SUPPLEMENTAL FIGURES

Supplemental Figure 1. Forest plots of studies assessing the time from symptom

onset to reperfusion (A), from groin puncture to reperfusion (B), from onset to groin

puncture (C)
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Supplemental Figure 2. Forest plots of studies assessing good outcome at discharge

in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.
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Supplemental Figure 3. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on the
cOR (A) and aOR (B) for good outcome at discharge. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR,

adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 4. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing good outcome at
90 days by location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.
ICA, internal carotid artery. "The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a)
or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were

investigated respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018.
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Supplemental Figure 5. Forest plots of studies assessing excellent outcome at 90

days in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.
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Supplemental Figure 6. Forest plots of studies assessing excellent outcome

discharge (A) and good outcome at 6 months or 1 year (B) in unadjusted analysis.
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Supplemental Figure 7. Forest plots of studies assessing favorable outcome at 90
days in unadjusted analysis (A) and adjusted analysis (B).
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Supplemental Figure 8. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing good outcome at
90 days by study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA, internal
carotid artery. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b)
concomitant ipsilateral 1CA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were investigated

respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018.
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Merlino et al. 2017 —— 3.97 (1.09, 14.43) 077
Abilleira et al. 2017 - 0.97(0.74,1.27) 7.19
Lecifana et al. 2017 ——— 2.80(0.99, 7.98) 1.15
Chalos et al. 2019 -+ 1.32 (0.85, 1.87) 5.03
Wallenweber et al. 2019 +— 1.49 (1.08, 2.08) 6.18
Gariel et al. 2018 i 1.27 (0,95 1.72) .66
Yang etal 2020 i o 1.03(0.73, 1.47) 571
Lee et al. 2019 --g 1.33(0.79, 2.22) 360
Subtotal (l-squared = 45.5%, p = 0.032) 1.36 (1.15, 1.81) 54.61

I
Retrospective !
Manceau et al. 2018 :—0— 4.43(1.04, 16.54) 0.62
Pikija et al. 2019 . + 12.05 (1.00, 144.39) 022
Gaong et al. 2019 ——— 1.47 (0.43, 4.95) 0.86
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018 ——Ib— 1.47 (0.50, 4.34) 1.08
Maingard et al. 2018 I—.— 217 (1.06, 4.44) 218
Goyal N. et al. 2018 r— 1.75(1.02, 2.89) iy
Choi etal. 2018 —_— 0.57 (0.15, 2.20) 0.71
Bourcier et al. 2018 ——— 1.80 (0.70, 3.70) 1.70
Bellwald et al. 2017 —0-—; 0.79 (0.45, 1.37) 3.25
Chu et al. 2018 ———— 2.59 (0.61, 10.93) 0.63
Wang et al. 2017 —— 1.20(0.74, 1.93) 3.98
Park et al. 2017 -+ 1.27 (0.82, 1.99) 4.3
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Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 —i— 0.73 (0.29, 1.80) 1.48
Gayal N.et al. 2019 —-+— 1.33(0.70, 2.52) 261
Spiotta et al. 2014 —— 0.67 (0.27, 1.64) 1.48
Caselta et al. 2019 - 1.30 (0.98, 1.75) 6.79
Anadani et al. 2019 ——10— 1.56 (0.75, 3.23) 712
Wang et al. 2018 —_—— 2.38(1.10, 5.28) 1.89
Jeromel et al. 2015 ——r—— 2.29(0.73, 7.14) 0.98
Subtotal (I-squared = 18.8%, p = 0.216) q) 1.38(1.17, 1.64) 45.3
Overall (l-squared = 30.2%, p = 0.049) 6 1.37 (1.22, 1.54) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis : :l
5 115



Supplemental Figure 9. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing good outcome at
90 days by ethnicity in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA, internal carotid
artery. ‘The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b)
concomitant ipsilateral 1CA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were investigated

respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018.
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NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Supplemental Figure 10. Forest plots of studies assessing good outcome at 90 days

in patients with tandem lesion (A), relevant analysis of sensitivity (B) and publication

bias (C).
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Supplemental Figure 11. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing good outcome

at discharge by location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B)

analysis.
A
Good outcome
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Supplemental Figure 12. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing good outcome

at discharge by study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.
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Supplemental Figure 13. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing good outcome
at discharge by ethnicity in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.

A

Good outcome

Study or Subgroup in-hospital/ at discharge "’_"
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
1
Caucasian :
L
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 | ———— 3.48(1.93, 6.25) 13.88
]
Maier et al. 2017 - + > 3.33(1.15, 9.63) 7.15
L
Da'valos et al. 2012 —_— 2.83(1.32, 6.07) 10.81
Kass-Hout et al. 2014 + : 0.86 (0.33, 2.18) 845
Minnerup et al. 2016 —o—: 1.25 (0.98, 1.60) 21.056
L
Adnan |_etal 2019 — 190 (0.69, 5.26) 76
1
Hassan et al.2020 e — 095 (0.51, 1.78) 13.14
|
Subtotal (I-squared = 67.3%, p = 0.005) Q 1.75 (1.4, 2.70) 8210
I
. 1
Asian !
]
Park et al. 2017 ——— 1.53(1.03,2.27) 17.90
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p = ) <:> 1.53(1.03,2.27) 17.90
L
i
Overall (squared = 61.9%, p = 0.010) <> 169 (1.20, 2.38) 100.00
1
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis |
1
I I
5 1 15
Good outcome
Study or Subgroup in-hospital/ at discharge %
(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95% CI)  Weight

Caucasian

Al-Khaled et al. 2018 —— 4.30(2.20, 8.50) 31.34

Hassan et al.2020 — 1.54 (0.82, 3.15) 31.44

Subtotal (l-squared = 77.7%, p = 0.034) - 2.57 (0.94, 7.04) 62.78

Asian
Subtotal (l-squared = %, p=.) <]

