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Fig S3.1. Meta-analysis of odds ratio studies which determined hypertension diagnoses by
electronic health record inspection.

Berkowitz2015 | > 8.15% 1.58 [0.66, 3.77]
Moreno2015 +———+————— 12.06% 1.02[0.50, 2.09]
Schroeder2019 r—I—« 79.79% 1.08 [0.82, 1.43]
RE Model - 100.00% 1.11 [0.86, 1.42]
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Fig S3.2. Meta-analysis of odds ratio studies with mixed methods of measuring
hypertension.

Ford2013 - 40.06% 0.87 [0.78, 0.97]
Wang2015 Y — 33.69% 1.59[1.17,2.17]
Banerjee2017 +——— 26.25% 1.03[0.63, 1.69]
RE Model ~a—— 100.00% 1.11[0.73, 1.70]

I T | T T T |
0O 05 1 15 2 25 3
Odds Ratio



Fig S3.3. Meta-analysis of odds ratio studies which used systolic blood pressure cutoff of
140 mm Hg to determine hypertension diagnoses.

Berkowitz2013 r——-—i 21.87% 1.10[0.75, 1.61]
Shiue2015 ' i 17.62% 1.26[0.80, 1.99]
Berkowitz2017 i 47.03% 0.80[0.73, 0.88]
Dong2018 +—H—| 13.49% 0.92[0.53, 1.60]
RE Model - 100.00% 0.95[0.75, 1.20]
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Fig S3.4. Meta-analysis of odds ratio studies which used systolic blood pressure cutoff of
130 mm Hg to determine hypertension diagnoses.

Weigel2007 i 6.11% 0.66[0.23, 1.90]
Shariff2014 e 26.22% 0.99 [0.59, 1.65]
Weigel2018 - 67.67% 0.98[0.71, 1.35]
RE Model - 100.00% 0.96 [0.74, 1.25]
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Fig S3.5. Meta-analysis of odds ratio studies which contained data exclusive to Latinx
patients.

Ford2013 : | 7.01% 0.66[0.23, 1.90]
Wang2015 : » 15.35% 1.02[0.50, 2.09]
Banerjee2017 — 77.64% 0.98 [0.71, 1.35]
RE Model - 100.00% 0.96 [0.72, 1.27]
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Fig S3.6. Funnel plots and asymmetry statistical tests were performed for meta-analysis
with more than 3 comparable studies.

(A) Meta-analysis of OR (all adult studies); (B) Sub-group analysis for studies of BP measured
by researchers; (C) Meta-analysis of Hedges’ g of Systolic BP in adults, and (D) diastolic BP.
(E) Meta-analysis of OR (all children studies). None of the funnel plot asymmetry tests were
significant, although the regression test for funnel plot asymmetry was close for sub-figure B (p

= 0.056).
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