.81 (1.26,2.58) 37.36
1.50 (0.53, 4.30) 4.51

ID
;

Kiss (2000) i
Sachse (2002) ——I*—
Slattery (2004) —*'i—
Landi (2005) i
Kiss (2007) ——L‘—
Yeh (2007) —
Cotterchio (2008) —
Pereira Serafim (2008) i
Kobayashi (2009) —
Nisa (2010) —‘—
Ontario (unpubl) —*'E—

__:_*—

SOCCS (unpubl)
Little (2006)
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.736)

7.19 (0.37, 140.77)0.39
1.34 (0.54, 3.35) 6.20
1.00 (0.63, 1.58) 29.52
1.16 (0.39, 3.46) 4.86
2.44 (0.63,9.45) 2.38
(Excluded) 0.00
1.49(1.19,1.87) 100.00

1
Study
ID
i
Kiss (2000) ’ -
|
Sachse (2002) — T
|
Landi (2005) —
]
Kiss (2007) —_—
]
Cotterchio (2008) —

Ontario (unpubl)

SOCCS (unpubl)

Little (2006)

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.935)

%
OR (95% CI) Weight
7.13 (0.37, 139.16) 2.23
1.70 (0.54,5.39)  20.36
2.68 (0.11, 66.13) 2.40
2.01(0.37,11.01) 9.05
1.50 (0.53, 4.30) 25.32
1.16 (0.39, 3.46) 27.29
2.44(0.63,9.45) 13.35
(Excluded) 0.00

1.77 (1.06, 2.98)  100.00

CYP1A1 2454A>G Recessive model: var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model) [Second graph in

white only populations]




Study

ID

;
Kiss (2000) i
Sachse (2002) J:—‘—
Slattery (2004) “J:
Landi (2005) —:"E—
Little (2006) —"E—
Kiss (2007) —:"—
Yeh (2007) -<>-i
Cotterchio (2008) —‘—E
Pereira Serafim (2008) i
Kobayashi (2009) —’——i
Nisa (2010) - E

Ontario (unpubl) 1
SOCCS (unpubl)
Overall (I-squared = 85.0%, p = 0.000)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analy

12

S

i p——

%
OR (95% Cl) Weight
1.57 (0.93, 2.65) 6.54
1.84 (1.26, 2.67) 7.82
1.06 (0.85, 1.33) 9.04
1.04 (0.59, 1.81) 6.25
1.06 (0.55, 2.03) 5.49
1.44 (1.05,1.97) 8.34
1.02 (0.83,1.25) 9.14
0.96 (0.71, 1.30) 8.42

——> 17.53(8.79, 34.9755.22

0.77 (0.48, 1.24) 6.96
0.93 (0.75,1.15) 9.12
1.16 (0.87, 1.54) 8.58
1.24 (1.00, 1.54) 9.08
1.31 (1.04, 1.65) 100.00

1
Study %
ID OR (95% Cl)  Weight

:
Kiss (2000) : 1.57 (0.93, 2.65) 4.59
Sachse (2002) > 1.84 (1.26, 2.67) 8.25
Landi (2005) - 1.04 (0.59, 1.81) 4.93
Little (2006) - 1.06 (0.55, 2.03) 3.54
Kiss (2007) ——+— 1.44 (1.05, 1.97) 13.32
Cotterchio (2008) —*——~ 0.96 (0.71, 1.30) 17.28
Ontario (unpubl) ——+—§— 1.16 (0.87, 1.54) 17.97
SOCCS (unpubl) —+— 1.24 (1.00, 1.54) 30.12
Overall (I-squared = 26.5%, p = 0.218) <> 1.25 (1.11, 1.41) 100.00

i

i

1

CYP1A1 2454A>G Dominant model: wt/var & var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (random model)

[Second graph in white only populations]



Study

Sachse (2002) —

%

OR (95% Cl)  Weight

0.99 (0.73, 1.35)9.02

Slattery (2004) — 0.96 (0.82, 1.12)37.89
Chen (2005) < - : 0.68 (0.45, 1.04)5.80
Landi (2005) ; 0.81 (0.55, 1.19)6.47
Little (2006) : 0.94 (0.61, 1.46)4.62
Cotterchio (2008) —;——+— 1.06 (0.86, 1.32)17.83
Nisa (2010) —+§—— 0.90 (0.72, 1.12)18.36
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.627)<_ p 0.94 (0.86, 1.04)100.00

i

g

1

CYP1A1 3698T>C Additive model: wt/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model)

Study %
ID OR (95% CI) Weight
Sachse (2002) 2.69 (0.93, 7.81) 10.11
Slattery (2004) — 0.77 (0.49, 1.23) 22.56
Chen (2005) —+—~ 0.50 (0.26, 0.96) 17.41
Landi (2005) = j 0.61 (0.14, 2.75) 6.01
Little (2006) > 3.26 (0.59, 17.99)4.89
Cotterchio (2008) —*—;— 0.41 (0.17,1.01) 12.43
Nisa (2010) —*-— 0.98 (0.71, 1.34) 26.60
Overall (l-squared =53.7%, p = 0.044) > 0.84 (0.56, 1.27) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects anai)l sis

1

CYP1A1 3698T>C Additive model: var/var vs. wt/wt (random model)



Study

Sachse (2002)
Slattery (2004)
Chen (2005)

o

Landi (2005) -

Little (2006)
Cotterchio (2008)
Nisa (2010)
Overall (I-squared =50.8%, p = 0.058)

%
OR (95% CI) Weight

2.70 (0.93, 7.81) 2.44
0.78 (0.49, 1.24) 22.66
0.61 (0.32, 1.13) 15.28
0.64 (0.14, 2.86) 2.37