1,37 (0.86, 2.19) a7.Z

Overall (l-squared = 74.6%, p = 0.020) 2.03 (1.02, 4.04) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

——
1
1
y
Park et al. 2017 ——0—}- 1.37 (0.86, 2.‘]9} a7z
-
1
1
1
T

5 1 15



Supplemental Figure 14. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing excellent
outcome at 90 days by location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B)

analysis.
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Supplemental Figure 15. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing excellent

outcome at 90 days by study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.
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Supplemental Figure 16. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing excellent

outcome at 90 days by ethnicity in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.
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Study or Subgroup Excellent outcome at 90 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR({95% CI})  Weight
T
Caucasian ,
Rocha et al, 2018 —_— 1,33 (0,78, 2.34) 471
U
Saposnik et al. 2015 —r— 147 (0,73, 1.86) 6.03
1
Leker et al. 2018 —_——— 1.42(0.74,2.74) 377
DiMaria et al. 2018 —— 1.78 (141, 2.27) 11.14
Gariel et al. 2018 T—t— 1.49 (0.84, 2.35) 6.21
Femigno et al. 2018 At 1.69(1.29, 2.23) 1017
Goyal N. et al. 2018 ——— 1.26 (0.85, 1.86) 7.37
Bellwald et al. 2017 _ 1.05(0.84, 1.73) 5.57
1
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 —_—— 1.24 (0.57, 2.69) 291
Caselta et al. 2019 — 1.32 (1,01, 1.70) 10,53
Gamba et al. 2018 : ———————> 411195, B.68) 307
Minnerup et al. 2016 —t— 1.51 (1,12, 2.04) 9.45
Subtotal ({I-squared = 27.1%, p = 0.179) .0 1.49(1.30, 1.70) B0.92
1
1
Caucasian and Asian !
1
Goyal M.at al. 2015 T 0.76(0.37,1.54) 334
1
Jovin et al. 2015 T 1.00(0.38, 2.63) 199
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.651) - = 0.84 (047 148) 533
I
1
Aslan :
Wang el al, 2017 = 1,07 (0.68, 1.74) 5.73
Yang et al 2020 —— 0.80 (0.62, 1.29) B.02
1
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.566) <> 1 0.95(0.71, 1.28) 1375
I
I
Overall (l-squarad = 44 6%, p = 0.028) - 1.35(1.17, 1.67) 100.00
I
NOTE: Weights are fram random effects analysis :
I T
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Study or Subgroup Excellent outcome at 90 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) a0R or aRR(95% CI)  Weight
Caucasian i
'
Rocha el al, 2018 ——:‘— 1.42 (0.59, 3.39) 1%
Leker et al. 2018 e 1.80 (0.79, 4.20) 3.54
DiMaria et al. 2018 —— 1.63 (1.25,2.11) 16.01
Gariel et al. 2018 R 1.11 {0.78, 1.60) 12.08
Ferrigno et al. 2018 :—o— 1.77 (1.34, 2.34) 15.25
Goyal N. et al. 2018 —t— 1.32 (0.76, 2.28) 712
'
Belwald et al. 2017 —_— 0.74 (0.40, 1.38) 5.84
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 -0—:'_ 1.13 (0.43, 2.98) 2.80
1
Casetta et al. 2019 —— 1.30 (0.97, 1.80) 13.97
Gamba et al. 2019 - + > 3.75(1.08, 12.85) 1.80
Subtotal (l-squared = 28.2%, p=0.176) <> 1.41 (1.18, 1.68) B1.76
:
Asian !
Wang et al. 2017 — 1.27 (0.73, 2.21) 6.96
1
‘ang et al.2020 — 0.92 (0.63, 1.35) 11.27
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.343) <> 1.02 (0.74, 1.40) 18.24
1
i
Overall (I-squared = 37.4%, p = 0.082) <> 1.33 (1.12, 1.58) 100.00
]
1
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis !
T




Supplemental Figure 17. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing favorable

outcome at 90 days by location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B)

analysis.

A
Study or Subgroup Favorable outcome at 90 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI)  Weight

Anterior and posterior circulation

Pfefferkorn et al. 2012 —-f—o— 243(0.73.8.13)  6.20
Subtotal (I-squared = .%, p =.) <<> 243(0.73,8.14)  6.20
Anterior circulation E

Casetta et al, 2019 —— 1.48(1.16,1.88)  30.59
Barral et al. 2018 -F.— 1.93(0.90,4.13)  12.40
Sallustio et al. 2018 . 1.28(0.82,1.99) 21.96

Yang et al.2020 — 0.84 (0.62,1.14) 27.75
Subtotal (l-squared = 68.3%, p = 0.024) <:> 1.25(0.89, 1.76) 92.70

Posterior circulation "
Lietal 2018 v 0.22(0.01,4.88) 1.10

pa
N
Subtotal (I-squared =.%, p =) —C> 0.22(0.01,4.97) 110

Overall (l-squared = 57.7%, p = 0.037) <<> 1.28 (0.92,1.78) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis '
T
5 115
Study or Subgroup Favorable outcome at 90 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95% Cl)  Weight

Anterior circulation i
Casetta et al. 2019 —_—— 1.50 (1.14, 2.00) 29.00
Barral et al. 2018 i 2.87 (1.19, 6.94) 13.61

1
Yang et al.2020 —_— 0.80(0.57, 1.12) 27.35
Subtotal (I-squared = 82.7%, p = 0.003) <> 1.36 (0.76, 2.45) 69.96

1

|
Posterior circulation E
Lietal. 2018 e 0.83 (0.68, 1.10) 30.04
Subtotal (l-squared =.%, p=.) <>> E 0.83 (0.65, 1.06) 30.04

1
Overall (I-squared = 82.6%, p = 0.001) <:> 1.16 (0.76, 1.76) 100.00

i
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis !

=




Supplemental Figure 18. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing favorable
outcome at 90 days by study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.

