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Fig 1: Forest plots of the recurrence rate of subgroup analysis by the number of
sample size.

Study %
D ES (95% CI) Weight
230 !
Baskin E (2022) — 0.15(0.03,027) 5.16
Vallianou K (2021) L —— 0.57 (0.42,071) 476
Uffing A (2020) —— 0.32(0.25,039) 5.90
Puig-Gay N (2019) — 0.41(0.25,0.56) 4.51
Harel E (2019) — 0.33(0.20,0.45) 5.08
Alasfar S (2018) P —— 0.58 (0.46,0.70) 5.13
Cormica S (2018) | —%—  061(045076) 456
Delville M (2014) | —— 0.54 (0.40,0.68) 4.85
Lopez—Hellin J (2013) - ! 0.19(0.10,0.28) 5.63
Maas RJ (2013) —— 0.30(0.21,039) 5.58
Hickson LJ (2009) —_— 0.47 (0.29,0.65) 4.18
Pardon A (2006) —_— 0.34(0.19,0.50) 4.53
Subtotal (I-squared = 83.7%, p = 0.000) < 0.39(0.31,0.48) 59.88
1
<30 i
Muijtaba MA (2015) —— 0.43 (0.25,0.61) 4.10
Park HS (2014) —— 0.26 (0.09,0.42) 439
Straatmann C (2014) — 0.29(0.11,047) 4.13
Franco PC (2013) — - 0.46 (0.28,0.65) 4.08
Shishido S (2013) l——%—— 063(039,086) 331
Sener A (2009) — 0.23(0.05,0.40) 4.23
Fujisawa M (2002) T—%— 062(0.35,0.88) 296
Kim SJ (2001) —— 0.41(0.20,061) 3.76
Ingulli E (1991) —— 0.21(0.06,037) 4.62
Pinto J (1981) —_—— 0.20 (0.04,036) 4.54
Subtotal (I-squared = 57.5%, p = 0.012) <> 0.35(0.26,0.44) 40.12
1
Overall (I-squared =76.4%, p = 0.000) <:> 0.38(0.31,0.44) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis !
T T
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Fig 2: Sensitivity analysis for proteinuria before KT in the meta-analysis.
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Fig 3: Forest plots of age at transplantation.
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Baskin E (2022)
Vallianou K (2021)
Uffing A (2020)
Puig—Gay N (2019)
Harel E (2019)
Cormica S (2018)
Mujtaba MA (2015)
Park HS (2014)

Straatmann C (2014)

Shishido S (2013)
Franco PC (2013)
Maas RJ (2013)
Hickson LJ (2009)
Sener A (2009)
Pardon A (2006)
Fujisawa M (2002)

Overall (I-squared = 56.7%, p = 0.003)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysi:s

%

SMD (95% CT) Weight
—_— ~1.31 (-2.31,-0.31) 4.48
— -0.56 (~1.15,0.03) 7.61
—-Io— 0.08 (-0.24,0.39)  10.47
T S 0.00 (—0.66, 0.66)  7.03
——l -0.20 (=0.77, 0.36) 7.91
— 0.02 (-0.63,0.67)  7.08
_—— ~0.61 (-1.37,0.16) 6.08
-5—4— 025(-0.61,1.12)  5.35
—_— ~1.97 (-3.03,-0.92) 4.19
—_— ~0.08 (~1.09,0.94) 4.42
— -0.53(-1.29,0.22) 6.16
—— ~0.40 (~0.84,0.05) 9.13
—_— ~0.86 (—1.62, -0.11) 6.20
~1.78 (-2.92, -0.64) 3.78
—:o—— -0.36 (-1.07,0.34) 6.61
-— ~1.08 (-2.28,0.13) 3.49
<> ~0.47 (0.73,-0.20) 100.00
!
T T
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Fig 4: Forest plots of age at onset.
Study %
ID SMD (95% CI) Weight
Vallianou K (2021) —4-5—— —0.43 (-1.02,0.16)  15.24
Delville M (2014) —— —0.22(-0.78,0.34)  17.04
Shishido S (2013) : * 0.55(—0.48,1.58)  4.98
Maas RJ (2013) ——i— —0.48 (—0.93,-0.03) 26.48
Hickson LJ (2009) —+—-— —0.67 (-1.40,0.07)  9.73
1
Pardon A (2006) —o-—i—- -0.60 (-1.32,0.11)  10.43
Fujisawa M (2002) H ¢ 0.94 (-0.24,2.12)  3.78
Kim SJ (2001) : + 0.44 (-0.42,130)  7.16
Pinto J (1981) + -0.90(-1.91,0.11)  5.16
Overall (I-squared = 40.9%, p = 0.095) @ -0.31(-0.54,-0.08) 100.00
:
| |
-2.12 0 2.12
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Fig 5: Forest plots of time from diagnosis to kidney failure.

