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ON-LINE FIG 1. Funnel plot illustrating the publication bias of the meta-analysis.
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ON-LINE FIG 2. Egger test excluding the publication bias of the meta-analysis.
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ON-LINE FIG 3. PRISMA flow diagram presents the screening process.
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Records excluded
(n=571)

1. Review/Case
Report/Comment/Protocol/
Editorial/Letter/Animal Trial
(n = 240)

2. Not Intracranial
atherosclerosis stenosis
lesions (n = 135)

3. Stent not used or multiple
treatments mixed (n = 60)

4. In-stent restenosis is not
explored (n = 116)

S. Intracranial and extracranial
cases cannot be separated
(n = 10)

6. Imaging evaluation of in-
stent restenosis (n = 9)

7. Treatment of in-stent
restenosis (n = 1)

Full-text articles excluded, with 5
reasons below
(n=24)
1. Not SClin English (n = 8)
Sample size less than20(n = 7)
3. Studying complex cerebral
artery stenosis (n = 1)

4. Lack of data of in-stent
restenosis (n = 5)

5. Study population repetition
(n=3)

N




Weight Weight
Study Events Total Proportion 95%-Cl (fixed) (random)
Alurkar A. 7 121 =} 0.058 [0.024;0.116] 3.3% 2.3%
Li G.W. 3 46 ——i 0.065 [0.014;0.179] 1.3% 2.0%
Bose A. 3 40 —4—:— 0.075 [0.016;0.204] 1.1% 1.9%
Du Z.H. 0 3—1 0.000 [0.000;0.106] 0.9% 1.8%
Duan G.L. 5 44 — 0.114 [0.038;0.246] 1.2% 1.9%
Durst C.R. 6 30 —— 0.200 [0.077;0.386] 0.8% 1.7%
Feng Z.Z. 3 44 —— 0.068 [0.014;0.187] 1.2% 1.9%
Fiorella D. 4 32 —o—:— 0.125 [0.035;0.290] 0.9% 1.8%
Freitas J.M. 3 23 ——— 0.130 [0.028;0.336] 0.6% 1.6%
Gandini R. 0 21— 0.000 [0.000;0.161] 0.6% 1.5%
Guo X.B. 0 32—} 0.000 [0.000;0.109] 0.9% 1.8%
He Y.K. 4 10 +— 0.400 [0.122;0.738] 0.3% 1.1%
Jiang W.J. 113 485 §: _ 0.233 [0.196; 0.273] 13.2% 2.5%
Jiang W.J. 19 94 e 0.202 [0.126;0.298] 2.6% 2.2%
Jiang W.J. 12 45 —— 0.267 [0.146;0.419] 1.2% 1.9%
Jin M. 57 233 §: —&=— 0.245 [0.191;0.305] 6.3% 2.4%
Kim K.S. 3 31 ——— 0.097 [0.020; 0.258] 0.9% 1.8%
Lee KY. 1 17 —‘—:— 0.059 [0.001;0.287] 0.5% 1.4%
Levy E.I. 25 78 §: — 0.321 [0.219; 0.436] 2.1% 2.2%
Bai W.X. 6 82 —=— 0.073 [0.027;0.152] 2.2% 2.2%
LiJ. 1 19 _._4_ 0.053 [0.001;0.260] 0.5% 1.5%
Li T.X. 62 208 o —E— 0.298 [0.237;0.365] 5.7% 2.4%
LiY.Y. 5 146 = §: 0.034 [0.011;0.078] 4.0% 2.4%
Lylyk P. 13 58 —-:—-— 0.224 [0.125;0.353] 1.6% 2.1%
Maier I.L. 8 79 —= 0.101 [0.045;0.190] 2.2% 2.2%
Miao Z.R. 16 79 4{—'— 0.203 [0.120; 0.308] 2.2% 2.2%
Park S. 5 19 ——— 0.263 [0.091;0.512] 0.5% 1.5%
Park S.C. 11 80 —'—:— 0.138 [0.071;0.233] 2.2% 2.2%
Qureshi ALl 3 M —1—7 0.273 [0.060; 0.610] 0.3% 1.1%
Salik A.E. 2 60 =— 0.033 [0.004;0.115] 1.6% 2.1%
Samaniego E.A. 9 21 §: —_— 0.429 [0.218;0.660] 0.6% 1.5%
Shin Y.S. 17 69 H—— 0.246 [0.151;0.365] 1.9% 2.1%
Suh D.C. 0 28— §: 0.000 [0.000;0.123] 0.8% 1.7%
Tang C.W. 2 56 +— §: 0.036 [0.004;0.123] 1.5% 2.0%
Wang X.F. 6 45 —=r— 0.133 [0.051;0.268] 1.2% 1.9%
Wang Z.L. 12 46 ‘1'—'— 0.261 [0.143;0.411] 1.3% 2.0%
Wang Z.L. 21 103 - 0.204 [0.131;0.295] 2.8% 2.3%
Wolfe T.J. 7 29 ——— 0.241 [0.103; 0.435] 0.8% 1.7%
Yud. 21 77 5:—'— 0.273 [0.177;0.386] 2.1% 2.2%
YuS.C. 5 49 ——— 0.102 [0.034;0.222] 1.3% 2.0%
YuS.C. 11 59 —4—«— 0.186 [0.097;0.309] 1.6% 2.1%
Yue X. 14 57 —— 0.246 [0.141;0.378] 1.6% 2.1%
Zaidat O.0. 10 34 P 0.294 [0.151;0.475] 0.9% 1.8%
Zhang L. 7 45 —fl— 0.156 [0.065; 0.295] 1.2% 1.9%
Zhang L. 13 39 — 0.333 [0.191;0.502] 1.1% 1.9%
Zhang Y. 10 154 —=— §: 0.065 [0.032;0.116] 4.2% 2.4%
Zhang Y. 12 115 —==f 0.104 [0.055;0.175] 3.1% 2.3%
Zhou Y.H. 20 106 —:—-— 0.189 [0.119; 0.276] 2.9% 2.3%
Zhu S.G. 20 65 §: —_— 0.308 [0.199; 0.434] 1.8% 2.1%
ZiW.J. 4 62 ——n 0.065 [0.018;0.157] 1.7% 2.1%
Turk A.S. 29 93 §: — 0.312 [0.220; 0.416] 2.5% 2.2%