A

Study or Subgroup Favorable outcome at 90 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
T
1
Retrospective |
1
Pfefferkorn et al. 2012 : 2.43(0.73,8.13) 6.20
Casetta et al. 2019 L 1.48 (1.16, 1.88) 30.59
1
Barral et al. 2018 — 1.93 (0.90, 4.13) 12.40
1
Lietal 2018 ( : 0.22 (0.01, 4.88) 1.10
1
Sallustio et al. 2018 . 1.28 (0.82, 1.99) 21.96
1
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.565) {) 1.47 (1.20, 1.80) 72.25
1
|
Prospective ]
1
Yang et al.2020 —t 0.84 (0.62, 1.14) 27.75
1
Sublotal (I-squared = %, p =) <! 0.84(0.62,1.44) 2775
1
1
|
Overall (l-squared = 57.7%, p= 0.037) ¢<E> 1.28 (0.92,1.78) 100.00
|
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis I
T !
5 115
S?udy or Subgroup . Favorable outcome at 90 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95% Cl)  Weight
1
Retrospective i
1
Casetta et al. 2019 —_— 1.50 (1.14, 2.00) 28.00
1
Barral et al. 2018 : + 2.87 (1.19, 6.94) 13,81
1
Li etal. 2018 — 0.83 (0.68, 1.10) 30.04

Subtotal (I-squared = 86.2%, p = 0.001) -::::::> 1.36 (0.77, 2.40) 72.65

i

Prospective :

Yang et al.2020 _.__E 0.80 (0.57, 1.12) 27.35
|

Subtotal (-squared = %, p =) <>>: 0.80 (0.57,1.12)  27.35
!
.

NOTE: Weights are from random effecls analysis

Overall (l-squared = 82.6%, p = 0.001) <:> 1.16 (0.76, 1.76) 100.00
1
i
1
=



Supplemental Figure 19. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing favorable

outcome at 90 days by ethnicity in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.

Study or Subgroup Favorable outcome at 90 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight
Caucasian E
1
Pfefferkorn et al. 2012 —t 2.43(0.73, 8.13) 6.20
1
Casetta et al. 2019 - 1.48 (1.16, 1.88) 30,59
1
Barral et al. 2018 — 1.93 (0.90, 4.13) 12.40
1
Sallustio et al. 2018 " 1.28 (0.82, 1.99) 21.96
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.674) O 148 (1.21,1.81) 71.15
1
1
1
) |
Asian !
1
Lietal 2018 ( . 0.22 (0.0, 4.88) 1.10
Yang et al.2020 — 0.84 (0.62, 1.14) 27.75
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.406) <:> 1 0.83 (0.61,1.13) 28.85
1
1
|
Overall (I-squared = 57,7%, p = 0.037) <Q> 1.28 (0.92, 1.78) 100.00
|
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis i
T 0
L E B
Study or Subgroup Favorable outcome at 90 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95% CI) Weight
Caucasian |
Casetta et al. 2019 ——— 1.50 (1.14, 2.00) 29.00
1
Barral et al. 2018 | - 2.87 (1.19, 6.94) 13.61
1
Subtotal (I-squared = 47.0%, p = 0.169) -Q— 1.80 (1.02, 3.20) 42,61
Asian
Lietal 2018 - 0.83 (0.68, 1.10) 30.04

Yang et al.2020
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.858) 0.82 (0.67, 1.00) 57.39

1
1
1
1
= 0.80 (0.57, 1.12) 27.35
1
1
1
|
Overall (l-squared = 82.6%, p = 0.001) !

A O

:> 116 (0.76,1.76)  100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

th
-
-
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Supplemental Figure 20. Forest plots of studies assessing in-hospital mortality in

unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.

Study or Subgroup In-hospital mortality %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight
]
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 —_— 0.41(0.19, 0.88) 5.99
1
Kaesmacher et al. 2018 —_— 0.53 (0.20, 1.43) 3.59
Brinjiki et al. 2014 S 0.88 (0.64, 1.21) 34.76
Da'valos et al. 2012 S S E— 0.70 (0.27, 1.82) 3.91
1
L
Kass-Hout et al. 2014 —_— 0.57 (0.22, 1.48) 397
]
Wee et al. 2017 - + > 3.18 (0.52, 19.27) 1.08
L
Diaz-Parez et al. 2018 R 0.47 (0.23, 0.99) 6.50
1
Minnerup et al. 2016 —_— 0.65 (0.46, 0.92) 28.94
Leker et al. 2018 —_— 0.86 (0.39, 1.91) 5.52
1
Lecifana et al. 2017 - 0.78 (0.07, 9.14) 0.59
1
]
Hassan et al.2020 —_— 0.83 (0.36, 1.92) 513
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.564) @ 0.71 (0.59, 0.86) 100.00
MNOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis ;
1
e T
5 WG
Study or Subgroup In-hospital mortality %
(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95% Cl) Weight
1
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 — 0.74 (0.30, 1.90) 0.80
1
Villwock.et al. 2016 - 0.81 (0.74, 0.88) o91.77
i
Brinjikji et al. 2014 —_— 0.86 (0.59, 1.24) 4.94
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018 + ; 0.38 (0.11, 1.32) 0.44
Leker et al. 2018 - 0.90 (0.36, 2.34) 0.78
Hassan et al.2020 _,.:__ 0.76 (0.43, 1.87) 127
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.886) @ 0.80 (0.74, 0.87) 100.00
MNOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis )
5 1 15




Supplemental Figure 21. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for in-hospital mortality. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR,

adjusted odds ratio.

