Clinical success rate at 6 months follow up

Ca(OH)2/iodoform Z0E Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Sodioum Hypochlorite
Alostwani et al (2016) 15 16 15 16 26.2%  1.00[0.06, 17.51]
Chen etal (2017) 56 56 51 51 Not estimable
Gupta & Das (2011) 19 21 18 21 47.9%  1.58[0.24, 10.60] — T
Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15 127%  3.21[0.12, 85.20]
Trairatvorakul & Chunlasikawan (2008) 27 27 26 27 132%  3.11[0.12,79.87]
Subtotal (95% CI) 135 130 100.0% 1.84 [0.51, 6.61] i
Total events 132 124

Heterogeneity: Chi? = 0.41, df = 3 (P = 0.94); 2= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.93 (P = 0.35)

Other Irrigation

Ozlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable
Pramila et al(2016) 35 35 36 36 Not estimable
Subtotal (35% Cl) 55 56 Not estimable
Total events 55 56

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

Total (95% CI) 190 186 100.0% 1.84[0.51, 6.61]
Total events 187 180

ity: i2 = = = - 12 = 09 s t + t 1
?etztarfogeneltyl.lcfl';l r(;#?(.)tga g(_PO 3(;.94),! 0% 0.01 01 1 10 100
est for overall effect: Z = 0.93 (P = 0.35) ZOE Ca(OH)2/iodoform

Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable

Radiographic success rate at 6 months follow up

Ca(OH)2/iodoform Z0E Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Sodioum Hypochlorite
Alostwani et al (2016) 12 16 12 16 19.1% 1.00 [0.20, 4.95] —
Chen et al (2017) 53 56 51 51 21.0% 0.15[0.01,2.94] ¢ -
Gupta & Das (2011) 20 21 19 21 58%  2.11[0.18,25.17] T
Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15 2.9% 3.21[0.12, 85.20]
Trairatvorakul & Chunlasikawan (2008) 24 27 23 27 16.3% 1.39[0.28, 6.91] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 135 130 65.0%  1.02[0.43, 2.41] B
Total events 124 119

Heterogeneity: Chi? = 2.54, df =4 (P = 0.64); I = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.04 (P = 0.97)

Other Irrigation

Ozlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable

Pramila et al(2016) 30 35 36 36 35.0% 0.08[0.00,143) ¥ & ——
Subtotal (95% Cl) 55 56 35.0% 0.08 [0.00, 1.43] = ——
Total events 50 56

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.72 (P = 0.09)

Total (95% CI) 190 186 100.0% 0.69 [0.32, 1.49]
Total events 174 175

ity: Chiz = = = 12 =139 F + - b {
Heterogeneity: Chi ‘5.7_5, df=5 (_P 0.33); 13% 0.01 01 1 10 100
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.95 (P = 0.34) ZOE Ca(OH)2/iodoform

Test for subaroup differences: Chi? =2.77, df = 1 (P = 0.10), I = 63.8%

Figure S1. Forest plot for meta-analysis of the clinical and radiographic success rate of
Ca(OH),/iodoform compared to ZOE at 6 months follow up according to the type of irrigation



Clinical success rate at 12 months follow up

Ca(OH)2/iodoform ZOE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Sodioum Hypochlorite
Alostwani et al (2016) 14 16 14 16 30.2% 1.00[0.12, 8.13] —
Chen et al ( 2017) 45 56 51 51 23.2% 0.04[0.00,067] —
Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15  20.0% 3.21[0.12, 85.20] =
Trairatvorakul & Chunlasikawan (2008) 26 27 25 27 26.6% 2.08 [0.18, 24.41) .
Subtotal (95% Cl) 114 109 100.0% 0.72[0.10, 5.07] et
Total events 100 104

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.14; Chi? = 6.61, df = 3 (P = 0.09); I? = 55%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.33 (P = 0.74)

Other Irrigation

Qzlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable
Pramila et al(2016) 28 28 32 32 Not estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 48 52 Not estimable
Total events 48 52

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

Total (95% Cl) 162 161 100.0% 0.72 [0.10, 5.07]
Total events 148 156

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.14; Chi* = 6.61, df = 3 (P = 0.09); I? = 55% v Y X v y
Test f Il effect: Z = 0.33 (P = 0.74, St e ! 10 =
est for overall effect: Z = 0.33 (P = 0.74) ZOE Ca(OH)2fiodoform

Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable

Radiographic success rate at 12 months follow up

Ca(OH)2/iodoform ZOE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Sodioum Hypochlorite
Alostwani et al (2016) 12 16 12 16  25.4% 1.00 [0.20, 4.95] —
Chen et al (2017) 34 56 51 51 17.7% 0.01[0.00,0.25] =
Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15 15.4% 3.21[0.12, 85.20]
Trairatvorakul & Chunlasikawan (2008) 24 27 24 27 24.8% 1.00 [0.18, 5.46] .
Subtotal (95% CI) 114 109 83.2% 0.50 [0.06, 4.14] eI
Total events 85 101

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 3.24; Chi? = 11.02, df = 3 (P = 0.01); I?=73%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.64 (P = 0.52)

Other Irrigation

Ozlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable

Pramila et al(2016) 25 28 32 32 16.8% 0.11[0.01,2.27] ¢ =

Subtotal (95% CI) 48 52 16.8% 0.11 [0.01, 2.27] p—
Total events 45 52

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.43 (P = 0.15)

Total (95% Cl) 162 161 100.0% 0.39 [0.07, 2.35]
Total events 130 153

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.61; Chi? = 11.78, df = 4 (P = 0.02); I> = 66% y J x : J
Test fi Il effect: Z=1.02 (P = 0.31 .01 od ! L 100
estfor overall effect: Z = 1.02 (P =0.31) ZOE Ca(OH)2fiodoform

Test for subaroup differences: Chiz = 0.64, df = 1 (P = 0.43), I?=0%

Figure S2. Forest plot for meta-analysis of the clinical and radiographic success rate of
Ca(OH) /iodoform compared to ZOE at 12 months follow up according to the type of irrigation



Clinical success rate at = 18 months follow up

Ca(OH)2/iodoform ZOE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Rand 95% CI
Sodioum Hypochlorite
Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15 33.5% 3.21[0.12, 85.20] =
Chen et al (2017) 40 56 47 51 66.5% 0.21[0.07, 0.69] —l—
Subtotal (95% Cl) 7 66 100.0% 0.53 [0.04, 6.52] e ————
Total events 55 61

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.12; Chi? = 2.34, df = 1 (P = 0.13); I = 57%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.50 (P = 0.62)

Other Irrigation

Pramila et al(2016) 29 29 30 30 Not estimable
Ozlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable
Subtotal (95% Cl) 49 50 Not estimable
Total events 49 50

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

Total (95% CI) 120 116 100.0% 0.53 [0.04, 6.52]
Total events 104 111

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.12; Chiz=2.34, df =1 (P =0.13); I*= 57% s ¥ L 0

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.50 (P = 0.62) 0.01 04 ZOE1 Ca(OH)Z/i;doform 100
Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable
Radiographic success rate at = 18 months follow
Ca(OH)2/iodoform ZOE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Sodioum Hypochlorite
Chen et al (2017) 30 56 45 51 61.7% 0.15[0.06, 0.42] i
Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15 19.0% 3.21[0.12, 85.20] .
Subtotal (95% CI) 71 66 80.7% 0.46 [0.03, 8.23] e —
Total events 45 59
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 3.12; Chi2 = 3.04, df = 1 (P = 0.08); 1= 67%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.52 (P = 0.60)
Other Irrigation
Ozlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable
Pramila et al(2016) 28 29 30 30 19.3% 0.31[0.01, 7.96] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 49 50 19.3% 0.31[0.01,7.96] ——eee——
Total events 48 50
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.71 (P = 0.48)
Total (95% CI) 120 116 100.0% 0.31[0.06, 1.61] ’—
Total events 93 109
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.87; Chi? = 3.10, df = 2 (P = 0.21); 1> = 36% f t t i
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.39 (P = 0.16) o o ZOE1 Ca(OH)2/it1Jgoform ot

Test for subaroup differences: Chi? = 0.03, df = 1 (P = 0.86), 1= 0%

Figure S3. Forest plot for meta-analysis of the clinical and radiographic success rate of
Ca(OH),/iodoform compared to ZOE at > 18 months follow up according to the type of irrigation



Clinical success rate at 6 months follow up

Ca(OH)2/iodoform ZOE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Mandibular primary molars
Gupta & Das (2011) 19 21 18 21 649%  1.58[0.24, 10.60] — i
Pramila et al(2016) 35 35 36 36 Not estimable
Trairatvorakul & Chunlasikawan (2008) 27 27 26 27 179%  3.11[0.12,79.87] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 83 84 82.8% 1.91[0.38, 9.71] e
Total events 81 80

Heterogeneity: Chi? = 0.12, df =1 (P = 0.72); > = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.78 (P = 0.43)

