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m4-2. F7IMALAOFREER(EEDARICLOTELDHGIE, BEICHEDT
FWSEEHHD)

EX®] 7orhonrEs—%

77U rHA &
SEFE Overall survival : 24753 /T E
QoL QOL/Health-related quality of life: f2EEBI:E QOL : Improvement of health-related quality of life/
Satisfaction: J# & & : Satisfaction with care at the clinic
Technique survival(number of patients remaining on PD at study completion):
Rong Xu 2012 [Technique survival was defined as inadequate dialysis, ultrafiltration insufficiency,
PD #it#H#AME | exit-site or tunnel infection, conversion to hemodialysis because of peritonitis, and the presence of
any mechanical problem; patient and peritonitis-free survival corresponded to death as the outcome
event and first episode of peritonitis respectively.] # SR L7z,
Technique failure/technical: CANUSA 1996 @ [Technique failure was defined as transfer to
PD B hemodialysis or to conventional intermittent peritoneal dialysis. Death, transplantation, recovery of
renal function, and loss to follow-up were censored observations for the technique survival analysis. ]
BRI
HEHEe Loss of residual renal function: 7B #&8E5H K /deterioration of residual renal function
Peritonitis rate(episodes/y, episode/total patient-months on PD) and incidence(number of events/
PDEEER follow-up period) 2 & % - refractory exit site infection: %?E"Iﬁ?ﬂl:l%ﬁﬁ&%ﬁéfHDEZE’C‘HEDZ;L\#’ PD
THC 2% B, PDEBEZKRIZLST, Technique failure LML, Technique failure D7 U FHLERLCT
HBH, BEICLoTRELPD DG H D7, MOFIILELTVS,
XS B Major morbid events(AMI, stroke, amputation, loss of vision, BffEE&E (BHVUILMELEEEICED
Z5LD0), RFRBRIERLE) | AV v —LRHRA R b
. Minor morbid events(hypoglycemia, delayed wound healing, infection, visual disturbances, pain % &):
NP —BHHE .
RAF—LREIA RV
B Safety: Safety of treatment (eg, the functioning of hemodialysis machine or other instruments, sterility
of dialysis solution).
oS 7 AR Hospital stays: Reduction of hospital stays/Hospital admission. fBFEH7EER £, HD LLEERLTPD O&
HARELHRD, RRNOBRIED Z DT, RAFEHMEOERE, PDOFRDHERLELD,
HF—FVEAN | BRREHE [ FLBESLTER), T, WRRBRFEGEELX, HOBBLTRVESE), REN] -
AHE RS HHE (BERAR, DT —FNVUBERE, BIE, ~)V=7, BEAPEE]
W% 0 s Complete cure of peritonitis (clinical or microbiological improvement or both with no subsequent
relapse)
M4 D 3 Perit.o.ni-tfs relépée (reoccurrence of ?eritonitis due to the same organism with the same antibiotic
sensitivities within 28 days of completing treatment)
o BFENXR - fEXEEEEESR MEREEREX - EREZE(ES N VLAME) GoTica7I5—€M
FEGE
SENM ¢

- B OHER EDOFFE. http://pj.ninjal.ac.jp/byoin/teian/ruikeibetu/teiango/teiango-ruikei-b/gappeisyo.html
2017#12A31H7 7t A

- Rong Xu 2012: Rong Xu, Min Zhuo, Zhikai Yang, and Jie Dong. Experiences with Assisted Peritoneal Dialysis in China.
Perit Dial Int 2012; 32(1): 94-101. http://europepmc.org/articles/pmc3525378

- CANUSA 1996: Canada-USA(CANUSA) Peritoneal Dialysis Study Group. Adequacy of dialysis and nutrition in
continuous peritoneal dialysis: association with clinical outcomes. J] Am Soc Nephrol 1996 Feb; 7(2): 198-207.
http://jasn.asnjournals.org/content/7/2/198.long

- Janssen IM 2015: Janssen IM, Gerhardus A, von Gersdorff GD, Baldamus CA, Schaller M, Barth C, Scheibler F. Preferences
of patients undergoing hemodialysis? results from a questionnaire-based study with 4,518 patients. Patient Prefer
Adherence. 2015Jun26; 9: 847-55. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4492657/
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m5-2. AT UICONT
5-2-1. BIEOYRTYT14v27LEa1—(SR) - IBFEDEEHLM1 F5 4 (CPG)

("Meta-Analysis"[PT] or "meta-analysis"[TIAB]) OR ("Cochrane Database Syst Rev"[TA] or "systematic
review"[TIAB]) OR ("Practice Guideline"[PT] or "Practice Guidelines as Topic"[MH] or (guideline*[TIAB] not
medline[SB]))

5-2-2. 5% L{cbEEER

ay Ny F7y 7 XD, Box 6.4.a: Cochrane Highly Sensitive Search Strategy for identifying randomized
trials in MEDLINE: sensitivity-maximizing version (2008 revision); PubMed format, % 7-1%, Box 6.4.b: Cochrane
Highly Sensitive Search Strategy for identifying randomized trials in MEDLINE: sensitivity- and precision-
maximizing version (2008 revision); PubMed format % i L 7=,

% . ((randomized controlled trial[pt] OR controlled clinical trial[pt] OR randomized[tiab] OR placebo[tiab]
OR drug therapy([sh] OR randomly[tiab] OR trial[tiab] OR groups|[tiab]) NOT (animalsimh] NOT humans[mh]))

m5-3. T—HIX—X

HARNZ 2O LD F— 7 R— 29 5K %175 72, Medline(PubMed Iz & 2) Dk, HHE L7z, ZOfiF
— % _R—Z L LTk, Embase, 277> 74 77V —(CENTRAL), B rhdepfish (k) & L, BKiz, HA
FEAMEH R OB A B 7 A4 AERSE Y — € R CUIRER) ZEEHEAZGE L THM O FEZEMT -5 72,

m5-4, F—yHHED

5-4-1, HARDZER

BEDOSRE X CPGIZEAL T, ZAOHMN L AL E 27 =084 FLEWREZEHAOCTRAZ ) —= v 7 2{To 7%,
A7) =2V T THESLXRIZOWT 7 VT F A AWML, HOEWLE2—%2fT>o T35 D H Uiz
RUZz, ERLZLE 2 — 0B EHRHZMER L, MR HMEICO W TIFERE 2 e O 2 17 -
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V== JIBE- TR E, BIRL AL E2a—ICHEENZRCTZ2ADELDDITOVT 7T ¥ A + & v CiFil
L, Wiy iztlon Anige % e L 7z,

5-4-2. F—9iliHl

FAANFED T —FZHIBIE AD L E 27 =2l D 7 4+ — L Z W TN L TfTo 7%, ZADLE 27 —[HT
DA—FITOWTIE, i L TR L 7228, RICES RS AHDOLE 27— Lk L 7%,

m5-5 J\A4P7RAURD
arz sy R 7y 7 (BIHBRE) Drisk of bias tool ZfHWT, ZADLE 27—V L TfTo%. ZADLE

27 —HTORFIT O, Eam L TR L 7228, RICESs 2SI AHoLE a7 —tiEmL 7z, FX
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A ZonTE, SYAYZ, KUY A7, ABHOD3OTHHEL 72,

m 5-6. BEMNEROFME

2ME7 7 b A LD BTN Y 27 £ 95%EFX %, MWHEEED 77 b A LD W» it standardized mean
difference (SMD) % 7z1& mean difference (MD) & 95% {5 X[ % DN OMFHABICOWTA Y T F Y AL, A
HHRBEARY PR OMANL L HE5ER ) A7 EE2KEA L, AF 75V AICE L TIE, Review
Manager software (RevMan 5.3) ([Computer program]. version 5.3. Copenhagen: The Nordic Cochrane
Centre, The Cochrane Collaboration, 2014) % 7z, FIRIVEE D H 5 Z L EE & 4172 72 ® random-effects
model Z VT A Y 7+ VU Az HEML 72,

6  Evidence-to-decision(EtD)frameworks(EtDZX) *' &&I[CHFD
VATIRTavIlEaI—

m6-1. CQT:ERBEREREIC, L=V - 7VIFTUIVREERE(RASHES)
(ACEIl, ARB)OWRRIFEADN? <SR 1:EESMEEICHITS, SR1.1.
ACEIXTcIXFARBEMMDERIDEEEESR1.2. ACEIEARBDLEE >

6-1-1, X#kRZER

MPeritoneal Dialysis,, TAngiotensin-Converting Enzyme Inhibitors;, "Angiotensin 1I Type 1 Receptor
Blockers ;% ¥ —7— F & L CPubMed (201744 H 10 H £ ), Cochrane CENTRAL(20174£4H10H ¥ 7T) 8 X
OEHEE(2017H4H10H £ T)DBEFDOSR &L CPG 2R L7z & 24, 1988475 2017 4E T 12/FH3EE S 7z,
Z T, SEOBRRFEEIC 3L 72 SRA2M:TH - 72 (Akbari 2009 [Perit Dial Int], Zhang 2014[Cochrane
Database Syst Rev]),

Akbari 2009 T H & #1 T v 3 RCT % Zhang 2014 C & R JH S 41 C\» 7z, Zhang 2014 ® SRIZ 1Z Li 2003,
Phakdeekitcharoen 2004, Suzuki 2004, Wang 2007, Zhong 2007, Reyes-Marin 2012 ® 6 i X 23M%H S T
Wiz, 19884EH 520174 F THORCT2#SREE A TH ZITHME L 72 & 2 %, #Hi7 12 Suzuki 2003, Shigenaga
2009, Atabak 2013 ® 3#:® RCT 23 [AE & #1172, Zhang 2014 D SR TIE, FEBHEEEICET 27— DR EM L0 E
@ Z & ¢Suzuki 2003, Shigenaga 2009 3f&/F I LT 7228, SO CQICHT 2 7Y b A LD H D EH L
7z, Atabak 2013 \&aBRIRI L 1EIE & AR CH D BRAFL 72,

PL ko ¥ i ¢, Li 2003, Phakdeekitcharoen 2004, Suzuki 2004, Wang 2007, Zhong 2007, Reyes-Marin
2012, Suzuki 2003, Shigenaga 2009 ® 8%z SR & L TERM & L7z, 2L C, SRI.1. ACEI % 7|3 ARB & ftho> 3
# o H#g A3, Li 2003, Suzuki 2004, Wang 2007, Zhong 2007, Suzuki 2003, Shigenaga 2009 @ 6 3 T,
SR1.2. ACEI £ ARB D [t#523, Phakdeekitcharoen 2004, Reyes-Marin 2012 D 2§53 & 7o 7,

*TEDEDIHHIZ DWW T ¢ evidence-to-decision framework 12 1%, 7 2805 (72 & 21F, AN, EHDICL YD, 82354 7OHEED
WHHC AL THRE STV 7L — FHESN 0505, SREIEEADTY 7L — 2l L7, ADT Y 7L —tDgf, 2 A LD
WHHD% L 5728, GRADE 7 70 —F OHERERED ABHRIZE->Ta A MOEEZBINL 72, £72, &R, EITaerkicB L g,
HHIZ WA, XA EZ 2B608KNE LRz ir-oT\w s, TMlifEes&m : values and preferences; (%, & 2RiE D& -k
EBLITZNUCES>TRID I BT T P ALK L CTHEAC —Eo HiE, HifF, WE BXOEKOIL2ET, THEHERR
Costy 1, BEOIILS, EHFa A MOV THRIEL, 72720, thaMREIC R - 73N OV TE, $ES R B & OEHR b flH L 7,
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WRTyAr | HReE 79N 3458 FOrHA v
@k Li 2003
cF—=F2F| «3HAULE +30%& + 304 « 7% BGFR(3, | *ACEIZ72IXARB® | * fTA
~JVRCT CAPD 1T - FHER cFEHER 6,9, 1258) ERE 34%ET,
- F/U#BME < HFE 58.0+14.0#% |59.1£98% | - ERLLZE| - DIMEESHEDE | 12B4E,
1258 BH—iERx cSIFYN| cSEFYNE | TOERE, ER |1F 5 APRBRAH#T
* %E GFR 5mg/H Auiu - REH - WA MmE k% < XTHR
= 2mL/min/1.73m? 2T *ACEIIZXI T 27 L |24%T,
< B/%& 38/22 R WF—, R 14%1E,
65 B M, ARB% * ABRHE - B | & & 2% ACE ith
7 1% ACEI @ R B FE #
A% - CVD ARk
Phakdeekitcharoen 2004
cF—=F>35| 3, B L ECAPD| Zv—1 TIW—71 - HE e SEEMEMMEORK | 22 MERER
N7 aRF | HET - ACEl: =7 |-ARB: hvF |- IIEEHRE 2 L
—N—RCT | %4 S7Yn VA% . ME s BOR DR 24 & I D
«F/UBRME | B—fERR 10mg/ B 8 mg/H cBEER - FFREZE KA
4R « BB GFR JW—72 TWw—72 EEBEEE | - ACELICXT § 37 L | 2L BARIR
<10mL/min/1.73m2|+« ARB: > 5 |« ACEl: T 7 |- BHUDAIMSE | VF—, RIE 24EE LU
+15~65m% Yy SN 1 AURNDIEEL |E
< EEEDUILE 8mg/H 10mg/H nE z7ZL, Eo
< FHER EHKI AR B BFIC
448101 BERG L 7o &
< B/ 14/7 REF
Reyes-Marin FA, 2012
c RS LI| «XF¥O TIW—71 TWw—72 5% BeGFR(3, | - &5 MHREE BERR L
RCT BH—fER% 30%& 30%& 6,9,12°8) < BEE#
- F/U 83FE B REBEEELE |- ACEl: = F |- ARB: Oo¥v|-[EER - BEREERE
1258 LTAPDZEIEM E| 5TV &y HIRETOHER | - ACEl, ARB~ @ 3E
FFTWB, 10mg/ B 50mg/ CDIIEARVL | BRI
< BB GFR - FHER cFHER | -AREEK DA E, DHEE
=>2mL/min/1.73m? |42.5+18.5% |49.2x 19 |- BEEH 6B UKD MKE
- B/%& 36/24 BE £, EsnE
rE
Suzuki 2003
< FTN7S5 | -BFE <144 +104 - MmE - VEIRIR BERR L
4> ERCT EERREMES + ARB « FS5ER - RE(@,6,12| - 0DF2
*F/UHBR] |CAPDEZE Ny g | - EFGER | »B) <6 D BUADOEHTE
1258 40~80mg/ B |57+ 27% ;-4 £, MImEI>H
< FHER « BT <DIO-FR | - @R
56 = 3% 89*+3.2H - PWV AREZEITIRE
- BTHE CpEREL
9.4+228 < REERE
BE
Suzuki 2004
cF—=7F>Z| - BE *184 164 *JRE(6,9,12, | *ACEI£7/-IZARBA | * U, B AR
~NJVRCT - CAPDEA - ARB * ACEI%£7-12|18,2428) BEESTORE L
- F/UEAR 3»ALUE NP> |ARBZAWVWE | - BEKE:. B -60AURNOLHE| - ABREB X
24 1B 40~80mg/H | L CCR £, EERBEE kA b i
< FHER < FHER - MmE -EMsmE w?
63.5x3.7% |63.5x3.3% | -MMiBCr 6 BUAOEME [T A BEXSI
B/& B/& - #8CCR, MERE 7 ENIME 1 | 51
11/9 72 1/7 ? FKt/V 2N e EELKL
- [BECCR *ARBAD 7 LIV |
- REH — « RHE
e
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Shigenaga 2009

cF—-F35| «-BFE ARBZI—F1]| +154% -MfMmEGEH»B) | «APD BERRZL
~NJVRCT BH—fEE% *15% *ACEIZF7-1% | « IRIE - FERR IR MBI
*F/UHAR |- CAPD&&E s HYFH IV | ARBEHWVWER| - DA R -
6B 8% L - RE cAMKRA
4mg/ A~ < FIEHG < DL <45 B BLA ©ACEI
- FFin 53.3+3.1% | ‘K& % 7-i% ARB {5 B FE
52.9+28r% | - BNE - CAPDHER 2
- BT 38+12A8 DIO—FR
39+9A4 « ANP, BNP
ARBZIW—72 * PWV
*154
s NIYIS
v
40mg/ H~
s FIEEG
53.1£3.0%
- BT
41118
Zhong 2007
cF—TFr35 | «HhE <244 <204 - RE eGFR(3, | - MAIBBIRIEAE cHANINEF
~NJVRCT B—1EE *ARBA R | «ACEIZ7:1%|6,9,1228) - BEEIMNE 2ZLELR3,
- B EAMA «CAPDEA Yy ARBZA WL | -RE2(1228) | - BIMEMNE 1&%1E
2004~2007 | 1>BUUE 300 mg/H (A - MAE < DIMERE HHE XIHRI1EFT
F - FHER < FRKt/V - BRIE % 2 LRG3,
- F/UEBM 44.0+14.6 % - f&CCr DA E 14 HDB1T
1258 - B/%& 31/17 s HUDIL « ACEI £7:1Z ARBD
3rBURERE
+ARBAD7Z LJv¥—
BE
Wang 2005
«F—F>3 | - CAPDEIA +194 *13% - B HEE - M{EIE Bh AR 72 cNMANI24F
~XJVRCT 3HrALA - ARB *ACElE7zid |« JRE - EMsmE ZLG<%3
- BFFeHEME S NH s> ARBEAVWE| - REHA BMEMRBEE | » X S B
2004~2007 | B—HBE% 80 mg/ H (A - BHIZH MBI FOBEE | &L
F - BE GFR BKt/V  BEDOARE
‘F/UEBM >2mL/min/1.73m? < BHID <BEE#
28+ 138 - 5 F s & CrCl *ACElICxI 57 L
42(17~65) =% ¥ —, FME
B/ BE
22/12
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iz

6-1-3. ®XHLLDT—FHiH - T—YDHE
6-1-3-1. YRIFTNA4F7ZX(RoB)&

R f SRI1.1. &£ SR1.2.(Reyes-Marin 2012) % %71,
6-1-3-1-1. SR1.1.