A Meta-analysis fixed-effects estimates (exponential form )
Study ommited

Al-Khaled et al. 2018
Kaesmacher et al. 2018
Brinjikji et al. 2014
Da‘valos et al. 2012
Kass-Hout et al. 2014
Wee et al. 2017
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018
Minnerup et al. 2016
Leker et al. 2018

Lecifiana et al. 2017

Hassan et al.2020

0.51 0.59 0.71 0.86 0.83

Meta-analysis fixed-effects estimates (exponential form)
Study ommited

Al-Khaled et al. 2018
Villwock.et al. 2016
Brinjikji et al. 2014
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018
Leker et al. 2018

Hassan et al.2020 |
0.60 0.74 0.80 0.87 1.07



Supplemental Figure 22. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing mortality
within 90 days by location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B)
analysis. ICA, internal carotid artery. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients
with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis

were investigated respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018.

A

_51}16)’ or Subgroup o Mortality within 90 days %
(First author et al. Publication vear) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

Anterior and posterior circulation

Coutinho et al, 2017 — 0.64(0.29, 1.37) 1.45

Maier etal. 2017 — 0.96 (0.31, 2.96) 0.74
Hassan et al. 2019 0.62 (035, 1.11) 241
Da’valos eral. 2012 e 0.68 (0.30, 1.54) 1.32
Minnerup et al. 2016 0.59 (0.44, 0.78) 583
Pfefferkom etal 2012 e 0.45(0.12, 1.64) 0.57

Candel et al. 2019

Goyal N.etal. 2018

Merlinol etal. 2017

Park et al. 2017

Lecifana et al, 2017

Nogueira etal, 2016

Rebello etal. 2016

Weber etal. 2017

Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.977)

0.63(0.37,1.06) 277
0.75(047.1.13) 359
[ 051(0.16,1.62) 071
051(033,079) 3.6l
- 0.24 (0.04, 1.52) 028
0.62 (0,38, 1.02) 298
0.52(0.33,081)  3.50
| 0.78(045,137)  2.53
0.61(0.53,070) 3228

Anterior circulation
Gong etal. 2019
Biicke etal, 2018 %8
Biicke et al. 2018 +D
Rocha et al. 2018
Goyal M.etal, 2015
Gamba et al. 2019
Lekeretal. 2018
Gariel etal. 2018
DiMaria et al. 2018
Guedin et al, 2015
Casetta et al, 2019
Chalos et al. 2019

Rai et al, 2018
Anadani et al. 2019
Maingard et al. 2018
Sallustio et al. 2018
Balodis et al. 2019
Ferrigno et al. 2018
Choi et al. 2018
Bourcier et al. 2018
Bellwald etal. 2017
Wang etal 2017
Abilleira et al. 2017
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016
Tajima et al, 2019 < 4
Yang et al 2020

Subtotal (l-sguared = 46.0%, p = 0.006)

-— 1.12(0.18,7.11) 0.29
- 0.93 (0.44, 2.00) 152
0.49 (0.34, 0.70) 461
0.52(0.24, 1.14) 145
0.29 (0.10, 0,80} 0.89
- 0.45(0.15, 1.36) 0.76
- 0.80 (0.44, 1.45) 227
0.45(0.26,0.76) 272
0.64 (0.49, 0.84) 627
[— 0.57(0.13,2.41) 0.46
0.65 (0.48, 0,90) 539
0.51 (0.40, 0.67) 6.52
i 0.35(0.11, 1.18) 0.65
0.35(0.15,0.81) 125
0.41 (0.25,0.69) 291
0.60 (037, 0.96) 3.15
— 0.75(0.33, 1.74) 1.27

0.45 (0.31,0.64) 459
— 0.45 (.12, 1.69) 0.55

0.45 (D21, 0.95) 154
p— 1.01 (0.61,1.68) 2.94
— 0.97 (0.60, 1.56) 319
- 0.91 (0.67,1.24) 5.54
L —— 1.43(0.61,3.35) 123
.—

oyt bbby

0.06 {0.00, 1.10) 0.13
1.08 (0.73, 1.60) 4.11
0.63 {0.54, 0.73) 66.17

Posterior circulation
Tran et al. 2019

Gory B.etal, 2018
Subtotal {I-squared =0.0%, p=0391)

b

010 {0.00)2.12 01t
0.40{0.18, 0.86) 1.44
0.37 (017, 0.78) 1.54

E

“*O{ S N P

Overall (l-squared = 24.1%, p = 0.084) 0.62 (0.56, 0.68) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

[N



Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Anterior and posterior circulation
Coutinho et al. 2017

Goyal N. et al. 2018

Park et al. 2017

Lecifiana et al. 2017
Rebello et al. 2016
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p =0.738)

Anterior circulation
Gong et al. 2019

Biicke et al. 2018

Rocha el al. 2018

Gariel et al. 2018
DiMaria et al. 2018
Casetta et al. 2019
Chalos et al. 2019
Anadani et al. 2019
Maingard et al. 2018
Sallustio et al. 2018
Ferrigno et al, 2018
Bourcier et al. 2018
Bellwald et al. 2017
Wang et al. 2017
Abilleira et al. 2017
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016
Subtotal (l-squared = 62.4%, p = 0.000)

Posterior circulation
Gory B. et al. 2018
Subtotal (l-squared = %, p=.)

Overall (l-squared = 54.7%, p = 0.001)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis 1

Mortality within 90 days

%

aOR or aRR(95% Cl) Weights

—_— 0.90 (0.35, 2.30)
—_— 0.50 (0.26, 0.96)
— 0.58 (0.35, 0.97)
» 0.24 (0.04, 1.52)
—_—— 0.62(0.34, 1.12)
< 0.58 (0.43, 0.80)

]

I

' > 2.11(0.18,25.17)

—_— 0.43 (0.28, 0.66)
—_— 0.64 (0.22, 1.91)
—_— 0.59 (0.39, 0.88)
-t 0.83 (0.62, 1.11)
—] 0.60 (0.38, 0.99)
— 0.58 (0.40, 0.82)
—_— 0.43 (0.15, 1.25)
—_— 0.79 (0.36, 1.74)
|| —— 2.00 (1.10, 3.40)
— 0.46 (0.31, 0.70)
————— 1.20 (0.50, 2.90)
—_—— 1.33(0.73, 2.43)
——— 0.93 (0.54, 1.60)
—— 1.07 (0.74, 1.54)

1.33 (0.46, 3.83)
0.78 (0.62, 0.97)

0.30 (0.10, 0.89)
0.30(0.10, 0.88)

0.72 (0.59, 0.87)

287
453
574
0.98
498
19.11

0.55
6.53
234
6.76
797
6.04
7.26
241
364
525
6.75
3.16
492
539
7.18
243
78.60

2.30
2.30

100.00
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Supplemental Figure 23. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing mortality

within 90 days by ethnicity in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA, internal

carotid artery. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b)

concomitant ipsilateral 1CA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were investigated

respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018.

