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Figure S1. Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis for the functional outcome (IKDC).
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Figure S2. Sensitivity analysis of the Lysholm score as reported by Ercan et al. (2024).
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Figure S3. Contour-enhanced funnel plot for the primary functional outcome.
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Figure S4. Bubble plot (scatter plot) of meta-regression between the mean age of participants and the functional outcome measured by the IKDC score.
[image: Gráfico, Gráfico de dispersão, Gráfico de bolhas
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Figure S5. Bubble plot (scatter plot) of meta-regression between mean fracture severity (Meyers–McKeever classification) and the functional outcome measured by the IKDC score.
[image: Gráfico, Gráfico de dispersão, Gráfico de bolhas
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Figure S6. Bubble plot (scatter plot) of meta-regression between the mean proportion of patients treated arthroscopically and the functional outcome measured by the IKDC score.
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Figure S7. Bubble plot (scatter plot) of meta-regression between the mean proportion of male patients and the functional outcome measured by the IKDC score.
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Figure S8. Forest plot of the meta-analysis comparing operative time (in minutes).
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Figure S9. Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis for operative time.
[image: Gráfico, Gráfico de caixa estreita
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Figure S10. Forest plot of the relative risk of knee instability (Lachman test).
[image: Tela de celular com texto preto sobre fundo branco
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Figure S11. Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis for knee instability (Lachman test).
[image: Gráfico, Gráfico de caixa estreita
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Figure S12 Forest plot comparing the risk of failure to return to sport.
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Figure S13. Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis for failure to return to sport.
[image: Gráfico, Gráfico de caixa estreita
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Figure S14. Forest plot of the relative risk of reoperations.
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Figure S15. Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis for reoperations.
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Figure S16. Forest plot comparing the relative risk of implant removal.
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Figure S17. Leave-one-out sensitivity analysis for implant removal.
[image: Diagrama

O conteúdo gerado por IA pode estar incorreto.]







	Table S1. Meta-regression between the mean age of participants and the functional outcome measured by the IKDC score.

	
	Effect estimates
	p-value
	I² (%)
	Test of residual heterogeneity

	Mean age (Function)

	     Intercept
	-0.23
	0.77
	0%
	p = 0.83

	     Mean age
	0.013
	0.83
	
	




	Table S2. Meta-regression between mean fracture severity (Meyers–McKeever classification) and the functional outcome measured by the IKDC score.

	
	Effect estimates
	p-value
	I² (%)
	Test of residual heterogeneity

	Mean age (Function)

	     Intercept
	-0.23
	0.75
	0%
	P = 0.52

	     Mean Fracture 
         Severity
	0.89
	0.30
	
	




	Table S3. Meta-regression between the mean proportion of patients treated arthroscopically and the functional outcome measured by the IKDC score.

	
	Effect estimates
	p-value
	I² (%)
	Test of residual heterogeneity

	Mean age (Function)

	     Intercept
	0.83
	0.81
	0%
	p = 0.51

	     Mean age
	-0.93
	0.79
	
	




	Table S4. Meta-regression between the mean proportion of male patients and the functional outcome measured by the IKDC score.

	
	Effect estimates
	p-value
	I² (%)
	Test of residual heterogeneity

	Mean age (Function)

	     Intercept
	-1.33
	0.47
	0%
	p = 0.86

	Proportion of male
	1.98
	0.49
	
	



image7.png
Treatment effect (Standardised Mean Difference)

0.2

0.0

-0.2

-0.4

ela et al. (2023)

Seon et al. (2009)

Ercan et al.

0.50

0.55

T T
0.60 0.65

Mean Proportion of Males (Percentage, %)

0.70

0.75





image8.png
Screw Suture

Mean Difference

Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Callanan et al. (2019)  53.41 4.27 35 6234 6.01 33 72.2% -8.93[-11.42; -6.44] [ |

Ercan et al. (2024) 65.55 18.82 13 95.00 21.96 11 1.6% -29.45[-4597; -12.93] «+—

Seon et al. (2009) 53.80 5.08 16 62.36 6.95 17 26.2%  -8.56 [-12.70; -4.42] —

Total (95% CI) 64 61  100.0% -9.17 [-11.29; -7.05] *

Prediction interval [-13.82; -4.52] —
Heterogeneity: Tau?