(1) AHEABE (4 R FIECH) =)
RoB FFi ?
5 4 LA 7712 1 blindig Y IR & N1 Z0f t
EEL REE 7 > S LA 2 ORERE = - SRl - - DD
(Forest plot £5) I DR gﬁo Cf‘ifn‘ ﬂ%ﬁéﬂfé T RHLIEE | T RPLT—% | Tk HLOHE NATZ 2
random sequence Gameesliert ATRIELY outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and aSSenssors outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Shigenaga 2009 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk 17.1'
Suzuki 2003 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk ﬁ
Suzuki 2004 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Wang 2005 High risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Zhong 2007 High risk High risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
| |
Li 2003 Unclear risk Unclear risk
(2) 77 =N 34 200 (PD ke IR - PDEERL) (PD R
RoB &
- 754 > K blindin N
FEG RRE TUELEM | g 71 " onane rEen IR h 7 )
= [[=E:30k 37 = P HESME & — = TINALTF—42 | T MhLOHRE N TR
(Forest plot &7R) allocation e 7~ A LFHEE ’ )
random sequence B o AR AE outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and e outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Shigenaga 2009 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Suzuki 2003 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Suzuki 2004 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Wang 2005 High risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Zhong 2007 High risk High risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
l_____________ 00O |
Li 2003 Unclear risk Unclear risk
(8) 77 =Ana 31 L (PD KL D W - PD B (IEHE4)
RoB ¥
Z Elft 7212 ¥ bindng LY BIRS W1 Z Dt
Txo T 7 A LEIf I DRE AL - e f_ S ’0) D
(Forest piot 7) JEE DR it TREMEL | 75 o LE# | 79 R HL7—5 | 79 RHADHE | SATX
random sequence ———— MATRIETY outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and a2SSenssors outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Suzuki 2004 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
__________ 1
Li 2003 Unclear risk Unclear risk
L) =
(4) bRE - FREERE (&)
RoB ¥
— 7741 > K blindin .
R SUHLE | g - 8 FRen RIS h 1o Z A0
= JEFEDERK = ) MRSME & = = T NHLT =% | 7 NHLDOHE INAT R
(Forest plot &7R) allocation e 7y b LEHEE f )
random sequence AR MHEE incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
- concealment - outcome . y
generation participants and i outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Shigenaga 2009a Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Shigenaga 2009b Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Suzuki 2004 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Suzuki 2003 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Wang 2005 High risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Zhong 2007 High risk High risk Unclear risk Unclear risk

(5) JRE - FREERE (HEIR)

RoB ¥
- 7741 > K blindi .

. S 777 " e TRen RIRE N1 L0

— IEEDERL = ) HRSME & = TINhLT—% | T NHLDO®RE N TR

(Forest plot 2%7R) allocation R T b H LEHEE ’ )
random sequence e o AERME s incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and P —— outcome data reporting bias
personnel

Suzuki 2004 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk

Wang 2005 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
| s |
Li 2003 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
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Part 2

(6) Wit - FREERE (GFR)

RoB ¥
52 4 LEIT 771 > K blinding o ERE HREA T/
BHE REE EEOLR | SHOBREIL NG TV T IR R 4
= & MRSME & 7 g |7 B 7 ’
(Forest plot /%) ; RSN 7 b LEHEE | YRNHLT—% N INAT R - ‘
random allocation e |7 FHEE | o e selective other sources of| TSk of bias
sequence concealment | arlfilcip onts and outcome i tcomg i outcome bias within
generation personnel assenssors reporting a study
Li 2003 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Suzuki 2004 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Wang 2005 High risk Unclearrisk | Unclear risk | Unclear risk
Zhong 2007 High risk High risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
(7) IEEEERE (7 L 7 F = il &) (BRKY/V)
RoB ¥
_ 754 > K blinding
HE EE 7 >4 LEIf S DS RAL ek BRS W/ Z DD
(Forest plot &7R) IEEDER, = : MREME & = =p TIRNALT =4 | 7 bHLOHE INAT R
allocation joifiet 77 N B LEHEE f )
random sequence e AERME U incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and A ——— outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Suzuki 2004 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Wang 2005 High risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Zhong 2007 High risk High risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Li 2003 Unclear risk Unclear risk
(8) ErffiE CEAIOAHFHR - 24tk - WhamsEliHb & En2) (A Y 7 LE)
RoB ¥
_ 7354 > K blinding
G T 7 >4 LA 2 DRI RSER BRE N7 Z DD
(Forest plot #&7R) [[=5:30k 379 nallocation Eﬁ%%’]ﬂ%t 79 ko LEHEE TIRNDLT =% | 79 8hLDHKE INAT R
random sequence JAFRtE " incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
; concealment e outcome . )
generation participants and P outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Shigenaga 2009 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
V) SEZ > Iy V) HE =1
(9) AIHECERlOAEFRR - L2 - WhikElE b & £ 15) (AbL)
RoB &
e 7541 > K blinding o iR .
EEE RKE Z 24 LEI w4 RELl EiRS /- Z DD
(e Carlie oy ekl BMORBIE | mEsmEL | L. upms | TOMAAT -8 | TUMAAORE | AT
random sequence " 79%*51#% " outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants an outcome data reporting bias
beraonnel assenssors
Li 2003 Unclear risk Unclear risk
(10) ZDfhCQHEWEEE L7 7 b AL (DIIAEA XV 1)
RoB &
it 754 > K blinding e T R,
EEE RRE 7> S LRI 4 Tres ERE N DD
(Forest plot %77) wgosn | FUOREL | mmemgr |\ gme |79 MHAT-5 | 79 bAL0RE | (72
random sequence | SRV ARRHE | outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants an outcome data reporting bias
personnel assenssors
Suzuki 2004 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
|
Li 2003 Unclear risk Unclear risk
6-1-3-1-2. SR1.2.
(1) AL XV PHER)
RoB &
g 7741 > K blinding . e "
EER ERE 7 > H LEIf =4 REeh b i Z DD
(Forest plot %7) JEFDER “ﬁjﬁiﬁt BMEEMEL | 0y e | 77 MPLT—5 | TORHLORE | AT
random sequence " 79%*31#% outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and EESETESETE outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Reyes-Marin 2012 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
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(2) 77 =nH 34 290 (PD kDI - PD L) (PD #fEbi)

iR

RoB &
e 771 > K blinding TN ’ -
BELZ RRE Z 22 LEIR /4 Ak RS h 7z Z DD
(Forest plot %) wEoxs | SUOBEL | ommemsr |, eqe |79 rhL7-s | 7Y hhsoRE | (7R
random sequence AR MEE incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
i concealment participants and outcome " dat i bi
generation e aSSenssors outcome data reporting ias
Reyes-Marin 2012 Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
(B) 77 =4 31 L (PD KR W - PD B (BEIE4)
RoB &
o, 754 > K blinding . T .
EER BRE 7 >4 LEIR 4 R TEeh 3 ni $01 0]
(Forest plot 27) wEosy | MHOREE | gaswar | ame | 7O PAT-5 | 7O HAORE | KATX
random sequence el 79%5‘5{»\% outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants |and TS outcome data reporting bias
personne
Reyes-Marin 2012 Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
R - FRETERE (R )
(4) IRz
RoB i
4 LEIfF 771~ I blinding L BIRS W1 Z Dt
EEG BRE 7 > 4 LEIf 14t R = el 3 & [0Y110)
(Forest plot &7R) NG DA B ugﬁﬁgﬁt}i&rjt ﬁ:?i%gljuft 7Y b HLEHEE | 77 N ALT =% | T b HLOHE NAT 2
random sequence | S AERGE oUICOma incomplete | selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants Iand TSRS outcome data reporting bias
personne
Reyes-Marin 2012 Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
. 2 2
(5) IRt - FREHRE (TEIR)
RoB &
ey 751 > K blinding as ; -
EEY RERE 7 > H LER S DRI Rl BERSh 7z Z DD
(Forest plot %7R) IR DR "~ dlllzszitn ﬁi%i}gﬂft 7Y hHLEHEE | T NHILT =2 | 7T b ALDORE INAT R
random sequence e /.:_.Ekf,\%f outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation Dargglgg:;se?nd SRR outcome data reporting bias
Reyes-Marin 2012 Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
. % 5
(6) IRt - 5LEHAE (GFR)
RoB &
" 5> 4 LEIf Ao cn g BRE N1 HEATO/ A
FEE REE BEOLR | HHOREL | pesmes Rk rerpnoms| (2%0 | SRouzs
(Forest plot 7r) random allocation Skt 7 b aiEE| 7T M AAT 5T e NP Risk of bias
sequence concealment k-'%&{%% outcome incomplete outcome other sources of within
generation pargglrzgm]seland assenssors CUEEMDEEE reporting LIS a study
Reyes-Marin 2012 Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
- | —_— N > U
(7) MEREHERE (2 L 7 F = AiliZe &) (FRKY/V)
RoB ¥
4 LEIfF 771~ I blinding L BIRS W1 Z Dt
EERZ ERE 7 > A LEIR =4 3 - e b & DD
(Forest piot 2x) SR BEORRIE | masmEs | L.\ e | 7O NIAT—5 | 7O RHLOHE | K17
random sequence AR HE incomplete | selective outcome | other sources of
: concealment P outcome ) (
generation participants ;’and aSSenssors outcome data reporting bias
personne
Phakdeekitcharoen 2004 Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
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Part 2

(8) &rfifhE CEAIDATHHER - Lol - W ENH b & 0 2) (&4 U 7 AlihE)

RoB &
S LEIT 774 = I blinding ALY BIRS W Z D
EER BERE 7 2 8 LEI . - ELh i S Dithd
(Forest plot %77) wEon | PUOREL | gmemsr |\ en. | 7o hhr-5 | 7o khaols | KPR
random sequence et ‘n:_l%*mf#% outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation conceaimen participants and 2SSENSSOrS outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Phakdeekitcharoen 2004 Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
Reyes-Marin 2012 Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk | Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
(9) AOHECERIOAFRER - Lot - WERENR D & 0 2) (ABT)
RoB &
7 >4 LEIF 7712 I blinding A2k BEIRS W1 Z DD
EEE RERE 7 S LA T ~ ey i c
(Forest plot ) B2 DR ﬂﬁggﬁﬁt MRSMEL | o ) Lapfiz | 7Y MHIATF =5 | TN LOHE AT Z
random sequence| 2000 P ARRIRHE outcome incomplete | selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and e outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Reyes-Marin 2012 Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
(10) ZDfhCQHUEMWEEEE L7 b AL (DIEA XV )
RoB &
S LEIF 771 = I blinding ALY BIRS W2 Z Dt
EEE RKE 7 24 LEIf w4 ~ TELn i = DD
(Forest piot %77) wEots | PONORBI | geemEe | L ege | 7URAAT—5 | TURHAOHE | K{7X
random sequence e 79%*“51#% outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation concea participants and TSSO outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Reyes-Marin 2012 Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Low risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
6-1-3-2. Z4#VAFZ7Oy b
6-1-3-2-1. SR1.1. ACEIZ7-(ZARB & i DZEFID LLEX
(1) 2R R ST
ARB or ACEI other drugs Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% Cl
1.4.1 ARB
Shigenaga 2003 0 a0 ] 15 21.8% 000010, 010 -
Suzuki 2003 I 14 ] 10 8.6% 0.00[015,0.15] I
Suzuki 2004 I 18 ] 16 17.3% 0.00[0.11,0.11] T
Witang 2005 1] 19 0 13 14.2% 000012012 T
Zhong 2007 0 24 ] 20 27 T7% 0.00[-0.09, 0.09] T
Subtotal {95% CI) 105 74 89.7% 0.00 [-0.05, 0.05]
Total events I ]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chif= 000, df= 4 (P =1.00), F= 0%
Test for averall effect Z=0.00(F =1.00)
1.4.2 ACEl
Liz2003 3 30 2 0 10.3% 0.03[0.11,0.17] I
Subtotal {95% CI) 30 0 10.3% 0.03 [0.11,047] ~ailli-—
Total events 3 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=047 (P =0.64)
Total (95% Cl) 135 104 100.0% 0.00 [-0.04, 0.05] <>
Total events 3 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chif= 025, df=5 (P =1.00), F= 0% -D'.E -IZI.'25 ) D.'25 DTE

Test far averall effect =015 (P = 0.88)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi®= 020, df=1 {P=0.66), F=0%
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(2) 727 = A N34 3L (PD HEfGE DR « PD M) (PD g

ARB or ACEI other drugs Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl

iR

Risk Difference
M-H, Random, 95% CI

4.2.1 ARB

Shigenaga 2009 i an I 15  254% 0.00F010,010]
Suzuki 2003 i 14 1] 10 10.0% 0.00 015, 0145]
Suzuki 2004 I 18 1] 168 2001% 0.00F011,011]
Wiang 2005 i 14 I 13 16.6% 0o0F012, 013
Zhong 2007 i 24 1 21 166% -0.08 017, 0.07]
Subtotal (95% CI) 105 75 B87% -0.01 [-0.06, 0.04]
Total events i 1

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chif=052, df =4 {P=0497) F=0%
Testfor overall effect 2= 034 (P =073

4.2.2 ACE

Li 2003 3 29 2 29 11.3% 0.03F0.11,018]
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 29 11.3% 0.03 [-0.11, 0.18]
Total events 3 2

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect £=0.47 (P =064

Total (95% Cl) 134 104 100.0% -0.00 [-0.05, 0.04]

Total events 3 3

Heterageneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 083, df =8 {FP =048} F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=016 (P =087

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=0.31, df=1 (P =058), F=0%

(3) 727 = A NP4 3L (PD ki DI « PD B (EIF28)

ARB or ACEI other drugs Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Evenis Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl

T P

[ N a

- i

2

3

O i
e =

-

02 01 0 01 02
ARB or ACEI&{i other drugs{&{i

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

4.6.1 ARB

Suzuki 2004 3 18 4 16 267% 067 [0.18, 2.54]
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 16  26.7% 0.67 [0.18, 2.54]
Total events 3 4

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=0.59 (P =0.55)

4.6.2 ACEl

Li 2003 ] a0 a o TI% 1.13[0.50, 2.52]
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 0 733% 1.13 [0.50, 2.52]
Total events g a

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect 2= 029 (P =077

Total {95% Cl) 48 46 100.0% 0.98 [0.49, 1.95]

Total events 12 12

Heterogeneity: Tauw®=0.00; Chi*=043, df =1 {P=0581) F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=0.06 (P =085

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=0.43, df= 1P =051} F=0%

R
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-

>

0005

01 10 200
ARB or ACEIE{i other drugs{&{iz
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Part 2

(4) Wit - SREHERE R A

ARB or ACEI other drugs Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
4.3.1 ARB
Shigenaga 2009 M09 1245 15 2916 994 15 216% 18.30 [-61.48,100.08] -\
Shigenagaz009b 2764 1547 15 2916 499.9 15 209% -15.20[108.39, 7799 -
Suzuki 2003 82398 1518 14 G958 798 10 20.8%  143.00[459.44 236.54] —
Suzuki 2004 10465 36 18 BA57F 1294 16 16.2% 39080 ([224.81, 55G6.69] e
WWang 2005 g40 810 19 &60  5a0 13 4.9% 280.00[-191.21, 751.21]
Zhong 2007 885 IVH 24 BRI A2 20 15.6%  222.00[46.24, 387.76] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 105 89 100.0% 142.56[25.42, 259.69] Ea—
Heterogeneity: Tau®=14859.60, Chi®= 24,49, df= 5 (P = 0.0003); F=80%
Testfor averall effect: Z=2.39 (P =002
4.3.2 ACE
Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Mot estimable
Heterageneity: Mat applicable
Testfor averall effect: Mot applicahle
Total (95% CI) 105 89 100.0% 142.56 [25.42, 259.69] <

. - . 2= — —_ LR = 1 1 1 1
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 14859 60; Chi®= 2449, df=4 (P = 00002, F=80% 500 250 U 20 soo

Testfor averall effect: Z=2.39 (P =002
Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable

(5) PREE - FREHERE (EIR)

other drugs{gfi ARB or ACEH&{TI

ARB or ACEI other drugs Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% Cl
4.7.1 ARB
Suzuki 2004 1 18 1 16 2.0% 0.89 [0.06, 13.08]
Wiang 2005 a 14 3 13 232% 0.91 [0.41, 2.01] :
Subtotal (95% CI) a7 29  252% 0.91 [0.43, 1.94]
Total events ] 7