> 3.30 (0.60, 18.15)0.83
0.40 (0.16, 1.00) 9.66
1.03 (0.77, 1.39) 46.77
0.90 (0.73, 1.11) 100.00

CYP1A1 3698T>C Recessive model: var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)

Study %
ID OR (95% CI)  Weight
Sachse (2002) #——»— 1.07 (0.79, 1.44)8.63
Slattery (2004) — 0.94 (0.81, 1.09)37.85
Chen (2005) < 0.64 (0.43, 0.95)6.12
Landi (2005) - 0.80 (0.55, 1.17)6.31
Little (2006) 1.01 (0.66, 1.54)4.38
Cotterchio (2008) —~+— 1.01 (0.82, 1.25)17.77
Nisa (2010) —+—— 0.92 (0.74, 1.13)18.93
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.467)<. » 0.94 (0.85, 1.02)100.00
1

CYP1A1 3698T>C Dominant model: wt/var & var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)



Study

%

ID OR (95% CI) Weight
Sachse (2002) —+§— 1.02 (0.79, 1.31}4.03
Chen (2005) ——:0— 1.15 (0.63, 2.135.63
Landi (2005) —é—*— 1.41(1.02,1.94)1.82
Bae (2006) | ——=———3.52(1.86, 6.655.32
Kiss (2007) —*E— 1.07 (0.82, 1.39)3.50
Kury (2007) —— 0.94 (0.79, 1.1216.49
Cotterchio (2008) —t 0.98 (0.81, 1.17)6.24
Saebo (2008) ——i—*— 1.30 (0.87, 1.959.55
Kobayashi (2009) — 0.77 (0.47, 1.277.42
Overall (I-squared = 63.4%, p = 0.005) 1.13(0.95, 1.34100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effectsi nalysis

=

Study
ID

Sachse (2002)
Chen (2005)
Landi (2005)

W

CYP1A2 163C>A Additive model: wt/var vs. wt/wt (random model)

%
OR (95% CI) Weight
1.16 (0.70, 1.929.08
0.88 (0.48, 1.635.94
2.07 (1.22, 3.515.35

Bae (2006)
Kiss (2007) — T
Kury (2007) —

Cotterchio (2008)

4
A\

2.44 (1.00, 6.00).94

1.11 (0.75, 1.6315.83
1.00 (0.72, 1.3922.93
0.90 (0.65, 1.2396.76

Saebo (2008)
Kobayashi (2009)
Overall (I-squared = 42.1%, p = 0.087X

VS T

1.10 (0.51, 2.37%.03
0.57 (0.27, 1.21.15
1.07 (0.92, 1.25100.00

[N

CYP1A2 163C>A Additive model: var/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model)



Study
ID

%

OR (95% Cl) Weight

Sachse (2002)

1.15 (0.70, 1.88).95

Chen (2005) — 1 0.79 (0.53, 1.18)4.59

Landi (2005) - 1.74 (1.05, 2.88p.42

Bae (2006) - 1.14 (0.51, 2.543.01

Kiss (2007) — 1.07 (0.74, 1.54)5.08

Kury (2007) —_— 1.03 (0.75, 1.4120.05
Y

Cotterchio (2008)

0.90 (0.67, 1.2323.80

Saebo (2008)

0.98 (0.47, 2.063.77

Kobayashi (2009)
Overall (I-squared =4.8%, p = 0.395)<

0.64 (0.31, 1.325.32
1.01 (0.87, 1.16).00.00

CYP1A2 163C>A Recessive model: var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)

Study
ID

%

OR (95% Cl) Weight

Sachse (2002) —— 1.04 (0.82, 1.32)13.75
Chen (2005) — 1.00 (0.57, 1.785.11
Landi (2005) —— 1.51 (1.12, 2.05)1.85
Bae (2006) | ——=——326(1.77,5.985.64
Kiss (2007) —+— 1.08 (0.84, 1.38)3.47
Kury (2007) . 0.95 (0.80, 1.1315.85
Cotterchio (2008) —t 0.96 (0.81, 1.1415.70
Saebo (2008) —-— 1.27 (0.87, 1.879.73
Kobayashi (2009) e 0.72 (0.45, 1.147.92
Overall (I-squared = 67.7%, p = 0.002)<i> 1.12 (0.94, 1.33)100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects énalyss

1

CYP1A2 163C>A Dominant model: wt/var &

var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (random model)



Study %

ID OR (95% CI)  Weight

Sachse (2002) 1.21 (0.92, 1.59)9.63

Landi (2005) . 0.86 (0.61, 1.21)7.19

Bethke (2007) — 0.97 (0.84, 1.12)40.15

Kury (2007) 1.02 (0.84, 1.24)21.65

Cotterchio (2008) 0.91 (0.75, 1.11)21.38

Overall (I-squared =0.0%, p =0.473) > 0.98 (0.90, 1.08)100.00

CYP1B1 4326C>G Additive model: wt/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model)

Study %

ID OR (95% CI)  Weight

Sachse (2002) * 0.98 (0.69, 1.39)9.85

Landi (2005) 0.86 (0.55, 1.33)6.61

Bethke (2007) —a— 1.00 (0.85, 1.17)48.45

Kury (2007) 1.26 (0.98, 1.63)16.20

Cotterchio (2008) - 1.01 (0.78, 1.29)18.89

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.500) <> 1.03 (0.93, 1.15)100.00
1

CYP1B1 4326C>G Additive model: var/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model)



Study %

ID OR (95% CI)  Weight

Sachse (2002) * 0.87 (0.64, 1.18)9.35

Landi (2005) € . 0.93 (0.63, 1.38)5.29

Bethke (2007) —_— 1.02 (0.91, 1.15)55.85

Kury (2007) -~ 1.24 (0.99, 1.56)13.88

Cotterchio (2008) 1.06 (0.85, 1.33)15.64

Overall (I-squared = 4.0%, p = 0.384) <> 1.04 (0.95, 1.14)100.00

CYP1B1 4326C>G Recessive model: var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)