fl
"

Fixed effect model 3652 3 0.161 [0.149; 0.173] 100.0% -
Random effects model <>I — 0.148 [0.119; 0.179] - 100.0%

Heterogeneity: /2 = 82%, 12 = 0.0166, p <001 T T
0 01020304 0506 07

ON-LINE FIG 4. Forest plot demonstrates the rate of ISR in patients with intracranial atherosclerosis after stent implantation.
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ISR vs Mean Age Regression Plot
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ON-LINE FIG 5. Bubble plot demonstrates the association between the mean age in the studies and the ISR rate.
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Study Events Total Proportion 95%-Cl Weight

study.type = prospective :
Li G.w. 3 46 —'—‘— 0.065 [0.014;0.179] 2.0%

Bose A. 3 40 ——— 0.075 [0.016;0.204] 1.9%
Jiang W.J. 19 94 — 0.202 [0.126; 0.298] 2.2%
Jiang W.J. 12 45 — 0.267 [0.146;0.419] 1.9%
Jin M. 57 233 Do 0.245 [0.191;0.305] 2.4%
Levy E.I. 25 78 P —l— 0.321 [0.219;0.436] 2.2%
Li T.X. 62 208 D R 0.298 [0.237;0.365] 2.4%
Wang Z.L. 12 46 —_— 0.261 [0.143;0.411] 2.0%
YuS.C. 5 49 —F=— 0.102 [0.034;0.222] 2.0%
YuS.C. 1" 59 e 0.186 [0.097;0.309] 2.1%
Zaidat 0.0. 10 34 —a— 0.294 [0.151;0.475] 1.8%
Random effects model 932 < 0.209 [0.160; 0.263] 22.9%