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P =094} F=0%
Test for averall effect Z=0.24 (F=081)

4.7.2 ACEI

Li 2003 14 a0 22 a0 T4E%
Subtotal (95% CI) k& 11] 0 74.8%
Total events 14 22

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Test for overall effect Z2=2.02 (P =0.04)

Total (95% Cl) 67 59 100.0%
Total events 23 24

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 069, df =2 (P=072) F=0%
Test far overall effect £=1.87 (P = 0.0R)
Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi= 064, df=1 {(P=042), F=0%

(6) K& - JREHERE (GFR)

0.64 [0.41, 0.99]
0.54 [0.41, 0.99]

0.70 [0.48, 1.02]

i
<

<

1 ] ]
01 10 100

ARB or ACENB{T other drugs{&{ir

ARB or ACEI Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
4.10.1 ARB
Suzuki 2004 43 07 18 28 04 16 30.6% 160112, 1.88] -
Wang 2005 388 2485 19 2487 2.88 13 8.2% 1.31 063, 3.29] I E—
Zhong 2007 1.68 086 24 1.04 0BB 20 28.3% 0.64 [0.13, 1.08] ——
Subtotal {95% CI) 61 49 64.0% 1.11 [0.38, 1.83] -l
Heterageneity: Tau®= 026, Chi*=8.26, df=2(F=002, F=T6%
Test for overall effect: 2= 299 (P =0.003)
4.10.2 ACEI
Li2003 141 035 26 0DAI 0.3 27 36.0% 0.72 [0.54, 0.90] =
Subtotal {95% CI) 26 27  36.0% 0.72 [0.54, 0.90] L ]
Heterageneity: Mot applicatile
Testfor overall effect £=7.92 (P <= 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) &7 76 100.0% 0.97 [0.49, 1.44] B
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 015 Chi=14.43, df= 3 (P = 0.002); F= 79% 54 52 1 é ji

Test for overall effect: Z=4.00 (P = 0.0001)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=1.03, df= 1 (F =031, F= 2.5%
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(7) EIEREEE (7 L 7 F = Aili7e &) (BRKY/V)

iR

ARB or ACEI other drugs Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
4.5.1 ARB
Suzuki 2004 208 044 18 167 0.28 16 36.6% 0.42 017, 0.67] —
Wang 2005 201 077 19 1.98 0.87 13 13.7% 0.03 056, 0.62]
Fhong 2007 179 018 24 168 0.23 20 49.7% 010002, 0.22] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 61 49 100.0% 0.21 [-0.04, 0.46] eagliii— P
Heterageneity: Tau®= 003, Chif=941, df= 2(F=007), F=63% a
Test for overall effect Z=1.63 (P=0.10) It'
4.5.2 ACEI 2
Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Not estimable
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 17.]'
Test for owverall effect: Mot applicahle ﬁ
Total (95% CI) 61 49 100.0% 0.21 [-0.04, 0.46] t—agliii—
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 003 Chif= A.41, df= 2 (P=0.07); F= 63% _Di 5 _D=25 5 D 125 015
Test for overall effect Z=1.63 (P=0.10) ) ) ~ A I f
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable other drugsfR{il ARS or ACEIR{I
(8) APHE CEA DA FER - L4tk - WhHENH L & x 0 2) (FA V) 7 AILE)
ARB or ACEI other drugs Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
4.4.1 ARB
Shigenaga 2009 i li] i 18 100.0% 000010, 010]
Subtotal {95% CI) 30 15 100.0% 0.00 [-0.10, 0.10]
Total events a a
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test far averall effect: £=0.00 (F=1.00)
4.4.2 ACEI
Subtotal {95% CI) 0 ] Mot estimable
Total events a a
Heterogeneity: Mot applicatble
Test for overall effect: Mot applicable
Total (95% Cl) 30 15 100.0% 0.00 [-0.10, 0.10] -
Total events a a
Heterogeneity: Nntapphcable —D'.S —D.'25 b D.'25 DTS
Test for averall effect 2= 0.00 (P =1.00) ARB or ACENB{ other drugs{Bi

Testfor subgroun differences: Mot apnlicahle

(9) AOHECGERIOAERR - Ltk - mhamelii s &0 5) (Abt)

ARB or ACEI other drugs Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
491 ARB
Subtotal {95% CI) 0 0 Not estimable
Total events i i
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect: Mot applicable
4.9.2 ACEI
Li 2003 14 30 13 30 100.0% 0.03 [0.22, 0.28] i
Subtotal {95% CI) 30 30 100.0% 0.03 [-0.22, 0.28]
Total events 14 13
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect £2=0.26 (P = 0.80)
Total (95% Cl) 30 30 100.0% 0.03 [-0.22, 0.28] —~—
Total events 14 13

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z2=0.26 (P = 0.80)
Test for suboroup differences: Mot applicable

0& 025 0
ARB or ACEHR{i

025 05
other drugs{gii
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Part 2

(10) D& A <> b

ARB or ACEI other drugs Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

Risk Difference
M-H, Random, 95% CI

4.8.1 ARB

Suzuki 2004 I 18 ] 168 75.4% 0.00F011, 0.11]
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 16 75.4% 0.00 [-0.11, 0.11]
Total events I 0

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect Z=0.00(F=1.00

4.8.2 ACEI

Li 2003 A 30 ] 30 246% 0.00F0.19,0.149]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1] 30 24.6% 0.00 [-0.19, 0.19]
Total events A 4]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble
Testfor overall effect: =000 (F=1.00)

Total (95% CI) 48 46 100.0%
Total events ] ]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.00, df=1 {P=1.00); F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.00(F=1.00)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 000, df=1 {F=1.00) F=0%

0.00 [-0.09, 0.08]

6-1-3-2-2, SR1.2. ACEI£ARBDLILE
(1) AR R FIRTE)

ARB ACEI Risk Difference

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

3
-

<

05 075 0 025 06

ARB or ACE&{i other drugs{&{i

Risk Difference
M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Revas-Marin FA 2012 1] 30 I 30 100.0% 0.00 [-0.06, 0.06]
Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% 0.00 [-0.06, 0.06]
Total events I 0

Heterogeneity; Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: £=0.00{F=1.00}

(2) 727 = A N34 3L (PD G IR « PD M) (PD #EG)

ARB ACEI Risk Difference

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

-0 0 05
ARBIB{T ACEHE(T

Risk Difference
M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Reyes-Marin FA 2012 n a0 1] a0 100.0% 0.00 [-0.086, 0.08]
Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% 0.00 [-0.06, 0.06]
Total events I ]

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=0.00{P=1.00)

(3) 727 =AY 3L )L (PDREGE DI - PDEERL) (EIEA)

-0.4 0 0.5
ARB{RIL ACENE{

ARB ACEI Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Revas-Marin FA 2012 7 30 f 30 100.0% 117 [0.44, 3.06]
Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% 1.17 [0.44, 3.06]
Total events 7 B

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: F=0.31 {(P=0748)
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(4) Bt - FREHRE (PR )

iR

ARB ACEI Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean S&D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Reyes-Marin FA 2012 o8 353 30 653 243 30 100.0% 14500835, 2958.39]
Total (35% CI) 30 30 100.0% 145.00[-8.35, 298.35] e —
Heterageneity: Mat applicable —t —t f f
Testfor averall effect: 2=1.85 (F = 0.08) 200 ;nnéj”gfﬁumafé?g 200 P
r
3 t
(5) WRE& - FREHERE (JEIR) 2
ARB ACEI Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI 17.]'
Reyes-Marin FA 2012 12 a0 11 a0 100.0% 1.09 [0.57, 2.07] ﬁ
Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% 1.09 [0.57, 2.07]
Total events 12 11
Heterageneity: Mat applicable t f T f t
Testfor overall effect: F=0.27 {(F=074) 0.0z 01 #REIIEfII1 ACENB1T 1o 50
(6) Rit - B HRE (GFR)
ARB ACEI Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Reyes-Marin FA 2012 284 0.47 30 236 038 30 100.0% 018 [-0.04, 0.40]
Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% 0.18 [-0.04, 0.40]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle I1 ) 1! é
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.63 (F=010) ACENET ARB{E(
(7) IEEHERE (7 L 7 F = 1ili7z &) (BRKt/V)
ACE! ARB Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Phakdeekitcharoen 2004 188 039 42 187 042 42 100.0%  -0.09[-0.26, 0.08]
Total (95% CI) 42 42 100.0%  -0.09 [-0.26, 0.08]
Heterogeneity: NUtanllcabIe |1 —D'.S ﬁ D!S 1|
Testfor overall effect Z=1.02 (F=0.31) ARB{E{T ACENE(:
(8) AffIE CERIOAHFER - 2otk - Wbl b & En2) (FH Y 7 L IE)
ARB ACEI Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Fhakdeekitcharoen 2004 f 42 A 42 100.0% 1.20[0.40, 3.63]
Reyes-Marin Fa 2012 0 a0 1] a0 Mot estimahle
Total (95% CI) 72 72 100.0% 1.20 [0.40, 3.63]
Total events g A
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable ) f T t {
Test for overall effect Z= 0.32 (P = 0.75) WM e acemE
(9) GOME CERIOGEHEER - ZaM - WhilaEMM b & Fn 5) (AB)
ARB ACEI Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Reyes-Marin FA 2012 4 a0 ] a0 100.0% 0.80[0.24, 2 69]
Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% 0.80 [0.24, 2.69]
Total events 4 ]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable IEI.D'I IJH 1- 1'D 100

Testfor overall effect: £=0.36(F=072)

ARBiE{iI ACENE&(T
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(10) D& A <> b

ARB
Study or Subgroup

Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

ACEl Risk Ratio

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Reves-Marin FA 2012 4 30
Total (95% CI) 30
Total events 4

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: £= 040 {F = 0.64)

6-1-3-3. ZofttEH

3 30 100.0% 1.33[0.33, 5.419]

30 100.0% 1.33[0.33, 5.45]

0b2 o4

6-1-3-3-1. SR1.1. ACEI%7:iZARB & fE D EHI D LLER

1
ARB{R{L ACENR

110 an

6-1-4. EtDx

SR1.1. ACEI ¥ 7212 ARB & fthd3EH o Fhifs & SR1.2. ACEI £ ARBDO il % £ & 8 7-CQL D72 D EtD
IETFVRADMEERN

SHRICET BN EIET Y AOBERFMTT H?

¥k UH—FIEFUR e
OFFEIZE EAGZYIMDLD, WTFhb [B] THB/-0
[ J:¥ (SR1.1.)(SR1.2.)

O
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ATHo7=(SR1.1.,, SR1.2.),

7, SR11L.ODME AN FHHEERA, SR1.2.OOIMEA
~ > MERR1.33EACEIBFLIERTH o 72 HYERIER 305D
DINEERAROADIERTHD, REBOEFZ1FlOATHE
DNTYRIZEFECTORWESHIBT LT,

F01-%, BEDQOLERMIBREL, BIRHIMTICHLE
RKBFIMHLEEZ Tz, REFTHE142.5 mLOENTH
%, 5%EERMEOTES25.42 mLOENTH 5, RO
REZRDMIAENEREELZVDDODNAICLSRR0.70 £ 4
BZEDDLEEZLSAADMEA L HMRTL7Z(SRI1), 72720,
REOLWBTIZACEIOT—9%2&F450, NMAI>LERIEM
RIBDOGFREBBHEEED7 U bh L & LTf&HT TILARB,
ACE £ HIZGFRABRICHIBEIN T, FHET0.97 mL/
min/1.73 m’ D ¥ i1, 95 % S X B @ T R (£0.49 mL/
min/1.73 m*> TH o7z, U ELD#EREHHARB, ACEIEbIZA
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AL ER LML,

SRI2.TIRRE, ERFEHRLDICARBEETH >, &K
EOFHIELEHIZE00 MLUEDHDERKRNICELH D LIFVZ
BTV, BRAEICOVTHEMNEI1OEDL, TA6~120°8
BODGFRICHEEFEHBONL WL, SR1.2.OHERELTACEIE
ARBIZHBRDNF U RIZEFECTOEWEHIRTLT,

PDEERE
BREHF(QANFEOBREREVWTIN?

Ean UH—FIEFUZ &%
OX&RIX FBOHRERBBRCSVCENEER, [BEEREES
OFZEEDIRT Bl ORRICE-T, BEHIPEEXISIIRMNDOER, %o
QERTEZFILEOIRMNRHIE 7=< 7w,
OHFEEDHIH
OXRESLEIR
Oz%s%
(@F: 7= AN

LRENANE LR
WERDOWTNMICOVWT | HENADFHWHERE LHFINADENHER
DEMFEDHERE

O O O o O
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m6-2. CQ2:EEHENEEIC, A1 ITFANVBIRERETIVI—A (T RO
BEITREMERDEBSHERAD? <SR2:ERSJHEBZHICHITD, 13
THFANIVBITRERETIVI—A (T ROFE) BTREREMFERADLE >
6-2-1. XHRE
Mperitoneal dialysis;, dialysis solutions; % ¥ —7 — K & L CPubMed(20174£4H 10 H £ T) TEHEFDSRE
FUCPGZMR L 72 & T4, 19684FE) 5 20174EC 106 EDRE S Ltz, ZD 9 BLRR(P) ENAD) 23—F L 7D
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Part 2

WI7HH D, I 5125 D OERIEHE I~ L 72 SR2344E, CPGW 1D EH54:TdH - 72 (Cho 2014, Cho 2013,
He 2011, Qi 2011, Hall 2007), ZOHTHwHFIDSRHACho 612 & % 201440 Cochrane Review Th hH, iz
BEAFDOSRELTHRAL, £ a7 XA MY VBEMKRE 7 F7BENHEM 2 I L 72 RCT 11FD 9 b7 v A4 —
N —itBE (Bredie 2001) Z kw72 102 L7z, 512, 2@ Cho 5 @ SREAREIC publish X 117 RCTIZEA L ¢,
b E 20134EDIE 2017 £ 4 H % TIZ PubMed THIR S 1172 260fFDRCT 225 P L 13— L 72 11 fFZ2 i U 72,
ZO1FED S B, PET &S (C) 25—8 L 7 32 & IIciii L, 2277 v L e a—THRMENARCT 10
L b TEWTIIHORCTZARCQOEHM X E Lz, £-7T, RCQTHRLE % ->ARCTimL—%&IZ, Lin
2009, Takatori 2011, Finkelstein 2005, Davies 2003, Konings 2003, Posthuma 1997, Paniagua 2008, MIDAS
study, Plum 2002, Wolfson 2002, Yoon 2014, Moraes 2015, Chang 2016 T&% %,

