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Figure S1 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for IC in the arterial phase.
Each solid square represents an individual study. Error bars represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the

pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies. IC, iodine concentration.
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Figure S2 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for NIC in the arterial phase.
Each solid square represents an individual study. Error bars represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the

pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies. NIC, normalized iodine concentration.
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Figure S3 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for the slope in the arterial
phase. Each solid square represents an individual study. Error bars represent 95% Cls. Diamonds

indicate the pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies.
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Figure S4 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for IC in the venous phase.
Each solid square represents an individual study. Error bars represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the

pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies. IC, iodine concentration.
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Figure S5 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for NIC in the venous phase.
Each solid square represents an individual study. Error bars represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the

pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies. NIC, normalized iodine concentration.
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Figure S6 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for slope in the venous phase.
Each solid square represents an individual study. Error bars represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the

pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies.
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Figure S7 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for IC in the arterial phase
combined with NIC in the arterial phase. Each solid square represents an individual study. Error bars
represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies. IC, iodine

concentration.
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Figure S8 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for NIC in the arterial phase
combined with the slope in the arterial phase. Each solid square represents an individual study. Error
bars represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies. NIC,

normalized iodine concentration.
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Figure S9 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for NIC in the arterial phase
combined with NIC in the venous phase. Each solid square represents an individual study. Error bars
represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies. NIC,

normalized iodine concentration.
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Figure S10 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for NIC in the arterial phase

combined with the slope in the venous phase. Each solid square represents an individual study. Error

bars represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies. NIC,

normalized iodine concentration.
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Figure S11 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for the slope in the arterial
phase combined with NIC in the venous phase. Each solid square represents an individual study. Error
bars represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies. NIC,

normalized iodine concentration.
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Figure S12 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for the slope in the arterial
phase combined with the slope in the venous phase. Each solid square represents an individual study.

Error bars represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies.
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Figure S13 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for IC in the venous phase
combined with NIC in the venous phase. Each solid square represents an individual study. Error bars
represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies. IC, iodine

concentration; NIC, normalized iodine concentration.
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Figure S14 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for IC in the venous phase
combined with the slope in the venous phase. Each solid square represents an individual study. Error
bars represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the pooled sensitivity and specificity for all studies. IC,

1odine concentration.
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Figure S15 Forest plots of the pooled sensitivity and specificity analysis for NIC in the venous phase
combined with slope in the venous phase. Each solid square represents an individual study. Error bars
represent 95% Cls. Diamonds indicate the pooled sensitivity and specificity for all of the studies. NIC,

normalized iodine concentration.
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Figure S16 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for IC in the arterial phase. IC, iodine
concentration; PLR, positive likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR, diagnostic odds

ratio; AUC, area under curve; SROC, summary receiver operating characteristic.
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Figure S17 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for NIC in the arterial phase. NIC,

normalized iodine concentration; PLR, positive likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR,

diagnostic odds ratio; AUC, area under curve; SROC, summary receiver operating characteristic.
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Figure S18 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for slope in the arterial phase. PLR,
positive likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR, diagnostic odds ratio; AUC, area under

curve; SROC, summary receiver operating characteristic.
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Figure S19 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for IC in the venous phase. IC, iodine
concentration; PLR, positive likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR, diagnostic odds

ratio; AUC, area under curve; SROC, summary receiver operating characteristic.
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Figure S20 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for NIC in the venous phase. NIC,
normalized iodine concentration; PLR, positive likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR,

diagnostic odds ratio; AUC, area under curve; SROC, summary receiver operating characteristic.
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Figure S21 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for slope in the venous phase. PLR,
positive likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR, diagnostic odds ratio; AUC, area under

curve; SROC, summary receiver operating characteristic.
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Figure S22 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for IC in the arterial phase combined
with NIC in the arterial phase. IC, iodine concentration; NIC, normalized iodine concentration; PLR,

positive likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR, diagnostic odds ratio; AUC, area under

curve; SROC, summary receiver operating characteristic.
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Figure S23 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for NIC in the arterial phase
combined with NIC in the venous phase. NIC, normalized iodine concentration; PLR, positive

likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR, diagnostic odds ratio; AUC, area under curve;

SROC, summary receiver operating characteristic.