A

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Caucasian
Coutinho et al, 2017
Biicke etal. 2018 ° @
Biicke et al. 2018 * b
Rocha et al. 2018
Maier et al. 2017
Hassan et al. 2019
Gamba et al. 2019
Leker et al. 2018
Gariel et al. 2018
DiMaria et al. 2018
Guedin et al. 2015
Casetta et al. 2018
Chalos et al. 2019
Da’'valos et al. 2012
Minnerup et al. 2016
Pfefferkorn et al. 2012
Rai et al. 2018
Anadani et al. 2019
Candel et al. 2019
Maingard et al. 2018
Sallustio et al. 2018
Balodis et al. 2019
Ferrigno et al. 2018
Goyal N. et al. 2018
Gory B. et al. 2018
Bourcier et al. 2018
Bellwald et al. 2017
Merlino1 et al. 2017
Abilleira et al. 2017
Lecifiana et al. 2017
MNogueira et al. 2016
Rebello et al. 2016
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016
Weber et al. 2017
Subtotal (l-squared = 6.9%, p = 0.354)

Asian
Gong et al. 2019
Tran et al.2019 +

l°h++er 1*l+*+{,Hf+P+L*A+H*H

EorT

Choi et al. 2018
Wang et al. 2017
Park et al. 2017

Il

Tajima et al. 2019 - +
Yang et al.2020
Subtotal (l-squared = 52.4%, p = 0.050)

Caucasian and Asian

Goyal M.et al. 2015

Subtotal (l-squared =.%, p=.)
Overall (l-squared = 24.1%, p = 0.084)
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

L)

Mortality within 90 days

%

cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight

0.64 (0.29,
0.93 (0.44,
0.49 (0.34,
0.52 (0.24,
0.96 (0.31,
0.62 (0.35,
0.45 (0.15,
0.80 (0.44,
0.45 (0.26,
0.64 (0.49,
0.57 (0.13,
0.65 (0.48,
0.51 (0.40,
0.68 (0.30,
0.59 (0.44,
0.45 (0.12,
0.35 (0.11,
0.35 (0.15,
0.63 (0.37,
0.41(0.25,
0.60 (0.37,
0.75 (0.33,
0.45 (0.31,
0.75 (0.47,
0.40 (0.18,
0.45 (0.21,
1.01(0.61,
0.51(0.186,
0.91(0.67,
0.24 (0.04,
0.62 (0.38,
0.52 (0.33,
1.43 (0.61,
0.78 (0.45,
0.61 (0.55,

1.12(0.18,
0.10 (0.00,
0.45 (0.12,
0.97 (0.60,
0.51(0.33,
0.06 (0.00,
1.08(0.73,
0.71 (0.45,

0.29(0.10,
0.29(0.10,

0.62 (0.56,

1.37)
2.00)
0.70)
1.14)
2.96)
1.11)
1.36)
1.45)
0.76)
0.84)
2.41)
0.90)
0.67)
1.54)
0.78)
1.64)
1.18)
0.81)
1.06)
0.69)
0.96)
1.74)
0.64)
1.13)
0.86)
0.95)
1.68)
1.62)
1.24)
1.52)
1.02)
0.81)
3.35)
1.37)
0.66)

7.11)
2.12)
1.69)
1.56)
0.79)
1.10)
1.60)
1.11)

0.80)
0.80)

0.68)

1.45
1.52
4.61
1.45
0.74
2.41
0.76
2.27
272
6.27
0.46
5.38
6.52
1.32
5.83
0.57
0.65
1.25
277
2.91
3.15
1.27
4.59
3.59
1.44
1.54
2.94
0.71
5.54
0.28
2.98
3.50
1.23
2.53
87.13

0.29
0.11
0.55
3.19
3.61
0.13
411
11.99

0.89
0.89

100.00




Study or Subgroup Mortality within 90 days %

(First author et al. Publication year) a0R or aRR(95% Cl) Weight

Caucasian :
Coutinho et al. 2017 —I'—Q— 0.90 (0.35, 2.30) 2.87
Biicke et al. 2018 — 0.43 (0.28, 0.66) 6.53
Rocha et al. 2018 _"0+"—‘— 0.64 (0.22, 1.81) 2.34
Gariel et al. 2018 —0—:— 0.59 (0.39, 0.88) 6.76
DiMaria et al. 2018 Eaad 0.83 (0.62, 1.11) 7.87
Caselta et al. 2019 —_— 0.60 (0.38, 0.99) 6.04
Chalos et al. 2019 —O—:— 0.58 (0.40, 0.82) 7.26
Anadani et al. 2019 —_— 0.43 (0.15, 1.25) 2.41
Maingard et al. 2018 —I,"—— 0.79 (0.36, 1.74) 3.64
Sallustio et al. 2018 L |—— 2.00 (1.10, 3.40) 5.25
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —_— 0.46 (0.31, 0.70) 6.75
Goyal N. etal. 2018 '——ﬁ—-‘:"'—' 0.50 (0.26, 0.96) 453
Gory B. et al. 2018 _— 0.30 (0.10, 0.89) 2.30
Bourcier et al. 2018 —I‘——.— 1.20 (0.50, 2.90) 3.16
Bellwald et al. 2017 T 1.33 (0.73, 2.43) 492
Abilleira et al. 2017 —p— 1.07 (0.74, 1.54) 7.18
Lecifiana et al, 2017 + X 0.24 (0.04, 1.52) 0.98
Rebello et al. 2016 —_— 0.62 (0.34, 1.12) 498
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 _— 1.33 (0.46, 3.83) 243
Subtotal (l-squared = 58.2%, p = 0.001) Q 0.71 (0.58, 0.88) 88.31