6-2-2. #HAANIRX

f;E FRFFA> | HEEE AR IR 7B axvb
Chang Tl,etal | Z>FLfbtt |20 £ T|7.5% 4 0 7| Jva—2E | £4BE, =25 |ICOETIIIBREDOHSEE
2016 BHEBR(122 |PDEITHD | FRAMNIVE | TEDO & & | WHNANN, S| PECHTH o 725(—32.02
BRI 10041 WRE B EBGIW |[EREERX-FZ), |vs.—11.88 mL/B), ZNUUHA
(1co) e, BEER| OF7 U MIATERES R o1,
KE
de Moraes TP, | 5> F ALt IDMBADR | 7.5% 4 3 T | FNVa—RZ | 24EHF X, SHE|ICOETIH1ARKELSEER
et al BB (0B | B TAPD | FRNIVE (MR DO A % | (HEX)BEEKRIK | 2%Ho72(800 vs. 586 mL/
2015 ) BT OB | FEEHE |EH E, AREERE H).
A 604l DIEY—F
Yoon HE, etal | 5> 4 L1ttt | CAPDIEITH |7.5% 4 O F | JNVa—RE | £4BFX, T7=2h |GUBTIZ1220BERDORER
2014 BREAEBR(122 | OBRASOH | FAPUCE | T RDO A% | WHNANN, BB | DBEETH>7-0(—363.0
BRI WREGR |8 (R 2+-GFR/|mL/R), ICOBTRERR
CrCl), &#tE(E |BT&Ro L o72(—108.6
B%), BEERKE mL/B).
Takatori Y, S & LMttt | DMIz&D 75% 4 3 F | JNaA—RE | £EFR, TIZh | 240BBEDOTFIZHIvHYNA
et al B ER(240 |CAPDET-IE | FXMUVE | IR D & % | WHNANIL, BE| NV, ICOBE:71.4%, Glu
2011 B APDIE 1T H | fTR &R | B K ge(JR 2-GFR/ | B M 5%THREEREN
DEN 414l CrCl), fEE%ee, | ELERTH o7, ICOET
BEBRKE, A& Z1BBRKENEEICE D o/
BEHE#EDOTEY — | (947.6 vs. 588.7 mL/H),
|£
Lin A, et al SYSLEI |18 U ET|75% 4 a5 | ZNa—2E|24EHBE, SHE|ICOBTREPETATIU—2
2009 # i BRUAB|CAPDEIT | FRAMNIVE | MKRDO A % | ((EEX - %2) ERBIcoONTRRIKE SN
) Fo2014 |HTREGE | EH L7z (LA< HA< H), &6HED
FKIREEICERADNLG Lo
72
Paniagua R, Sy &Lt |CAPDIEITH |7.5% 4 0 7| Z)va—25E | S HHE(BEE%) ICOEDRKERIBERIBME
et al B2 | ORALIH | FXPUTVE | & % BLTIGIUBLD—BLTEE
2008 B WwREGR | {EB T®H o 1:(FH T197 mL/
B, BEREXOFKEBEICE
EHDNED T,
Finkelstein F, | 5> 4 AL |18 U L T|7.5% 4 2 F | Jva—2xF | SHE(FED) ICOB 47 1N Blic %2
et al 8 3 BB APDIEITH | FRAMIVE | TBEO A% AHI| L, —H, Glu:
2005 ) D 924l wREHE |E8 45 B DFRTHRELHDNIZD
DIEEHI o7,
Konings J, SYS LML |CAPDET-E | 7.5% 4 O T | JNWa—REF | 24EBXR, =5 |ICOBETRRBRKENZWVER
et al R EBRUD APDE TR | FRAMNIVE | WERDOAZE | IVYNANN, BE| T, ECW®LY massHF =2
2003 B ORANS0H |fTREHE | EH Haee(RE), BE | ICEA L, 207k
BRkE DLTEHBLIREEADN
B ol
Davies SJ, SUSAEI |18 U LT |75% 4 2 F | JNa—REF | 2EHFE, KRE|ICOBETERKE, #HESL
et al B EBR62|CAPDEE | FRAMNIVE RO & % | BE#OTLY—F | UHEAREDIEESLVTH
2003 B APDE 1T & | #TRZ R | £ bREL, RREERHELZE
D501 L7=bDidWiEhrh o7 (GluEf
Tk 22515 1410),
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Wolfson M, SvELb | ReMH: 75%4 3 F | JNWa—RE |24 BFE, GOHE | TL2UHRG2:E) L34
et al BAR(RL|CAPDEZE | FRMNIVE (B O & % | ((EEX - F2) HEBEUB)EAEDLET, ICO
2002 M :528/% APDSE 1T | ITRZGE |EB BETIE 2650 4440, Glu
S 4:BM) | OB A 28741 BETIE1970 140 IcFK 2
B MHIR LT,
CAPD {7+
DEA1754] P
Plum J, et al Sy LML |APDIEIT & |7.5% 4 O 7| Z/va—RE | REHEE BRIAMKIFOR S a
2002 BHEB(14:8| OBA39%) | #FX YT E | E D & % | (GFR/CrCl) (average of creatinine and r
Ei)) WwREGR |ERB urea clearance) IZE W4 D t
i h o 7(ICOB:29+ 2
3.3, Glug:1.7+2.4 mL/
min/1.73m2), it
Posthuma N,| 5> 4 A1ttt |CCPDIEITH [7.5% 4 O 7| a1 —2XF | £EHBE, BB EEKRKEZ6LBAEAET i
et al RAER24D | ODRA38H] | FXAMIVE RO & % |(JRE - GFR/CrCD, | XICOBAEERICHRIETH -
1997 BR) WREGA |EH S E(EE %), | 7225 95 BB UM IE TR
BEERKE TOBRERRDLEL o7,
MIDAS Study | 5> &AL |18 MU L T|7.5%4 3 7| Jwa—28 |24 HF X, BEERK | ICOICKIHEHERKEIX1.36%
Group B8 BR(62 |CAPDIEITH | FRXMUVE RO & & KB, TI/ZHNY | JVa—ABLELRLIZBE,
1994 BM) @209l WwREHA |EH INA NIV BEICEMLA, 3.86% v
IA—RBELBRLIZBEICEE
BERERRO LD o1z, ZD1
D7 I MHLTIZRELIEET
HONED 2T,
6-2-3. WXL LDT—IHHE - T—IDHEAE
6-2-3-1. YURIZFTN47ZX(RoB)&

MHAANDGTLE, A7 TNV T ITDNATADY) A7 T =7 )% HACTHHII L7z, FHEOEEIZD T &
BhELxA: 77 uik, B: Rk, C:&EE XOMEEOER, D: iHlioE#k, E: A%Ee%77 b
AL, FIBERGTZ Y N ALERE, G: Z20Mh), NATADYAZIET Y7 A LEHIZEY A2, &R 227, FHD3
DT L 72,

(1) BAEFERAL Ry P

RoB &
o 754 > K blinding . cr o
7 > LEIR oy ALk 3 ni Z DAt
e wEory | HUNIOREI|  BREMEL | o\ mme | 7Y AT -5 | 7Y bHLOEE | A7
random sequence ; n(é:;::)egt ’?ﬁf&f#% outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation pa’gg:’;ﬁm}z land a2SSeNssors outcome data reporting bias

MIDAS Study 1994 High risk High risk

Unclear risk

Posthuma 1997

Unclear risk Unclear risk

High risk

Unclear risk

Wolfson 2002 High risk High risk Unclear risk

Davies 2003 High risk Unclear risk
Konings 2003 High risk Unclear risk

Lin 2009a Unclear risk
Takatori 2011 High risk Unclear risk

Yoon 2014 Unclear risk
Moraes 2015 High risk Unclear risk
Chang 2016 High risk Unclear risk

(2) 77 = AN 34 5L (PD RO HART - PD )

RoB &
4 LEfF 7212 ¥ bindrg etk BIRS W1 Z Dt
5 > 4 LEIf 5 ; g DD
(Fffst%plgf?;%) 7J||§/§a)$ﬁg %UUTHH‘?_I%%HI: iﬁ\%%bﬂfc‘: T HLEHEE | 77 F;A;—é‘l T NHLOE INAT R
random sequence c?) nggjlnlgt ’Fﬁfﬁf"% outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation pa'g:'rggggse land aSSENsSSors outcome data reporting bias
MIDAS Study 1994 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk

Konings 2003 Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Takatori 2011 Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk

Yoon 2014 Unclear risk
Chang 2016 High risk High risk Unclear risk
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(3) MEMERK R (RRE RO =¥y — 1)

Davies 2003
Finkelstein 2005
Takatori 2011
Moraes 2015

(4) MERERRAE (1 H PR E)

Unclear risk Unclear risk

High risk

High risk
High risk

High risk
High risk

RoB ¥
4 LEIfF 7243 ¥ bindrg Ttk BIRS W1 Z Dt
Z >4 LEIR - T L b & DD
(Fﬁffp,;fé% w0 |9V FUDEREIL | BRENEL | 5o oy npems | 7 MhLF—5 | 7 MALORE | fA7R
random sequence c?)nggjlr:]?e?n 'Fﬁfkf"% outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation par:)'g'{zgz:fe land assenssors outcome data reporting bias

Unclear risk
Unclear risk
Unclear risk
Unclear risk

RoB ¥
I 754 > K blinding T T R,
EER RRE ZoHLEN w4 oL ) = hie c DD
(Forest plot #5) [[:2:302 353 Alocation ﬂ%ﬁ?fé 7k HLEHEE | 7Y RALF -8 | U RHLORE | ST
random sequence e " Umkio RS outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and aASSENSSOrs outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Posthuma 1997 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Konings 2003 High risk High risk Unclear risk
Takatori 2011 High risk High risk Unclear risk
Yoon 2014 Unclear risk
Moraes 2015 High risk High risk Unclear risk
Chang 2016 High risk High risk Unclear risk
(5) IRE
RoB &
7 >4 LEIF 2zl ol L BIRS W1 Z Dt
EEG RRE ZALEM ) o pEmdE . i e & - DAt D
(Forest plot %71) JEEDER : gocatilﬁmﬁ{ ﬁijtﬁ%%bgfé 79 b HLREE | T ALT =5 T b A ] N
random sequence e UEhip i AA3 outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and aSSEeNnssors outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Posthuma 1997 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk

Konings 2003
Takatori 2011
Yoon 2014

(6) F&EHERE (GFR - Cer)

Unclear risk Unclear risk

High risk
High risk
Unclear risk

High risk
High risk
Unclear risk

Unclear risk

Unclear risk

Unclear risk
Unclear risk
Unclear risk

RoB &
o 754 > K blinding TN T R,
EERZ BRE 7 >4 LEIR 24) 41D A5E & p hi .(D ()
(e Gl wgosn | MUHIORRIE|  mmenas |\ ega | 7o hAR—s | 79 RhLOHE | 5172
random sequence | S EUN ARRHE outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and EETETESEE outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Posthuma 1997 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Plum 2002 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Konings 2003* L X L X
(GFR mL/min) High risk High risk Unclear risk
Takatori 2011 High risk High risk Unclear risk
Yoon 2014 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk

(7) IENERERE (7 L 7 F = Az &) (D/P Criif)

RoB &
_ 754 > K blinding T T .
EEL RRE TEELEM gy, = BIRE N7 DD
(Forest plot £7x) wEoLy | HUHIOBE|  gmemse | .\ ems | 7Y NAAF-5 | 7Y rhAOHE | K{7X
random sequence | SRV ARRHE outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and SEN 5SS 0TS outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Takatori 2011 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Chang 2016 High risk High risk Unclear risk
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(8) Ak (IEHEZ)

iR

RoB F¥fi
4 LB b el BIRE N 7 Z DAt
EEG BRE 7 > FLEIf =) RSEL 7 b & (Y1)
(Forest plot ) wEosn | B ;ﬁ;igfiﬁ,ﬁ‘t BESMEL | o |y Lspfli | 77 MHAT =% | T HAOHE AT Z
random sequence | o ARRHE outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and e outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Posthuma 1997 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Wolfson 2002 High risk High risk Unclear risk
Paniagua 2008 High risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Lin 2009 Unclear risk
Moraes 2015 High risk High risk Unclear risk
Chang 2016 High risk High risk Unclear risk
MIDAS study 1994 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
(9) &HE(FEE)
RoB ¥
4 LB 771 = I blinding el BIRS N1 Z Dt
EERZ BRE 7 > HLEIf =4 A TEL b - [2110)
(Forest plot %77) wEoLs | FUNIOREIE | geemEe | L ege | 7UMALT—5 | 7Y rHAOHE | K{TX
random sequence | P H U ARRHE outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and P S—— outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Wolfson 2002 High risk High risk Unclear risk
Finkelstein 2005 Unclear risk
Lin 2009 Unclear risk
Chang 2016 High risk High risk Unclear risk

(10) AOFAE (L - > 2L &)

L
(11) TRPBERE S FERE R
%L

6-2-3-2. 7z F7FAYH
(1) AR Ry M ECE)

A aAFHA P USRS BRI

Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Chang 2016 1 49 o a1 G.8% 312013, 74.80

Dravies 2003 ] 28 ] 22 Motestimable

Konings 2003 1] 22 1] 18 Mot estimahle

Lin 20093 1 et} 0 103 6.8% 315013, 76.458]

MIDAS Study 1994 o 106 2 103 T.A% 019 [0.01, 4.00]

Maraes 20145 0 X} 1 27 B.9% 027 [0.01, 65.48]

FPosthuma 1997 0 149 a 149 8.6% 0.09[0.01,1.54]

Takatori 2011 0 21 1 20 T.0% 032001, 7.38]

Wolfson 2002 7 175 4 112 47.3% 112[0.34, 3.74] —P—
“foon 2014 1 41 1 39 9.2% 0.95 [0.06, 14.65]

Total (95% CI) 592 514 100.0% 0.75[0.33,1.71] 4

Total events 10 14

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 5.74, df= 7 (P = 0.57); F= 0% ID.DD1 t t |

Test for overall effect 2= 0.69{F = 0.45)

0.1 10
A ATFD U AEER S0 - OB R T

(2) 727 =A N34 )L (PD kG D WIR - PD B

A aATFA VST S0 AR

Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI

Chang 2016 1 45 3 51 9.2% 0.35[0.04, 3.23]

Konings 2003 1 22 1 18 B.3% 0.82 [0.05,12.19]

MIDAS Study 1994 1 106 2 103 8.0% 0.49[0.04, 5.28]

Takatori 2011 G 1 10 0 TO.4% 0,57 [0.26,1.28] ——

Yoon 2014 1 41 1 3B B1% 0.95 [0.06, 14.69]

Total {95% CI) 239 231 100.0% 0.57 [0.29,1.12] e

Total events 10 17

Heterogenaity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi#= 0.41, df= 4 (P = 0.98); F= 0% ID.D1 t t 1DD=

Testfor overall effect Z=1.64 {F =010}

01 10
A ATFZ U LETERIL S0 - SRR
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(3) MEMERR/K G (R BN D = € — F)

AT PV GENE SRR Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Davies 2003 0 28 1 32 9.6% 0.26 [0.01,6.19]
Firkelstein 2005 il 47 1 45 94% 0.32 [0.01, 7.64]
Maraes 20148 o 33 1 27 9.5% 0.27 [0.01, 6.48]
Takatori 2011 3 21 ] 0 71E% 0321(0.10,1.01] ——
Total (95% CI) 129 114 100.0% 0.31[0.12, 0.82] ~i—
Total events 3 12
Heterngeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.02, df= 3 (P = 1.00%; F= 0% UDIDS 051 150 250
Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.37 (F = 0.02) A TR R USRSl 0 — R
(4) EREFRAK R (1 HiRbR/K )
A aFF A U EWHE 2N a— 2N Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Chang 2016 887 481.5 41 417 T40.7 41 22.5% 140,00 [-130.42, 410.42] I B ——
Konings 2003 1,670 45245 19 1,063 3,461.3 13 0.7% BO7.00[2164.12 337812 4 *
Moraes 2015 ] 2787 17 586 3m.g 17 26.3% 214.00[19.37, 408.63] e —
Posthuma 1997 1,271 6529 71108 7104 B 8.3% 162.00 [-538.62, B62.63]
Takatori 2011 947 .6 3046 14 250 &8a7y 9 159% B97.60[281.21, 1113.99] .
Yoon 2014 91 332 35 1,034 470 33 26.3% -113.00 [-307 .45, 81.45] —
Total (95% CI) 133 119 100.0% 186.76 [-47.08, 420.59] e
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 44252.03; ChF= 13,96, df= 5 (P = 0.02); F= 64% ' t } |
Rl -500 a00 1000
Testfor overall effect: =157 (F=012) G- GEREIREN A ITFA b UL R
(5) IR
A aFF2A U ENE e — A EHTE Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sSD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Konings 2003 913 41933 19 940 30936 13 1.2% -35.00 F2561.49, 2491 49] 4 +
Posthuma 19497 3480 6218 T 328 &658 B 148% 22.00[-623.86, GEY.8E]
Takatori 2011 395 a7y 14 a0ng 387 9 38.0% -113.00 41861, 192.61] —
foon 2014 967 553 35 649 458 33 46.0% I8.00[F7.20,558.80] —
Total (85% CI) 75 61 100.0%  106.08 [-173.29, 385.45] ’—
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 28082.87; Chit= 4,88, df= 3 (P = 0.18); F= 30% I_1 00 -5’00 5 } 1000’
Test for overall effect 2= 0.74 (F = 0.46) FIoa-ZIEnEEIREL o 7R U L aEnERD
(6) #Erk&ne (GFR - Cer)
Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Kaonings 2003 34 131 19 41 155 13 0.8% -0.70[-1093, 9.58]
Flum 2002 29 33 17 1.7 24 16 224% 1.20[-0.76, 3.16] B e —
Posthuma 19497 28 31 12 1.7 25 13 17.6% 0.80[F1.42 302 -
Takatari 2011 24 2 14 331 9 166% -0.60[-2.88, 1.68] —
‘Yoon 2014 a1 31 35 445 29 33 4248% 0.60 023, 2.03]
Total (95% Cly 97 84 100.0% 0.56 [-0.37, 1.49]
Heterngeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.51, df= 4 (P = 0.83); F=0% _150 55 ; % 150
Testfor averall effect Z=118 (P =0.24) FLa—R B EEE 1 IFER R R
[ L)\
(7) KEHE%sE (D/P CrfiE)
Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Chang 2016 072 01z 41 063 01 41 546% 0.03 [-0.02, 0.08] —
Takatori 2011 0ya 011 14 079 0.05 9 44.4% -0.04 011, 0.03] — T
Total (95% Cl) 55 50 100.0%  -0.00 [-0.07, 0.07] —*—

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 2.82, df=1
Testfor averall effect 2= 0.03 (P =0.87)

154

(F=0.0%9; F=65%

A ATFHFA R AR

0.1

0 0.1
F Lo —R BTG

0.2



iR

(8) &rfifhi (B 52)

