Figure D1: Forest Plot - Alveolar Bone Defect Prevalence
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Figure D2: Forest Plot - OTM Rate (Adolescents vs. Adults)
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Figure D3: Forest Plot - PAOO OTM Acceleration
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Figure D4: Funnel Plot - Publication Bias Assessment (Defect Prevalence)
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Test for overall effect: p < 0.001
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Note: Individual study estimates vary widely due to different populations
(Class I vs. lll, hyperdivergent vs. normodivergent). The pooled estimate
represents an average across diverse populations.
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Egger's test: intercept = -1.24 (95% Cl -2.89 to 0.41), p = 0.12

Begg's test: Kendall's 7 = 0.18, p = 0.24

Interpretation: The vertical line represents the pooled effect estimate (29.4%).
Studies are symmetrically distributed around this line. No strong evidence of
publication bias (p > 0.05 for both tests).
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