Chi® =5.90, df = 2 (P = 0.0522); I* = 66.1%
8.49 (P < 0.001)

Test for overall effect:

-30-20-10 0 10 20 30
Favors Screw Favors Suture




image9.png
Study Mean Difference MD 95%—ClI 12

Omitting Seon et al. (2009) —————1} -17.50 [-37.33; 2.34] 82.7%
Omitting Callanan et al. (2019) ———l—— -17.41 [-37.64; 2.82] 82.7%
Omitting Ercan et al. (2024) -8.83 [-10.97; -6.70] 0.0%

=-9.17 [-11.29; -7.05] 66.1%

—‘

Random effects model

-30-20-10 0 10 20 30
Favors Suture Favors Screw




image10.png
Screw Suture Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study Events Total Events Total Weight MH, Random, 95% CI MH, Random, 95% CI
Callanan et al. (2019) 2 35 0 33 5.0% 4.72[0.24; 94.72] —_—
Ercan et al. (2024) 1 13 1 1 6.4% 0.85 [0.06; 12.01] . —

Seon et al. (2009) 7 16 9 17 88.6% 0.83 [0.40; 1.69]

Total (95% Cl) 10 64 10 61  100.0% 0.90 [0.46; 1.77]

Prediction interval [0.21; 3.95]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0; Chi? = 1.23, df = 2 (P =0.5409); 1?=0.0% f T rT T 1
Test for overall effect: Z = -0.30 (P = 0.77) 0.01 0.1 0512 10 100

Favors Screw Favors Suture




image11.png
Study Leave-One—-Out Meta-Analysis RR 95%—ClI 12

Omitting Seon et al. (2009) 4
Omitting Callanan et al. (2019)
Omitting Ercan et al. (2024)

1.80 [0.25; 13.12] 0%
0.83 [0.42; 1.65] 0%
1.05 [0.32; 3.38] 18.5%

Random effects model 0.90 [0.46; 1.77] 0%

0.1 05 1 2 10
Favors Suture Favors Screw




image12.png
Screw Suture Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study Events Total Events Total Weight MH, Random, 95% CI MH, Random, 95% CI
Callanan et al. (2019) 9 35 3 33 541% 2.83[0.84; 9.55]
Jaaskela et al. (2023) 3 29 3 32 34.7% 1.10[0.24; 5.04]
Seon et al. (2009) 1 16 1 17 11.1% 1.06 [0.07; 15.60]
Total (95% CI) 13 80 7 82 100.0% 1.83 [0.75; 4.48] <~
Prediction interval [0.26; 13.06] ————
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0; Chi? = 1.07, df = 2 (P = 0.5842); I = 0.0% T T 1
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.32 (P = 0.19) 0.06 051 2 10 20

Favors Suture Favors Screw




image13.png
Study Leave-One-Out Meta-Analysis RR 95%-Cl 12

Omitting Seon et al. (2009) 4|.—H 1.96 [0.76; 5.06] 0%

Omitting Callanan et al. (2019) : 1.09 [0.29; 4.10] 0%

Omitting Jaaskela et al. (2023) ———— 2.39 [0.79; 7.25] 0%

Random effects model —-:. 1.83 [0.75; 4.48] 0%
I T T 1

0.2 05 1 2 5
Favors Suture Favors Screw




image14.png
Screw Suture Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study Events Total Events Total Weight MH, Random, 95% ClI MH, Random, 95% CI
Callanan et al. (2019) 23 35 13 33 84.3%  1.67[1.03; 2.71] = =
Ercan et al. (2024) 0 13 0 1 14%  0.85[0.02; 39.64]
Jaaskela et al. (2023) 6 29 3 32 119%  221[0.61, 8.03] —
Seon et al. (2009) 4 16 0 17 2.5%  9.55[0.56; 163.91] R —
Total (95% Cl) 33 93 16 93 100.0%  1.78[1.04; 3.06] -

Prediction interval

[0.86; 3.68]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0; Chi? = 1.66, df = 3 (P = 0.6466); I = 0.0%
Test for overall effect: t; = 3.42 (P = 0.04)