Heterogeneity: 12 = 69%, ©° = 0.0071, p < 0.01

study.type = retrospective :
121 = 0.058 [0.024;0.116] 2.3%

Alurkar A. 7

Du Z.H. 0 33— 0.000 [0.000;0.106] 1.8%
Duan G.L. 5 44 —E—— 0.114 [0.038; 0.246] 1.9%
Durst C.R. 6 30 — 0.200 [0.077;0.386] 1.7%
Feng Z.Z. 3 4 88— 0.068 [0.014;0.187] 1.9%
Fiorella D. 4 32 —=— 0.125 [0.035; 0.290] 1.8%
Freitas J.M. 3 23 —Wl—— 0.130 [0.028; 0.336] 1.6%
Gandini R. 0 21—+ 0.000 [0.000;0.161] 1.5%
Guo X.B. 0 32— 0.000 [0.000;0.109] 1.8%
He Y.K. 4 10 T 0.400 [0.122;0.738] 1.1%
Jiang W.J. 113 485 3 0.233 [0.196; 0.273] 2.5%
Kim K.S. 3 31— 0.097 [0.020; 0.258] 1.8%
Lee K\Y. 1 17 =——— 0.059 [0.001; 0.287] 1.4%
Bai W.X. 6 82 = 0.073 [0.027; 0.152] 2.2%
LiJ. 1 19 =—7— 0.053 [0.001; 0.260] 1.5%
LiY.Y. 5 146 = ! 0.034 [0.011;0.078] 2.4%
Lylyk P. 13 58 — 0.224 [0.125; 0.353] 2.1%
Maier I.L. 8 79 - 0.101 [0.045; 0.190] 2.2%
Miao Z.R. 16 79 - 0.203 [0.120; 0.308] 2.2%
Park S. 5 19 — 0.263 [0.091; 0.512] 1.5%
Park S.C. 11 80 —H— 0.138 [0.071;0.233] 2.2%
Qureshi A.l. 3 "1 —F—s 0.273 [0.060; 0.610] 1.1%
Salik A.E. 2 60 B 0.033 [0.004; 0.115] 2.1%
Samaniego E.A. 9 21 P — 0.429 [0.218; 0.660] 1.5%
Shin Y.S. 17 69 —a 0.246 [0.151;0.365] 2.1%
Suh D.C. 0 28— 0.000 [0.000; 0.123] 1.7%
Tang C.W. 2 56 #+—: 0.036 [0.004; 0.123] 2.0%
Wang X.F. 6 45 —H— 0.133 [0.051; 0.268] 1.9%
Wang Z.L. 21 103 HE— 0.204 [0.131;0.295] 2.3%
Wolfe T.J. 7 29 —_ 0.241 [0.103; 0.435] 1.7%
YuJ. 21 77 —E— 0.273 [0.177;0.386] 2.2%
Yue X. 14 57 —— 0.246 [0.141;0.378] 2.1%
Zhang L. 7 45 —E— 0.156 [0.065; 0.295] 1.9%
Zhang L. 13 39 P — 0.333 [0.191;0.502] 1.9%
Zhang Y. 10 154 =+ 0.065 [0.032; 0.116] 2.4%
Zhang Y. 12 115 =+ 0.104 [0.055; 0.175] 2.3%
Zhou Y.H. 20 106 |l 0.189 [0.119; 0.276] 2.3%
Zhu S.G. 20 65 P 0.308 [0.199; 0.434] 2.1%
ZiW.J. 4 62 = 0.065 [0.018; 0.157] 2.1%
Turk A.S. 29 93 e 0.312 [0.220; 0.416] 2.2%
Random effects model 2720 O 0.132 [0.100; 0.167] 77.1%