Study %
ID OR (95% Cl)  Weight
Sachse (2002) 1.14 (0.88, 1.48)9.95
Landi (2005) + 0.86 (0.62, 1.19)7.43
Bethke (2007) —— 0.98 (0.86, 1.12)40.09
Kury (2007) -+ 1.08 (0.90, 1.29)20.99
Cotterchio (2008) 0.94 (0.78, 1.13)21.54
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.553) <> 1.00 (0.92, 1.09)100.00
1

CYP1B1 4326C>G Dominant model: wt/var & var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)



Study %

ID OR (95% Cl)  Weight
Martinez (2001) € 0.78 (0.44, 1.38)4.61
Landi (2005) ; 1.05 (0.74, 1.51)9.94
McGreavey (2005) —_—— 0.87 (0.65, 1.16)16.78
Kury (2007) —— 0.97 (0.80, 1.18)34.10
Cotterchio (2008) —_— 0.76 (0.61, 0.93)34.57
Overall (I-squared = 1.8%, p = 0.396)<> 0.88 (0.78, 0.99)100.00
1

CYP2C9 430C>T Additive model: wt/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model)

Study %

ID OR (95% CI)  Weight

Martinez (2001) 1.48 (0.32, 6.78p.72

Landi (2005) > 2.93 (1.06, 8.13)10.40

McGreavey (2005) 1.18 (0.52, 2.65p2.30

Kury (2007) — 1.36 (0.71, 2.60132.86
Cotterchio (2008) — 1.33 (0.67, 2.65p8.72

=
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.700) <> 1.48 (1.03, 2.13)1L00.00

1

CYP2C9 430C>T Additive model: var/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model)



Study %
ID OR (95% CI) Weight

Martinez (2001) . 1.57 (0.34, 7.10.96
Landi (2005) % > 2.90 (1.05, 8.0%.60

McGreavey (2005) = 1.21 (0.54, 2.73)1.68
Kury (2007) —r 1.37 (0.72, 2.61)7.43
Cotterchio (2008) ——+— 1.42 (0.71, 2.83)4.69
SOCCS (unpubl) —~—— 1.08 (0.71, 1.63)7.64
Overall (I-squared =0.0%, p = 0.6479<> 1.31 (1.00, 1.72)00.00

CYP2C9 430C>T Recessive model: var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)

Study %

ID OR (95% Cl)  Weight

Martinez (2001) 0.83 (0.48, 1.44)4.66

Landi (2005) i 1.17 (0.83, 1.65)9.85

McGreavey (2005) 0.89 (0.68, 1.18)17.10
Kury (2007) — 0.99 (0.82, 1.21)34.06
Cotterchio (2008) —_ 0.79 (0.64, 0.96)34.34

\'4

Overall (I-squared = 19.5%, p = 0.290) 0.92 (0.82, 1.03)100.00

CYP2C9 430C>T Dominant model: wt/var & var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)



Study %

D OR (95% Cl)  Weight
Martinez (2001) . 0.54 (0.31, 0.93)16.95
Landi (2005) —— 0.96 (0.63, 1.45)20.09
McGreavey (2005) e 1.14 (0.79, 1.63)21.33
Liao (2007) | ———=——257(1.55,4.24)18.03
Cotterchio (2008) —t— 1.06 (0.82, 1.36)23.61
Overall (I-squared = 77.8%, p = 0.001) <:> 1.10 (0.76, 1.60)100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects ana| y:sis

CYP2C9 1057A>C Additive model: wt/var vs. wt/wt (random model)

Study %

ID OR(95% Cl)  Weight

Landi (2005) 4.45 (0.21, 93.04) 4.34

McGreavey (2005) e 0.74 (0.17, 3.09) 36.69

Cotterchio (2008) 0.17 (0.02, 1.32) 58.97

Martinez (2001) (Excluded) 0.00
Overall (I-squared = 38.3%, p = 0.198) > 0.56 (0.22, 1.45) 100.00

Liao (2007) 3 (Excluded) 0.00

CYP2C9 1057A>C Additive model: var/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model)



Study %

ID OR (95% Cl) Weight
Landi (2005) 3 > 4.48 (0.21, 93.57) 4.30
McGreavey (2005) —_—— 0.72 (0.17, 3.04) 36.82

Cotterchio (2008) 0.17 (0.02, 1.31) 58.88

Martinez (2001) (Excluded) 0.00
Overall (I-squared = 38.6%, p = 0.196) > 0.56 (0.21, 1.44) 100.00

Liao (2007) 3 (Excluded) 0.00

CYP2C9 1057A>C Recessive moddl: var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)

Study %

ID OR (95% CI)  Weight
Martinez (2001) . 0.54 (0.31, 0.93)16.86
Landi (2005) — 0.99 (0.66, 1.50)20.09
McGreavey (2005) ——7— 1.11 (0.78, 1.58)21.48
Liao (2007) 3 ————+——> 2,57 (1.55, 4.24)17.94
Cotterchio (2008) — 1.01 (0.78, 1.30)23.64
Overall (I-squared =77.9%, p = 0.001) <j> 1.09 (0.75, 1.59)100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects anal y:sis

CYP2C9 1057A>C Dominant model: wt/var & var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (random model)



Study

ID

i
Le Marchand (2002) —T
Chen (2005) __*_
Landi (2005) .
van der Loget (2005) : *
Gao (2007) _+_
Kury (2007) _+_h_
Morita (2009) —
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.611) <[>

|

!

