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S1A. Forest plot of comparison: 0.1% FGF2 groups was compared with control groups
among patients with osseous defects, outcome: CAL-G.
S1B. Forest plot of comparison: 0.3% FGF2 groups was compared with control groups
among patients with osseous defects, outcome: CAL-G.
S1C. Forest plot of comparison: 0.4% FGF2 groups was compared with control groups
among patients with osseous defects, outcome: CAL-G.
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S2A. Forest plot of comparison: 0.3mg/ml PDGF-BB groups was compared with control
groups among patients with osseous defects, outcome: CAL-G.

S2B. Forest plot of comparison: 0.3mg/ml PDGF-BB groups was compared with control
groups among patients with osseous defects, outcome: PDR.
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S3A. Forest plot of comparison: 0.3mg/ml PDGF-BB groups was compared with control
groups among patients with gingival recession, outcome: CAL-G.

S3B. Forest plot of comparison: 0.3mg/ml PDGF-BB groups was compared with control
groups among patients with gingival recession, outcome: PDR.

S3C. Forest plot of comparison: 0.3mg/ml PDGF-BB groups was compared with control
groups among patients with gingival recession, outcome: WKT

S3D. Forest plot of comparison: 0.3mg/ml PDGF-BB groups was compared with control
groups among patients with gingival recession, outcome: PRC..