Heterogeneity: 12 =82%, v* = 0.0174, p <0.01

Random effects model 3652 < 0.148 [0.119; 0.179] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: /2 = 82%, t*=0.0166,p<0b1 T T T T T T 1

Residual heterogeneity: /2= 81%, p <0.010 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Test for subgroup differences: xf =5.78,df =1 (p = 0.02)

ON-LINE FIG 6. Forest plot demonstrates the ISR rate, with subgroup analysis regarding study type.
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Study Events Total Proportion 95%-Cl Weight

region = Asia :
121 & 0.058 [0.024;0.116] 2.5%

Alurkar A. 7

Li G.W. 3 46 0.065 [0.014;0.179] 2.1%
Du Z.H. 0 33— 0.000 [0.000; 0.106] 2.0%
Duan G.L. 5 44 —=— 0.114 [0.038; 0.246] 2.1%
Feng Z.Z. 3 44 0.068 [0.014; 0.187] 2.1%
Guo X.B. 0 32— 0.000 [0.000; 0.109] 1.9%
He Y.K. 4 10 : 0.400 [0.122;0.738] 1.2%
Jiang W.J. 19 94 — 0.202 [0.126; 0.298] 2.4%
Jiang W.J. 12 45 —a— 0.267 [0.146; 0.419] 2.1%
Jin M. 57 233 Do 0.245 [0.191; 0.305] 2.6%
Kim K.S. 3 31 =i 0.097 [0.020; 0.258] 1.9%
Lee K.Y. 1 17— 0.059 [0.001; 0.287] 1.5%
Bai W.X. 6 82 = 0.073 [0.027; 0.152] 2.4%
LiJ. 1 19 +—— 0.053 [0.001; 0.260] 1.6%
Li T.X. 62 208 . 0.298 [0.237; 0.365] 2.6%
LivY.Y. 5 146 = 0.034 [0.011; 0.078] 2.5%
Miao Z.R. 16 79 . 0.203 [0.120; 0.308] 2.4%
Park S. 5 19 —_— 0.263 [0.091; 0.512] 1.6%
Park S.C. 11 80 —— 0.138 [0.071; 0.233] 2.4%
Shin Y.S. 17 69 — 0.246 [0.151; 0.365] 2.3%
Suh D.C. 0 28— 0.000 [0.000; 0.123] 1.9%
Tang C.W. 2 56 &+ 0.036 [0.004; 0.123] 2.2%
Wang X.F. 6 45 —HF— 0.133 [0.051; 0.268] 2.1%
Wang Z.L. 12 46 —E— 0.261 [0.143;0.411] 2.1%
Wang Z.L. 21 103 e 0.204 [0.131; 0.295] 2.4%
Yu J. 21 77 P —— 0.273 [0.177;0.386] 2.3%
Yu S.C. 5 49 ——— 0.102 [0.034; 0.222] 2.2%
Yu S.C. 11 59 B 0.186 [0.097; 0.309] 2.2%
Yue X. 14 57 —— 0.246 [0.141;0.378] 2.2%
Zhang L. 7 45 — 0.156 [0.065; 0.295] 2.1%
Zhang L. 13 39 | —— 0.333 [0.191; 0.502] 2.0%
Zhang Y. 10 154 =+ 0.065 [0.032; 0.116] 2.5%
Zhang Y. 12 115 = 0.104 [0.055; 0.175] 2.5%
Zhou Y.H. 20 106 - 0.189 [0.119; 0.276] 2.4%
Zhu S.G. 20 65 P 0.308 [0.199; 0.434] 2.3%
ZiW.J. 4 62 =+ 0.065 [0.018;0.157] 2.3%
Random effects model 2558 < 0.136 [0.103; 0.172] 78.1%