I
Asian :
Gong et al. 2019 : + > 2.11(0.18, 25.17) 0.55
Wang et al. 2017 —— 0.93 (0.54, 1.60) 5.39
Park et al. 2017 — 0.58 (0.35, 0.97) 5.74
Subtotal (I-squared = 9.0%, p = 0.333) S 0.74 (0.50, 1.11) 1169

I
Overall (l-squared = 54.7%, p = 0.001) <:> 0.72 (0.59, 0.87) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :

I I




Supplemental Figure 24. Forest plots of studies assessing all mortality in unadjusted
(A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA, internal carotid artery. “The acute intracranial
vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion
or high-grade stenosis were investigated respectively in the study by Bicke et al.

2018.

A

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

All mortality

%

cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight

Coutinho st al. 2017 —_— 0.64(0.29,1.37) 134
Gong et al. 2019 —_—— 1.12 (0.18,7.11) 0.27
Bicke etal. 2018”1 L 093(044,200) 140
Biicke et al. 2018~ —T 0.49 (0.34, 0.70) 4.05
Rocha et al. 2018 —— 0.52 (0.24, 1.14) 1.33
Maier et al. 2017 —_— 0.96 (0.31, 2.96) 0.89
Hassan et al. 2019 + 0.62 (0.35, 1.11) 2.20
Goyal M.et al. 2015 —r— 0.29 (0.10, 0.80) 0.83
Gamba et al. 2019 —— 0.45 (0.15, 1.36) 0.71
Leker et al. 2018 ——— 0.80 (0.44, 1.45) 2.06
Gariel et al. 2018 — 0.45 (0.26, 0.76) 246
DiMaria et al. 2018 -+- 0.64 (0.49,0.84) 538
Guedin et al. 2015 —_— 0.57 (0.13,2.41) 043
Caselta et al. 2019 - 0.65(0.48,0.90) 469
Chalos et al, 2019 - 0.51 (0.40, 0.67) 557
Da'valos et al, 2012 —_— 0.68(0.30, 1.54)  1.22
Minnerup et al. 2016 - 0.59 (0.44,0.78) 5.04
Pfefferkorn et al. 2012 ———— 0.45(0.12, 1.64) 0.53
Rai et al. 2018 —_—— 0.35(0.11,1.18) 0.80
Anadani et al. 2019 —0—: 0.35 (0.15, 0.81) 1.15
Tran et al.2019 + - 0.10 (0.00, 2.12) 0.10
Candel et al. 2019 ——t 0.63 (0.37, 1.06) 2.50
Maingard et al. 2018 —— 0.41 (0.25, 0.69) 282
Sallustio et al. 2018 + 0.60 (0.37, 0.96) 2.83
Balodis et al. 2019 —_—— 0.75 (0.33,1.74) 117
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —— 0.45 (0.31, 0.64) 4.04
Goyal N. et al. 2018 — 0.75(0.47,1.13) 3.20
Choi et al. 2018 -—+—:-—-— 0.45(0.12, 1.69) 0.52
Gory B. et al. 2018 — 0.40 (0.18, 0.86) 1.33
Bourcier et al. 2018 + 0.45 (0.21, 0.95) 1.42
Bellwald et al. 2017 —— 1.01 (0.61, 1.68) 2.65
Wang et al. 2017 Hn— 0.97 (060, 1.56)  2.87
Park et al. 2017 —r 0.51(0.33, 0.79) 3.22
Abilleira et al. 2017 == 0.91 (0.67,1.24) 4.81
Lecifiana et al. 2017 —_— 0.24 (0.04, 1.52) 0.26
Nogueira et al. 2016 —+— 0.62 (0.38, 1.02) 268
Rebello et al. 2016 — 0.52 (0.33, 0.81) 3.13
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 —t—— 1.43 (0.61, 3.35) 1.14
Weber et al. 2017 —_— 0.78 (0.45, 1.37) 2.30
Tajima et al. 2019 € % - 0.06 (0.00, 1.10) 0.12
Merlino et al. 2017 —.—-;— 0.32 (0.11, 0.95) 0.75
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 —_—— 0.41(0.19, 0.88) 1.36
Kaesmacher et al. 2018 —_—— 0.53 (0.20, 1.43) 0.87
Brinjikji et al. 2014 - 0.88 (0.64, 1.21) 4.61
Kass-Hout et al. 2014 —4—— 0.57 (0.22, 1.48) 0.85
Wee et al. 2017 —— 3.18 (0.52, 19.27) 0.28
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018 —— 0.47 (0.23, 0.99) 1.46
Yang et al.2020 - 1.08 (0.73, 1.60) 3.64
Hassan et al.2020 — 0.83 (0.36, 1.92) 1.19
Overall (l-squared = 26.3%, p = 0.050) 6 0.62 (0.57, 0.69) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
I |
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Study or Subgroup

(First author et al. Publication year)

