Supplementary Table 2. Baseline demographic and clinical characteristics of the included studies

	Study
	Comparison and N
	Age
	Sex
	GCS or clinical severity
	Reported comparability
	Important limitations
	Source locator

	Vieira 2018
	Watertight n=28; rapid closure n=27 analyzed
	Overall mean 33.4 y (range 18-59) among 58 enrolled; arm-specific age NR
	Overall male 35/58; arm-specific sex NR
	At surgery: watertight GCS 3-8 14/28, 9-13 12/28, 14-15 2/28; rapid closure 13/27, 14/27, 0/27; P = 0.524
	Authors reported no detectable difference in age, GCS, GOS, or follow-up
	Overall age/sex describes 58 enrolled; 55 were analyzed after 3 exclusions; mixed indications
	PDF p.3 Results/Table 1; p.4 Table 2

	Jeong 2020
	Watertight n=69; free onlay n=37
	Median 52 y (IQR 42-60) vs 56 (43-59); P = 0.942
	Female 19/69 vs 12/37; P = 0.597
	GCS 3-8: 48/69 vs 24/37; 9-12: 9/69 vs 7/37; 13-15: 12/69 vs 6/37; P = 0.723. ISS
median 25 vs 25; P = 0.152
	No detectable differences in reported age, sex, diagnosis, GCS, anisocoria, or ISS
	Technique selected by surgeon preference; observational comparison
	PDF p.5 Table 1; p.4 Results

	Vivek Kumar 2026
	Watertight n=100; non-watertight onlay n=100
	Mean 37.5 vs 39.4 y; P = 0.103
	Male 76/100 vs 82/100; P = 0.34
	GCS 3-8: 30/100 vs 38/100; 9-12: 50/100 vs 54/100; 13-15: 20/100 vs
8/100; P = 0.614
	Report described baseline demographic and clinical characteristics as comparable
	Results prose rounds comparator age to 39 y; arm-specific age SD NR
	PDF p.3 Table 1 and Results

	Ammar 2026
	Watertight classic closure n=38; stellate incisions n=21
	Mean 50.84+/-16.86 vs 53.48+/-15.11 y; P = 0.554
	Male/female 20/18 vs 9/12; P = 0.472
	Admission GCS 8.50+/-2.50 vs 8.76+/-2.27; P = 0.694
	No detectable differences in reported age, sex, GCS, pathology, anisocoria, or midline shift
	Retrospective 2022-2023 control compared with prospective 2024-2025 intervention; mixed indications
	PDF p.6 Table 2; pp.3-4 Results

	Kumar A 2026
	Watertight n=28; non-watertight cover n=28
	Mean 44.50+/-16.28 vs 45.79+/-20.33 y; P = 0.795
	Female 9/28 vs 11/28; P = 0.577
	Preoperative GCS: moderate 5/28 vs 9/28; severe 23/28 vs 19/28; P = 0.217. Mean 7.25+/-2.15 vs 7.36+/-1.97
	No detectable differences in reported age, sex, or preoperative GCS
	Mixed indications; report also provides different admission/preoperative GCS summaries at another table
	PDF p.4 Table 1; p.5 Table 2; p.6 Table 4

	Kumar P 2023
	Watertight n=60; open/no repair n=60
	Mean 37.28+/-12.76 vs 36.65+/-13.78 y; P = 0.795
	Male 52/60 vs 45/60; P = 0.104
	GCS 3-8: 43/60 vs 47/60; GCS 9-12:
17/60 vs 13/60; additional admission and preoperative means reported
	No detectable differences in reported age, sex, GCS, Rotterdam score, or midline shift
	Age range differs between abstract and Table 1; GCS appears in categorical and continuous forms at different time points
	PDF pp.4-6 Tables 1, 2, and 4

	Mitmuang 2016
	Watertight n=116; unsutured layered cover n=91
	Age <20: 7 vs 3; 20-50: 103 vs 80; >50:
6 vs 8; P = 0.401
	Male 79/116 vs 57/91; P = 0.462
	Preoperative GCS 4: 0 vs 13; 5: 0 vs 20;
6: 53 vs 52; 7: 51 vs 6; 8: 12 vs 0; P < 0.001
	Age and sex did not differ detectably; GCS and CT midline shift differed (both P < 0.001)
	Marked baseline severity imbalance; later GCS 6-8 analysis uses an overlapping restricted subgroup
	PDF p.5 (printed p.364) Table 1; pp.2-3 Methods/Results

	Sun 2018
	Watertight artificial-dura repair n=195; no repair n=192
	Mean 43.83+/-15.13 vs 41.74+/-15.69 y; P = 0.183
	Male 150/195 vs 129/192; P = 0.033
	Initial GCS 7.53+/-2.28 vs 7.45+/-2.76;
P = 0.379; all severe TBI
	Age and GCS were similar; Table 1 identifies a sex imbalance
	Results prose reports control sex as 130/62 rather than Table 1 129/63; treatment era and technique are inseparable
	PMC full text section 3.1 and Table 1

	Trnka 2023
	Watertight centre n=82; no-duraplasty centre n=45
	Median 65.5 y (mean 62.2+/-19.1) vs 68 (65.3+/-16.4); P = 0.482
	Male 62/82 vs 30/45; P = 0.304
	Median GCS 3 (mean 5.1+/-3.3) vs 4 (6.3+/-4.4); P = 0.248
	No detectable differences in reported age, sex, GCS, or ABIA category
	Centre and technique are completely bound despite similar reported baseline summaries
	PDF pp.2-3 (article pp.70-71) Tables 1-2

	Barooah 2020
	Watertight temporalis-fascia closure n=15; collagen onlay n=15
	Mean 37 vs 35 y; dispersion and P NR
	Male/female 14/1 vs 13/2; P NR
	Mean GCS 7.0 vs 7.2; dispersion and P NR
	No formal baseline balance test reported
	Allocation details and recruitment period incompletely reported; material and fixation change together
	PDF p.2 (printed p.47) Methods/Results/Table 1

	Zhang 2022
	Watertight sealing-intent NormalGEN n=64; sutureless DuraMax n=39
	Mean 47.25+/-19.44 vs 50.53+/-15.69 y; P = 0.375
	Male 47/64 vs 32/39; P = 0.316
	Admission GCS 6.22+/-1.41 vs 5.95+/-1.62; P = 0.375; all GCS 3-8
	No detectable differences in reported age, sex, cause, GCS, or imaging characteristics
	Material absorbability and fixation differ together; observational comparison
	PDF p.4 Table 1; pp.2-3 Methods

	Ladisich 2026
	Watertight/near-watertight n=50 patients; unsutured n=50 patients (52 operations)
	Mean 52.4+/-13.3 vs 51.6+/-14.3 y; P = 0.944
	Male 33/50 vs 30/50; P = 0.534
	GCS 3-8: 20 vs 26; 9-13: 7 vs 16; 14-
15: 2 vs 2; intubated categories also reported; P = 0.01 uncorrected, P = 0.06 corrected
	Age and sex were similar; GCS and etiology showed reported imbalances
	Patient and operation denominators differ in the unsutured arm; centre and technique are inseparable
	PDF p.4 Tables 1-2; p.3 Results


ABIA, American Brain Injury Association; CT, computed tomography; GCS, Glasgow Coma Scale; GOS, Glasgow Outcome Scale; IQR, interquartile range; ISS, Injury Severity Score; NR, not reported; PMC, PubMed Central; SD, standard deviation; TBI, traumatic brain injury.