Heterogeneity: /? = 83%, t° = 0.0172, p < 0.01

region = others :
Gandini R. 0o 21 »——‘- 0.000 [0.000; 0.161] 1.7%

Lylyk P. 13 58 i 0.224 [0.125; 0.353] 2.2%
Maier |.L. 8 79 -+ 0.101 [0.045; 0.190] 2.4%
Salik A.E. 2 60 = 0.033 [0.004; 0.115]  2.2%
Random effects model 218 === 0.076 [0.011; 0.181] 8.5%
Heterogeneity: /° = 80%, t* = 0.0187, p < 0.01 i

region = USA

Durst C.R. 6 30 —E— 0.200 [0.077;0.386] 1.9%
Fiorella D. 4 32 —F 0.125 [0.035; 0.290] 1.9%
Levy E.I. 25 78 P —— 0.321 [0.219; 0.436] 2.3%
Qureshi A.l. 3 M — 0.273 [0.060; 0.610]  1.3%
Samaniego E.A. 9 21 L B 0.429 [0.218;0.660] 1.7%
Wolfe T.J. 7 29 ——a— 0.241 [0.103; 0.435] 1.9%
Turk A.S. 29 93 S 0.312 [0.220; 0.416] 2.4%
Random effects model 294 - 0.270 [0.206; 0.339] 13.4%

Heterogeneity: 12 = 30%, ©* = 0.0027, p = 0.20

Random effects model 3070 <> 0.145 [0.114; 0.179] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 12 = 83%, 1= 0.0181,p<0b1 T T T T T T

Residual heterogeneity: /2= 81%, p <0.010 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Test for subgroup differences: xg =17.50,df =2 (p <0.01)

ON-LINE FIG 7. Forest plot demonstrates the ISR rate, with subgroup analysis regarding region.
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Study Events Total Proportion 95%-Cl Weight

follow.up.rate.more.than.60.percent = N :
He Y.K. 4 10 0.400 [0.122;0.738] 1.1%

Jiang W.J. 19 94 A 0.202 [0.126;0.298] 2.2%
Jiang W.J. 12 45 —— 0.267 [0.146;0.419] 1.9%
Kim K.S. 3 31 = 0.097 [0.020;0.258] 1.8%
Bai W.X. 6 82 —=+— 0.073 [0.027;0.152] 2.2%
Li T.X. 62 208 P 0.298 [0.237;0.365] 2.4%
Lylyk P. 13 58 — 0.224 [0.125;0.353] 2.1%
Park S. 5 19 — 0.263 [0.091;0.512] 1.5%
Qureshi A.l. 3 11 —V—s 0.273 [0.060;0.610] 1.1%
Samaniego E.A. 9 21 P 0.429 [0.218;0.660] 1.5%
Suh D.C. 0 28— 0.000 [0.000;0.123] 1.7%
Wang Z.L. 12 46 —J—— 0.261 [0.143;0.411] 2.0%
Wang Z.L. 21 103 e 0.204 [0.131;0.295] 2.3%
Wolfe T.J. 7 29 ——a— 0.241 [0.103;0.435] 1.7%
Zaidat O.0. 10 34 — . 0.294 [0.151;0.475] 1.8%
Turk A.S. 29 93 P —a— 0.312 [0.220;0.416] 2.2%
Random effects model 912 = 0.216 [0.161; 0.276] 29.5%

