Supplementary Fig. 10. Subgroup analysis of SN division by methodological difference.

Effect size Weight

Study with 95% ClI (%)
Group 1 (All sites reported)

Javia & Vikani, 2019 [30] —- 52.80 [ 43.11, 62.49] 5.04
Prakash et al., 2010 [32] —— 59.30[ 48.92, 69.68] 5.00
Shewale et al., 2013 [33] —- 30.00[ 20.53, 39.47] 5.05
Sawant, 2013 [34] —- 47.00[37.22, 56.78] 5.04
Heterogeneity: ° = 133.40, I = 84.16%, H* = 6.31 S = 47.18[ 34.84, 59.52]

Testof 8 = 6; Q(3) = 19.14, p = 0.00

Group 2 (PF + Some others)
Sabnis, 2012 [35] - 52.20[ 43.93, 60.47] 5.11
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I° = .%, H’ = . <o 52.20 [ 43.93, 60.47]

Test of 8 =6 Q(0) =-0.00,p =.

Group 2 (PF + some others)

Berihu & Debeb, 2015a [23] —[— 25.00[ 11.90, 38.10] 4.84
Bergsteedt et al., 2022 [3] B 87.30[83.75 90.85] 5.27
ikiz et al., 2018 [25] —- 23.10[ 11.64, 34.56] 4.94
Pandit et al., 2022 [26] - 40.00 [ 26.42, 53.58] 4.80
Khan et al., 2016 [27] —— 2500 7.68, 42.32] 4.53

Heterogeneity: 1° = 753.70, I” = 96.51%, H’ = 28.69 -l 40.67 [ 15.96, 65.38]
Test of 6 = 6;; Q(4) = 238.32, p=0.00

Group 3 (No PF data)

Berihu & Debeb, 2015b [24] —— 12.50[ 2.25, 22.75] 5.01
Ogeng'o et al., 2011 [6] 32.90[25.71, 40.09] 5.16
Okraszewska et al., 2002 [28] Ail— 27.80[13.17, 42.43] 4.73
Reynoso et al., 2022 [29] —— 45.00[29.58, 60.42] 4.67

Saha & Lal, 2020 [31] -l 7.10[ -0.67, 14.87] 5.13
Gangulappa & Kantha, 2018 [36] —- 16.00[ 5.84, 26.16] 5.01
Patel et al., 2017 [37] - 15.00[ 5.97, 24.03] 5.07
Adibatti & Sangeetha, 2014 [22] |- 8.00[ 0.48, 15.52] 5.14
Dhivya & Anbusudar, 2016 [10] . & 6.30[ 0.35, 12.25] 5.21
Prathiba et al., 2013 [38] . 3 8.00[ 2.68, 13.32] 5.23
Heterogeneity: 1° = 124.29, I” = 87.83%, H’ = 8.22 <o 16.88[ 9.35, 24.41]

Test of 6 = 6; Q(9) = 62.43, p = 0.00

Overall <P 31.01[21.39, 40.64]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 453.83, I’ = 96.28%, H’ = 26.88
Test of 6 = 6; Q(19) = 1218.37, p = 0.00

Test of group differences: Q,(3) =42.73, p = 0.00
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