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Supplement Figure S1 Forest plots of the analysis about the prediction value of TMHT
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for DL in terms of sensitivity and specificity after removing heterogeneous studies.
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Supplement Figure S2 Forest plots of the analysis about the prediction value of TMHT
for DL in terms of sensitivity and specificity with the data of only studies consisting of a 5

cm threshold.



1 |
Studyld | SENSITIVITY (95% CI} Studyld | SPECIFICITY (95% CI)
| |
| |
| |
| |
Chhatrapati/2021 e 0.93 [D.82 - 0.99] Chhatrapatii2021 - 0.91 [0.84 - 0.96]
| |
| |
Bhanushalif2021 —— 0.81 [0.54 - 0.96] Bhanushali/2021 || 1.00[0.96 - 1.00]
| |
Rawal/2020 —I-I— 0.71[0.29 - 0.96] Rawal/2020 .- I 0.77[0.72-0.83]
| |
Raa/2018 —F— 0.85 [0.65 - 0.96] Rao/2018 :l 0.99 [0.97 - 1.00]
| |
Nurullah/2018 - 0.95 [0.84 - 0.99] Murullah/2018 - 0.93 [0.86 - 0.97]
I |
Majigoudar2015 —I—1|— 0.50 [0.07 - 0.93] Majigoudar/2018 —— I 0.57 [0.43 - 0.70]
| |
Cao/2018 —+ 0.79[0.49 - 0.95] Caol2018 :I 0.93 [0.95-0.99]
| |
Sir2017 —-I— 0.77 [0.55 - 0.92] ST Ill 0.9 [0.95 - 0.99]
| |
Cao/2017 ——+ 0.63[0.24 - 0.91] Caol2017 E 0.89[0.84 - 0.93]
| |
Cao/2016 —I—}— 0.60 [0.15 - 0.95] Caol2016 —-: 0.90 [0.82 - 0.94]
| |
| |
| |
| |
COMEBINED <P 0.82[0.71 - 0.89] COMBINED <P 0.94[0_87 - 0.98]
| |
| Q=16.83,df =9.00, p= 0.05 | @ =266.88, df=9.00, p= 0.00
| |
I 12 = 46.51 [7.42 - 85.61] I 12 = 96.63 [95.45 - 97.81]

1 1.0 4 1.0
SENSITVITY SPECIFICITY

Supplement Figure S3 Forest plots of the analysis about the prediction value of TMHT
for DL in terms of sensitivity and specificity with the data of only studies consisting of a

prespecified threshold
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Supplement Figure S4 SROC for sensitivity and specificity of TMHT for prediction of

DL with the data of studies consisting of a prespecified threshold.



Meta-analysis estimates, given named study is omitted
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Supplement Figure S5 Forest plot of sensitivity analysis of all studies selected from

literature review.
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Supplement Figure S6 Deek’s funnel plot asymmetry test for publication bias of all

studies selected from literature review.