Heterogeneity. 12=73%, v*=0.0121, p <0.01

follow.up.rate.more.than.60.percent = Y

Alurkar A. 7 121 0.058 [0.024; 0.116] 2.3%
Li G.W. 3 46 0.065 [0.014; 0.179] 2.0%
Bose A. 3 40 H=—— 0.075 [0.016; 0.204] 1.9%
Du ZH. 0 33— 0.000 [0.000; 0.106] 1.8%
Duan G.L. 5 44 — 0.114 [0.038; 0.246] 1.9%
Durst C.R. 6 30 —'—-*— 0.200 [0.077;0.386] 1.7%
Feng Z.Z. 3 44 0.068 [0.014; 0.187] 1.9%
Fiorella D. 4 32 —— 0.125 [0.035; 0.290] 1.8%
Freitas J.M. 3 23 ——'— 0.130 [0.028; 0.336] 1.6%
Gandini R. 0 21— 0.000 [0.000; 0.161] 1.5%
Guo X.B. 0 32— 0.000 [0.000; 0.109] 1.8%
Jiang W.J. 113 485 D 0.233 [0.196; 0.273] 2.5%
Jin M. 57 233 P 0.245 [0.191; 0.305] 2.4%
Lee K.Y. 1 17 —+~— 0.059 [0.001; 0.287] 1.4%
Levy E.I. 25 78 P 0.321 [0.219; 0.436] 2.2%
Li J. 1 19 —-*—‘— 0.053 [0.001; 0.260] 1.5%
LiY.Y. 5 146 == 0.034 [0.011;0.078] 2.4%
Maier |.L. 8 79 B 0.101 [0.045; 0.190] 2.2%
Miao Z.R. 16 79 ——*— 0.203 [0.120; 0.308] 2.2%
Park S.C. 11 80 —T— 0.138 [0.071; 0.233] 2.2%
Salik A.E. 2 60 &+ 0.033 [0.004; 0.115] 2.1%
Shin Y.S. 17 69 — 0.246 [0.151;0.365] 2.1%
Tang C.W. 2 56 #—! 0.036 [0.004; 0.123] 2.0%
Wang X.F. 6 45 —— 0.133 [0.051; 0.268] 1.9%
YuJ. 21 77 e 0.273 [0.177; 0.386] 2.2%
Yu S.C. 5 49 —h—‘— 0.102 [0.034; 0.222] 2.0%
Yu S.C. 11 59 —E— 0.186 [0.097; 0.309] 2.1%
Yue X. 14 57 * 0.246 [0.141;0.378] 2.1%
Zhang L. 7 45 — 0.156 [0.065; 0.295] 1.9%
Zhang L. 13 39 P — 0.333 [0.191; 0.502] 1.9%
Zhang Y. 10 154 ++— 0.065 [0.032; 0.116] 2.4%
Zhang Y. 12 115 =+ 0.104 [0.055; 0.175] 2.3%
Zhou Y .H. 20 106 - 0.189 [0.119; 0.276] 2.3%
Zhu S.G. 20 65 P —a— 0.308 [0.199; 0.434] 2.1%
ZiW.J. 4 62 =+ 0.065 [0.018; 0.157] 2.1%
Random effects model 2740 0 0.122 [0.091; 0.157] 70.5%

Heterogeneity: /? = 83%, t° = 0.0160, p < 0.01

Random effects model 3652 <> 0.148 [0.119; 0.179] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 12 = 82%, 1= 0.0166,p<0b1 T T T T T T 1

Residual heterogeneity: /2= 81%, p <0.010 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7

Test for subgroup differences: xf =9.00,df=1(p <0.01)

ON-LINE FIG 8. Forest plot demonstrates the ISR rate, with subgroup analysis regarding the imaging follow-up rate.
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Symptomatic ISR vs Number of Patients Regression Plot
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ON-LINE FIG 9. Bubble plot demonstrates the association between the sample size of studies and the rate of symptomatic ISR.

Symptomatic ISR vs Mean Age Regression Plot
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ON-LINE FIG 10. Bubble plot demonstrates the association between the mean age in studies and the rate of symptomatic ISR.
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On-line Table 1: Quality measure of included cohort studies by the Newcastle-Ottawa scale®

Study Author

Selection®

Comparability®

Outcome

d

N

Quality Scores

Li et al*®
Jiang et a
Jiang et alP®
Jinetal’

Li et al*
Maier et al**
Park et al*®
Qureshi et al*®
Tang et al*®
Yu et al*®

Yu et al*

Yue et al”
Zaidat et al*
Zhang et al
Zhang et al**
Turk et al*®

l25

Db 26 2 56 2 56 26 X 26 2 56 b 6 X Xt | —

b b B b B b b o b B b B b b o

b g b B b B b b o b B b B o b o

¢

*

LR B b b D D 2 2
M b B b b b B b B o b 2 b 2

M b B b B b b o b B b B o b o

b B b B D Rt e B o

* %

~

ON 00 00 00 N 00N NNNONN 0000

#Newcastle-Ottawa Scale for quality assessment for cohort studies (scores 08; studies with >5 v were considered high-quality).

