SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
Table S1.  The risk of bias in non-randomized studies of interventions, version 2 (ROBINS-I V2) assessment
	Author, year
	Bias due to confounding
	Bias in classification of interventions
	Bias in selection of participants into the study
	Bias due to deviations from intended interventions
	Bias due to missing data
	Bias in measurement of the outcome
	Bias in selection of the reported result
	Overall risk of bias
	Description

	Ackley et al, 2021
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	-

	Schieber et al, 2021
	M
	L
	L
	M
	L
	L
	L
	S
	Bias due to confounding (M): data were not adjusted
Bias due to deviations from intended interventions (M): no presumption of effectiveness has been made.

	Pettit et al, 2021
	M
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	M
	Bias due to confounding (M): data were not adjusted

	Seethapathy et al, 2022
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	-

	Koga et al, 2022
	M
	S
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	S
	Bias due to confounding (M): data were not adjusted
Bias in classification of interventions (S): grouping not mentioned in the method

	Sunny S et al, 2022
	M
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	M
	Bias due to confounding (M): data were not adjusted

	Umemura et al, 2023
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	-

	Zaki et al, 2023
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	-

	Gonzalez et al, 2024
	M
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	M
	Bias due to confounding (M): data were not adjusted

	Chang et al, 2024
	M
	L
	L
	L
	S
	L
	L
	S
	Bias due to confounding (M): data were not adjusted 
Bias due to missing data (S): the impact of the analysis due to missing values for some results cannot be ruled out

	Yang et al, 2024
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	-

	Park et al, 2024
	M
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	M
	Bias due to confounding (M): data were not adjusted

	Yamada et al, 2024
	M
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	M
	Bias due to confounding (M): data were not adjusted


L, low; M, moderate; S, serious





































Fig. S1 Risk of bias for included randomized control trial




[image: ] Fig. S2 Forest plot for sensitivity analysis restricted to low risk of bias studies (patients with severe renal impairment treated with RDV versus those not treated with RDV).
The x mark was excluded in the sensitivity analysis and reanalyzed because the risk of bias assessment was moderate or serious.
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Fig. S3 Forest plot for sensitivity analysis restricted to low risk of bias studies (patients with severe renal impairment (SRI) treated with RDV versus non-SRI patients treated with RDV).
The x mark was excluded in the sensitivity analysis and reanalyzed because the risk of bias assessment was moderate or serious. 
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image6.png
Favours [SRI]  Favours [non-SRI]




image7.png
RDV in severe renal impairment

RDV in non- severe renal impairment

Odds ratio Odds ratio Risk «

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI A B C |
v Ackley 2021 19 40 9 40 70.2% 3.12[1.18, 8.20] ——

X Chang 2024 64 307 126 1036 0.0% 1.90[1.36, 2.65]

X Gonzalez Suarez 2024 50 273 214 2751 0.0% 2.66[1.90, 3.72]

X Pettit 2021 5] 20 4 115 0.0% 9.25[2.23, 38.31]

X Sunny 2023 12 58] 68 361 0.0% 1.20[0.60, 2.40]

v Umemura 2023 3 23 3 23 29.8% 1.00[0.18 , 5.56] —

Total 63 63 100.0% 2.22[0.80, 6.15] ‘

Total events: 22 12

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.54 (P = 0.12) ob o y 100

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable Favours [RDV with SRI] Favours [RDV without SRI]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.14; Chi? = 1.28, df = 1 (P = 0.26); I> = 22%




image1.png
selq Jauio
(se1q Bupodai) Bupiodas anpajes

eGN0Iy 1(581q Uopie) Biep awiooo ajolduod)
sewooino

(se|q uopajep) Juswssasse WO Jo Bujpuyg
Sawano fy (se1q soueurioad) puuosiad pue siuedpiied jo Bulpulg

(se1q Uopoalas) aeeoUw UopEDOlN
(se1q uoppajas) uopeseush aouanbas wopuey

Ackley 2021
Chang 2024

Gonzalez Suarez 2024

Koga 2022

Park 2024

Petit 2021
Schieber 2021

Seethapathy 2022

ss=202¢ 9|99 @@ @2

Sunny 2023
Umemura 2023

Yamada 2024

‘Yang 2024

Zaki 2023





image2.png




image3.png
selq Jauio
(se1q Bupodai) Bupiodas anpajes

eGN0Iy 1(581q Uopie) Biep awiooo ajolduod)
sewooino

(se|q uopajep) Juswssasse WO Jo Bujpuyg
Sawano fy (se1q soueurioad) puuosiad pue siuedpiied jo Bulpulg

(se1q Uopoalas) aeeoUw UopEDOlN
(se1q uoppajas) uopeseush aouanbas wopuey

Ackley 2021
Chang 2024

Gonzalez Suarez 2024

Koga 2022

Park 2024

Petit 2021
Schieber 2021

Seethapathy 2022

ss=202¢ 9|99 @@ @2

Sunny 2023
Umemura 2023

Yamada 2024

‘Yang 2024

Zaki 2023





image4.png