All mortality
a0R or aRR(95% CI) Weight

%

Coutinho et al. 2017 e 0.90 (0.35, 2.30) 1.96
Gong et al. 2019 211(0.18,2517) 0.34
Blcke etal. 2018 —— : 0.43 (0.28, 0.66) 56.31
Rocha et al, 2018 —_— 0.54 (0.22, 1.91) 1.57
Gariel et al. 2018 — 0.59 (0.39, 0.88) 555
DiMaria et al. 2018 -+ 0.83 (062, 1.11) 6.99
Casetia et al. 2019 —0:— 0.60 (0.38, 0.99) 4.78
Chalos et al. 2019 — 0.58 (0.40, 0.82) 6.13
Anadani et al. 2019 —_—— 0.43(0.15, 1.25) 1.62
Maingard et al. 2018 —io—— 0.79 (0.36, 1.74) 2.58
Sallustio et al. 2018 L |—— 2.00(1.10, 3.40) 4.00
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —_— 0.46 (0.31, 0.70) 555
Goyal N. etal. 2018 —_— 0.50 (0.26, 0.96) 3.34
Gory B. et al. 2018 —_— 0.30 (0.10, 0.89) 1.53
Bourcier et al. 2018 —:—-0— 1.20 (0.50, 2.90) 219
Beliwald et al. 2017 r—t—— 1.33(0.73, 2.43) 3.69
Wang et al. 2017 —e— 0.93 (0.54, 1.80) 414
Park et al. 2017 — 0.58 (0.35, 0.97) 448
Abilleira et al. 2017 —— 1.07 (0.74, 1.54) 6.03
Lecifiana et al, 2017 + 1 0.24 (0.04, 1.52) 0.62
Rebello et al. 2016 —0—1—- 0.62 (0.34, 1.12) 375
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 —_— 1.33 (0.46, 3.83) 1.63
Merlino et al. 2017 . > 6.57 (1.42, 30.35) 0.85
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 S o 0.74 (0.30, 1.80) 2,03
Villwock.et al. 2016 g 0.81(0.74, 0.88) 9.28
Brinjikji et al. 2014 —_ 0.86 (0.59, 1.24) 587
Diaz-Pérez etal. 2018 + : 0.38 (0.11, 1.32) 1.23
Hassan et al.2020 —_— 0.76 (0.43, 1.87) 2.85
Overall (l-squared = 53.6%, p = 0.000) ¢ 0.74 (0.64, 0.86) 100,00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis . : :
5 1 15



Supplemental Figure 25. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing mortality
within 90 days by study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA,
internal carotid artery. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or
without (b) concomitant ipsilateral 1ICA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were

investigated respectively in the study by Bitke et al. 2018.

A
Study or Subgroup Mortality within 90 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
Prospective |
Coutinho et al. 2()1;l —_— 0.64 (0.29, 1.37) 1.45
Biicke et al. 2018~ — 093 (0.44,200) 152
Biicke et al. 2018+ b —r 0.49 (0.34, 0.70) 4.61
Rocha et al. 2018 ——at 0.52 (0.24, 1.14) 1.45
Maier et al. 2017 —_— 0.96 (0.31, 2.96) 0.74
Goyal M.et al. 2015 J—— 0.29(0.10,0.80)  0.89
Leker et al. 2018 —r— 0.80 (0.44, 1.45) 2.27
Gariel et al. 2018 ——— 0.45 (0.268, 0.78) 272
DiMaria et al. 2018 + 0.64 (0.49, 0.84) 6.27
Chalos et al. 2019 -7 0.51 (0.40, 0.67) 6.52
Minnerup et al. 2016 - 0.59 (0.44, 0.78) 5.83
Balodis et al. 2019 —i— 075(0.33,1.74) 127
Ferrigno et al. 2018 -o-! 0.45 (0.31, 0.64) 4.59
Merlino et al. 2017 —_—— 0.51 (0.16, 1.62) 0.71
Abilleira et al, 2017 |- 0.91 (0.67,1.24) 5.54
Lecifiana et al. 2017 —_—— 0.24 (0.04, 1.52) 0.28
Weber et al. 2017 : — 0.78 (0.45,1.37) 2.53
Yang et al202 | —— 1.08 (0.73, 1.60) 411
Subtotal (I-squared =41.0%, p = 0.036) O 063 (0.54,0.73) 5329
]
Retrospective \
Gong et al. 2019 —_— 112(0.18,711)  0.29
Hassan et al. 2019 —— 0.62 (0.35, 1.11) 241
Gamba et al. 2019 e —— 0.45 (0.15, 1.36) 0.76
Guedin et al. 2015 —_— 057 (0.13,241)  0.46
Casetta et al. 2019 - 0.65 (0.48, 0.90) 5.39
Da'valos et al. 2012 —_—— 0.68 (0.30, 1.54) 1.32
Pfefferkorn et al. 2012 '—QJI——— 0.45(0.12, 1.64) 0.57
Rai et al. 2018 —_— 0.35 (0.11, 1.18) 0.65
Anadani et al. 2019 —_— 0.35 (0.15, 0.81) 1.25
Tran et al.2019 + . 0.10 (0.00, 2.12) 0.11
Candel et al. 2019 + 0.63 (0.37, 1.06) 2.77
Maingard et al. 2018 — 0.41(0.25,069) 291
Sallustio et al. 2018 —— 0.60 (0.37, 0.96) 3.15
Goyal N. et al. 2018 —r 0.75(0.47,1.13) 3.58
Choi et al. 2018 —0:—— 0.45(0.12, 1.69) 0.55
Gory B. et al. 2018 —_— 0.40(0.18,0.86)  1.44
Bourcier et al. 2018 —— 0.45 (0.21, 0.95) 1.54
Bellwald et al. 2017 e 1.01 (0.6, 1.68) 294
Wang et al. 2017 —e— 0.97 (0.60,1.56)  3.19
Park et al. 2017 — 0.51 (0.33, 0.79) 3.61
Mogueira et al. 2016 ——fp— 0.62 (0.38, 1.02) 2.98
Rebello et al. 2016 —0{— 0.52 (0.33, 0.81) 3.50
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 o 1.43 (0.61, 3.35) 1.23
Tajima et al. 2019 * +- -+ 0.06 (0.00, 1.10) 0.13
Subtotal (l-squared = 8.6%, p = 0.342) o 0.61(0.54,0.70)  46.71
QOverall (l-squared = 24.1%, p = 0.084) 6 0.62 (0.56, 0.68) 100.00
MNOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
1 |
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Study or Subgroup Mortality within 90 days %