SMD (95% CI)

%
Weight

—0.60 (—-1.56,0.36) 4.11
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—0.36 (—1.08,0.37) 7.25
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Baskin E (2022) _‘—E——
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Shishido S (2013) +
Maas RJ (2013) 1—0—
Hickson LT (2009) _*I.—_
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Overall (I-squared = 42.9%, p = 0.082) @
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Fig 6: Forest plots of HLA mismatches.
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Fig 7: Forest plots of proteinuria before KT.
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-0.99 (-1.97,-0.01)
0.09 (-0.23, 0.40)
0.29 (~0.37, 0.94)
0.66 (—0.22, 1.54)
-0.43 (-0.99, 0.13)
-0.39 (—1.42, 0.63)
-0.41 (~1.14,0.31)
0.08 (-0.62, 0.77)

4

Overall (I-squared = 29.5%, p=0.174)

<

0.74 (~0.42, 1.90)
0.00 (~0.85, 0.85)

—0.02 (-0.22, 0.18)

Study %
ID SMD (95% CI) Weight
Cormica S (2018) —— 1.71 (0.95,2.47)  18.11
Park HS (2014) —_— 0.25(-0.61,1.12)  17.69
Franco PC (2013) | ——— 4.45(3.03,587) 15.05
Sener A (2009) | —— 441 (272,6.11)  13.68
Hickson LJ (2009) —0-!— 1.60 (0,77, 2.43) 17.83
Kim SJ (2001) T— : 0.70 (-0.17,1.58)  17.63
Overall (I-squared = 87.3%, p = 0.000) <> 2.04(0.91,3.17)  100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysi '
| ' |
—6.11 0 6.11
Fig 8: Forest plots of duration of dialysis before KT.
Study %
ID SMD (95% CI) Weight
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Fig 9: Forest plots of sex.
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Franco PC (2013) ——
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Fujisawa M (2002) € + :
Kim SI (2001) ——
Overall (I-squared = 16.7%, p = 0.262) <O

v
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%
OR (95% CI) Weight

047 (0.07,326)  3.64
0.86(0.26,2.89)  6.87
0.96(0.51,1.84)  22.86
0.65(0.17,2.48) 643
1.25(033,479)  4.60
1.67(0.25,11.07)  2.08
2.05(032,13.16)  1.98
4.58 (0.67,3120) 121
0.22(0.05,092)  10.69
0.29 (0.05,1.55)  6.25
1.18 (0.48,2.88)  10.86
0.08(0.01,090) 574
042 (0.08,2.19) 526
1.06 (021,527) 354
0.14(0.01,347)  3.12
0.23(0.03,1.68)  4.86
0.78 (0.56, 1.07)  100.00
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Fig 10: Forest plots of living donor.

4

Vallianou K (2021)
Uffing A (2020)

Cormica S (2018) <

4

|

Mujtaba MA (2015)
Park HS (2014)
Straatmann C (2014)
Maas RJ (2013)

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.546)

L 2

4

*

|

\V4

OR (95% CI) Weight
0.64 (0.06, 7.29) 3.51
0.46 (0.14, 1.53) 18.91
1.29 (0.67, 2.51) 36.18
0.18 (0.02, 1.94) 8.30
0.83(0.17,4.01) 8.19

1.06 (0.09, 12.23) 3.01
2.44 (041, 14.75) 3.58
0.57 (0.17, 1.89) 1831

0.88 (0.57, 1.38) 100.00
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Fig 11: Forest plots of related donor.

Study Y%
ID OR (95% CI) Weight
Uffing A (2020) — 1.87 (0.90, 3.90) 49.02
1
Straatmann C (2014) - 1.80(0.29, 11.16) 8.17
Park HS (2014) * 1.67 (0.26, 10.79) 8.71
:
1]
Maas RJ (2013) —_— 0.76 (0.19, 3.05) 23.47
:
Hickson LJ (2009) ' & 18.00 (2.76, 117.55) 2.61
:

Kim SJ (2001) —- 1.67 (0.25, 11.07) 8.02
Overall (I-squared = 31.0%, p = 0.203) @ 1.99(1.20, 3.30) 100.00
1]

1]
| |
00851 1 118
Fig 12: Forest plots of tacrolimus use.

Study %

D OR (95% CI) Weight
Uffing A (2020) -+~ 1.21 (0.56, 2.59) 51.98
Cormica S (2018) * 1.05 (0.28, 3.86) 18.73
Maas RJ (2013) ( - 0.49 (0.13, 1.87) 29.29

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p=0.514)

> 0.97 (0.54, 1.72) 100.00

128 1 7.83

Information Classification: General



Fig 13: Forest plots of previous transplantation.

Study Yo

ID OR (95% CI) Weight

1
1
Vallianou K (2021) T g 6.11 (0.30, 125.35) 1.95
Uffing A (2020) —— 0.88 (0.42, 1.85) 59.65
Mujtaba MA (2015) : + 3.89 (0.64, 23.79) 5.11
Delville M (2014) —_— 1.50 (0.48,4.72) 19.09
Ingulli E (1991) —— : 0.24 (0.02,2.41) 14.20
1
Overall (I-squared = 26.0%, p = 0.248) <> 1.16 (0.68, 1.97) 100.00
1
1
1
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| |
.00798 1 125

Fig 14: Forest plots of nephrectomy of native kidneys.

Study %

D OR (95% CI) Weight
H

Uffing A (2020) —_—— 4.69 (1.35, 16.32) 59.76

:
Straatmann C (2014) — 11.67 (1.49,91.54) 13.41
.

Hickson LI (2009) 8.07 (1.54, 42.32) 26.83

—_——
)
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p =0.727) @ 6.53 (2.68, 15.92) 100.00
H
)
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.

.0109 1 91.5
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Fig 15: Funnel chart results of age at transplantation.

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Fig 16: Funnel chart results of sex.

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Fig 17: Funnel chart results of duration of dialysis before KT.

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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