Maxillary and Mandibular primary molars

Chen et al (2017) 56 56 51 51 Not estimable

Ozlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable

Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15 17.2%  3.21[0.12, 85.20] ™

Subtotal (95% CI) 91 86 17.2%  3.21[0.12, 85.20] ‘—
Total events 91 85

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.70 (P = 0.49)

Total (95% Cl) 174 170 100.0% 2.14[0.50, 9.09]
Total events 172 165

Heterogeneity: Chi? = 0.21, df = 2 (P = 0.90); I? = 0% ol o : y 700
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.03 (P = 0.30) ZOE Ca(OH)2fiodoform

Test for subaroup differences: Chi? = 0.08, df = 1 (P = 0.78), 1= 0%

Radiographic success rate at 6 months follow up

Ca(OH)2/iodoform ZOE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Mandibular primary molars
Gupta & Das (2011) 20 21 19 21 171% 2.11[0.18, 25.17] =
Pramila et al(2016) 30 35 36 36 127% 0.08[0.00,1.43] ¥
Trairatvorakul & Chunlasikawan (2008) 24 27 23 27 34.0% 1.39[0.28, 6.91] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 83 84 63.8% 0.77 [0.13, 4.69] e
Total events 74 78

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.21; Chi* = 3.77, df =2 (P = 0.15); > = 47%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.28 (P = 0.78)

Maxillary and Mandibular primary molars

Chen et al (2017) 53 56 51 51 123% 0.15[0.01, 2.94]
Ozlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable

Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15 104% 3.21[0.12, 85.20]

Xiao-Fang & Xue- Bin(2003) 19 20 16 17 13.4% 1.19[0.07, 20.54] =
Subtotal (95% Cl) 111 103 36.2% 0.77 [0.13, 4.49] e e—
Total events 107 101

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi* = 2.03, df = 2 (P = 0.36); I = 1%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.29 (P = 0.78)

Total (95% Cl) 194 187 100.0% 0.84 [0.28, 2.53]
Total events 181 179

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.27; Chi* = 5.80, df = 5 (P = 0.33); > = 14% k + + + {
Test f Il effect: Z = 0.32 (P = 0.75 ol ! 10 100
e e ) ZOE Ca(OH)2fiodoform

Test for subaroup differences: Chi? = 0.00, df = 1 (P = 1.00), I? = 0%

Figure S4. Forest plot for meta-analysis of the clinical success rate of Ca(OH),/iodoform compared to
ZOE at 6 months follow up in relation to the type of teeth



Clinical success rate at 12 months follow up

Ca(OH)2/iodoform ZOE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Mandibular primary molars
Pramila et al(2016) 28 28 32 32 Not estimable
Trairatvorakul & Chunlasikawan (2008) 26 27 25 27 36.4% 2.08[0.18, 24.41] e —
Subtotal (95% CI) 55 59 36.4% 2.08 [0.18, 24.41] et
Total events 54 57

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.58 (P = 0.56)

Maxillary and Mandibular primary molars

Chen etal (2017) 45 56 51 51 33.4% 0.04[0.00,067) +— &

Ozlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable

Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15  30.3% 3.21[0.12, 85.20] bl

Subtotal (95% CI) 91 86 63.6% 0.33 [0.00, 27.25] == —
Total events 80 85

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 7.74; Chiz = 4.14, df = 1 (P = 0.04); > = 76%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.50 (P = 0.62)

Total (95% Cl) 146 145 100.0% 0.63 [0.03, 11.63]
Total events 134 142

ity 2= s i2 = = = - 12 = B8Y I t T t 1
?et(te;ogeneltyl.l T?fu v ;fSo (33:1| 5 _66257),5df 2 (P =0.04); I*=68% 0.01 01 1 10 100
est for overall effect: Z = 0.31 (P = 0.75) ZOE Ca(OH)2fiodoform

Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.51, df = 1 (P = 0.47), 2= 0%

Radiographic success rate at 12 months follow up

Ca(OH)2/iodoform ZOE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Mandibular primary molars
Pramila et al(2016) 25 28 32 32 23.2% 0.11[0.01,2.27] * )
Trairatvorakul & Chunlasikawan (2008) 24 20 24 27 30.8% 1.00 [0.18, 5.46] =T
Subtotal (95% CI) 55 59 54.0% 0.48 [0.06, 3.79] e
Total events 49 56

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.94; Chi? = 1.61, df = 1 (P = 0.20); I> = 38%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.70 (P = 0.48)