A aFFAFVIAENE  Sea— ZOEREE Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Chang 2016 10 49 9 a1 5.4% 1.16[0.51, 2.60] I —
Lin 2009a 2 93 ] 103 0.4% 5.25 [0.26, 108.05]
MIDAS Stucy 1994 22 106 23 103 131% 0.93 [0.55, 1.56] T
Moraes 20148 2 33 2 g 1.0% 082012, 5.43]
Faniagua 2008 17 an 12 29 123% 1.37[0.80, 2.34] T
Fosthuma 1997 14 149 16 19 32.0% 0.88[0.63,1.22] —=
Wolfson 2002 a7 178 41 112 336% 0.89 [0.64, 1.23] —=
Yoon 2014 4 41 a 39 23% 076 [0.22, 2.63] ——
Total {95% CI) 551 483 100.0% 0.95[0.79, 1.15] L 3
Total events 128 108
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 385, df= 7 (P = 0.80); F= 0% EII o El=1 1=EI 1E|=El
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.44 (F = 0.62) AT ULETREE S0 SRR
(9) &iRiE (F82)
A aFFAFVENE S0 2RI Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Wolfson 2002 44 198 14 135 49.9% 214122, 3.74] ——
Finkelstein 2005 11 47 0 45 16.3%  22.04 [1.34, 363.34]
Lin 20093 o 98 1 103 13.5% 0.35 [0.01, 8.49]
Chang 2016 1 49 2 51 204% 0.52[0.048, 5.56] — 1
Total (95% CI) 392 334 100.0% 1.84 [0.48, 7.09] —~— il
Total events 56 17
Heterugenew.Tauﬂz.D.S?, ChiF=549 df=3{P=014), F= 45% 000z o 10 ah0
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.88 (F = 0.38) o DT R UEITERG L0 — 2SR

(10) B (IR b o 2oL &)

L
(11) TikBHRE S0 FeRE R
L
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6-2-4, EtD®
IETFVADMERN
WRICET LB EIET > ADERMEMTIH?
¥ UH—FIEFUR wE
OFHEIZE [ERRHEEE (7 L7 F =V ERE)(D/P CrE) FEELTF I AL
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i fEER (& =m)
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7, BICBLTE, EBEIPZVWERTH-TZ, TN,
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m6-3. CQ3: ERENRAIC, BOSBNDERELVCLAEOV VERE/T VI A
VUHEBEENERMEZRTLELOENDAKIVN? <SR 3 ERSETEE
DOHOBNDZEMEULTCSR3. 1. AEOY VEMEEMRODLEE, SR3.2.
LEOYVEREET VIIAY VEREDLLE >

6-3-1. XHkRZER

peritoneal dialysis;, "mupirocinj, gentamicins; Tanti-bacterial agents; % ¥ — 7 — F & L <CPubMed &

Cochrane CENTRAL (201744 H 10 H £ T) THAFDSR &£ CPGERR L 72 & 25, 19894ED5 2017 FETA914:03

FES N, Z2OHT, 4 M, WROR7 ) —= v 7 THHOREPIAEIC KL 2SR - CPGL7THH D, &K

A7) == T TH o7, ZDH BH L v Campbell 2017, Grothec 2016, Tsai 2017 #H L 72, ZD

FTHIHEZ N T WSR2 TH o 7, 525 X DA 5 RCT £ L TBernardini 2005, Wong 2003, Chu

2008, Mortazavi 2011, D4 X % B H L 72, L i © SR/CPGH 5 # IZISPD Catheter-Related Infection

Recommendations: 2017 Update 235 £ & 41, Z O rhiz 5] & 71T \» % Findlay 2013 % £ L 7z, Campbell

2017 TIF20164F4 H X TR SN T 072D T, ZNLUEDORCTZHME L L 25, 190@LHH Y, ZDh

TYCQITHE T 2w XA 1 Olga 2016 28R L 7z, BEhEE(20174:4 H26 H £T) Td [AERICSR, CPG, RCT

ZRR L7208 YS T 20D hd o, Ko TEETRCT D6z ML 72,

EI#¥ sr, cpPG
No | FH#4> £ MEES F
1 |SR Tsai Am J Surg 2017
2 |SR Campbell Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2017
3 |SR Grothe BMC Nephrol 2016
4 |CPG Szeto Perit Dial Int. 2017

RCT(15IB& SR/CPGXH#tE S, OILSR/CPGH i)

No 1 2 8 4
Wong 2003 O O
Bernardini | 2005 O O O
Chu 2008 O O
Mortazavi 2011 O
Findlay 2013 O
Olga 2016

158



6-3-2. #HAANIHX

iR

Xk HRT A SIS SES A o FZIrhL )8
Wong AR MRIGHH2002F | LEO> |5l B E | BEEKX (B6vs. 12) | BHESR
Perit Dial Int A ERCT BHRBE 508 VERE | BB 7L | Technical failure | EB&KA
2003 BIHEHE Lo V8365 |N=73 N=81 (4vs. 2) 10 BUAOIMEEMER
FE i 47 B¥ 4 Lt 8 | patient-month H OER RS FTICLAEAYVEHERLTVWS
B XYHREE 1 405 (4 vs. 13) REBBERPHOSDRELH D
patient-month RKPPABREDEELKRE
BifER%
Olga A ER W ITRFEA LEOY |51 B | EEK(7vs. 7) 3LAMRICHOIBEELS 2
Int Urol Nephrol | B[ & RCT 2010~2014%F |YEE |#|ELL |Technical failure | WIS
2016 BHNHERR TR AR N=33 |N=29 |(0vs.O0)
FUv I 47 B¥ ) LE 8 | 28 008 HOEpRE
e INu Y% (6 vs. 4)
1,040 patient-
month
WEREE 1 725
patient-month
BifER%
Findaly SAGRER T BRI LEOY |1 B X \BEEK(24vs. 25) | 10 AUROBERA S LU H
Antimicrobial | B & RCT 138 VERE |BELL |Technical failure | OEBRES
Agents and B LEOY V1697 |N=53 |N=53 [(0vs.1)
Chemotherapy | if T 8% f Lt # | patient-month HOERR R
2013 FLER XHREE 1 647 (4 vs. 24)
AF YR patient-month
BifER%
Bernardini A ER W hsHA Leayv | 5ray |BEXKX28vs. 22) | FrovrHdunwidseary
JSAN BIMERCT 2001~2003%F |Y®E |>Y#®E |Technical failure |IZ7LILF¥—
2005 BIWHHAR BRBMAOFRIE | N=66 N=67 (10 vs. 19) 1DBUARICHOSBRED 20
FAUH A 4T B FE L 8 | £ 80 A HOER R (3 B8 B 5
B N PAY:- (29 vs. 15)
53.8 patient-year
V2%
64.3 patient-year
31ER%
Chu TARER MR 20054 | LEO> | Sy BEEK(02vs. 13) |EHHEORRE, 4BRUAANO
Perit Dial Int B E RCT HZHM VERE | V8B |Technical failure |[EEXRSIUCHOSPREL
2008 BIHHAR Lo R N=38 N=43 (1 vs. 3) V7 X 10 - N <= %
= At 7 B¥ 4 Lb 8 | 539 patient-month HOER R IZ7LIvE—
FER V2% ¥ (9 vs. 15)
476 patient-month
BifER%
Mortazavi AN ER BRBHEIE6,A |sEnY | Fryy |BEXOvs.8) | 1HAUROHEEOER
Journal of BIMERCT IN<fu A% YERE | VBB | Technical failure BlIxdgs7 LI F—
Isfahan Medical | B 3h 4R 357 patient-month | N=61 N=6 (0 vs. 0)
School WATHMEE | Ty
2011 B 353 patient-month
15> LYi054
RV vEE
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6-3-3. WXL oDT—FHit - T—F DHEE
6-3-3-1. YR F T N4 7A(RoB)&
FER 0 SR3.1.(RBE3HFE) & SR3.2.(FBE3Hf%E) % £ L
(1) HEMEZE
RoB &
- 754 > K blinding ¥ .
7 24 LEIF SEn A Ao RSN 7o HEARTD
EEE REE BEOLER |SNHIORRIL] mramze i TEEE o ihaoms| (OO 734 720
( ) i 7Y LEHEE | T M AT =% i NAT R
Forest plot &7~ random allocation SBERE B Incomplete selective other sources of Yz
sequence concealment | participants and outcome e omg e outcome bias Risk of bias
generation personnel RSB reporting within a study
Wong 2003 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Olga 2016 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Findlay 2013 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Bernardini 2005
Chu 2008 High risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Mortazavi 2011 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk

(2) 77 =AnF AN

Mortazavi 2011 Unclear risk Unclear risk

(3) HIIEB b o FoL e

RoB ¥
52 5 LBl 774 > I blinding ey BIRE N1 RN TO
FEE REE EEOLR | RGORREL| mrsme: ] SERE pobanoms|  LON2 KA R0
(Forest plot 3%7) random allocation spemges |77 D LR | 7 i selective ™ 7 . UzY
sequence concealment | participants and outcome oqugmg Zaeta outcome other E;)ausrces Ol Risk of bias
generation personnel assenssors reporting within a study
Wong 2003 Unclear risk | Unclear risk High risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Olga 2016 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Findlay 2013 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk Unclear risk
Bernardini 2005
Chu 2008 High risk High risk High risk Unclear risk

High risk

High risk Unclear risk

RoB ¥
5> S L8 774> K blinding eay | BREDZ %A TO
EEE RRE IEEOER |EINHUOBEEL] mramEe I R SR L S YR, T L RAT7Z0
(Forest plot #7x) random allocation emipge |77 N HLFEE|\ T M 7 %17 “selective h/\'r 72 . Yz
sequence concealment | participants and outcome otﬂggmg ztaet . outcome Chey E%usrces ° Risk of bias
generation personnel CEREREEES reporting within a study
Wong 2003 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk High risk High risk
Olga 2016 Unclear risk | Unclear risk High risk High risk High risk
Findlay 2013 Unclear risk | Unclear risk High risk High risk High risk High risk
Bernardini 2005 High risk
Chu 2008 High risk Unclear risk | Unclearrisk | Unclear risk High risk High risk

6-3-3-2. ZxVLAMZ7Ov bk
SR3.1. A0y VIKE & RO Hilke
(1) MEREZ

LEDOZ A BE AR Rate Ratio Rate Ratio
Study or Subgroup  log[Rate Ratio] SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Findlay 2013 -0115 0.286 a3 83 B2.0% 0.89[0.51,1.56]
Qlga 2016 -0.361 0.535 33 28 17 T% 0.70[0.24,1.99) —
Wong 2003 -0.589 0.5 EE] a1 2003% 055 [0.21,1.48] 1
Total (95% CI) 159 163 100.0% 0.78 [0.50, 1.21]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 073, df=2 (P=0.70), F= 0%
Testfor averall effect Z2=1.13 {P = 0.26)
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(2) 77 =AY L)L

iR

LEOL X HE Rate Ratio Rate Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Rate Ratio] SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Findlay 2013 117 163 a3 83 254% 0.31[0.01, 7.87] =
Qlga 2016 0 0 33 29 Mot estimahle
YWiong 2003 0797 0.866 7T B T4E%  2.72[0.41,12.11] —
Total (95% CI) 159 163 100.0%  1.35[0.25,7.21] —-’-— =]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.23; Chif=1 .14, df=1 (P =0.29); F=12% f t T f { a
Testfi leffect Z=0.35(P=073 0.01 01 ! 1o 100
estior overal effect £= 035 (F=0.73) LEOU MBS HRED r
t
(3) HEHER I > 2V G
LEOL X HE Rate Ratio Rate Ratio g
Study or Subgroup  log[Rate Ratio]  SE Total Total Weight IV,Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Findlay 2013 -1.87 054 a3 83 353% 0145 [0.058, 0.44] —
Qlga 2016 0.0447 0645 33 28 308% 1.08[0.30, 3.70]
Wong 2003 -1.08 0572 73 a1 3349% 0.34[011,1.04]
Total (95% CI) 159 163 100.0%  0.36[0.13, 1.05] B
o 2 - - = - — —_ R - L } 1 ]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.54, Chi*= 518, df =2 (P=007), F=61% o oA ] nm P

Taestfor overall effect: Z=1.87 (F = 0.06)

SR3.2. A QY VIRE LT VI A ¥ VIRE D
(1) BEREZ

LEQL RS HEET

LEOLBE FoaT4 0K Rate Ratio Rate Ratio
Study or Subgroup  log[Rate Ratio] SE Total Total Weight IV, R: 95% CI IV, R: 95% CI
Eernardini 2005 0419 0285 GE BY  48.4% 1.52 [0.87, 2.66] i
Chu 2008 -0.2048 04 a8 43 41.9% 0.81 [0.37,1.78] ——
Moartazavi 2011 -2.84 146 B1 ] 9.7% 0.06[0.00,1.02 +
Total (95% CI) 165 170 100.0% 0.85[0.32, 2.26] -*-
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.43; Chi*= 587, df= 2 (P = 0.04); F= 6% ID P 051 1 150 1DD=
Test for overall effect Z=0.32 (P=0.75) ) LI—."ﬁ’z‘z&iE{E M7 L R
(2) 77 =ANP AN
LEOQLBE T4 0K Rate Ratio Rate Ratio
Study or Subgroup  log[Rate Ratio] SE Total Total Weight IV, R: 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Eernardini 2005 -0.464 0331 GE BY  BY9E% 0.63[0.25,1.35] —
Chu 2008 -1.22 115 a8 43 10.4% 0.30[0.03, 2.81]
Mortazavi 2011 ] ] G1 60 Mot estimahle
Total (95% CI) 165 170 100.0% 0.58 [0.28, 1.20] el
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.39, df=1 (P = 0.53); F= 0% ID P 051 150 1DD=
Testfor averall effect Z=1.47 (P=0.14) ) LEOVUMEEE 7o8e4 oo NEEE
(3) IS b v L G
LEOLBE FoaT4 0K Rate Ratio Rate Ratio
Study or Subgroup  log[Rate Ratio] SE Total Total Weight IV, R: 95% CI IV, Rand 95% Cl
Eernardini 2005 0838 0318 GE BY  51.8% 2.311[1.24,431] ——
Chu 2008 -0635 0.422 a8 43 4823% 0.53[0.23,1.21]
Total (95% CI) 104 110 100.0% 1.14[0.27, 4.81]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.95; Chi*=7.77, df=1 (P = 0.008); = 87% ID P 051 ] t 1DDI

Test for overall effect 2= 017 {P = 0.86)

. 10
LEOVUREEE o874 L oRREE

W b v 2 VG : Chu 2008 DX ZBA L7274 VA 7ay b (F27=AL3 34030 L% IZ, Chu

2008 DX 2R L Th, RHEEMEDTTE, BRADHMEDE D 5h 27D T, ML ¥ 2OVERO AR 2
")
LEOL K FoaT4 00K Rate Ratio Rate Ratio

Study or Subgroup  log[Rate Ratio] SE Total Total Weight IV, R 95% CI IV, R: 95% CI

Bernardini 2005 0.838 0318 GE BY 100.0% 2.311[1.24, 4.31]

Total (95% CI) 66 67 100.0% 2.31[1.24, 4.31] -

Heterogeneity: Notappllcable B 'D.D1 Df1 1'0 1DD'

Testfor overall effect 2= 2.64 (P = 0.008) LEOLVEBEEE o874y o REE
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6-3-3-3. zoftEr

ISPD MERRR BN © TB5 EIRRICBI S % 2016 4Rk L2, AR s VERGHARIHIEINTEYD, SRTH L
vtay B onicRetdnTni, LaLl, SROKRIL, ISPDOGEHL D, Aoy yEEDOMRDORE S
DINShole, koT, ZOEVWHEED L) KA TEL roEizfT) & & L,

ISPD [ #h 15 : P & RIS 2 2016 4E R C Ot T147FDRF%ED £ % f@ihT (2 D 95 5 3£:IZRCT, il
DIFRBANE ad— MR TH ) TIFLET S Y OEAIZET 7 B 7 BREERIC X 281720 227 % 72%
WMo L, E7 FYREHEDOEEA % 40%I06 L2 L 2R L TWwb, &5 ONS, ISPD & 5 — 7 VB R YehE
ICBHT B8 0 2017 4EERET : T DAY 7 F Y P RITIF, s ny v EBPEHESKEICET A& ENTED,
T =N OFER, M~ L En s v G5 THEM 7T FYREICE 2 ESIOV R ZI372% AP Lz, TAL YD
IEFYARELTHOGNTWEDIE, Xu20l0DSRTH 3,

ZOXu 2010 D SRTI, SPENIRS (BIZW% & RCT) & T (BISFE 0 &) D3E(E L -, Z 4, CQ3
Tfi27SR3.L.DY AT 2T 4 v 7 LE 2—"Tdh 5 HHAFHHEEA (RCT) DX ¥ gtz flatbe T, ¥l 7x
VA F78my b 2B L TRENL 72,

Z DFER, BIEMZZICN L CRCTORIRI NS W L, SEREG X0, HITHEANOREERGOSEI/NS VLI L
DYEIBIL 72, 72721, Xu 2010 D SROETDLE F o ZADMEFEIEIZIEFHIMETH 2 2 LICHET 208E0H 5,