1 100.
Positive LR

T 0
—tigell

i

I [}
|
-y )
—+_ |
——
e
| 1

3

1 100
Diagnostic Odds Ratio

Positive LR (95% CI) Negative LR (95% CI)
Shuing Zhuo etal 2021 245 (1.96-3.05) ; .
S R s, (&K
urong Zeng et al. (199-331) - Yurong Zeng etal 2019 0.06 (0.02-0.24)
ﬁ:’:::: ::": :: ‘2'033'9 :g‘; g :f: é ﬁ; — Zehong Yangetal. 2019 0.03 (0.00-0.20)
Xang Zhang etal 2018 154 (135-176) rea o Kot 12 N0
T e iang Zhang et al 2
Huanhuan Lu etal 2015 156 (1.29-1.88) i Huanhuan Liu etal 2015 020 (0.08-0.48)
XvewenLivetal 2015 23 (3.38-8.10) \ XuewenLivetal 2015 019 (011.0.34)
T. Kato et al 2015 319 (2.05-496) —e—+— T. Kato etal. 2015 0.04 (0.01-029)
-
Random Effects Model b
Pooled Postive LR = 2.40 (1.84 10 3.13) —o— Randiom Effects Nodel
Cochran-Q = 84.45; df = & (p = 0.0000) st g hipa s
ochran-Q = 25.08; df = 8 (p = 0.

inconsistency (-square) = 90.5 %
Tau-squared = 0.1417

ShuiQing Zhuo et . 2021
XuYang Sun et al. 2020
Yurong Zeng et al. 2019
Zenong Yang et al. 2019
Muzhen He et al. 2019
Xiang Zhang et al. 2018
Huanhuan Li et al 2015
Xuewen Liu et al. 2015
T Kato et al. 2015

Random Effects Model
Pooled Diagnostic Odds R
Cochran-Q = 31.09; df = 8 (p = 0.0001
Inconsistency (-square) = 74.3 %
Tau-squared = 1.1154

Diagnostic OR (95% C1)

4541 (1360 -151.59)
2310 (253-210.89)
4167 (9.60-180.87)
6584 (8.82-49144)
20740 (47.05-914.30)
560 (268-11.70)
774 (283-21.15)
2768 (11.91.64.31)
TIT1 (966-62543)

ato = 29.54 (1278 10 68.27)
)

1 100
Negative LR

SROC with Prediction & Confidence
® o i

< =

Inconsistency (-square) = 63.1 %
Tau-squared = 0.5906

Contours

0.5
Specificity

0.0

Figure S24 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for NIC in the arterial phase

combined with NIC in the venous phase. NIC, normalized iodine concentration; PLR, positive

likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR, diagnostic odds ratio; AUC, area under curve;

SROC, summary receiver operating characteristic.
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Figure S25 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for NIC in the arterial phase

combined with the slope in the venous phase. NIC, normalized iodine concentration; PLR, positive

likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR, diagnostic odds ratio; AUC, area under curve;

SROC, summary receiver operating characteristic.
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Figure S26 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for the slope in the arterial phase
combined with NIC in the venous phase. NIC, normalized iodine concentration; PLR, positive
likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR, diagnostic odds ratio; AUC, area under curve;

SROC, summary receiver operating characteristic.
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Figure S27 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for the slope in the arterial phase
combined with the slope in venous phase. PLR, positive likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood
ratio, DOR, diagnostic odds ratio; AUC, area under curve; SROC, summary receiver operating

characteristic.
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Figure S28 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for IC in the venous phase combined
with NIC in the venous phase. IC, normalized iodine concentration, NIC, normalized iodine

concentration; PLR, positive likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR, diagnostic odds
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Figure S29 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for IC in the venous phase combined
with the slope in the venous phase. IC, normalized iodine concentration; PLR, positive likelihood ratio;

NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR, diagnostic odds ratio; AUC, area under curve; SROC, summary
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Figure S30 Forest plots of PLR, NLR, DOR, and AUC of SROC for NIC in the venous phase

combined with the slope in the venous phase. NIC, normalized iodine concentration; PLR, positive

likelihood ratio; NLR, negative likelihood ratio; DOR, diagnostic odds ratio; AUC, area under curve;

SROC, summary receiver operating characteristic.



