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Fig. 1 Filter article flow diagram according to inclusion criteria
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Fig.2 Assessment of the methodological quality of the included studies



CRRT Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Pvents Total Pvents Total Weight  M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Hu et al.2001 1 10 4 10 26% 0.25[0.03,1.86] [
Huivwd etal 2017 a G0 12 il 7.8% 042016, 1.11] I
JiHL.etal.2011 a 36 a KL 51% Q.66 [0.24 1.83] - 1
LiLLzoma 4 a0 12 a1 7.8% 0.33[0.12 0.95] -
Li2.2020 a 27 14 27 91% 036 [0.15, 0.85] -

Li aB.et al.2004 3 14 A 14 33% QEO[OAT, 2.16] I
LivP.2014 1 13 4 13 26% 0.25[0.03, 1.95] —
Liu M etal.2011 1 10 q 16 2.3% 047 [0.01,2.89]

Shen Q.etal.2016 a 43 13 34 9.3% 0.50[0.23,1.07] -
Tian GX. 2016 a G0 12 a1l 7.8% 0.42[0.16,1.11] -
Wang xXm.2016 4 a0 14 al 12.4% 0.47[0.24 0.94] -
Wang vy etal 2018 a 36 10 36 6.5% 0.80[0.36,1.79] 1
HiaoxP.2014 2 17 G 13 4.4% 0.25[0.06,1.08] |
HuJm, etal2017 2 24 q 11 3 6% 0.22[0.081.03] - ]

XU 2013 1 12 a 20 2.4% 0.33[0.04 257 _
Zhang ¥ et al. 2016 1 a K] 14 1.4% 052 [0.07 473 -
Fhong ¥ etal 2017 fi ar ] ar A.9% 06T [0.26, 1.68] -1
Zhu JG et al. 2007 2 17 ] 14 6% 0.33[0.08, 1.458] -
ZouH.2018 1 22 2 15 1.9% 014 [0.01, 2.71]

Total (95% CI) h42 528 100.0%  0.44[0.34, 0.57] L

Total events Ga 151

0.005 0.1 10 200
Favours [CRRET] Favours [control]

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 760, df=18 (P = 0.498); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=6.27 (P = 0.00001}

—_

Fig.3 Comparison of forest plot of overall mortality rate between CRRT and control groups

ad Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl1

1.1.1 Scores less than 15

Deng Z¥ etal. 2014 41 13 32 78 28 32 64% -3B0[4.80,-270] —
Hou QC.et 212018 803 32 36 1155 45 36 47% -352[535,-169 —_—
Hu et al. 2001 44 16 10 75 2110 52%  -310[4.74,-1.48] e
Liky.2016 514 263 30 854 35 30 53% -3.40[4097,-183 —_—
Li GB.et al.2009 62 35 10 102 31 10 42% -400[6.10,-1.80] —_—
Liu M et al.2011 74 25 10 111 23 16  45% -370[562,-1.78] —_—
Peng Y etal 2017 6727 143 40 1234 238 40 T0% -5H2[648,-476] —

Shen (et al. 2016 64 26 43 123 28 36 6.2% -500[7.11,-469] —
Tian Jx et al 2015 4 1 B0 T2 60 TE% -300[357,-243 -
Wang LY.2017 805 315 45 1152 523 45  48% -3.47[525,-169] e
WL LM et al 2013 B2 23 40 13 21 18 62% -480[600,-360] —
HuJY.2013 7324 12 11 24 20 50% -3T0[5.42,-1.88] —
Y et al 2008 65 12 30 106 21 30 7.0% -410[497,-323] —
ang H.2013 83 24 26 112 31 26 54%  -1.00[3.44,-0.38] e
Zhang X.et al.2016 72 24 8 11 22 14  43% -3B0[5.82,-1.79] e
Zhong ¥ et al. 2017 68 31 37 11 48 37T 47% -4.20[6.04,-2.38] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 477 467  88.6% -3.93[-4.51,-3.36] *

Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.84, Chi*= 46.36, df=15 (P = 0.0001), F= 68%
estfor overall effect £= 13.37 (P = 0.00001}

1.1.2 Scores more than 15

Wei R.2016 127 23 40 206 A8 40 48% -7O0[G83-687] — —
XUuGBetalz13 11582 1.85 35 1685 2 35 B9% -533[6.24,-447
Subtotal (95% Cl) 75 75 114% -6.47[-8.97,-3.97] R

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2.71; Chif=5.57, df=1 (P=0.02); PF=82%
Test for averall effect: 7= 5.07 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 552 542 100.0% -4.20[-4.81,-3.58] *
Heterogeneity. Tau®= 1.22; ChiF= 69.91, df=17 (P = 0.00001); F= 76% o * p o
Testfor overall effect: 7= 13.35 (P < 0.00001) - oUr ;

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi=3.74. ¢i=1 (7 = 0.05), F= 73.2% CRRT[expenmental Favours fcontrol

Fig.4 Comparison of forest plot of APACHEII score between CRRT and control groups. (a)The scores of the first group were less

than 15 in two groups. (b)The scores of the contorl group were more than 15.



