Table S1. Risk of Bias Assessment Results

Study Bias: Bias: Bias: Bias: Bias: Study Sample Size Follow- Evaluation Population Intervention Ref
Randomiz Interven Miss Outcome Report Design up Crit Det Mat
Data  Measur Period
Akman and Low risk Lowrisk  Low Low risk Low RCT, 30 patients, 12 Modified  Children Bulk-fill: Akman and
Tosun, 2020 risk risk Prospective 160 months USPHS aged 6-10 Sonicfill and Tosun
restorations years, X-tra fil;
involving Conventional:
primary  Filtek Z550
molars
Banon et al,, Low risk Lowrisk  Low Low risk Low RCT, Split- 20 children, 24 USPHS- Children Bulk-fill: Banon et al.
2024 risk risk mouth 96 molars months  Ryge aged 5-10  ACTIVA
years, BioACTIVE;
involving Conventional:
primary  Dyract eXtra
molars
Deepika et Some Lowrisk Low  Low risk Low RCT, Split- 50 children, 12 Modified  Children Bulk-fill: Deepika et
al., 2022 concerns risk risk mouth 100 primary months USPHS  aged 5-9 ACTIVA al.
molars years, Bioactive
involving  restorative;
maxillary Conventional:
and Beautifil flow
mandibular  Plus FOO
primary
molars
Ehlers et al., Some Some Low Some Some RCT, Split- 32 children 12 FDI Children Bulk-fill: Ehlers et al.
2019 concerns  concerns risk  concerns  concer mouth months aged 4-9  Venus Bulk
ns years, Fill;

involving




Study Bias: Bias: Bias: Bias: Bias: Study Sample Size Follow- Evaluation Population Intervention Ref
Randomiz Interven Miss Outcome Report Design up Crit Det Mat
Data  Measur Period
primary Conventional:
molars  Dyract eXtra
Gindri et al., Low risk Lowrisk Low Low risk Low RCT 65 12 FDI Children Bulk-fill: Gindri et al.
2022 risk risk participants, months aged 52—  Filtek Bulk
140 8.2 years, Fill;
restorations involving Conventional:
primary  Filtek Z350 XT
molars
Cantekin Some Lowrisk Low  Low risk Low RCT, 20 children 12 Modified  Children Bulk-fill: SDR Gumus and
and Gumus, concerns risk risk Prospective months Zurnand aged 5-7 flowable Cantekin
2014 Seale years, composite;
involving Conventional:
maxillary Aelite LS
and Posterior
mandibular
primary
molars
Lardani et Some Lowrisk Low  Lowrisk Low  Split-mouth 45 children 12 FDI Children Bulk-fill: ~ Lardani et al.
al., 2022 concerns risk risk RCT months aged 5-9 ACTIVA
years,  BioActive and
involving SDR Bulk-fill
primary
first and
second

molars




Study Bias: Bias: Bias: Bias: Bias: Study Sample Size Follow- Evaluation Population Intervention Ref
Randomiz Interven Miss Outcome Report Design up Crit Det Mat
Data  Measur Period
Lucchi et al., Some Lowrisk Low  Lowrisk Low  Retrospective 198 patients 5years USPHS  Children Bulk-fill  Lucchietal,
2024 concerns risk risk study (88 males, (United aged0-12  composite 2024
110 females) States  years, with (Filtek Bulk-
Public 673 Fill Flow, 3M
Health  restorations ESPE)
Service) on primary
molars
Massa et al., Some Lowrisk Low Low risk Low RCT 62 subjects, 18 FDI Children Bulk-fill: Massa et al.
2022 concerns risk risk 144 primary months aged 4.2— Filtek Bulk Fill
molars 7.6 years, Posterior
involving  Restorative
primary
molars
Olegario et Lowrisk  Lowrisk Low  Low risk Low RCT 91 children 12 Roeleveld Children Bulk-fill: ~ Olegario et
al., 2021 (1) risk risk months aged 3-8 Filtek Bulk Fill al.
years,
involving
primary
molars
Olegario et Lowrisk  Lowrisk Low  Low risk Low RCT 93 children 24 Roeleveld Children Bulk-fill: Olegario et
al., 2021 (2) risk risk months aged 4-8 Filtek Bulk Fill al.

years, composite
involving  resin (3M
primary ESPE)

molars




Study Bias: Bias: Bias: Bias: Bias: Study Sample Size Follow- Evaluation Population Intervention Ref
Randomiz Interven Miss Outcome Report Design up Crit Det Mat
Data  Measur Period

Sarapultseva Some Lowrisk Low  Low risk Low  Split-mouth 27 children 24 Modified  Children Bulk-fill: SDR Sarapultseva

and concerns risk risk RCT months  Ryge aged 3-6  (Dentsply); and
Sarapultsev, years,  Conventional: Sarapultsev
2019 involving Ceram-X
mandibular mono
second (Dentsply)
primary
molars
Oter et al. Some Lowrisk Low Low risk Low RCT, Split- 80 children 12 Modified  Children Bulk-fill: Oter et al.
concerns risk risk mouth months USPHS  aged 5.61- Filtek Bulk-
9.21 years, Fill

involving  Restorative;
primary Conventional:
molars Filtek 7250
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