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Supplementary Fig.2   Sensitivity analysis. 
In sensitivity analysis, the results remained consistent after excluding the studies one by one.
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Supplementary Fig.3. Effects of hydrogen sulfide donor type on serum creatinine levels. Garlic Extract: Allicin, diallyl disulfide (DADS), diallyl sulfide (DAS), and diallyl trisulfide (DATS); ADT-OH: 5-(4-hydroxyphenyl)-3H-1,2-dithiocyclopentene-3-thione
[image: ]
















Supplementary Fig.4. Effects of animal species on serum creatinine levels.
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Supplementary Fig.5 Effects of administration method on serum creatinine levels. ip: intraperitoneal injection, ig: intragastric, iv: intravenous injection, po: peros(Latin)- oral administration.
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Supplementary Fig.6 The funnel plot represents the SMDs for serum creatinine level plotted against their standard error, with the vertical line representing the total summed estimates similar to the forest plot.
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Supplementary Fig.7   Egger regression test 
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Supplementary Fig.8   After the application of the clipping method, the number of additions was 0.  [image: ]




Supplementary Fig.9 Effects of hydrogen sulfide donor type on serum creatinine levels. 5
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