8, XudfEhicldrelative risk TENT S NLTE D, D71z, CQ3TIT-7- SR % relative risk Ti#EHT L 7%
BLl®, TAFIAVvOIET Vv A70 7 74V ERRIEEEIRL>Tw5,
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(1) Mz

iR

LEO 8 »{Hag Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 85% Cl
221 BRER S - EEAONZE !
Perez-Fontan 1983 2 94 18 T4 23.49% 0.08[0.02,0.37] 1993 e —
hiylotte 1999 1 24 5 24 13.3% 0.20[0.03,1.59] 1999
Crabtree 2000 8 128 16 63  47.6% 0.24[0.11,0.54] 2000 —i—
Sit 2007 2 49 2 49 15.1% 1.00[0.15,6.82] 2007 —
Subtotal (95% CI) 296 210 100.0% 0.23 [0.10, 0.52] e
Total events 13 41
Heterogeneity: Tauw®=0.21; Chi*=416, df =3 (P=024); F=28%
Testfor overall effect: 7= 3.50 (P = 0.0005)
222 BFERS - RCT
Mupi group 19596 v 134 B4 133 453% 1.19[0.95,1.50] 1996 =
Davey 1999 36 134 A7 133 3B.4% 0FE[0.53,1.08) 1959 —i
Wong 2003 G 73 13 81 16.2% 0.51100.21,1.28] 2003 —
Subtotal (95% CI) 341 347 100.0% 0.88 [0.56, 1.37] - Xu 2010MD
Total events 1149 124 SR t [ﬁ [/
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.10; Chi*=690, df=2 (P=0.03);F=71%
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.59 (P = 0.56)
2.2.3 WOEPELE - EAZIANST
Thodis1 1998 38 181 188 181 257% 055[0.47,0.65 1996 -
Thodis2 1998 38 7a 80 118 20.6% 0.80[0.62,1.03] 1998 -
Thodis 2000 ] 58 15 42 54% 0.39[0.18,0.83] 2000 —
Casey 2000 36 143 57 148 156% 0B5[0.46,0.93] 2000 —
Feybel 2003 ] 18 18 18 11.6% 051[0.33,0.81] 2003 —_
Uttley 2004 22 86 32 113 11.3% 0.801[0.57,1.44] 2004 T
Mahajan 2005 12 40 28 40 9.8% 0.43[0.26,0.72] 2005 —
Subtotal {95% CI) 596 660 100.0% 0.61 [0.50, 0.75] &
Tatal events 213 388
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.03; Chi*=12.70, df=6 (P =008}, "= 53% ’
Testfor overall effect: 2= 4 88 (P = 0.00001)
2.2.4 BOSPERE - RCT
Wong 2003 11 78 17 88 22.6% 0.73[0.36,1.46] 2003 — T
Findlay 2013 24 53 25 53 B4.6% 096 [0.64,1.45 2013
Olga 2016 7 33 7 29 12.8% 088[0.35,2.21] 2018
Subtotal {95% CI) 164 170 100.0% 0.80 [0.64, 1.24] E SR3
Total events 42 49 j
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=046 df=2 (P=079),F=0%
Testfor overall effect 2= 068 (P =0.50)

.01 01 10 100

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®=11.50, df= 3 (P = 0.009), F=73.9%

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
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(2) HIIEREEG

LEO 8 >EaEE Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 85% Cl
2.1.1 BREHR L - FRgEalss b
Perez-Fontan 1983 a 94 18 T4 1B1% 0.33[015 0.71] 18493 e —
Wylotte 1995 a 24 18 24 21A% 044024 082] 1595 —
Crabtree 2000 22 1249 12 A3 21.3% 090[0.47 1.69] 2000 "
Sit 2007 2 48 35 49 40.0% 0.601[0.42 0.487] 2007 —
Subtotal {95% CI) 296 210 100.0% 0.56 [0.39, 0.79] ey
Total events a4 24
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.04; Chi*=4.87 df=3{P=021) F=34%
Testfor overall effect. 2= 330 (P = 0.0010)
21.2 BERS - RCT
Mupi graup 1595 Kkl 134 a4 133 254% 0.61[0.42 087] 1595 ——
Drawvey 1999 ar 134 106 133 T1.7% 0.53[0.43 0.66] 1595 n
Wong 2003 4 T3 13 a1 29% 034012, 1.00] 2003
Subtotal {95% CI) 341 347 100.0% 0.54 [0.45, 0.65] + Xu 2010MD
Tatal events 94 173 SR t |§] [/
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.10, df=2 (P=058), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 656 (P = 0.00001)
2.1.3 HOSFERE - EAZIAAT
Thodig1 1998 T 181 27181 13.2% 02610012, 0.58] 1595 —
Thodis2? 1988 G 7o 3MO11E 12T% 033[014,074] 158498 -
Thodis 2000 a a8 16 42 101% 0.23[0.09 0.47] 2000 -
Casey 2000 16 143 36 148 28BE% 046027 0.79] 2000 ——
Zeybel 2003 2 18 17 18 51% 012[0.03, 0.44] 2003
Littlery 2004 a a6 48 113 17.8% 0.211[011,043] 2004 e
Mahajan 2005 fi 40 16 40 12.48% 0.38[016,0.86] 2005 I —
Subtotal {95% CI) 596 660 100.0% 0.30 [0.22, 0.41] [
Total events a0 1892
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*f=612 df=6 (P=041), F=2% ’
Testfor overall effect: £=7.94 (F = 0.00001)
214 BOEFENE - RCT
Wong 2003 A 7B 16 B8 347% 0.35[0.14,092] 2003 —
Findlay 2013 4 a3 24 a3 34.2% 017 [0.06, 048] 2013 —
Olga 2016 A 33 4 28 311% 1.32[0.41,4.23] 2018 —
Subtotal {95% CI) 164 170 100.0% 0.41[0.13,1.27] e SR3
Total events 148 44 j
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 072, Chi*=7.20, df=2 (P=003), F=72%
Testfor overall effect Z=184 (P=012

0.01 01 10 100

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Testfor subaroup differences: Chif=12.01, df= 3 (P =0.007), F=75.0%

6-3-4. EtDF

IETURDREEME

DRICEITIEFENAEIET Y ROBEREFR T H?

HURT

JH—FIETVR

5%

@3FH 21 I SR3.2.
@K : SR3.1.

O

o=}

OFBAmRLL

SR3.1.:3ROFEARELE, SR3.2.: HROFALF—E

fEs( L =m)

ANDEBELBT VDL EDREERT IDICOVTERLGAEREEHDEIH?

HUBT

Y y—FTEFVR

5%

OEELFHEEMZ/IFELDEHD
OEBELRHERME/FIEDDEDOTEE
"5 H
OEELREEME/REL0EEBE
5<%l

OEEGAEEME/ZRBE5DERF AL

AIPTIE, BEFIHEvT—TCHEOADELEAETDH S,
1Eo v T—THkEE, BBERICBVTHLTITOIDT, REEH
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iR

HEDNT VR
LELOHRELZ LBV RDONTVZAENAD LLEHBRNBEZIFLEITN?

I 7 JH—FIETV R 5%
O B3I R 2MBAL SR3.1. AEOYVEBEFBOLLE:
OBRBALZoBANADILET | FEEARVDOD, SHEEEIEEREL - HOBRBRRICENT, AE
BbhuIhbBATEN O >HENMBEUTH o7,
@ ZH{NADENM SEMNGRELIZRCTTRACOYYDREIERIEVW 2 DH L TIK
SR3.1., SR3.2. DI BERERO-IBETH B, cnEThend OO
ONADPMBEAL BEICEHELTACOY YIHRICOWTHRE LI-BRHR LD 2, 4
O EF-¥:1 FHLECOY Y AOHOBEF ZT oI B TD 149 ANDEEZEOHR
ODd BV TABI(3%) TLE OV VT FUBRE MBI N-(Z Db

BX#Et1), 7EMEOS~AOLEOY Y BHE{To/- /R TD 147 A
DEFOWETIHAF(2.7%) TLEOY VitET RYRENARES A
IRRETHVEERMEN(ZOoMOERXE2), LHrLEFT203AD
BEICBVWTLEOY VA RHTAMRET VISV ERHITHMRT
DERMETIE, LAY VBRBRTOZ LB MEREOHOPRK
FD16.7% D LEOY VTHETH o7-(ZF DD ERXERI). ULD
LOCHREICL-oTMUROEEDRL->THD, RENGEEIZOV
TEELETHLEEBRLECGEELSDELI S LMLV,

SR3.2. LEOYVIRBET VIRAV VB DLLE !
FIZHWYNRANNIZLEQY VRENMBATH o7, BIEL - H
OMBRLEFRETHROELDEEROZ, WTNORERH2FIET
REGERFROLEI o7z, UELD, AECOQSVEHEDIDLIZT VI
A VBBEHASICERTELEOIBIRGHFARINZ DD LA,
FUoIIAVVRBEERIZOVTORIMERIL, SEODHRRCT Tikw
KOD DML TIKADBICEBEROHRELDH DT TH o7, HO
MOBBELEOQY VB LT VIRAVVEBICERBLI-444 N
DEEMET, MUEFPERRPEIEIL LD o/-LTIRELD
2—5(Z Do ERAXENL), 377 ADRT THAME, Ya—FE
FABERBANDT YV IRAT VY DRZBUIMET LI LOREL HB(Z
DMDERXES), FOMICHLEOSVREILT VIIAII VI
BILEBELHER, MHY2—FEFABERBICLSZHOLMRESF
EL7- 210 RE (2 oo ERXXHEG), FERBESAINITYIAIC
FBEHOMBERLE, BEAERELIFNDORELHB(ZFDMMDFER
X#k7)o T8R4 REBEORBERICOVTEMEROHIRCHE
RRBRIEEPDETHDERDND,

MHEEICDVWTOER

T4 DR ECREMBREALEI OB/ ONIHMEICE VT
*MSSA S(RZMEHD) :63.2%, |(FHE) :4.6%,
R(4®HD) :32.2%

*MRSA S(EBRZMHHD):25.5%, () : 3.6%,
R(fi#4EHD) :70.9%

* S.epidermis S(RZMHD) 1 50.5%, I(Ff) : 9.3%,
R(4®HD) :40.2%

* S.lugdunensis S(EZMEHD) :80.6%, (M) :1.3%,
R(4EHD) 1 17.7%
(J Infect Chemother 2017; 23: 503-511)

LEOYCRBEFERAEREEORENSBLNI-MRSAI85 %KD 55

10 EEME, 450PEEMEEECT:,

(BAZAERS 2001; 75: 7-13)

— A TCHRAEBDEBLRVMEEEET -5 Tl U ERED
MRSA DML 2.2~81% L KERILLDELH B,

(J Antimicrob Chemother 2015; 75: 2681-2692)

2 FBREEFIRICLIZMIC, THOFMT—FIcRoTVWEDT,
REBORAMRS L4 LEFEECHBBITHOMBELREE LT
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B5ZEDD, HCETHBEICLHL ALY, EROMAFIMEDOIRE
FEECPREFNONRLLEEZSOTCREEL D DAL D 5,
cLEOVVIFABERTRAVDT, —ROY—RASVRATHR, H
EENT, LEOPCBRBICHNTEABICEFE2T FUREOMMERE
R,
CREFHENTOREFNREOERFERERLEEMOEM D
FMHESOB R SN GERER S0 o7z (FME),

LROLSICTHERICE LTI RBARDZ L,

DEERE
BREGH(QANDBEDREREVWTEH?
Ed UH—FIEFU R "%
LACKERY FHTR, LEOVVREOERE, BERKSOBHOLTHS.
OHEEDIR £oT, RBRBETITORTNE, RERIRMELoTLED,
OFMTE2IELEDIAR M PETH
OFEREOHIR
OXELEIR
Osx&x
OF; 5 N=Y N
LENAANICRITS EEVINS SR EEVPNEIA=3:4 33 EEVIUNSEEINE % LREMADHOHER
SRR LR HEROWTIDIZDOWT
OEMHFEDHR
©) [ ] @) ©) ©)
EE
PRAGRC :

- Wong SS, Chu KH, Cheuk A, et al. Prophylaxis against gram-positive organisms causing exit-site infection and peritonitis
in continuous ambulatory peritoneal dialysis patients by applying mupirocin ointment at the catheter exit site. Perit Dial
Int 2003; 23: 153-8.

- Olga B, Fotis Z, Margarita I, Sofia X, Konstantinos S. Chlorhexidine for routine PD catheter exit-site care. Int Urol Nephrol
2016; 48: 1543-6.

- Findlay A, Serrano C, Punzalan S, Fan SL. Increased peritoneal dialysis exit site infections using topical antiseptic
polyhexamethylene biguanide compaired to mupirocin: Results of saftety interim analysis of an open-label prospective
randomized study. Antimicrob Agents Chemother 2013; 57: 2026-8.

- Bernardini J, Bender F, Florio T, et al. Randmaized, double-blind trial of antibiotic exit site cream for prevention of exit
site infection in peritoneal dialysis patients. ] Am Soc Nephrol 2005; 16: 539-45.

- Chu KH, Choy WY, Cheung CC, et al. Aprocpective study of the efficacy of local application of gentamicin versus
mupirocin in the prevention of peritoneal dialysis cathter-related infections. Perit Dial Int 2008; 28: 505-8.

- Mortazavi M, Halabian M, Seirafian S, et al. The effect of topical gentamicin and mupirocin on peritonitis and exit site
infection in peritoneal dialysis patients. Journal of Isfahan Medical School 2011; 28 (116)

FRLEBFEOYATIT v 7L a—, BEIANIA
- Grothe C, Taminato M, Belasco A, Sesso R, Barbosa D. Prophylactic treatment of chronic renal disease in patients

undergoing peritoneal dialysis and colonized by Staphylococcus aureus: a systematic review and meta-analysis. BMC
Nephrol 2016; 17: 115.

- Tsai CC, Yang PS, Liu CL, Wu CJ, Hsu YC, Cheng SP. Comparison of topical mupirocin and gentamicin in the prevention
of peritoneal dialysis-related infections: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Am J Surg 2018; 215(1): 179-85.

- Campbell D, Mudge DW, Craig JC, Johnso DW, Yong A, Strippoli GF. Antimicrobial agents for preventing peritonitis in
peritoneal dialysis patients. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2017.

- Szeto CC, Li PK, Johnson DW, et al. ISPD Catheter-related infection recommendations: 2017 update. Perit Dial Int 2017;
37: 141-154.

Z DAER] U 72 38R

- Xu G, Tu W, Xu C. Mupirocin for preventing exite-site infection and peritonitis in patients undergoing peritoneal dialysis.
Nephrol Dial Transplant 2010; 25: 587-92.

- Li PK, Szeto CC, Piraino B, et al. ISPD Peritonitis Recommendations: 2016 Update on Prevention and Treatment. Perit
Dial Int 2016; 36: 481-508.
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- Boudyville N, Johnson DW, Zhao ], et al. Regional variation in the treatment and prevention of peritoneal dialysis-related
infections in the Peritoneal Dialysis Outcomes and Practice Patterns Study. Nephrol Dial Transplant 2018 Jul 23. doi:
10.1093/ndt/gfy204. [Epub ahead of print]

- BRBHMEZSMARAERZESR. DPEOREERFEORI (201741231 HIE). o6& MELEN. B &5E2018; 51:
729-31.

EtD RITHER U 7 32k

- Annigeri R, Conly J, Vas S, et al. Emergence of mupirocin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus in chronic peritoneal dialysis
patients using mupirocin prophylaxis to prevent exit-site infection. Perit Dial Int 2001; 21: 554-9.

- Lobbedez T, Gardam M, Dedier H, et al. Routine use of mupirocin at the peritoneal catheter exit site and mupirocin
resistance: still low after 7 years. Nephrol Dial Transplant 2004; 19: 3140-3.

- Al-Hwiesh AK, Abdul-Rahman IS, Al-Muhanna FA, Al-Sulaiman MH, Al-Jondebi MS, Divino-Filho JC. Prevention of
peritoneal dialysis catheter infections in Saudi peritoneal dialysis patients: the emergence of high-level mupirocin
resistance. Int J Artif Organs 2013; 36: 473-83.

- Chen SS, Sheth H, Piraino B, Bender F. Long-Term Exit-Site Gentamicin Prophylaxis and Gentamicin Resistance in a
Peritoneal Dialysis Program. Perit Dial Int 2016; 36: 387-9.

- Pierce DA, Williamson JC, Mauck VS, Russell GB, Palavecino E, Burkart JM. The effect on peritoneal dialysis pathogens of
changing topical antibioticprophylaxis. Perit Dial Int 2012; 32: 525-30.

- Nessim SJ, Jassal SV. Gentamicin-resistant infections in peritoneal dialysis patients using topicalgentamicin exit-site
prophylaxis: a report of two cases. Perit Dial Int 2012; 32: 339-41.

- Lo MW, Mak SK, Wong YY, et al. Atypical mycobacterial exit-site infection and peritonitis in peritoneal dialysis patients
on prophylactic exit-site gentamicin cream. Perit Dial Int 2013; 33: 267-72.

