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Supplementary figure 1. Forest plot displaying the success rates at 24 months for
marginal integrity (and 95% confidence intervals).
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Supplementary figure 2. Forest plot displaying the success rates at 24 months for
anatomic form (and 95% confidence intervals).
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Supplementary figure 3. Forest plot displaying the success rates at 24 months for

recurrent caries (and 95% confidence intervals).
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Supplementary figure 4. Funnel plot of the marginal integrity prevalence logits at 24
months. The five white circles are imputed logits by means of the Duval and Tweedie’s
trim-and-fill method.
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Supplementary figure 5. Funnel plot of the anatomic form prevalence logits at 24
months. The five white circles are imputed logits by means of the Duval and Tweedie’s
trim-and-fill method.
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Supplementary figure 6. Funnel plot of the recurrent caries prevalence logits at 24
months. The eight white circles are imputed logits by means of the Duval and
Tweedie’s trim-and-fill method.