® Selection

1) Representativeness of the exposed cohort

a) Truly representative of the average (described) in the community v
b) Somewhat representative of the average (described) in the community v
c) Selected group of users, eg, nurses, volunteers
d) No description of the derivation of the cohort
2) Selection of the nonexposed cohort
a) Drawn from the same community as the exposed cohort Y
b) Drawn from a different source
c) No description of the derivation of the nonexposed cohort

3) Ascertainment of exposure
a) Secure record (eg, surgical records) %

b) Structured interview vk
c) Written self-report

d) No description

4) Demonstration that the outcome of interest was not present at the start of study

a) Yes %
b) No
€ Comparability

1) Comparability of cohorts on the basis of the design or analysis
a) Study controls for (select the most important factor) v
b) Study controls for any additional factor v

¢ Outcome

1) Assessment of outcome
a) Independent blind assessment vk
b) Record linkage %

c) Self-report
d) No description

2) Was follow-up long enough for outcomes to occur?

a) Yes (select an adequate follow up period for outcome of interest) v

b) No

3) Adequacy of follow-up of cohorts

a) Complete follow-up; all subjects accounted for
b) Subjects lost to follow-up unlikely to introduce bias, small number lost > (select an adequate %) follow-up, or description provided of those lost ¢
c) Follow up rate < (select an adequate percentage) and no description of those lost

d) No statement
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On-line Table 2: Quality measure of included single-arm studies
by the MINORS criteria®

MINORS Criteria

Study Author 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Quality Scores
Alurkar et al® 2 222 2 200 2
Bose et al'*® 22222 200 12
Du Z et al” 222 22 2 00 2
Duan et al*’ 2 222 20 20 14
Durst et al"® 21222 2 00 1
Feng et al” 2 22222 20 14
Fiorella et al*® 22222 2 00 12
Freitas et al” 22222 2 00 12
Gandini et al* 212 2 2 2 10 2
Guo et al® 2222 2 200 12
He et al** 2 2222 2 00 12
Jiang et al”’ 2 2222200 12
Kim et al*® 212 2 2 2 00 1
Lee et al*® 2 2222 2 00 12
Levy et al® 2 22222 20 14
Bai et al” 2 22 22 2 00 12
Li et al'® 22222 2 00 12
Li et al 22222 200 2
Lylyk et al*® 22222200 2
Miao et al*® 22222 2 00 12
Park et al*’ 222 22 2 00 2
Salik et al*® 2 222 2 200 2
Samaniegoetal® 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2
Shin et al* 22222 2 00 12
Suh et al* 2 2222 2 00 12
Wang et al* 2 2222200 12
Wang et al* 2 2222200 12
Wang et al*® 22222200 )
Wolfe et al*’ 2 2222 2 00 12
Yu et al*® 222 22 2 00 2
Zhang et al" 22222200 2
Zhang et al*? 22222200 2
Zhou et al*® 22222 200 2
Zhu et al*® 2222 2 200 12
Zietal” 22222 2 00 12

#The MINORS criteria include the following items:

1) A clearly stated aim

2) Inclusion of consecutive patients

3) Prospective data collection

4) End points appropriate for the aim of the study

5) Unbiased assessment of the study end point

6) A follow-up period appropriate for the aims of the study

7) <5% lost to follow-up

8) Prospective calculation of the sample size; additional criteria in the case of a
comparative study

9) An adequate control group

10) Contemporary groups

11) Baseline equivalence of groups

12) Adequate statistical analyses.

The items are scored as follows: O (not reported); 1 (reported but inadequate); or
2 (reported and adequate). The ideal global score was 16 for noncomparative
studies and 24 for comparative studies. All included single-arm studies were non-
comparative studies.
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