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Supplementary Table 1. Evaluation criteria of the different systems published and

their equivalents with the four categories used in our study.

Criteria of our study

Retention Marginal Anatomic Absence of
integrity form recurrent
caries
USPHS criteria | Marginal X
by Ryge and discoloration
Cvar [10, 25], | Marginal adaptation X
USPHS Marginal caries X
modified by Anatomic form X
Ryge and Surface texture X
Snyder [26], Proximal contact
USPHS Axial contour X
modified by Gingival health
Ryge [11,16,  ["0cclusion X
27, 28,29, 30] Postoperative
hypersensitivity
Retention X
Bulk fracture X
Color matching
Sensitivity
USPHS criteria | Retention X
modified by Anatomic form X
Van Dijken Marginal adaptation X
[14, 31,32, Recurrent caries X
33]
ART modified | Presentand good
criteria [34] (code 0)
Present, marginal X
defect or wear 0.5
mm (code 1)
Wear of surface 0.5 X
mm (code 2)
Defect at margin 0.5 X
mm (code 3)
Combination of X
above (code 4)
Almost) not present X
(code 5)
Other treatment X
performed (code 6)
Own system Successful treatment: X

it was still present




[35]:

and correct or having
only a slight wear or
defect at the margin
less than 0.5 mm in
depth.

Treatment failures:
the restorations were
completely lost

or fractured with
defects 0.5 mm in
depth or greater.
Secondary caries or
inflammation of the

pulp.

Lost to followup

FDI criteria
[18].
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