Experimental Control
Study or Subgrou Mean SD Total Mean
1.2.1 CRP<1
JiHL.etal.2011 0.85 0.86 36 1.149 0.549
Liu x5 etal. 2017 04 0.3 22 1.2 0.3
YuDZetal2015 0.82 0485 25 1.18 0.349
Subtotal (95% CI) 83

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 018, df= 2 {P=091), F=0%
'Bstfor averall effect Z=5.38 (P = 0.00001)

1.2.3 CRP<50

Lik¥Y.2016 a3 445 a0 iR] a.1
Liu JG.2019 5.4 1.2 a0 9.9 149
Liu h et al. 2011 668 201 10 1641 254
Wang XG etal. 2019 6.6 23 35 9.9 22
Wang Y etal 2018 16.5 5.1 36 187 5.2
HuGB etal 2013 1198 204 35 2377 415
Hudv.2013 6.5 21 12 167 26
Zhang Xetal 2016 667 202 2 1649 243
Zhou Jv.2015 1.6 14 23 235 28
Zou¥Detal 2017 a7a 238 a1 1702 3.89
Subtotal (95% CI) 270

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 17.38; Chi®= 31032, df= 9 (P = 0.00001}); F= 97%

Test for overall effect: Z= 6.78 (P = 0.00001)

1.2.4 CRP=50

Cuity etal 2017 80.23 51.06 16 10008 6437
Hou QC.etal 2018 490.03 432 36 1258 473
LivP.2014 13294 94382 13 15926 11048
Peng B etal 2019 41.33 1414 41 6031 1921
Shen Qetal2016 1156 368 43 2258 474
Wang LY.2017 89.52 4213 45 12643 4652
Zhu JG etal 2007 953 274 15 1211 3491
ZouH2018 490.4 4745 22 232499 10364
Subtotal (95% CI) 231

14
208

SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% C1

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

79%
2.0%
79%
23.8%

8.7%
79%
7.2%
TE%
6.6%
7.3%
7.3%
7.0%
7.5%
7.3%
71.3%

0.1%
0.5%
0.0%
27%
0.6%
0.6%
0.3%
0.1%
4.8%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1357.05; Chi®= 90.97, df=7 (P = 0.00001); F=92%

Testfor overall effect Z= 3,48 (P = 0.0004)
Total (95% CI) 584

Testfor overall effect Z=10.82 (P = 0.00001}

604 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 7.30; Chi®= 139616, df= 20 (P = 0.00001}); F= 99%

Testfor suboroun diffierences: Chi®= 54.81. df= 2 (P = 0.00001). F= 96.4%
Fig.5 Comparison of forest plot of CRP clearance effect between CRRT and control groups. (a) After intervention, CRP
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clearance effect was below 5 in both groups. (b)CRP clearance effect was between 5 and 50 in two groups. (¢)CRP clearance

effect was greater than 50 in two groups.

CRRT Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen ¥ etal.20149 4035 636 32 3658 T.A5 28 127%  3TF[0.2,7.37
LiYM etal 2002 421 BA 20 406 35 17 14.8% 1.50[1.80, 4,80 N e
Tian J¥ etal.2014 3z a B0 29 7 B0 22.3%  3.00([0.31, 5.649) —
UM etal2017 3325 623 25 301 5.84 11 90% 2.15[1.08, 7.28] -1
Fhong ¥ etal 2017 2TH R3 ar 27 R4 A7 18.3% 0A0[2.38, 3349 I
Fhou J¥ 20145 283 ATH 23 267 324 23 M8% 260[011,531) T
Total (95% CIy 197 176 100.0% 2.32[1.05,3.59] <
Heterogeneity: Chi*=2.83, df=5 (P=073) F=0% _1'0 '5 b é 1'0

Test for overall effect: £=3.48 (P =0.0003)

