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Methods

« Aliterature search was conducted in Ovid MEDLINE from 1946 to April Week 5 2015, EMBASE Classic and EMBASE from
1947 to 2015 Week 18, and the Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials up until March 2015

Articles were included if they reported on both (1) combination of NK;RA and PALO, and (2) PALO and/or dexamethasone
for prophylaxis of CINV

Studies needed to report on at least one endpoint: complete response (CR), complete control (CC), no nausea and no
vomiting in the acute (0-24 hr), delayed (24-120 hr) and overall (0-120 hr) phases

 Primary endpoint was the proportion of patients achieving CR in acute/delayed/overall phase

« Secondary endpoints were proportion of patients achieving CC, no nausea and no vomiting
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