%
OR (95% CI)  Weight

0.92 (0.70, 1.21)21.46
1.21 (0.80, 1.83)8.16
1.54 (0.64, 3.70)1.67
1.28 (0.70, 2.35)3.62
0.99 (0.73, 1.35)15.88
0.81 (0.59, 1.13)15.78
0.92 (0.74, 1.14)33.44
0.96 (0.85, 1.09)100.00

CYP2E1 1053C>T Additive model: wt/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model)

Study

Le Marchand (2002) _—
Chen (2005) -

Landi (2005)

van der Loget (2005) -

Gao (2007)

Kury (2007)
Morita (2009)

%
OR(95% Cl)  Weight

1.05 (0.58, 1.89) 25.41
1.61 (0.72, 3.58) 10.49
0.16 (0.01, 3.45) 3.23
0.58 (0.05, 6.47) 2.17
2.43 (1.20, 4.95) 11.71
6.56 (0.79, 54.55)1.13
0.88 (0.56, 1.40) 45.86
1.22 (0.91, 1.62) 100.00

—
Overall (l-squared = 43.7%, p = 0.100) \/i>
i
1

CYP2E1 1053C>T Additive model: var/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model)



Study

Le Marchand (2002)
Chen (2005)

——

Landi (2005) =

van der Loget (2005)
Gao (2007)

Kury (2007)

Morita (2009)
Overall (I-squared = 41.6%, p = 0.114)

|
I
)
|
|
i
|
|
1
i
—_——
i
1

%
OR (95% Cl)  Weight

1.07 (0.60, 1.93) 24.80
1.46 (0.68, 3.15) 11.68
0.16 (0.01, 3.39) 3.17
0.58 (0.05, 6.38) 2.14
2.44 (1.21,4.93) 11.71
6.66 (0.80, 55.38)1.09
0.91 (0.58, 1.44) 45.41
1.23 (0.93, 1.63) 100.00

i

CYP2E1 1053C>T Recessive model: var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)

Study

Le Marchand (2002)
Chen (2005)

Landi (2005)

van der Loget (2005)
Gao (2007)

Kury (2007)

Morita (2009)
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.688)

T

%
OR (95% CI)  Weight

0.94 (0.72, 1.21)22.24
1.25 (0.84, 1.87)7.98
1.23 (0.55, 2.80)1.94
1.22 (0.68, 2.20)3.67
1.10 (0.82, 1.48)15.28
0.88 (0.64, 1.21)14.81
0.91 (0.74, 1.13)34.08
0.99 (0.88, 1.11)100.00

CYP2E1 1053C>T Dominant model: wt/var & var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)



Study

Kiss (2000)
Yu (2004)
Chen (2005)
Landi (2005)
Kiss (2007)
Kury (2007)

Cotterchio (2008)
Overall (I-squared =53.1%, p = 0.046) <

%
OR (95% Cl)  Weight

—_—

R —

|
]
NOTE: Weights are from random effects anaiysis

1.82 (1.02, 3.22)10.77
1.35 (0.89, 2.05)15.07
1.22 (0.81, 1.84)15.43
0.99 (0.49, 2.02)8.09
1.65 (1.09, 2.48)15.40
0.83 (0.60, 1.15)18.28
0.84 (0.58, 1.21)16.96
1.17 (0.92, 1.48)100.00

Study

Kiss (2000)
Yu (2004)
Chen (2005)
Landi (2005)
Kiss (2007)
Kury (2007)

Cotterchio (2008)

1

CYP2E1 1293G>C Additive model: wt/var vs. wt/wt (random model)

%
OR(95% Cl)  Weight

5.64 (0.27, 118.6683.75
1.15(0.30, 4.46) 30.51
1.32 (0.39,4.52) 34.00
0.88 (0.05, 14.07) 8.57
3.73(0.77, 18.05) 15.47
2.18 (0.20, 24.08) 7.71
(Excluded) 0.00
1.83(0.94, 3.57) 100.00

1
1
i
1
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.804) <>
i
1

CYP2E1 1293G>C Additive model: var/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model)



Study

Kiss (2000)

Yu (2004)

Chen (2005)
Landi (2005)

Kiss (2007)

Kury (2007)
Cotterchio (2008)

%

OR(95% Cl)  Weight

T
1
1
I
I
1
1
—_——
1
I
I
|
—_——t—————

1
1
1
A
1
1
!
1
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.789) <<>
i
1
1
i

> 5.06 (0.24, 106.26]3.73
1.02 (0.27,3.91) 31.79
1.22 (0.36, 4.13) 34.30
0.88 (0.05, 14.07) 8.05
3.54 (0.73,17.10) 14.94
2.21 (0.20, 24.41) 7.19
(Excluded) 0.00
1.69 (0.87, 3.27) 100.00

CYP2E1 1293G>C Recessive modd!:

1

var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)

Study %
ID OR (95% CI)  Weight
Kiss (2000) : 1.91 (1.08, 3.38)11.03
Yu (2004) ——— 1.34 (0.88, 2.02)15.06
Chen (2005) ——»— 1.23 (0.82, 1.84)15.42
Landi (2005) : 0.99 (0.49, 1.97)8.68
Kiss (2007) e 174(117,259)15.52
Kury (2007) —*—— 0.85 (0.61, 1.17)17.76
Cotterchio (2008) —*——t 0.84 (0.58, 1.21)16.52
Overall (I-squared = 58.4%, p = 0.025) <<> 1.19 (0.92, 1.53)100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects enali{ysis

1

CYP2E1 1293G>C Dominant model: wt/var & var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (random model)