Fig.6 Comparison of forest plot of ALB level between CRRT and control groups.
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a Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD_Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.4.1 Scr less than 95

Chen DJ et al.2018 73.34 18485 49  B3.38 19.06 49 5.6% -165.04 [22.57,-7.51] -
Cuivy etal. 2017 G678 2772 16 79.94 60.03 11 a.1% -12.04 50,03, 25.99] -1
Wu LM.etal.2013 634 144 40 836 183 18 8.9% -15.20 [F24.91,-5.49] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 105 78 16.0% -15.03 [-20.90, -9.15] +
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*F=0.02, df=2 (P =099); F= 0%

Eat for overall effect: Z=5.01 (P = 0.00001)

1.4.5 Scr greater than 95

Chen F5.2020 T3 264 45 1258 5491 45 8.4% -48.580 [67.41,-29.549] -
ChenXetal2019 120,36 &7.01 32 165.23 56.44 28 5.2% -44 87 [F73.63,-16.11] -
Li kY2016 401 105 30 100 1441 30 5.5% -59.90 [66.48,-53.32] -
LilLL.2018 13215 374 40 32541 EBB.TE 40 53% -19326[216.73,-1658.749] -

LiYvYM et al 2002 126 43 20 280 78 17 50% -164.00[205.59,-122.41] -

Liuxs8 etal 2017 69.5 15 22 932 271 53 5.6% -29.70[39.32,-20.08] -
Sun JH.etal.2018 1312 221 39 2649 325 39 8.4% -133.70F146.03,-121.37] -
Tang'W.etal.2017 T88 2vAa 35 1246 638 35 8.3% -45 70 [F68.72,-22.68] -
Wan C5.2017 103.64 2987 G0 185.67 72.33 &0 5.4% -82.03 [F101.83,-62.23] -
Wang LF.2020 103.63 29.88 15 18568 72.34 15 5.0% -82.05 [121.65,-42.45] -
Wang Y etal 2018 T25 134 3 1016 184 36 5.5% -29.10[36.54,-21 66] -
HuFetal 2019 132.25 1586 32 36343 2585 32 58% -23118[241.72,-220.64] -

Hu M. etal. 2017 102 374 25 23897 357 11 5.3% -127.70[153.39,-102.01] -

Yang H.2013 46,22 12.04 25 133.24 4502 25 8.4% -87.02 [105.29,-68.74] -
Zhong X etal 2017 116.6 67.4 ar 345 TH2 ar 5.2% -228.40[261.91,-194.89] I

Zhou Jy.2015 403.3 1253 23 B28.5 1308 23 4.2% 2222029623, 14817 —

Subtotal (95% CI) 516 526 84.0% -111.27 [-147.07, -75.47] -
Heterogeneity, Tau®=5128.23; Chi*=1417.38, df= 15 (P = 0.00001); F=99%

Test far overall effect: Z=6.09 (P = 0.00001}

Total (95% CI) 621 604 100.0%  -95.59 [-126.71, -64.46] -
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 4595.84; Chi*= 1780.53, df= 18 (P = 0.00001}; F= 99% = o0 o

Test for overall effect: Z=6.02 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor suboroun differences: Chi®=27.04. df=1 (P = 0.000011. F= 95.3%

Fig.7 Comparison of forest plot of SCr level between CRRT and control groups

95. (b)The SCr level of control groups was greater than 100.

CRRET [experimental] Favours [control]

(a)The SCr level of two groups was less than

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight N, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Chen Dul et al. 2018 386 0.4 49 382 04 48 183% 0.04 012, 0.20] -
LiuJdez20149 365 0483 a0 419 068 a0 17.3%  -0.84 [-0.78 -0.30] —
Liuxs etal 2017 41 04 22 45 04 43 17T6% -0.40[-0.61,-0.14] —
MiZH.2013 39 045 28 38 07 22 155% 010[-0.24, 0.44] -
Wan C5.2017 4.08 051 G0 377 073 60 17.5% 0.31[0.08, 0.54] —
YWang LF.2020 438 05 15 376 072 15 13.8% 0.63[0.19,1.07] -
Total (95% CI) 225 249 100.0%  -0.00[-0.31, 0.31] *
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.13; Chi*=47.11, df= 5 (P = 0.00001); *= 89% B g 5 ;

Testfor overall effect: £=0.00 {F=1.00}

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Fig.8 Comparison of forest plot of Serum potassium level between CRRT and control groups.



