Database Search terms

CENTRAL #1. kidney transplant*
#2. ELISPOT

#3. #1 and #2
MEDLINE (OVID) 1. exp kidney transplantation/
2. Enzyme-linked Immunospot Assay/

3.1and?2
EMBASE 1.transplantation/exp

2. elispot
3 #1 AND #2

Table S1. Databases and search strategy.



Study Odds ratio %
ID for AR (95% CI) Weight
1
Agustine 2005 — 4.33(1.03, 18.30) 5.42
1
I
Agustine 2007 - 3.64(1.36,9.75) 11.59
I
Agustine 2008 —_— 3.39(1.35, 8.48) 13.35
1
Crespo 2015 —— 1.50 (0.61, 3.68) 13.99
I
I
Hricik 2013 B — 3.39(1.38,8.31) 13.96
I
Hricik AJT 2015 -+ : 1.71 (0.61, 4.80) 10.58
I
Kim 2007 ' 6.84 (1.44, 32.40) 465
1
1
Kim 2012 . -+ 6.50 (1.94, 21.79) 7.69
I
Nickel 2004 : -+ ) 7.74 (1.54, 38.92) 4.31
I
Crespo 2017 - 2.01(0.56, 7.13) 6.99
1
1
Gandolfini 2018 — 434 (1.27,14.81) 7.47
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p=0.575) O 3.18(2.27, 4.44) 100.00
1
1
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
I I
2 34 68 12

Figure S1. Forest plot analysis of acute rejection, excluding the tacrolimus

withdrawal study.
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Figure S2. Hierarchical summary receiver operating
characteristic (HSROC) plot of analysis of acute
rejection, excluding the tacrolimus withdrawal study.
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Figure S3. Relationship
between sensitivity or specificity and

the prevalence of thymoglobulin use
(panel A), the prevalence of African
Americans (panel B), the publication
year (panel C) of each study, estimated
by random-effects metaanalysis

(ie, metaregression) after exclusion

of tacrolimus withdrawal study.

IFN-y ELISPOT Sensitivity (%)

IFN-y ELISPOT Sensitivity (%)

IFN-y ELISPOT Sensitivity (%)

Relation between
IFN-y ELISPOT Sensitivity and rATG Use

90
80 Wm 583; ””c'r'a'smwmm 2018
704 o
60 \A%j\
50 Hricik AJT 2015
NickePgo6ine ﬁgﬁ""%’
404
304
204
10
T T T T T T
0 20 40 60 80 100
Proportion with rATG Induction (%)
Difference in predicted sensitivity according to rATG use (P=0.74; I’=0_41):
no patient on rATG = 62%
all patients on rATG = 49%
Relation between
IFN-y ELISPOT Sensitivity and AA Race
90
so KRB
70- R— -
60 Agustine 2005
50 - 8 annkAJT 2!2)*15g X
Nickel. R
40- ckel2004
30
20
10
T T T T T T
0 20 40 60 80 100
Proportion of AAs (%)
Difference in predicted sensitivity accordlng to AA race (P=0.16; I°=0.26):
No AAs in the study population = 67%
All study population being AAs = 43%
Relation between
IFN-y ELISPOT Sensitivity and Publication Year
90
801 o Kim 2007 ____. K|m2012 -=-55" " OGandolfini 2018
0 smme, —— ’ .- Crespo 2017
601 M
50 Agustme 2007 Hricik zoﬁ-mcnk AJT 2015
40| ONickel 2004 Agus"mm ,,,,,,,,,, Crespo 2015
30 <
20
10
— T T T T T T T T T T T T
T OV © KN O O O = N M ¥ OV O N~ ©
© O O © © O ™ ™ ™ ™ ™ ™ ™ v+
e B € G Gy G S ED 0y 6 Oy By B D
N N N N N N d NN & N N N N N

Publication Year

Difference in predicted sensitivity according to Publication Year (P=0.28; I2=0.33):
All publications in 2005 = 52%
All publications in 2015 = 64%
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Publication Year

Difference in predicted specificity according to Publication Year (P=0.00; |7=0.62):
All publication in 2005 = 80%
All publications n 2015 = 58%
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Relation between
IFN-y ELISPOT Specificity and Geographical Location
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Geographical Location of the Study

Difference in predicted specificity according to geographical location (P=0.16; IZ=0.7S):

If all studies were from Europe = 40%
If all studies were from North-America = 72%
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Difference in predicted sensitivity according to geographical location (P=0.69; 12=0.29):

If all studies were from Europe = 40%
If all studies were from North-America = 72%

Figure S4. Relationship between sensitivity or specificity and the
geographical area of the study.