Study %
ID OR (95% ClI) Weight
Zhong (1993) | —— 1.78 (1.21, 2.62) 1.58
Chenevix-Trench (1995) g : 0.92 (0.59, 1.43) 1.29
Deakin (1996) —_——r 0.95 (0.71, 1.28) 2.32
Katoh (1996) * g 1.54 (0.91, 2.60) 0.96
Gertig (1998) S b a— 1.04 (0.72, 1.52) 1.63
Lee (1998) —_— 0.79 (0.54, 1.14) 1.70
Kampman (1999) —_—r 0.94 (0.82, 1.07) 5.01
Welfare (1999) ¢ 1.06 (0.71, 1.59) 1.46
Yoshioka (1999) T * 1.55 (0.89, 2.68) 0.88
Kiss (2000) —e 1.19 (0.77, 1.84) 1.30
Slattery (2000) —0——: 0.93 (0.81, 1.06) 5.02
Butler (2001) —_—rr— 0.93 (0.63, 1.38) 1.55
Loktionov (2001) —_ 1.29 (0.90, 1.84) 1.80
Laso (2002) —0:— 1.02(0.73, 1.43) 1.93
Sachse (2002) — 1.33(1.04, 1.69) 3.01
Seow (2002) ——t—————— 1.25(0.93, 1.67) 2.37
Sgambato (2002) : + 1.38(0.80, 2.39) 0.88
Tiemersma (2002) — 1.17(0.76, 1.79) 1.35
Zhu (2002) ; 1.51(0.87, 2.61) 0.88
Nascimento (2003) —e 1.19 (0.76, 1.87) 1.24
Slattery (2003) ——| 0.87 (0.72, 1.05) 3.94
van der Hel (2003) —_—— 0.76 (0.56, 1.04) 221
Kiss (2004) : —_— 1.48 (1.16, 1.91) 2.89
van der Logt (2004) —_—— 1.03(0.78, 1.37) 2.50
Ates (2005) : * 1.56 (1.04, 2.33) 1.48
Chen (2005) * 1.08 (0.72, 1.60) 1.50
Landi (2005) + t 0.88 (0.57, 1.36) 1.32
Yeh (2005) —0—:— 0.99 (0.80, 1.21) 3.55
Huang (2006) T 1.17 (0.95, 1.45) 3.43
Little (2006) —_—rr 0.87 (0.63, 1.21) 2.05
Martinez (2006) : g 1.91(1.28, 2.85) 1.49
Probst-Hensch (2006) —_— 0.96 (0.75, 1.24) 2.81
Skijelbred (2007) -+ 1.02 (0.65, 1.58) 1.28
Yeh (2007) —0—:— 0.99 (0.80, 1.21) 3.55
Cotterchio (2008) —_— 0.99 (0.83, 1.18) 4.13
Csejtei (2008) t g 1.58 (0.90, 2.77) 0.85
kury (2008) —— 1.11(0.93, 1.31) 4.25
Epplein (2009) —_— 1.25(0.86, 1.82) 1.68
Matakova (2009) —_——— 1.11(0.78, 1.57) 1.85
Piao (2009) —_—— 1.02 (0.90, 1.17) 5.04
Nisa (2010) —_—r 0.92 (0.75, 1.13) 3.57
Yang (2010) —_—— 1.01(0.79, 1.30) 2.90
Yeh (2010) —_— 0.98 (0.80, 1.21) 3.55
Overall (I-squared = 38.0%, p = 0.007) ’0 1.07 (1.01, 1.13) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :




Study

%

ID OR (95% CI)  Weight
Zhong (1993) E ——— 1.78(1.21,2.628.41
Chenevix-Trench (1995) T 0.92 (0.59, 1.43p.88
Deakin (1996) —_— 0.95 (0.71, 1.28).61
Gertig (1998) —_—— 1.04 (0.72, 1.528.51
Welfare (1999) - 1.06 (0.71, 1.598.20
Kiss (2000) e 1.19 (0.77, 1.84p.91
Butler (2001) —_—r— 0.93 (0.63, 1.388.36
Loktionov (2001) —_—— 1.29 (0.90, 1.84B8.79
Laso (2002) — 1.02 (0.73, 1.43%4.00
Sachse (2002) _— 1.33 (1.04, 1.695.57
Sgambato (2002) — 1.38 (0.80, 2.392.08
Tiemersma (2002) e 1.17 (0.76, 1.798.00
Slattery (2003) — 0.87 (0.72, 1.05)6.66
van der Hel (2003) —_— 0.76 (0.56, 1.04).45
Kiss (2004) |—— 1.48 (1.16, 1.91p5.41
van der Logt (2004) — 1.03(0.78, 1.37).88
Ates (2005) - ’ 1.56 (1.04, 2.338.24
Landi (2005) — 0.88 (0.57, 1.36p.95
Little (2006) —_— 0.87 (0.63, 1.211.20
Martinez (2006) | + 1.91 (1.28, 2.858.25
Skjelbred (2007) - 1.02 (0.65, 1.58p.87
Cotterchio (2008) —— 0.99 (0.83, 1.186.87
Csejtei (2008) ; - 1.58 (0.90, 2.77p.01
Kury (2008) T 1.11 (0.93, 1.316.99
Matakova (2009) —_— 1.11 (0.78, 1.578.88
Overall (I-squared = 47.6%, p = 0.005) <> 1.11 (1.02, 1.22)100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

1

GSTM 1 deletion Dominant model: wt/var & var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (random model) [ Second
graph in white only populations]



Study
ID

Harris (1998)
Welfare (1999)

