%o

study (year) HR (95% ClI) Weight

Ayari (2009) ; - 3.81 (1.32, 11.00) 41.78
Takayama (2009) i 1.01 (0.92, 1.11) 58.22
Overall, DL (12 =83.3%, p = 0.014) 1.76 (0.49, 6.35) 100.00
| | | I
A .6 s 15

NOTE: Weights are from random-effects model

Supplementary Fig.1l. CD68+TAMs detected in stromal with RFS
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* Subgroup and study (year) HR (95% CI) Weight
1 TUR/not specified
Hanada (2000) 5.96 (1.15, 30.91) 0.05
Chai (2007) 4 1.01 (0.96, 1.06) 23.33
Wang (2015) —_— 2.13 (1.33, 3.41) 0.55
Bostrdm(TUR) (2015) 4 1.03 (1.02, 1.05) 37.15
Subgroup, DL (12 = 78.8%, p = 0.003) D 1.05 (0.97, 1.14) 61.06
2 RC
Bostrom(RC) (2015) 4 1.00 (0.99, 1.01) 38.21
Tervahartiala (2017) 3.50 (0.99, 12.44) 0.08
Qi (2019) - 1.36 (0.86, 2.17) 0.56
Stakhovskyi (2022) S E— 1.42 (0.44, 4.63) 0.09
Subgroup, DL (12 = 47.6%, p = 0.126) <:> 1.23 (0.86, 1.76) 38.94
Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.395
Overall, DL (I2 = 74.7%, p < 0.001) ' 1.02 (0.99, 1.06) 100.00
T I T T
A 5 1 2 50
NOTE: Weights and betwaen subgroup heterogeneity test are from random effocts model
%
C « study (year) HR (95% CI) Weight
Sjédahl (2014) -;—~— 152 (1.08, 2.14) 40.03
Bostrém (2015) ; 1.03 (1.01, 1.05) 59.97
Overall, DL (I? = 79.9%, p = 0.026) 1.21 (0.83, 1.75) 100.00

T T
1 5

NOTE: Weights arc fram randam-cffects model

B * Subgroup and study (year)

"
%

HR(95%Cl)  Weight
1 TUR+BCG
Ayari (2009) —— 250 (0.98,6.37) 082
Suriana (2013) —_— 0.55(0.34,092) 277
Ajli (2013) —_—————— 287 (0.77,10.65)  0.42
Pichler (2016) | —— 334 (201,555 2567
Subgroup, DL (I = 89.0%, p<0.001) = _——= 1.83 (0.63,5.35)  6.69
2 Other therapies
Chai (2007) ' 1.03(1.01,1.06) 4256
Avari (2013) ——— 156 (0.80,3.05)  1.58
Bostrém (2015) + 1.00 (0.98,1.03)  42.66
Wang (2015) —of— 0.91(062,1.35 427
Qi (2019) _— 1.35(0.77,235) 224
Subgroup, DL (12 = 20.6%, p = 0.284) 1.02 (0.99, 1.04) 93.31
|
Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.284 i
Overall, DL (I = 78.9%, p < 0.001) o 1.05 (0.97,1.15) 100.00
T T T
A 5 1 2 50
NOTE: Weights and batween-subgroup heterogeneity tast are from random-etiects model
D *study (year) HR (95% CI) Weight
Sjédanl (2014) —_— 1.16 (0.82, 1.62) 0.14
Bostrom (2015) g 1.00 (0.99, 1.02) 99.86
Overall, IV (I2 = 0.0%, p = 0.406) 1.00 (0.99, 1.02) 100.00

Supplementary Fig. 2. Prognostic role of CD68+TAMs in UC patients(univariate data)
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" study (year) HR (95% Cl) Weight
Xu (2017) —’i— 1.74 (1.09, 2.78) 57.27
Wang (2020) : + 2.42 (1.30, 4.52) 32.32
Stakhovskyi (2022) E * 3.39 (1.13, 10.16) 10.41
Overall, IV (1> = 0.0%, p = 0.461) <> 2.08 (1.46, 2.96) 100.00

| ‘ | |
A 2 13
%

* study (year) HR (95% ClI) Weight
Suriano (2013) E * 3.84 (2.83, 11.82) 10.63
Lima (2014) ¢§ 2.11 (0.97, 4.60) 8.98
Pichler (2016) —+— 2.01 (1.46, 2.77) 52.96
Chenard (2021) —b— 2.52 (1.61, 3.92) 27.43
Overall, IV (12 = 0.0%, p = 0.413) <> 2.30 (1.82, 2.91) 100.00
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Supplementary Fig. 3. Prognostic role of CD163+TAMs in UC patients(univariate data)
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“study (year) HR (95% CI) Weight
Wang (2015) — 3.45 (2.07, 5.75) 32.45
Xu (2017) — 1.74 (1.09, 2.78) 38.69
Wang (2020) —_— 2.42 (1.30, 4.52) 21.83
Stakhovskyi (2022) 3.39 (1.13, 10.16) 7.03
Overall, IV ( = 27.0%, p = 0.250) <> 2.45 (1.83, 3.28) 100.00
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* study (year) HR (95% CI) Weight
Xu (2017) — 1.62 (1.02, 2.56) 81.07
Miyake (2017) > 3.35 (1.29, 8.66) 18.93
Overall, IV (F = 44.9%, p = 0.178) <> 1.86 (1.23, 2.81) 100.00

%

i2

Supplementary fig. 4.Prognostic role of M2

CD163+/CD204+ TAMs in UC patients(univariate data)

“study (year) HR (95% Cl) Weight
Suriano (2013) —+— 384(283, 11.82) 9.27
Lima (2014) —v— 2.11 (0.97, 4.60) 7.84
Miyake (2017) —+— 2.31 (1.27, 4.30) 12.74
Pichler (2016) — 2.01 (1.46, 2.77) 46.21
Chenard (2021) —'-o— 2.52 (1.61, 3.92) 23.93
Overall, IV (I2 = 0.0%, p = 0.581) <> 2.30 (1.85, 2.86) 100.00
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Fig. 5. Publication bias among the included studies
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