" 6-4. CQ4  ERBENBEICHT—TIVEAZITIHRG REFMOHLT—TIU
BALERRE NFMOAT—TILEBADEESHERN? <SR 4 [EE
EMBECHT—TIVEAZITIHG, REFNONT—TILIEAEERE
R FFEMOAT —TIVIEADLE >

6-4-1, XHkRZER

peritoneal dialysis;, Tlaparoscopy,i, Tcatheter; % ¥ — 7 — K & L TPubMed(20174:4H10H % T),

Cochrane CENTRAL (201744 H 10 H % C) & X OBEHFE(201744H10H £ T) DMFDSR &L CPCEREK L 72 &

25, 1989405 20174 C 1224 DSFE S Ntz, ZDHT, SRIOEFIEAEIC L 72 SRA36 4, CPGCAY4M4TH

-7z (Qiao 2016, Chen 2015, Hagen 2013, Xie 2012, Strippoli 2004 [Cochrane Database Syst Rev], Strippoli

2004 [J Am Soc Nephrol], Haggerty 2014, Figueiredo 2010, De Vecchi 2007, The CARI guidelines 2004), —

HOSRICIFBHEMIE L EETN Tz, SROPTHRAINTWARCTZH#I T2 2 & Lk, £/, Qaosd

SRTIZ20164F £ THREMTON T WD, MBROFLFEI A+ Th->7, I CStrippolisick>Tar v

T = R— A TR S 1172 2004 £ DI D RCT DR Z /M1 o 72, 1986402 5 2004 4 % ¢ RCT I Tsimoyiannis

2000, Wright 1999, Gadallah 1999 & 3f23[FE S 41, 200447225 20184EDRCTIZFSREZB A TH 7 ITHE L 72

CQ4 SR, CPG

FHA> i) MRS *
SR Qiao Q Ren Fail 2016
SR ChenY Surg Laparosc Endosc Percutan Tech 2015
CPG Haggerty S Surg Endosc 2014
SR Hagen SM PLoS One 2013
SR Xie H BMC Nephrol 2012
CPG Figueiredo A Perit Dial Int 2010
CPG De Vecchi A G Ital Nefrol 2007
SR Strippoli GF Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2004
Caring for Australians with

CPG . Nephrology (Carlton) 2004
Renal Impairment (CARI)

SR Strippoli GF J Am Soc Nephrol 2004
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EXTEI RCT &SRS LZHD(1FIBIZSREER)

EEL KRE Qiao Q | ChenY |HagenSM| XieH | Strippoli GF |Strippoli GF
Jwo 2010 O O O O
Qiao 2012 @)
Tsimoyiannis 2000 O O O O O O
Wright 1999 O @) @) @) @) O
Xu 2010 @)
Gadallah 1999 @) O O O

&2 A, Jwo 2010, Qiao 2012, Xu 2010 3D RCTAMEE S 1z, DT, Qiao 2012(HEEE) & Xu 2010
(hEFE) X, BEEDAZ ) == v P TIRMERTEY, MHFEDOSRPHRERL %2, LoT, RCQTHREZ%>7RCT
o, Wright 1999, Gadallah 1999, Tsimoyiannis 2000, Jwo 2010, Xu 2010, Qiao 2012, van Laanen 2018

TH5,

6-4-2. AANTFRI

Xk POE BiE ER
Jwo SC BEOIBBILBVWT | ERETFMNHIVE | BERETFMETo/-8FE374, BHEFHET-
J Surg Res 2002~2006 FE cfIElH BEFMTCOHT—FT | I2EBHIZLA0HTH o7z, BIEETFM CIEFATRRAE
2010 TF—TIWEAEFELL | VBAMICIYILICE | R, RloRSEEL, IXMEDL o7, LHL,
RPERLBET7H DA TFEMEBRH, & EBORI7ZPARBEICEEL LTI o7,
BRAO7, GHELE | RHEAMEGERLGEUAN) CRUABEE, RREN,
LB HMicZER Lo o7, BEBEHHEMTR4BUR) T
RBRUBRE, BREN, BERX, ~VZFICEREH
o7,
DF—FIVHHELICEBEOEEbEN LD 0T,
Tsimoyiannis EC | F UL v D1BRICHEVT |ERETFMH VL | BEETFM2To/cB8F X250, REFHZ1To
Surg Laparosc ﬂT—T)v}ﬁ)\’z’r%EL,L HEFHCONT—F | ZBFZ 2550 THo7-(BREBITSFHER 204 LK
Endosc Percutan | KEIEFRLEE 504 WEBAMICS Y S LIZE) | o72),
Tech DA CFMERM, i BERETFHCEFMIEMIRLS, NEEERRR
2000 BEEE, RN, BE nsDEso7p, BERICIEELELI o7
REEELK DF—FIIRELIZEBEDEGICHOELED 0T
Wright MJ HEDIBRICEWTHT | BERETFHOIVGE | EERETFNETo/-8F 2106, BEFHETo/-
Pert Dial Int —FNEAEFELLR | BEFMHicosT—F | BF 245 0BIT SN,
1999 HERLEBES0M] WRBRAMICS S LICE | BRETFM CRFMSMs RS, BBERXI7IRE
United Kingdom DT CTFMEM, & WMERTH-7-H, MEEEXRFENID LD o7
BAa7, AREM, |2, ARBEcEENGD ST,
BHHER E R BHAMEMTREBUN) CREERKRE, HT7—F
VESBERE, RRN, HOSERSE, BEXKICERER
ol
BEEMHENR6BUR) CREEREE, HT7—T
VESBERE, RIRN, HOBMRE, BERCEHNR
Dol DTF—FTIHHAELIZEZDOE G HELLGL
27
Gadallah MF KEOZHBICEWT BERETFHH2VE | ERETFMETo/8FE76%), BEFHzTo
Am J Kidney Dis | 1992~1995F ic #] Bl # |EFMCcoObTF—F | LBEE 726l TH 7. RS HHE (T 2:BUR)
1999 F—FNVEAEFELL | VEBAMICAZLICED | FEEETEMRTOLI o7-CRRN, BEX), %
FEBRLEBE1484 (NI TEHERE L | BAFHEGER 2BUR) EEI L o7, LrL, B
BLTWS(ESYIL | T—TVHEERL2OESRERRETFM oL,
1R ER) M8 2%, SETOHIT—TNHPAELLEEHEL
o7,
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Qiao Q FEOBBRICEVWT |BERETFMHLVG | BEETFME2To/-8&EL580, BEFMHEZT-
Jiangsu Med J 2007~20NFEicHE AT |REFMH TCOHT—F | I-BEHIEL8HITH o7z hT—TIHBEEE LB
2012 —TFIVEAEFELIZN6 | VBAMICS VS LICE | ETFMTOED ofc, BERICEEL LD o7, B
4 DR THT —FNE | T—FIVOBRELLESICERZ R, o7,
REBLEDEHEL
EELER
XuT TBOBBRICEVT | ERETFMHIVE | BEETFME2To/E8FE 256, REFHZ1To
J Nephrol Dialy 2008~2010F ic{ @ » | REFH CoOHT—F | I-EEX 2B TH o7, BEROBERICELLES,
Transplant F—FNEAEFELL | VEAMICS Y ILICE | AT —FTIVOBREDESHELLL o7,
2010 504 DT TEMELLEE
R
van Laanen FI5UFDIMRICHENT | EEETFHHIVE | BERTFH2To/-8F 3460, BEFHZT-
PDI 2010~2016E (2 H 7 — | EFHCONT —7 | HBEE AP TH o120 72 = HNH ANV
2018 FIVBAEFELIZ90% | WIBAMTICS Y LICE] | 0FRIRIE, clinical success) T, E0ED o7,
DR TEBELRESE
I35
6-4-3. MDD LDT—FHE - T—IOHE
6-4-3-1. YR FTN147ZX(RoB)&

SRICHIAANZEX%Z, a7 TNV KT ITDNRALTADY A7 T —7 )% HWCEHEL 7,
Toteh LA 77 uit, B: Bk, C:&m&Es L OWEHOEMIL, D:

it > B H 13 DL
FHiio AL, E: Asgas

T MAL, FOBERWT7ZY M AL, G: Z20Mfh), XA T7ADYZAZIEEHY A7, &Y A7, AHHO 3O THEHf

L7,

(1) AT =T AL NV (B E T DB ED 5)

EER BRE
(Forest plot &7R)

Gadallah 1999

High risk

Jwo 2010

van Laanen 2018

Qiao 2012

Wright 1999

Xu 2010

Unclear risk

High risk

Unclear risk Unclear risk

Unclear risk Unclear risk

Unclear risk

Unclear risk

High risk
High risk
High risk
High risk

Unclear risk

(2) AT =T IH AL N (BAE & FE IR BB IZ & D 7))

RoB &F{fi
, 774 > K blinding T e .
7 > LEIR TEEH i = DD
wEoLs | HUNIOREE | gremsr | ems | 7Y bHLF—% | T HAOBE | AT
random sequence pRa——— 79%*51#% outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation pa’gg'rggpl;z land e e outcome data reporting bias

High risk

High risk
High risk

RoB &
524 LEIfF 294> Pl et RIRS h 12 Z Dt
BEE REE o Z OB ) ot L s S
(Forest plot £) JEEDER allocation ﬁi%iﬁ?fé T NHLRHEE | T NIATF =% | T NHAOEE | S{TR
random sequence " — /ATRIEDY outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and aSSenssors outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Gadallah 1999 High risk High risk High risk
Jwo 2010 High risk
van Laanen 2018 High risk High risk
Qiao 2012 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk High risk High risk
Xu 2010 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk
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(3) AOHE (£~ FJEA)

RoB ¥
i 7741 > K blinding T crm -
7 > & LEIR 5 b hic DD
el wEon | MUMVOBRIL | GESWEL | .\ ggs | 79 \hAT-% | 70 RHLORE | KPR
random sequence ; n(;g; m(; T 'Fﬁfkf"% outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation pa":)'z‘{zgz:; land aSSeNssors outcome data reporting bias

Gadallah 1999 High risk High risk
Wright 1999
Tsimoyiannis 2000
Jwo 2010 Unclear risk Unclear risk
Xu 2010 Unclear risk Unclear risk
Qiao 2012 Unclear risk Unclear risk

van Laanen 2018

Gadallah 1999 High risk High risk

Jwo 2010 Unclear risk Unclear risk
Xu 2010 Unclear risk Unclear risk
Qiao 2012 Unclear risk Unclear risk

(4) BEREREGAE (HE T b > oV k)

High risk
High risk
High risk
High risk
High risk
High risk
High risk
High risk

High risk High risk

High risk

High risk High risk

RoB ¥
i 7741 > K blinding . crm _—
7 > & LEIR s b hi DD
el wEon | MUMVOBRIL | GESNEL | .\ g | 79 A hAT-% | 70 RHLORE | KPR
random sequence ; n(;g; n:c:;t 'Fﬁfkf"% outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation pa":)':'{zgz;i land aSSeNssors outcome data reporting bias

Wright 1999
Xu 2010 Unclear risk Unclear risk
Jwo 2010 Unclear risk Unclear risk

van Laanen 2018

(5) HFMizHT 25K

High risk
High risk

High risk

RoB i
i 754 > K blinding T o o
7 28 LEIR A5 3 nir DD
el wEorn | B fUORRIL | BESMEL | 50 ) nppms | 77 b hr-5 | 7oL HAOHE | KTPR
random sequence ; ng,::I r:g;t 'Fﬁfh‘f"% outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation pa":)'g'{zgz;se land aSSeNnssors outcome data reporting bias

van Laanen 2018

(6) QOL(KIm 1) iz i 2 7= NE (%)

High risk High risk

Unclear risk

RoB i
Wy g SULLE | g 771 £ blindng TEEL BIRSh 7o Z DD
(Forest plot ) gLy | B HTORRE WIENEL | 5o | p L | 77 MILT =5 | 79 LALORE | {73
ran(;gr:;:t?gsnce e —— parl"[:ilcipani\s i aglsjéﬁcs’:];s . Lr:ggrmnglzza seleiggirzﬁgome other gﬁ:srces of
personnel
Jwo 2010 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk
Xu 2010 Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk Unclear risk

(7) QOLUKIE2) & A a7 DI

RoB &F{fi
o 751 > K blinding . _— o
7 > & LEIR ek t iz £424i:10]
(Fﬁfs?p%t@i%) 20k 357 2l U;ﬁ;igﬁﬁ&{t ﬁi%éguft 7 ko LEHEE | T bhAF—% | 7k AOHE NLT R
random sequence e —_—— 7'%'%?3{“% outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation pa’gg'{:gm; land CReETER outcome data reporting bias

Wright 1999

(8) JrBEiH e

Unclear risk

RoB ¥
7 > 4 LEI A ALl REL BIRS N7 Z Dt
EEE RRE 2B s omR =2 q D
(Forest plot i) (=530 324 e i ﬁ%ﬁbﬂfé YR HLEEE | T NHLT =% | Ty R HLOHEE AT 2
random sequence e —_—— GERSLREN outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and e outcome data reporting bias
personnel
wrght 1999

van Laanen 2018

170

High risk High risk

Unclear risk



(9) A7 —7 VAL

iR

EER BRE
(Forest plot 2=7R)

Gadallah 1999

High risk High risk

Jwo 2010

Unclear risk Unclear risk

van Laanen 2018

Qiao 2012

Unclear risk Unclear risk

Tsimoyiannis 2000

Xu 2010

Unclear risk Unclear risk

personnel

Unclear risk

High risk
High risk
High risk
High risk
High risk
Unclear risk

6-4-3-2. ZxVLA 7Oy b
(1) AT =TI RAL L (B E T D EE I ED 5)

High risk

SH
RoB &Ff
S LEIf AhR AL E BRI N1 Z Dt
7 >4 LEIR - TEEL i = DD
wEosn | DONOOBEIL | mRsmEr | .\ aEe | 7O RALT—8 | T RALORE | /AT
random sequence concealnllent 7%'%*‘5{'\% outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation participants and e outcome data reporting bias

High risk
High risk

HEFESE Tt BAARFifT Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
221 EERFL
Gadallah 1959 a4 76 45 72 15.0% 1.24[1.00,1.54]
Jwen 2010 28 3r ) 0 11 6% 0.98[0.76,1.25)] — T
wan Laanen 2018 a2 46 34 14 11.4% 0.90[0.70,1.186] L
Dao 2012 a5 58 49 a8 40.3% 1.12[0.89,1.27] —
Wright 1999 15 21 17 24 5.2% 1.01 [0.69, 1.46]
Subtotal {95% CI) 238 238 B3.4% 1.08 [0.97, 1.19] E——
Total events 1849 176
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; ChiF=4.81, df=4 (P=0.31% F=17%
Testfor overall effect £=1.36(F=017)
222 FEERY
Hu 2010 22 25 22 25 16E% 1.00[0.81,1.23] S
Subtotal {95% CI) 25 25 16.6% 1.00 [0.81, 1.23] . ot
Total events 22 22
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle
Testfor owerall effect £=0.00 (P =1.00)
Total (95% Cl) 263 263 100.0% 1.07 [0.98, 1.16] e
Total events 211 198
Heterogeneity, Taur=0.00, Chi*= 528, di= &6 (P = 0.38); F= 5% DIT 3 IBS 152 155
Testfor overall effect Z=1.48 (P =014} Hgﬁﬁﬁ-l::-r:miﬁ Fﬁ.ﬂg—:l-:fuﬁi'iﬁ

Testfor subdroup differences: Chi*=0.38, df=1 {F =054}, F=0%
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(2) AT =T IHRAL )L (BEHE & LT IR B IZ & D 7))

Risk Ratio

Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% Cl

HENZSE FFitts  BAAEFito

Study or Subgroup  Events Total

231 EEZL

Gadallah 1999 349 a8 26 jati]
Jue 2010 1 28 27 H
wan Laanen 2018 3z 46 34 43
Qiao 2012 a4 ar a2 1]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 186 188

Total events 147 1349

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*=7.70, df=3 (P = 0.09); F=61%

Testfor overall effect: £=0.47 (P =0.64)

232ExEHY

Hu 2010 28 25 25
Subtotal (95% Cl) 25

Total events 24 24

Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: £=0.00 (P =1.00)
Total (95% Cl) 211

Total events 172 164

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi¥= 3.57, df=4 (P = 0.049); = 58%

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.42 (P =0.63)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=018, df=1 (F =067, F=0%

(3) ADHE (L ~> b JE)

T7%
14.6%
12.4%

3.7%
66.4%

25 33E%
25  33.6%
213 100.0%

1.50[1.07, 2.10]
0.9 [0.75, 1.20]
0.88 [0.69, 1.12]

1.04 [0,95,1.13]
1.04 [0.88, 1.23]

1.02 [0.82,1.13]

+

>

05

07 1

5 3
RERRR T FiliZ s BAREFiE

AERESE T Fifs FIREFits Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.21 BEISIHE (U—2)
Gadallah 18949 1 Th a8 72 166E% 012002 082 1599 e —
Wiright 1999 2 1 ] 24 111% .68 [0.29 112.07] 194949 N e —
Tsimayiannis 2000 ] 25 ] 20 12.0% Q05000078 2000 ————————
Jwo 2010 7 ar ] 40 25.3% 1.26[0.47, 3.41] 2010 I
¥u 2010 1 28 1] 28 10.3% 200013, 70300 2010 I e —
Qiao 2012 2 aa 1 a8 144% 200014, 21.458) 2012 e
van Laanen 2018 1 46 1] 44 10.2% FRT[012 6BBER]) 2018 ) B E—
Subtotal (95% CI) 288 283 100.0% 0.86 [0.25, 3.02] -l
Total events 14 23
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.36; Chi*=12.51, df= 6 {F=0.08);, F= 52%
Testfor overall effect =023 (P=082
1.22BEMEHHE (~ =73
Gadallah 19949 1 Th 1 T2 21.8% 0.95 [0.06, 14.86) 1999 D
S 2010 2 ar 1 40 29.7% 2AE[0.20, 22 86 2010 —
¥u 2010 1 25 2 25 30.3% 0A&D[O.0S5 517 2010 —
Qiao 2012 ] a8 2 A8 18.2% 0.20[001, 4,08 2012 — 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 196 195 100.0% 0.75[0.21, 2.72] il
Total events 4 f
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.67, df=3{F=064);, F=0%
Test for overall effect: £=0.44 {P = 0.66)