0102 05 1 2 5 20

Favors Suture

Favors Screw




image15.png
Study Leave-One-Out Meta-Analysis RR 95%-Cl 12

Omitting Seon et al. (2009) B 1.71 [1.18; 2.49] 0%
Omitting Callanan et al. (2019) —ik 2.56 [0.38; 17.16] 0%
Omitting Jaaskela et al. (2023) — 1.73 [0.69; 4.33] 0%
Omitting Ercan et al. (2024) —i— 1.80 [0.76; 4.25] 0%
Random effects model - 1.78 [1.04; 3.06] 0%
I T T 1
0.1 051 2 10

Favors Suture Favors Screw




image16.png
Screw Suture Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study Events Total Events Total Weight MH, Random, 95% CI MH, Random, 95% CI
Callanan et al. (2019) 22 35 3 33 80.9%  6.91[2.28; 20.95] -

Ercan et al. (2024) 0 13 0 1 6.7%  0.85[0.02; 39.64] ———H4——

Seon et al. (2009) 4 16 0 17 12.3% 9.55 [0.56; 163.91] —_
Total (95% CI) 26 64 3 61 100.0%  6.25[1.19; 32.90] ~—
Prediction interval [0.70; 55.79] —
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0; Chi? = 1.15, df = 2 (P = 0.5622); I = 0.0% I T T T !
Test for overall effect: t, = 4.74 (P = 0.04) 0.01 01 0512 10 200

Favors Suture Favors Screw




image17.png
Study

Omitting Seon et al. (2009)
Omitting Callanan et al. (2019)
Omitting Ercan et al. (2024)

Random effects model

Leave-One-Out Meta—Analysis RR

95%-Cl 12

— 5.62 [0.00; 15714.16] 5.1%
L 4.06 [0.00; 9663523.11] 0%
L 3 721 [1.80; 28.87] 0%
> 6.25 [1.19; 32.90] 0%

0.0010.1110 1000

Favors Suture

Favors Screw




image1.png
Study Leave-One-Out Meta—Analysis SMD 95%-Cl 12

Omitting Seon et al. (2009) = -0.10 [-0.53; 0.33] 0%
Omitting Jaaskel3 et al. (2023) —= 0.06 [-0.46; 0.58] 0%
Omitting Ercan et al. (2024) L 5 -0.12 [-0.53; 0.28] 0%
Random effects model ——— -0.07 [-0.43; 0.29] 0%

-04 -02 0 02 04
Favors Suture Favors Screw




image2.png
Screw Suture

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Ercan et al. (2024) 92.52 5.97 13 87.80 9.72 11 21.1% 0.58 [-0.25; 1.40]

Jaaskeld et al. (2023) 90.40 14.50 29 93.10 13.50 32 49.5% -0.19 [-0.69; 0.31]

Seon et al. (2009) 90.26 7.34 16 90.21 8.35 17 29.5% 0.01[-0.68; 0.69]

Total (95% Cl) 58 60 100.0%  0.03[-0.36; 0.42]

Prediction interval [-0.99; 1.04]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.0154; Chi? = 2.43, df = 2 (P = 0.2961); I = 17.8%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.14 (P = 0.885)

-2

-1 0 1
Favors Screw Favors Suture

2




image3.png
Standard Error

0.0

0.1

0.2

03

0.4

Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot (Comparison of Screw versus Suture For Tibial Spine Fractures)

iskeld et al. (2023) @

Seonetal. (2009) ®

Ercan etal. (2024)

-0.5

T
0.0

Standardised Mean Difference

05





image4.png
‘Ireatment effect (Standardised Mean Difference)

0.1

0.0

-0.1

-0.2

Ercan et al. (2024)

Jasaskela et al. (2023)

[2009)

10

12

14

Mean Age of Participants (Years, y)

16





image5.png
Treatment effect (Standardised Mean Difference)

0.2

0.1

0.0

-0.1

-0.2

-0.3

Ercan etal. (2024)

Jaaskela et al. (2023)

Seon et al. (2009)

250

255

T
2.60

Mean Fracture Severity (Meyers—McKeever Classification)

265

2.70





image6.png
Treatment effect (Standardised Mean Difference)

0.2

0.1

0.0

-0.1

-0.2

-0.3

Ercan et al. (2024)

Seon et al. (2009)

Jadskeld etal. (2023)

T T T
0.90 0.95 1.00

Mean Proportion of Patients Treated with Arthroscopy/Open Surgery (Percentage, %)





