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Fig. S1. ROB 2.0 scores for the quality of the included RCTs.
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Fig. S2. ROBINS-I scores for the quality of the included case series.
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Fig. S3. Trim-and-fill funnel plot for the overall DLQI outcomes.
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Fig. S4a. Mean overall RosaQoL scores in patients with rosacea.

Study name Statistics for each stu Mean and 95% CI
Standard Lower Upper
Mean error Variance limit limit Z-Value p-Value
Kini et al. 2010a 2.560 0.110 0.012 2.345 2775 23.324 0.000 [ ]
Kini et al. 2010b  2.990 0.084 0.007 2.825 3.155 35.439 0.000 .
Kini et al. 2010c  2.610 0.112 0.013 2.390 2.830 23.238 0.000 [ ]

Linden et al. 2017 3.370 0.020 0.000 3.331 3.409 167.457 0.000 [ |

Yang et al. 2023a 3.340 0.159 0.025 3.029 3.651 21.038 0.000 =

Yang et al. 2023b 3.480 0.146 0.021 3.193 3.767 23.802 0.000 =
3.055 0.163 0.027 2.734 3.375 18.689 0.000 <
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Fig. S4b. Mean RosaQoL scores in the symptom domain in patients with rosacea.

Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI
Standard Lower Upper
Mean error Variance limit limit Z-Value p-Value

Lugeretal. 2015a  3.040 0.111 0012 2822 3.258 27.272 0.000 [ ]

Lugeretal. 2015b  3.040 0.157 0025 2732 3.348 19.322 0.000 =

Fleischer 2005 3.120 0.037 0.001 3.047 3.193 84219 0.000 .

Trumbore 2009 2.320 0.421 0.177 1495 3145 5514  0.000

van der Linden 2017a 3.430 0.048 0.002 3.337 3523 71943 0.000 .

van der Linden 2017b 3.640 0.042 0.002 3558 3722 87.344 0.000 .
3.209 0.127 0016 2960 3458 25246 0.000 <&
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Fig. S4c. Mean RosaQoL scores in the emotion domain in patients with rosacea.

Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI
Standard Lower Upper

Mean error Variance limit limit Z-Value p-Value
Fleischer 2005 3.380 0.040 0.002 3.302 3.458 85.463 0.000 .
Trumbore 2009 3.000 0.343 0118 2328 3672 8748 0.000 —_—
van der Linden 2017a 3.450 0.056 0.003 3.341 3.559 61.898 0.000 |
van der Linden 2017b 3.450 0.037 0.001 3.378 3.522 94.445 0.000 .

3421 0.027 0.001 3.368 3.475 125.842 0.000 .
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Fig. S4d. Mean RosaQoL scores in the function domain in patients with rosacea.

Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI
Standard Lower Upper
Mean error Variance limit limit Z-Value p-Value
Fleischer 2005 2.700 0.048 0.002 2606 2794 56.180  0.000 .
Trumbore 2009 1.450 0.329 0.108 0.806 2.094 4410 0.000

van der Linden 2017a 2.330 0.071 0.005 2191 2469 32738 0.000
van der Linden 2017b 2.670 0.069 0.005 2536 2804 38922 0.000
2449 0.132 0017 2191 2708 18593 0.000
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Fig. SS. Trim-and-fill funnel plot of DLQI scores before and after treatment.
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Fig. S6a. Mean RosaQoL scores in the function domain before and after treatment.
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Fig. S6b. Mean RosaQoL scores in the symptom domain before and after treatment.
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Fig. S6¢c. Mean RosaQoL scores in the emotion domain before and after treatment.
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