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Supplementary File - Figures S1-S5
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Figure S1 Mean number of drugs per patient post-intervention comparing experimental (intervention) group and control

group.
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Figure S2 Subgroup analysis on target person (patient or healthcare professional) for mean difference in the change in number

of drugs per patient.
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Figure S3 Subgroup analysis on risk of bias assessment (random sequence generation) for mean difference in the change in
number of drugs per patient.
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Figure S4 Mean difference in the number of inappropriate drugs per participant comparing experimental (intervention) group
and control group.
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Figure S5 Mean difference in the change in MAI score per participant comparing experimental (intervention) group and
control group.