%
OR (95% Cl)  Weight

0.86 (0.50, 1.46)1.82
1.02 (0.66, 1.56)2.60

Yoshioka (1999) : 1.71(0.91, 3.22)0.93
katoh (1999) : > 1.83(0.99, 3.36)0.96
Loktionov (2001) — 0.90 (0.63, 1.30)3.79
Sachse (2002) — 1.26 (0.97, 1.63)6.53
Seow (2002) —_— 0.88 (0.64, 1.22)4.88
Kiss (2004) —_— 1.07 (0.82, 1.40)6.34
van der Logt (2004) —_— 1.06 (0.79, 1.43)5.22
Ates (2005) —_—— 1.35(0.87, 2.10)2.13
Landi (2005) _— 1.06 (0.76, 1.48)4.26
Sun (2005) —_ 1.09 (0.69, 1.72)2.21
Yeh (2005) —_— 1.05 (0.83, 1.32)8.72
Martinez (2006) —_—t— 1.07 (0.69, 1.66)2.41
Probst-Hensch (2006) — 0.84 (0.63, 1.12)6.50
Skjelbred (2007) _— 0.83 (0.53, 1.32)2.49
Yeh (2007) —_— 1.05 (0.83, 1.32)8.72
kury (2008) —— 1.01 (0.84, 1.21)14.84
Epplein (2009) —_—t 0.89 (0.60, 1.32)3.31
Matakova (2009) | ———— 1.68 (1.15, 2.46)2.62
Yeh (2010) —_— 1.04 (0.83, 1.32)8.73
Overall (I-squared = 4.5%, p = 0.400) 1.06 (0.99, 1.13)100.00
[}
I
| 1
1

Study
ID

T
Harris (1998) ——
Welfare (1999) ——i
Yoshioka (1999) ’ :
katoh (1999) . :
Loktionov (2001) —_
Sachse (2002) ——
Seow (2002) —
Kiss (2004) ——
van der Logt (2004) —
Ates (2005) —_

Landi (2005)

GSTP1 1le105Val Additive model: wt/var vs. wt/wt (random model)

%
OR (95% Cl)  Weight

1.32 (0.57, 3.08)1.67
0.62 (0.30, 1.29)3.40
0.15 (0.01, 2.97)0.61
0.12 (0.01, 2.22)0.84
1.01 (0.57, 1.80)4.24
0.99 (0.67, 1.47)9.29
0.49 (0.19, 1.24)2.97
1.27 (0.88, 1.83)9.41
0.80 (0.50, 1.27)7.38
0.83 (0.47, 1.48)4.65
0.74 (0.43, 1.29)5.36

Sun (2005) - 1.20(0.59, 2.41)2.56
Yeh (2005) —_ 0.82 (0.45, 1.49)4.33
Martinez (2006) —0—5 0.33(0.12, 0.90)2.90
Probst-Hensch (2006) —i 0.62 (0.30, 1.28)3.93
Skjelbred (2007) —} 0.41(0.17,0.97)3.44
Yeh (2007) —— 0.82 (0.45, 1.49)4.33
kury (2008) —— 0.98 (0.74, 1.31)17.44
Epplein (2009) — 0.61 (0.32, 1.15)4.75
Matakova (2009) i|—— 2.11(1.11, 4.00)2.18
Yeh (2010) —_ 0.82 (0.45, 1.49)4.33
Overall (I-squared = 31.0%, p = 0.088) 0.88 (0.78, 1.00)100.00

|

I

1

1

GSTP1 11e105Val Additive model: var/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model)



Study

ID

T
Harris (1998) —H—
Welfare (1999) —
Yoshioka (1999) . :
katoh (1999) . !
Loktionov (2001) ——
Sachse (2002) ——
Seow (2002) —
Kiss (2004) —
van der Logt (2004) —
Ates (2005) —_—
Landi (2005) —_—
Sun (2005) ——
Yeh (2005) —_
Martinez (2006) —0—5
Probst-Hensch (2006) —r
Skjelbred (2007) —
Yeh (2007) _———
kury (2008) -
Epplein (2009) —
Matakova (2009) :-—0—
Yeh (2010) —_—
Overall (I-squared = 25.1%, p = 0.143) @

|

|

%
OR (95% CI)  Weight
1.44 (0.65, 3.18)1.59
0.62 (0.31, 1.24)3.36
0.13 (0.01, 2.56)0.59
0.10 (0.01, 1.89)0.83
1.07 (0.62, 1.83)4.17
0.88 (0.61, 1.27)10.15
0.51 (0.20, 1.28)2.64
1.23 (0.88, 1.72)10.04
0.77 (0.50, 1.19)7.63
0.72 (0.42, 1.23)5.27
0.72 (0.43, 1.23)5.29
1.15 (0.59, 2.25)2.57
0.81 (0.4, 1.47)3.97
0.32 (0.12, 0.86)2.84
0.65 (0.32, 1.34)3.46
0.45 (0.19, 1.03)3.27
0.81 (0.44, 1.47)3.97
0.98 (0.75, 1.28)17.37
0.63 (0.34, 1.18)4.42
1.59 (0.87, 2.90)2.62
0.81 (0.45, 1.47)3.97
0.86 (0.77, 0.97)100.00

GSTP1 Ile105Val Recessive model: var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)

Study
ID

Harris (1998)

Welfare (1999)
Yoshioka (1999)
katoh (1999)

\4

Loktionov (2001) B ch —
Sachse (2002) T
Seow (2002) - ;

Kiss (2004) ——
van der Logt (2004) —_—
Ates (2005) —
Landi (2005) —_—
Sun (2005) L

Yeh (2005) —_—
Martinez (2006) -
Probst-Hensch (2006) —_—
Skjelbred (2007) + L

Yeh (2007) —_—
kury (2008) —_——
Epplein (2009) —_—
Matakova (2009) :

Yeh (2010) —_—

Overall (I-squared =12.7%, p = 0.293)