Maxillary and Mandibular primary molars

Chen etal (2017) 34 56 51 51 24.2% 0.01[0.00,0.25] +#——————

Ozlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable

Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15 21.8% 3.21[0.12, 85.20] =

Subtotal (95% CI) 91 86 46.0% 0.21[0.00, 45.22] e —
Total events 69 85

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 12.72; Chi? = 6.20, df = 1 (P = 0.01); I = 84%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.58 (P = 0.57)

Total (95% CI) 146 145 100.0% 0.28 [0.03, 3.13]
Total events 118 141

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 4.18; Chi? = 10.11, df = 3 (P = 0.02); I = 70% g ¥
Test for overall effe<‘:t: Z=1.03 (P.= 0.30) ZOE Ca(OH)2fiodoform
Test for subaroup differences: Chi? = 0.08, df = 1 (P = 0.78). I? = 0%

Figure S5. Forest plot for meta-analysis of the clinical success rate of Ca(OH),/iodoform compared to
ZOE at 12 months follow up in relation to the type of teeth



Clinical success rate at 218 months follow up

Ca(OH)2/iodoform ZOE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Mandibular primary molars
Pramila et al(2016) 29 29 30 30 Not estimable
Subtotal (95% Cl) 29 30 Not estimable
Total events 29 30

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

Maxillary and Mandibular primary molars

Chen et al (2017) 40 56 47 51 66.5% 0.21[0.07, 0.69]
Ozlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable
Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15 33.5% 3.21[0.12, 85.20]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 91 86 100.0% 0.53 [0.04, 6.52]
Total events 75 81

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.12; Chi? = 2.34, df = 1 (P = 0.13); I = 57%

——
=
‘.‘
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.50 (P = 0.62)
Total (95% CI) 120 116 100.0% 0.53 [0.04, 6.52]
Total events 104 111

itv: Tau? = 2 12 Chi2 = 2 e 2= 579 [ } } y
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.12; Chi? = 2.34, df =1 (P =0.13); ? = 57% 0.01 01 1 10 100

ZOE Ca(OH)2/iodoform

y

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.50 (P = 0.62)
Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable

Radiographic success rate at 218 months follow up

Ca(OH)2/iodoform ZOE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Mandibular primary molars |
Pramila et al(2016) 28 29 30 30 19.3% 0.31[0.01, 7.96] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 30 19.3% 0.31[0.01, 7.96] ‘
Total events 28 30

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.71 (P = 0.48)

Maxillary and Mandibular primary molars

Chen et al (2017) 30 56 45 51 61.7% 0.15[0.06, 0.42] —i—

Ozlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable

Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15 19.0% 3.21[0.12, 85.20] =
Subtotal (95% Cl) 91 86 80.7% 0.46 [0.03, 8.23] e e—
Total events 65 79

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 3.12; Chi? = 3.04, df = 1 (P = 0.08); I? = 67%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.52 (P = 0.60)

Total (95% Cl) 120 116 100.0% 0.31[0.06, 1.61] =T
Total events 93 109

v 2= . Chi2 = = = - |2 = 369 I } + i
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.87; Chi? = 3.10, df = 2 (P = 0.21); I = 36% 0.01 01 1 10 100
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.39 (P = 0.16) ZOE Ca(OH)2fiodoform
Test for subgroup differences: Chiz = 0.03, df = 1 (P = 0.86). I = 0%

Figure S6. Forest plot for meta-analysis of the clinical success rate of Ca(OH),/iodoform compared to
ZOE at >18 months follow up in relation to the type of teeth



Clinical success rate at 6 months follow up

(1) ZOE:
Ca(OH)2/iodoform ZOE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

High Quality
Chen et al (2017) 56 56 51 51 Not estimable
Pramila et al(2016) 35 35 36 36 Not estimable
Subtotal (95% Cl) 91 87 Not estimable
Total events 91 87
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

Moderate Quality
Alostwani et al (2016) 15 16 15 16  26.2%  1.00[0.06, 17.51]
Gupta & Das (2011) 19 21 18 21 47.9%  1.58[0.24, 10.60] — &
Ozlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable
Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15 12.7% 3.21[0.12, 85.20]
Trairatvorakul & Chunlasikawan (2008) 27 27 26 27 132%  3.11[0.12,79.87]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 99 99 100.0% 1.84 [0.51, 6.61] ’
Total events 96 93
Heterogeneity: Chi? = 0.41, df = 3 (P = 0.94); I? = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.93 (P = 0.35)
Total (95% CI) 190 186 100.0% 1.84 [0.51, 6.61]
Total events 187 180
Heterogeneity: Chiz = 0.41, df = 3 (P = 0.94); I = 0% ! + 1 t i
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.93 (P = 0.35) 0.01 Oz ZOE1 Ca(OH)Z/i;goform 100
Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable

(2) ZOE /iodoform + Ca(OH)2
Ca(OH)2/iodoform  ZOE/iodoform + Ca(OH)2 Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
High Quality

Chen et al (2017) 56 56 53 53 Not estimable

Subtotal (95% Cl) 56 53 Not estimable

Total events 56 53

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

Moderate Quality

Alostwani et al (2016) 15 16 16 16  76.3% 0.31[0.01, 8.28]
Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15 23.7% 3.21[0.12, 85.20]
Subtotal (95% CI) 31 31 100.0% 1.00 [0.13, 7.43]
Total events 30 30

Heterogeneity: Chi? = 0.97, df = 1 (P = 0.33); I = 0%

L
T
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.00 (P = 1.00)
Total (95% CI) 87 84 100.0%  1.00[0.13,7.43]
Total events 86 83

. Chiz = = = -2 = 09 b t + {
Heterogeneity: Chi? = 0.97, df = 1 (P = 0.33); I = 0% 0.01 01 1 10 100

Test for overall effect: Z=0.00 (P = 1.00) ZOE/iodofo}rn +Ca(OH)2  Ca(OH)2fiodoform
Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable

Figure S7. Forest plot for meta-analysis of the clinical success rate of Ca(OH),/iodoform compared to; ZOE and
ZOE/iodoform combined with Ca(OH) , at 6 months follow up according to study quality level (high and
moderate quality)



Radiographic success rate at 6 months follow up

(1) ZOE:
Ca(OH)2/iodoform ZOE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

High Quality
Chen etal (2017) 53 56 51 51 19.9% 0.15[0.01,2.94] * ™

Pramila et al(2016) 30 35 36 36 33.2% 0.08[0.00,1.43) ¥ &
Subtotal (95% CI) 91 87 53.1% 0.10 [0.01, 0.83]
Total events 83 87

Heterogeneity: Chi? = 0.10, df = 1 (P = 0.75); I = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.14 (P = 0.03)

Moderate Quality

Alostwani et al (2016) 12 16 12 16 18.1% 1.00 [0.20, 4.95] —_———

Gupta & Das (2011) 20 21 19 21 55%  2.11[0.18,25.17] — T
Ozlap et al (2005) 20 20 20 20 Not estimable

Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 16 15 14 16 2.7%  3.21[0.12, 85.20]

Trairatvorakul & Chunlasikawan (2008) 24 27 23 27 154% 1.39[0.28, 6.91] =i
Xiao-Fang & Xue- Bin(2003) 19 20 16 17  52%  1.19[0.07, 20.54]

Subtotal (95% Cl) 119 116 46.9% 1.41 [0.56, 3.52] ’

Total events 110 104

Heterogeneity: Chi?> = 0.53, df = 4 (P = 0.97); I?=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.73 (P = 0.47)

Total (95% CI) 210 203 100.0% 0.71[0.34, 1.51]
Total events 193 191

D i2 = = = - 12 = 0Y F t T T 1

?etzogeneﬁylllc: t'%7—96d8f8 g(—PO 308'45)'I . 001 o 1 i e
est for overall effect: Z = 0.88 (P = 0.38) ZOE Ca(OH)2fiodoform

Test for subaroup differences: Chi? = 5.06, df = 1 (P = 0.02). I> = 80.2%

. y

(2) ZOE J/iodoform + Ca(OH)2

Ca(OH)2fiodoform  ZOEfiodofrom + Ca(OH)2 Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
High Quality
Chen et al (2017) 53 56 53 53 47.7% 0.14[0.01,2.83] ¢ ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 56 53 47.7%  0.14[0.01,2.83] ——e——
Total events 53 53

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.28 (P = 0.20)

Moderate Quality

Alostwani et al (2016) 12 16 13 16 45.9% 0.69 [0.13, 3.75) D o —
Subramaniam & Gilhotra(2011) 15 15 14 15 6.4% 3.21[0.12, 85.20]

Subtotal (95% CI) 31 31 523%  1.00 [0.24, 4.22] i
Total events 27 27

Heterogeneity: Chi = 0.67, df = 1 (P = 0.41); I?= 0%
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Figure S8. Forest plot for meta-analysis of the radiographic success rate of Ca(OH)_/iodoform compared to;
ZOE and ZOE/iodoform combined with Ca(OH) , at 6 months follow up according to study quality level (high
and moderate quality)
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