0.002 0.1 ' 500

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi==0.02,df=1 (P=0.88), F=0%
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(4) B GAE (8 b > oV I Ge)

RERESE T Fify BAREFify Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Wright 19949 2 21 4 24 2T.3% 057 [0.12,2.81] 19949 — =T
Wu 2010 2 25 i 258 T.8% A.00[0.25 99168] 2010 I
Jwo 2010 B ar A 40 &A7.3% 1.30[0.43,3.89] 2010 ——
wan Laanen 2018 0 46 2 44 T7% 019[0.01,3.88 208 e p
Total {95% CI) 129 133 100.0% 0.99 [0.43, 2.29] L ?
Total events 10 11 t
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 2,95, df= 3 (P = 0.40); F= 0% Ei 005 051 150 EDID 2
Test for overall effect Z=0.01 (F=0.99) ﬂEEﬁﬁT#ﬂﬁS‘iﬁ Sl E e
1<
(5) W% 4T 5 5 =
REWESE T Fifa RAREFila Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
van Laanen 2018 a 45 a 44 100.0% 096 [0.35, 2.33]
Total (95% CI) 46 44 100.0% 0.96 [0.39, 2.33]
Total events g a
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable f | | !
Testfor overall effect Z=0.10 l:P = 092} Egggfﬁ—gqlmgzﬁ1 FEHE—:F%EDSE}#1 oo
(6) QOL (¥ 1) ¥ 2 3k 2 7= NBU(S%)
RERESE T Fil RARE il Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.5.1 BRI AR
Jwen 2010 a7 ar 28 40 98.6% 1.04 [0.79,1.38]
¥u 2010 2 25 1 25 1.4% 2.00[0.19, 20067]
Subtotal (95% CI) 62 65 100.0% 1.05 [0.80, 1.39]
Tatal events 29 29
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 032, df=1 (P=057 F=0%
Testfor overall effect: =036 (P =072}
Total (85% CI) 62 G5 100.0% 1.05 [0.80, 1.39] 2
Total events 29 29
Heterogeneity; Tau?= 0.00; Chif= 032, df=1 (P=0.57) F=0% ID ” I:|=1 150 1I:|IZII
Testfar overall effect: Z=036 (P =072} ﬂEEﬁﬁ—Fiﬂﬁiﬁ BERE it is

Testfor subagroup differences: Mot applicakle

(7) QOL(FHf 2) FI@ A a 7 D1

AERESE T Fite RAREFifs Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.6 WA a7 OFH
Wiright 1999 1.8 09165 21 248 293584 24 100.0% -1.00 224, 0.24] 1'
Subtotal (95% CI) 21 24 100.0%  -1.00[-2.24, 0.24]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test far overall effect Z=1.4883F=011)

Total (95% Cl) 21 24 100.0%  -1.00[-2.24, 0.24] = =
o . | 1 |
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable |4 -2 B ﬁ ;1

Testfor overall effect Z=158 P =0.11) IERSE FEGEE MRS

Test far subgroup differences: Mot applicable
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(8) Jbei I

ABFESE T Fite RAREFilr Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl Year IV, Random, 95% CI
Wright 1999 31 148 il 24 04 24 806% 0F0FOAT7, 1.57] 19495 7
Juwn 2010 1481 561 37 1308 6.4 40 2.0% 1.73[1.08, 4.41] 2010 ]
yan Laanen 2018 32 Fa 46 21 28 44 11.4% TA0[F1.22,3.42] 2018 I e —
Total {95% CI) 104 108 100.0% 0.83 [0.04, 1.61] -‘
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.54, df= 2 (P = 0.76); F= 0% 4 i 3 2 4
Test far averall effect: 2= 2.07 (P = 0.04) IEREsE TS PR
(9) &7 =T NMrE R
AERESEF il RAREF ik Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
211 N5 — FLEREL _l_
Gadallah 1994 fi Th 3] T O3158% 0.94[0.32, 2.80]
S 2010 1 ar ] 0 129% 018[0.02, 1.43] — T
vah Laanen 2018 3 46 3 44 202% 0.96 [0.20, 4.49] . —
Qiao 2012 2 58 7 a8 208% 0.29[0.08,1.32] T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 217 214 85.1% 0.58 [0.27,1.25] @
Total events 12 22
Heterogeneity; Tau®= 0.06; Chi®*= 3.31, df= 3 (F = 0.34); F= 9%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.33(FP=017)
21.2 T TNEERL
Tsimovyiannis 2000 1] 25 5 20 Ta5% Q.07 [0.00,1.29] I —
U 2010 1] 28 4 24 TA% 011 [0.01, 1.596] I —
Subtotal (95% CI) 50 45  14.9% 0.09 [0.04, 0.68] e
Total events 1] E|
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi=0.04, df=1(F=0.84); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 2=2.34 (P=0.02)
Total (95% CI) 267 259 100.0% 0.42 [0.18, 0.96] <
Total events 12 e}
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.26; Chi*= 6.61, df= 8 (P =0.258), F= 24% o0 0 e 1000

Test for overall effect: Z=2.05 (F =

0.043

Testfor subdgroup differences: Chi®= 287, df=1 {P=008), F=651%
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OEELAEERMEE/IZELOS
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SHERDONS VR
BELOHRLLE LRV RDONS P ZARAAD LR BT REZIFLETH?
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OB B2 B Z b CBAL BoURZ DT EEZT, t
ONADLBEMBLNTIHEAM BEFMHNTIERETEROER, bITrThHL, AELHEILL 2
THWL D, BIEETFMNBEMEHIMTLT,
Ox%a<ﬁkﬁﬁﬁ $7, BEMEETIREOT—5i3, ABLOABLEBLTZVOTE 1
ANBELL BOBEWSBRA BT, £7s, ARBRCHLTRALORRE, b 2
Oéiéi HTRLS(HiHEE,AELRS) 2, TEFYAELTRALEVEIALL
QN HHHEN tHIfransz, FERERETFMCBEVT AT—FIVOBEEXHEER B
MR EDBMFM D, BEFHLOBETHILEOVOIERbD 72,
BTF—FIVNEBEREE CHMHASENEREELH o720, BEDEETOYT
TIW—TRITTIE, ELLDHBBEENBELEDI ST,
DEERE
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6-5-1. XHRE
Iperitoneal dialysis; Tperitonitis; Tintraperitoneal injection 7z \> L administration; Tintravenous injection 7z
V> L administration; 2 ¥ —7— F & L CPubMed (201746 H30 H), Cochrane CENTRAL(201746 H 26 H %
T), EPEE(20174E4H26 H £ T) TMEFOMREGE2ME L7 & 25, 1967445 20174 £ TOWIHT, PubMed
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£7:, EEl2#W9 9 & Bailie 19871%, #I#&G UM E—D VEMIERENKE G TH S 2 & LD, BEITIZZ DX
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176



6-5-2. #HAANIHX

iR

Xk HRTII1> | HRISR A PIE 3 ZYUMDL )
Bennett- Syvynft |EEOIER NEEORE NMEEOEEIRIRS | - NABIEMNDS | « BT —FT VR
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Perit Dial Int KEFELL | (Nvavay | (RFKRERE <1.73m°) AEMRD), WEE36| - K TR
1987 BEEBEFEE | >~ 20 mg/L, | BWLI1.0g(fFEREE | FEH © 5 523E | BREPEEOH P
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MEEARE | BRSO | RS, 05V - MTSTAOUMYE| - EEEEES =
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Bailie GR Svynt | REOIEE MEEOE MEXOMEKRELEL | - BHEHOSEHTE| - FSLRHR
Nephron oG IKBEWTT S | BELLTAY | TAYaRAYY 1 g| BRI BIC L DM 5
1987 LBHREME | 274> 1g| 2600 U LT TR| - BEMKER24E[E| - 4BRAUARD
BIRKZ RIE | zHE O B | #ikizs BEIABROMP L | FBITITOEESR
LB RREAT | B R ICRE BEENHFERRON| - TSLEET
BE204 LiglEERS YARAYVEEICE MEIN GV
zL REICLIERE
NI IR K R « WERGID 55 3FEH | %
HERIEET/ S TRFRKRSICHD
LBHRER BEER
M, ErEME XOREA T BEE K
BITHRRES] DR - RO %
[HER A L3Rk E
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WInH»2IER
Bk
6-5-3. WXL ODT—FHH - T DHE
6-5-3-1. URZFTN47X(RoB)&
(1) PD @i Primary treatment failure
RoB &
S5 4 LE 7741 > K blinding e, .
RuS lor N T T IS, P 5 T 2
opors | renet | o | oaeeme | JETHE, s oone one s
generation TR assenssors
Bailie 1987 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk Low risk High risk Unclear risk
Bennett-Jones 1987 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk
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4 LB 771 = I blinding e BIRS W1 Z DAt
EER BRE 7 >4 LEIf s : NeaErey 3 i %10)
(Forest plot 75) wwoLn | ¥ ”Jﬁélgfiﬁm MASHMEL | 7oy hpoi¥li | 77 NHLT =8 | 7Y b HLOBE AT R
random sequence e ARRHE outcome incomplete selective outcome | other sources of
generation conces participants and aSSeNssors outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Bailie 1987 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk Low risk High risk Unclear risk
Bennett-Jones 1987 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk
(3) &PfiE (Infusion pain, Ny 2 <A ¥ ¥ DINE R
RoB &
& LEIfF 774~ ¥ blinding el BEIRS W7 Z Dft
EER ERE 7 >4 LEIf . L p & DD
(Forest plot #&75) EEoEn | ¥ U;ﬁ;lgﬁﬁﬂt BESMEE | o\ Lz | 7Y Mhhz—% | 7Y RHADHE | AT
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generation conceaimen participants and 2SSEnsSors outcome data reporting bias
personnel
Bailie 1987 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk Low risk High risk Unclear risk
Bennett-Jones 1987 Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk Unclear risk High risk Unclear risk
6-5-3-2. Zx#VARF7OY b
(1) PD #fié Primary treatment failure ) & 7 Z2=CHR
difre S BERZFYRS Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 85% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Bailie 1987 ] 10 I 1m ala% 00007, 017
Bennett-Jones 1987 13 36 4 39 495% 0.26 [0.08, 0.44] ——
Total (95% CI) 46 49 100.0% 013 [-0.17,0.43]
Total events 13 4
Heterogeneity; Tau®= 0.04; Chi*= 562, df=1 (P =002 F=82% f f i ! |
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.84 (P = 0.40) i s 0 oo !
T - EARFR SR MR SR
(2) BHHE CGERIDAA EFHR - L421E)
HiiES RS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Bailie 1987 2 10 I 1 581 4% A.00[0.27, 92 52] i
EBennett-Jones 1987 2 ar 1] 38 4BE% 5.26 [0.26, 106.11] i
Total (95% CI) 47 49 100.0% 5.13 [0.63, 41.59] -*"
Total events 4 I
e o er ey 0= ohos T T
S T ERIRFR SR MEREFE SR
(3) &BHE (Infusion pain, v a4 ¥ v DI FH)
APy S EREERRS Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 85% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Eailie 1987 1 10 I 10 100.0% 3.00[0.14, 655.590]
Total (95% CI) 10 10 100.0% 3.00 [0.14, 65.90] ——e R —
Total events 1 a
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle T 100

Testfor overall effect; Z= 0.70 (P = 0.44)
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6-6-1. XHkgzkR
F9, AT T A v I LEa—%ELLEZA, Couchoud 2015SRBSA D> 7=, Z D 7= &, Couchoud
2015SR TR L 72 IBEDIRTIC DV T, & 670 THE 2T o, ZORRITHHHAAN S N7,
6-6-2. HAANTFRIICOWVWT
Couchoud 2015SR D&%, 265X 2 Mat L Tz, 7, Couchoud 2015SROT A F<F7 4 v 7L E a—
L L COWREDEZ, A MeaSurement Tool to Assess Reviews (AMSTAR)[AMSTAR 2007 D 5iEdb =L, BHW
W I N, ZORER, AZOMIEATRETH D, HSHE L TR Y, BEEENRG & MgOENTHG B L CGa
XEDO—EMWENR L, EE0PMELEINIDLANTHY, 7, ZET YV ZADOMEEIZIEFITEV L DRI TH -
7
%7z, Couchoud 2015SR @ 25 i3\ > §LDWIZE b BT TH > 7 S REHT7ITERT L 72 17 3/3CH X THRIEE
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2016 cohort study |multicenter joint network|265 fl 63741 LHRTEEZEEDHD, B TERRK
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B LR R BE R | 5 1) L BEfFING
902fI(#ER/100%), UVE
LUHbAICDT—49%EFT
2773 B (FERIK 100%)
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Shen 2016, Wang 2016, Wang 2015 TI£R CF —#%~X—X(the National Health Insurance Research Database (NHIRD) of Taiwan) % FJ F
Marshall 2014, Marshall 2015, Marshall 2016 Ti&[E U5 —% ~—2Z(the Australia and New Zealand Dialysis and Transplant Registry (ANZDATA))

=FA

183



Part 2

6-6-3.
6-6-3-1.

WXDODEDT—FHE - T—YDHKE
YR #7147 ZX(RoB)&

RS N WFEDTT N TBIEED 72, HIEDOBEFEICEE L Th 2 ROFHEZ AL 72,

BRPRICHTBIYRIF TN FRE

o SEUAEREEEZEILTOEL, HEVEEALTVAEVWGTRREOHEALAN)
 FEFIFBARICHIFEBNEZFBRETY F I I EoTVB,
cOFR—FMRERICHENT, BELIEALBELTOVARVALREEORLZEF,HLEBHEIATVS,

o BELSLUTFTYMALADORBIZETZAEDORE - BECT Y M ADRESTHEI LB E W : BOHLAAFR)
BREHLEBREHMTREARCTZ VM LAOREFENELRSTWVWS,

® THEATHIcIPO—NEATVEL

cTRTOFMOFRAFZAELTORL,
BEERLFBREH TTFREFPEREFS—HLTWEAY,

H LIEIEREISAIE LTV,
FIEBITOBRICZEND DR EAB L INTUVRL,

o EMARTHELIBERPEIETES
AFICRIAE OR— MARICBVTIR, MREO740—7y7ERACHERTHEIRETH B,

WX ID PENI AL (8= %i Rigpa>to—w B DR+5
Kim 2017 1 Unclear
Shen 2016 2 Unclear
Tamayo Isla 2016 3 High
Nesrallah 2016 4
Lee 2016 5
Marshall 2016 6
Wang 2016 7
Waldum-Grevbo 2015 8
Yang 2015 9 Unclear
Kim 2015 10 Unclear
Marshall 2015 1 Unclear
Ryu 2015 12 Unclear
Marshall 2014 14 Unclear
Kim 2014 15 Unclear
Heaf 2014 16 Unclear
Mircescu 2014 17
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SAlfEsR S 117z, Couchoud 5 D SROHPTEHASI N TR I, HOIERIZEAETH L Z L, HEPA
—HTHo7 LD, SHEIIRHAE T, Z2OBMESINLH L 17#H L TSREZ/T-o 72,

NATADY A7 2t LGSR, i (Wang 2015) ORI Ll S 7, 165XD YV AT F 7347
ANFIHED A P A — VB TETRVCORIFLEALETHY, FALEZA SN, £, WEDT Y b ALICELT
1, MEENTRHIR 2B W & SN2 HF%E 1293 (Kim 2017, Tamayo Isla 2016, Nesrallah 2016, Marshall 2016,
Wang 2016, Kim 2015, Ryu 2015, Marshall 2014, Kim 2014) & b, JEBOBENBRE G & 205 2WETH
-7z (Lee 2016, Heaf 2014), %D OWf%lE, ¥ 7 7V —7ih3d % b DD, 2ARDORERE EE~OERORE
Eahotc, KRE - REKE LMY Fr—1rD 7Y F AL 2HE L Te 2R Aho 7, AHFHE(DIME R -
R SE) 1, 1R TR & EELMKIME £ X >~ b (major adverse cardiac and cerebrovascular events:
MACCE) D877 b A LT 2582 a LTk b, EELENHM DX ) 2HBMACCE FEEED L\ 2 & 2
LT/ (Kim 2015), %7z, VIFZEHIEBESENTRLG O 1Z 5 30 EMB) O FHRIFERED %\ 2 L 2 L T 7 (Shen
2016), 7k, W@E, M, AEOMED T -y -2 2 Wf%sH Y, PD EHDOHEICIEERL 20U
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il D ~+—=0T
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0.2 0.5 5

BRI ERE O AD HR(ONY — FlH) & 5% EHX M EEH I N T W 1% X b 77— & fli
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i @ Kim 2014, Kim 2015, Kim 2017 1%, AU 5 —% <X— 2 (Korean Health Insurance Review and Assessment
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