%
OR (95% CI)  Weight
0.93 (0.56, 1.54)1.71
0.93 (0.62, 1.40)2.67
1.50 (0.81, 2.76)0.94
1.51 (0.84, 2.72)1.01
0.92 (0.65, 1.31)3.67
1.20 (0.94, 1.53)6.64
0.83 (0.60, 1.14)4.81
1.12 (0.87, 1.44)6.39
1.00 (0.75, 1.33)5.31
1.17 (0.78, 1.75)2.42
0.99 (0.72, 1.36)4.38
1.11 (0.72, 1.70)2.22
1.02 (0.82, 1.28)8.50
0.92 (0.60, 1.41)2.49
0.81 (0.62, 1.07)6.41
0.74 (0.47, 1.15)2.52
1.02 (0.82, 1.28)8.50
1.01 (0.85, 1.19)14.79
0.82 (0.57, 1.17)3.63
1.74 (1.21, 2.51)2.48
1.02 (0.82, 1.27)8.51
1.02 (0.96, 1.09) 100.00

GSTP1 11e105Val Dominant model: wt/var & var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)



Study

Harris (1998)
Sachse (2002)
Landi (2005)

kury (2008)

Overall (I-squared =0.0%, p = 0.976)<

%

OR (95% Cl)  Weight

0.88 (0.46, 1.688.03

0.98 (0.72, 1.3580.95
0.98 (0.59, 1.62)12.28
1.03 (0.80, 1.32)48.74

1.00 (0.84, 1.19)100.00

GSTP1 ALA114VAL Additive model: wt/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model)

Study

Harris (1998)
Sachse (2002)
Landi (2005)

kury (2008)

Overall (I-squared =0.0%, p = 0.529)

S

\4

%

OR (95% ClI) Weight

4,51 (0.18, 111.60)1.85
0.54 (0.19, 1.58) 46.01
0.18 (0.01, 3.75) 12.27
0.49 (0.15, 1.59) 39.87

0.55(0.27, 1.13) 100.00

GSTP1 ALA114VAL Additive model: var/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model)



Study

Harris (1998)

Sachse (2002) — ]

Landi (2005)
kury (2008)

Overall (I-squared =0.0%, p = 0.523)

\4

%

OR (95% Cl) Weight

4.59 (0.19, 113.44)1.83

0.54 (0.19, 1.58) 46.01
0.18 (0.01,3.75) 12.24
0.49 (0.15, 1.58) 39.91

0.55(0.27, 1.13) 100.00

GSTP1 ALA114VAL Recessive model: var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)

Study

Harris (1998)

Sachse (2002)

Landi (2005)
kury (2008)

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.987

%

OR (95% Cl)  Weight

0.93 (0.50, 1.76)7.54

0.94 (0.69, 1.28)31.80
0.92 (0.56, 1.52)12.25
1.00 (0.78, 1.27148.41

0.96 (0.81, 1.15)100.00

GSTP1 ALA114VAL Dominant model: wt/var & var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model)



Study

ID

Chenevix-Trench (1995) * :

Deakin (1996) | ——
Katoh (1996) +

Gertig (1998) —_— !

Welfare (1999) —_—T
Yoshioka (1999) —_——
Butler (2001) | ——
Loktionov (2001) —_1 T
Laso (2002) ———
Sachse (2002) T
Seow (2002) —0——:-

Zhu (2002) B B
Nascimento (2003) —_—

van der Hel (2003) —0-—:

Kiss (2004) T

van der Logt (2004) 1T

Ates (2005) ———
Chen (2005) —_—
Rajagopal (2005) | ———
Yeh (2005) T

Huang (2006) —_— |

Little (2006) T
Martinez (2006) |
Probst-Hensch (2006) — !

Skjelbred (2007) e H A—
Yeh (2007) ——
Cotterchio (2008) —Te—

Csejtei (2008) F———
Kury (2008) —

Epplein (2009) —0—| |

Matakova (2009) —0—:—

Piao (2009) -

Nisa (2010) ——

Yang (2010) —-0:—

Yeh (2010) ——

Overall (I-squared = 70.6%, p = 0.000) <>

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

%
OR (95% Cl)  Weight

0.86 (0.43, 1.68)1.53
(1.30, 2.72)2.89
0, 1.99)2.11
L 1.11)2.32
,2.07)2.03
2. 32)1 08
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Study

%

ID OR (95% Cl)  Weight
Chenevix-Trench (1995) : 0.86 (0.43, 1.68)3.12
Deakin (1996) —— 1.88 (1.30, 2.726.41
Gertig (1998) = 0.69 (0.43,1.114.49
Welfare (1999) - 1.21 (0.70, 2.074.01
Butler (2001) i—o— 2.18 (1.38, 3.441.65
Loktionov (2001) — 1.34 (0.86, 2.114.70
Laso (2002) — 1.68 (1.03, 2.74)4.39
Sachse (2002) * 1.29 (0.94, 1.78)%5.89
van der Hel (2003) — 0.91 (0.65, 1.28)%.68
Kiss (2004) —‘I— 1.29 (0.96, 1.73%6.13
van der Logt (2004) e 1.21(0.84, 1.745.46
Ates (2005) — 1.52 (0.98, 2.36)4.81
Rajagopal (2005) -— 1.66 (1.24, 2.22%.14
Little (2006) —-— 1.25 (0.83, 1.88)5.03
Martinez (2006) i —*—> 3.62 (2.39, 5.5014.99
Skjelbred (2007) ; 1.14 (0.60, 2.18)3.31
Cotterchio (2008) e 1.09 (0.87, 1.36)%.71
Csejtei (2008) : 1.92 (1.01, 3.66)3.33
Kury (2008) —OI— | 0.97 (0.78, 1.21%6.77
Matakova (2009) E——— 1.02 (0.67, 1.55)4.99
Overall (I-squared = 68.7%, p = 0.000) <> 1.33 (1.14, 1.55)100.00
I
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis |

GSTT1 deletion Dominant model: wt/var & var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (random model) [ Second
graph in white only populations]



