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[ Noeffect [ Improve I Aggravate
cce Cantral Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Events Total Events Total ht__M-H, Ra 95% CI Year M-H, Random, 95% CI
Guernn 1988 1 14 3 18 9% 0.36 [0.04, 3.04] 1989
Frel 1920 9 B5 " B4 108% 0.81[0D.38, 1.81] 1990 —
Wahiberg 1992 3 2 120 at% 3.00 [0.34, 28.45) 1992
Kunzendor! 1581 1 30 5 33 4.0% 0.22[0.03, 1.78) 1882
Oppenheimer 1932 1 = 130 24% 1.30 [0.08, 19.76] 1992
Dawidson 1991 3 30 29 113% 0.26(0.08, 0.85) 1992 —_—
Pirsch 1963 2 32 1 28 3% 1.76[0.17, 18.28] 1993
Chrysestomou 1993 2 53 3 60 56% 0.75[0.13, 4,35] 1993
Ladefoged 1994 & 19 2 20 78% 3.16[0.72.13.76) 1994 -
Van den Dorpel 1994 0 Fe] 4 25 22% 0.11[0.01, 1.56] 1954
Patton 1094 1 38 2 32 3 0.44 [0.04, 4 67] 1904
Wilkie 1994 17 s 1T 42% 0.20[0.03, 1.54) 1994
Harper 1986 2 49 1] 48 T6% 0.22 [0.05, 0.96] 1996 —
Rahn 1999 4 130 T 123 108% 0.54 [0.16, 1.80] 1999 e ——— —
Van Riemsdijk 2000 3 o8 5 112 8a% 0.69[0.17, 2.80) 2000 —
Santos 2002 0o 15 2 15 21% 0.20[0.01, 3.85) 2002
Total (95% CI) 656 671 100.0% 0.58 [0.38, 0.89] -
Total events 39 T2
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.08; Chi* = 16.66, df = 15 (P = 0.34); F = 10% + ¥ + +
0.002 01 10 500

Tast for overall effect 7 = 246 (P = 0.01) Favours (CCB| Favours jconirol]

FIGURE 2: Effects of CCBs versus control treatment on graft loss.
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ccB Control Mean Difference

Study or 5 Maan [mlfmin] SO in] Total Mean [mLimin] SD [mLimin] Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl [mLimin] Year
Song 201 1MMF TA4B 173 533 5.2 167 287 21.5% 040 [-2.83, 2.03]

Guerin 1985 M 17 14 13 10 15 55% 1.00 [-8.24, 11.24] 1888
Frei 1990 ™ ar B5 B4 k] 64 3.9% 7.00 [-5.60, 19.60) 1990
Ladefoged 1994 43 24 16 46 261 13 4% =3.00 [-19.61, 13.61] 1954
Van den Dorpal 1994 66.1 18.1 18 556 26.3 18 29% 10.50 [-4.52, 25.52] 1004
Wilkie 1994 66 22 T 60 24 17 27% 6.00 [-0.48, 21.48) 1904
Sennesael 1996 T9B 6.9 5 776 161 5 28% 2.20[-13.15, 17.55] 1996
Harper 1596 439 133 48 394 14.5 48 124% 4.50 [-1.04, 10.04] 1996
Madsan 1998 49 18 27 40 16 24 BI% 9.00 [0.33, 18.33] 1908
Wenkal Raman 1999 49 20 14 47 15 13 36% 2,00 [-11.28, 15.26) 1989
Rump 2000 47 195 24 49 308 26 32% =200 [-16.11, 12.11] 2000
Gossman 2002 548 215 3 483 18.7 26 55% 6.60 [-3.58, 16.78] 2002
Kuypers 2004 T24 k2] 59 530 2386 50 52% 18.50 [7.94, 20.06] 2004
Song 201 1Aza Tig 162 517 743 161 303 220% -0.40 [-2.69, 1.88] 2011
Total (35% CI) 1389 927 100.0% 3.08 [0.38, 5.78)
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Heterogeneity: Tau® = 7.28; Chi* = 2204, dl = 13 (P = 0.05): F = 41%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.23 (P = 0.03)

FIGURE 3: Effects of CCBs versus control treatment on estimated GFR/creatinine clearance.
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ACEi Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CIl Year M-H, Random, 95% CI
Kim 2002 5 33 14 32 235% 0.35[0.14, 0.85) L
Gronhagen-Riska 1984 1 15 2 14 36% 0.47 [0.05, 4.60] 1984
Amara 2010 10 25 12 22 504% 0.73[0.40, 1.35] 2010 ——
Paoletti 2013 2 36 1 34 34% 1.89[0.18, 19.89) 2013
Knoll 2016 6 104 9 109 19.0% 0.70 [0.26, 1.89] 2016 _—
Total (95% Cl) 213 211 100.0% 0.62 [0.40, 0.96] £
Total events 24 a8
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi = 2.90, df = 4 (P = 0.58); 12 = 0% l:n.o ” oi 1 3 110 3 00
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.16 (P = 0.03) Favours [ACEi] Favours [control]

FIGURE 4: Effects of ACEls versus control treatment on graft loss.
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ACEI Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or 5 rou Mean [mL/'min] SD [mL/min] Total Mean [mL/min] SD [mLimin] Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl [mL/min] IV, Random, 95% Gl [mLimin]
Amara 2010 21.3 74 25 27.8 T4 22 3T4% -6.50 [-10.74, -2.26) -
Backingham 1895 549 174 15 66.8 262 10 46% -11.80 [-30.37, 6.57] =
Cieciura 2000 50 168 43 544 176 32 189% -4.40 [-12.30, 3.50] =T
Gronhagen-Riska 1984 31 14 18 58 34 14 43% 2700 [-46.17, -7.83]
Knall 2016 47 23 104 49 20 109 278% =2.00 [-7.80, 3.80] ——
Sennesael 1996 T34 174 10 76 16.1 10 1% =4.20 [-18.76, 10.36] = =
Tatal (95% CI) 212 197 100.0% -5.82 [-9.94, -1.70) &>
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 712 Chi*=7.01, df = 5 (P = 0.22); I = 20% _éﬂ 25 3 2«'5 510
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.77 (P = 0.006) Favours [control]  Favours [ACEI]

FIGURE 5: Effects of ACEls versus control treatment on estimated GFR/creatinine clearance.
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cce RAS Mean Difference Mean Differance
Study or Sul Mean [mlimin] 5D [mLimin] Total Mean [mlL'min] SD [mbLimin] Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl [mLimin] Year IV, Random, 95% C1 [mLimin]
Mourad 1993 -] 23.2 11 56 1.2 14 113% 12.00[-2.91, 26.91] 1933 =1
Hemandez 1995 101 28 1" a7 24 10 49% 4.00 [-18.69, 26.69] 1995
Sennasael 1998 7898 6.9 5 734 174 5 9.7% 6.40 [-9.76, 22 56] 1996 A —
Midbvadt 2001 56 19 69 44 14 54 T44% 12.00 [6.17, 17.83) 2001 —
Total (95% Cl) 96 83 100.0% 11.07 [6.04, 16.00] -
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi* = 0.81, df = 3 (P = 0.85); I* = 0% 20 1=0 2 1:u fn
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.32 (P < 0.0001) Favours [RAS] Favours [CCB]

FIGURE 6: Effects of CCBs versus RAS blockade on estimated GFR/creatinine clearance.
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