a) Centor score 0-1

Predicted Observed Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.6.1 New Subgroup
Atlas 2005 3 55 6 55 7.1% 0.50[0.13, 1.90] —
Canada 2007 2 31 3 31 4.6% 0.67[0.12,3.72] - 1
Chazan 2003 4 78 4 78 6.9% 1.00[0.26, 3.86] -1
Jamiel 2005 2 35 1 35 2.6% 2.00[0.19, 21.06] -1
Johansson 2003 5 93 19 93 12.1% 0.26 [0.10, 0.68] -
Kljakovic 1993 9 150 7 150 11.8% 1.29[0.49, 3.36] I
Lindbaek 2005 3 58 11 58 8.1% 0.27[0.08, 0.93] -
Mclsaac 1998 14 295 10 295 15.3% 1.40[0.63, 3.10] -
Mclsaac 2000 14 303 14 303 17.2% 1.00 [0.49, 2.06] -t
Meland 1993 2 39 5 39 5.3% 0.40 [0.08, 1.94] - 1
Rosenberg 2002 1 29 1 29 1.9% 1.00[0.07, 15.24] -
Treebupachatsakul 2006 3 57 6 57 7.1% 0.5010.13. 1.901 - I
Total (95% CI) 1223 1223 100.0% 0.72[0.49, 1.06] ‘
Total events 62 87
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.09; Chi2 = 13.82, df = 11 (P = 0.24); 12 = 20% + t t t
0.05 0.2 1 5 20
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.69 (P = 0.09) 0 cbserved p
Test for subaroup differences: Not anplicable
b) Centor score 2
Predicted Observed Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Atlas 2005 7 45 16 45 9.4% 0.44[0.20, 0.96] ]
Canada 2007 7 43 5 43 6.9% 1.40[0.48, 4.07) -
Humair 2006 23 148 35 148 131% 0.66 [0.41, 1.06] ™
Jamiel 2005 4 24 2 24 4.0% 2.00[0.40, 9.91] -
Johansson 2003 5 32 11 32 8.0% 0.45[0.18, 1.16] -1
Kljakovic 1993 10 65 9 65 9.0% 1.11[0.48, 2.55] -
Lindbaek 2005 10 68 30 68 11.2% 0.33[0.18, 0.63] -
Llor 2008 10 63 5 63 7.3% 2.00[0.72, 5.52] T
Mclsaac 1998 14 89 9 89 9.5% 1.56[0.71, 3.41] I
Mclsaac 2000 10 67 10 67 9.2% 1.00 [0.45, 2.24] I
Meland 1993 2 16 4 16 4.2% 0.50[0.11, 2.35] - 1
Rosenberg 2002 2 14 1 14 2.2% 2.00[0.20, 19.62] - 1
Seppela 1993 5 33 1 33 2.6% 5.00[0.62, 40.51] -
Treebupachatsakul 2006 3 21 2 21 3.7% 1.50 [0.28, 8.08] -1
Total (95% Cl) 728 728 100.0% 0.88[0.61, 1.27] <
Total events 112 140
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.21; Chi2 = 25.25, df = 13 (P = 0.02); I = 49% b + t 1
0.01 0.1 1 10 100

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.66 (P = 0.51) Predicted < observed predicted > observed

c¢) Centor score 3

Predicted Observed Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Atlas 2005 9 30 10 30 6.1% 0.90[0.43, 1.90] I
Canada 2007 12 39 13 39 7.9% 0.92[0.48, 1.76] I
Humair 2006 49 156 64 156 26.1% 0.77 [0.57, 1.03] 7
Jamiel 2005 8 26 2 26 1.7% 4.00[0.94, 17.07] T
Johansson 2003 3 9 5 9 3.0% 0.60[0.20, 1.79] - 1
Kljakovic 1993 9 27 3 27 2.5% 3.00[0.91, 9.89] T
Lindbaek 2005 21 66 29 66 14.8% 0.72[0.46, 1.13] T
Llor 2008 26 83 21 83 128% 1.24[0.76, 2.02] I
Mclsaac 1998 11 35 9 35 6.1% 1.22[0.58, 2.58] -
Mclsaac 2000 12 37 10 37 6.8% 1.20[0.59, 2.43] -
Meland 1993 4 13 5 13 3.1% 0.80[0.28, 2.32] - 1
Rosenberg 2002 6 20 7 20 4.4% 0.86 [0.35, 2.10] D
Seppela 1993 5 16 3 16 2.3% 1.67[0.48, 5.83] -
Treebupachatsakul 2006 3 8 3 8 2.3% 1.00[0.28, 3.54] - 1
Total (95% ClI) 565 565 100.0% 0.96 [0.79, 1.16] "
Total events 178 184

+ 1

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi2 = 14.54, df = 13 (P = 0.34); 2= 11%

b 4
k +

0.05 0.2 1 5 20
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.44 (P = 0.66)

predicted < observed  predicted > observed

d) Centor score 4

Predicted Observed Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Atlas 2005 10 18 6 18 5.3% 1.67[0.77,3.61] ]
Canada 2007 15 27 13 27 10.7% 1.15[0.69, 1.93] T
Chazan 2003 8 14 2 14 1.8% 4.00 [1.03, 15.60] -
Humair 2006 38 68 41 68 25.3% 0.93[0.70, 1.23] -
Jamiel 2005 12 21 6 21 5.3% 2.00[0.93, 4.32] T
Johansson 2003 2 4 4 4 3.8% 0.56 [0.22, 1.40] -
Kljakovic 1993 5 9 3 9 2.8% 1.67[0.56, 4.97] -
Lindbaek 2005 12 22 10 22 84% 1.20[0.66, 2.18] -
Llor 2008 20 36 14 36 112% 1.43[0.86, 2.36] N
Mclsaac 1998 6 10 5 10 5.0% 1.20[0.54, 2.67] -1
Mclsaac 2000 9 17 11 17 9.1% 0.82[0.46, 1.45] -1
Meland 1993 3 6 2 6 1.7% 1.50[0.38, 6.00] - 1
Rosenberg 2002 4 7 5 7 5.0% 0.80[0.36, 1.77] -
Seppela 1993 3 5 1 5  0.9% 3.00 [0.45, 19.93] e
Treebupachatsakul 2006 4 8 4 8 3.4% 1.00[0.38, 2.66] -1
Total (95% CI) 272 272 100.0% 1.14[0.95, 1.37] *
Total events 151 127

4 4

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi2 = 15.69, df = 14 (P = 0.33); I2 = 11%

' '
+ + +
005 02 1 5 20
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.36 (P = 0.17)

predicted < observed  predicted > observed

Notes: Meland 1993 reported the proportion of group A positive cultures versus group C and G in their study. After doing a
sensitivity analysis, we adjusted the results using the percentage of group A when estimating the number of observed GABHS
positive patients. Kljakovic 1993 did not report the group (A, C or G) for cultures positive for streptococci. After a sensitivity
analysis we assumed that all positive cultures were group A, as the overall prevalence in this study was relatively low.