Study %

ID OR (95% Cl)  Weight
L
Yoshioja (1999) —'—+|— 0.95 (0.51, 1.77)5.34
Katoh (2000) — 1.04 (0.58, 1.88)5.68
Le-Marchand (2001) — 0.76 (0.59, 0.97)36.34
Tiemersma (2002) : - > 1.41 (0.36, 5.50)0.93
1
Lilla (2006) —_— 0.91 (0.70, 1.18)31.21
!
Mahid (2007) e 0.81 (0.48, 1.38)8.12
1
Roemer (2008) _— 0.40 (0.24, 0.67)12.38
1
Overall (I-squared = 37.6%, p = 0.142)<> 0.80 (0.68, 0.93)100.00
|
!
1
Study %
ID OR (95% CI)  Weight
Tiemersma (2002) 3 1.41 (0.36, 5.50)8.58
Lilla (2006) e 0.91 (0.70, 1.18) 37.56
Mahid (2007) — 0.81 (0.48, 1.38) 26.80

Roemer (2008) — 0.40 (0.24, 0.67) 27.05

Overall (I-squared = 64.1%, p = 0.039<>> 0.73(0.47, 1.14)100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

1

NAT1 phenotype Additive model: wt/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model) [Second graph in white only
populations]



Study

Yoshioja (1999)

Katoh (2000)
Le-Marchand (2001)

Tiemersma (2002)

Lilla (2006)

Mahid (2007)

Roemer (2008) -
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p =0.968)

%
OR (95% Cl)  Weight

1.12 (0.54, 2.32)8.29
1.02 (0.50, 2.09)9.05
0.97 (0.71, 1.34146.20
1.07 (0.27, 4.28)2.33
1.00 (0.45, 2.18)7.57
1.20 (0.64, 2.24)10.79
0.75 (0.42, 1.35)15.77
0.98 (0.79, 1.22)100.00

Study

Tiemersma (2002)

Lilla (2006)

Mahid (2007)

Roemer (2008)

Overall (I-squared =0.0%, p = 0.754

%

OR (95% CI)  Weight

1.07 (0.27, 4.28)6.40

1.00 (0.45, 2.18)20.76
1.20 (0.64, 2.24)29.60
0.75 (0.42, 1.35)43.24

0.95 (0.67, 1.37)100.00

NAT1 phenotype Additive model: var/var vs. wt/wt (fixed model) [Second graph in white only

populations]



Study %
ID OR (95% CI)  Weight

Yoshioja (1999) 1.15 (0.60, 2.20)8.53

1.00 (0.53, 1.90)9.34

Katoh (2000)
Le-Marchand (2001) — 1.11 (0.82, 1.4941.21

0.78 (0.44, 1.37)13.44

Tiemersma (2002)

Lilla (2006)
Mahid (2007)

1.03 (0.47, 2.24)6.21
1.28 (0.70, 2.33)9.12

Roemer (2008) 0.93 (0.52, 1.65)12.16

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.932)< 1.04 (0.86, 1.27)100.00

[

Study %

ID OR (95% Cl)  Weight

Tiemersma (2002) 0.78 (0.44, 1.37)32.83

Lilla (2006) 1.03 (0.47, 2.24)15.17

Mahid (2007) 1.28 (0.70, 2.33)22.28

Roemer (2008) 0.93 (0.52, 1.65)29.71

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.703-)<> 0.97 (0.71, 1.32)100.00

1

NAT1 phenotype Recessive model: var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (fixed model) [Second graph in
white only populations]



Study
ID

Bell (1995)

Chen (1998)
Yoshioja (1999)
Katoh (2000)
Butler (2001)
Le-Marchand (2001)
Tiemersma (2002)
van der Hel (2003)
Kiss (2004)

Lilla (2006)

Mabhid (2007)

Yeh (2007)

Butler (2008)
Roemer (2008)
Sorensen (2008)

|

VAN
\%4

Overall (l-squared = 51.4%, p = 0.011)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analy

|

is

\4

%
ES (95% CI) Weight
1.92 (1.20, 3.10) 4.87
0.93 (0.61, 1.42) 5.65
1.01 (0.57, 1.78) 3.77
1.04 (0.60, 1.78) 4.03
0.73 (0.47, 1.18) 5.07
0.82 (0.65, 1.03) 9.90
1.26 (0.33, 4.84) 0.86
0.89 (0.65, 1.24) 7.48
1.14 (0.88, 1.48) 9.11
0.91 (0.71, 1.18) 9.24
0.94 (0.60, 1.48) 5.24
0.90 (0.70, 1.10) 10.02
1.10 (0.88, 1.37) 10.08
0.52 (0.34, 0.79) 5.66
1.31(1.01, 1.71) 9.02
0.97 (0.86, 1.11) 100.00

Study

Bell (1995)

Chen (1998)
Butler (2001)
Tiemersma (2002)
van der Hel (2003)
Kiss (2004)

Lilla (2006)

Mabhid (2007)
Butler (2008)
Roemer (2008)
Sorensen (2008)

PR v S

Overall (I-squared = 60.3%, p = 0.005)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analypi

<>

S

%
ES(95%Cl)  Weight
1.92 (1.20, 3.10) 7.28
0.93 (0.61, 1.42) 8.25
0.73 (0.47, 1.18) 7.54
1.26 (0.33, 4.84) 1.47
0.89 (0.65, 1.24) 10.34
1.14 (0.88, 1.48) 12.03
0.91 (0.71, 1.18) 12.17
0.94 (0.60, 1.48) 7.74
1.10 (0.88, 1.37) 12.97
0.52 (0.34, 0.79) 8.26
1.31(1.01, 1.71) 11.95
1.00 (0.84, 1.19) 100.00

1

NAT1 phenotype Dominant model: wt/var & var/var vs. wt/wt & wt/var (random model)
[Second graph in white only populations]