(First author et al. Publication year) aO0R or aRR(95% Cl) Weight
Prospective '
Coutinho et al. 2017 ——— 0.90 (0.35, 2.30) 2.87
Bicke et al. 2018 —_—— : 0.43 (0.28, 0.68) 6.53
Rocha et al. 2018 _0‘.—— 0.64 (0.22,1.91) 2.34
Gariel et al. 2018 —0—:— 0.59 (0.39, 0.88) 6.76
DiMaria et al. 2018 - 0.83 (0.682,1.11) 797
Chalos et al. 2019 — 0.58 (0.40, 0.82) 7.26
Ferngno et al. 2018 —0—: 0.46 (0.31, 0.70) 6.75
Abllleira et al, 2017 —— 1.07 (0.74, 1.54) 7.18
Lecifiana et al. 2017 + : 0.24 (0.04, 1.52) 0.98
Subtotal (--squared = 58.3%, p = 0.019) <> 0.64 (0.50, 0.82) 4865
1
Retrospective :
Gong et al. 2019 L + > 211(0.18,2517) 055
Casetta et al. 2019 —piy 0.60 (0.38, 0.99) 6.04
Anadani et al. 2019 —_— 0.43 (0.15, 1.25) 241
Maingard et al. 2018 —:-0-——— 0.79 (0.36, 1.74) 3.64
Sallustio et al. 2018 : —_— 2.00 (1.10, 3.40) 5.25
Goyal N. etal. 2018 —_—r 0.50 (0.286, 0.96) 453
Gory B. et al. 2018 _O—i— 0.30 (0.10, 0.89) 2.30
Bourcier et al. 2018 -—:—-4-—- 1.20 (0.50, 2.90) 3.16
Bellwald et al. 2017 :——Q— 1.33 (0.73, 2.43) 4.92
Wang et al. 2017 — 0.93 (0.54, 1.60) 539
Park et al. 2017 —Q—E— 0.58 (0.35, 0.97) 574
Rebello et al. 2016 _0':—' 0.62 (0.34, 1.12) 4.98
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 _ 1.33 (0.46, 3.83) 243
Subtotal (l-squared = 52.9%, p = 0.013) <> 0.80 (0.60, 1.08) 51.35
1
Overall (l-sguared = 54.7%, p = 0.001) ¢ 0.72 (0.59, 0.87) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis [ : l



Supplemental Figure 26. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing in-hospital

mortality by location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.

A

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Anterior circulation

In-hospital mortality

%

cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

'
'
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 —_— 0.41 (0.19, 0.88) 5.99
Kaesmacher et al, 2018 —_— 0.53 (0.20, 1.43) 3.59
Wee et al. 2017 - > 3.18(0.52, 19.27) 1.09
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018 —O—'— 0.47 (0.23, 0.99) 6.50
Leker et al. 2018 —_— 0.86 (0.39, 1.91) 552
Subtotal (I-squared = 26.9%, p = 0.242) <:;> 0.59 (0.40, 0.87) 22.70
'
'
Anterior and posterior circulation !
Da'valos et al, 2012 D — . — 0.70 (0.27. 1.82) 3.91
Kass-Hout et al. 2014 _ 0.57 (0.22, 1.48) 397
Minnerup et al. 2016 —— 0.65 (0.46, 0.92) 28.94
Lecifiana et al. 2017 - 0.78 (0.07, 9.14) 0.59
Hassan et al.2020 —-5-0-—- 0.83 (0.36, 1.92) 513
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.981) <> 0.67 (0.50, 0.89) 42.54
|
Posterior circulation !
Brinjikji et al. 2014 — 0.88 (0.64, 1.21) 34.76
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p =.) > 0.88 (0.64, 1.21) 34.76
i
Heterogeneity between groups: Chi =2 77.df=2 p=0251 :
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.564) 0.71 (0.59, 0.86) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis :
S T
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B
Study or Subgroup In-hospital mortality %

(First author et al. Publication year)

Anterior circulation
Al-Khaled et al. 2018

Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018
Lekeretal. 2018
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.543)

Anterior and posterior circulation
Villwock.et al. 2016

Hassan et al. 2020

Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.873)

Posterior circulation
Brinjikji et al. 2014
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p=.)

Heterogeneity between groups: €hi =0.39, d.f=2, p=0.822 |

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.896)

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

aOR or aRR(95% Cl) Weight

0.74 (0.30, 1.90)
0.38 (0.11, 1.32)
0.80 (0.36, 2.34)
069 (0.39, 1.23)

0.81(0.74, 0.88)
0.76 (0.43, 1.87)
0.80 (0.74, 0.88)

0.86 (0.59, 1.24)
0.86 (0.59, 1.25)

0.80 (0.74, 0.87)

0.80
0.44
078
2.02

91.77
127
93.04

4.94
494

100.00




Supplemental Figure 27. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing in-hospital

mortality by study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.

A

Leker et al. 2018

Study or Subgroup In-hospital mortality %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
Prospective i
Al-Khaled et al, 2018 _0—5— 0.41 (0.19, 0.88) 5.99
Minnerup et al. 2018 —— 0.85 (0.46, 0.92) 28.94
Leker et al. 2018 —;-v-— 0.86 (0.38, 1.91) 5.52
Lecifiana et al. 2017 E-— 0.78 (0.07, 9.14) 0.59
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.601) <> 0.63 (0.47, 0.85) 41.04
|
i
Retraspective :
Kaesmacher et al. 2018 —o—;—— 0.53 {0.20, 1.43) 3.59
Brinjikji et al. 2014 -E—O-— 0.88 (0.64, 1.21) 34,76
Da’'valos et al. 2012 _— 0.70 (0.27, 1.82) 3.
Kass-Hout et al. 2014 —t—:—— 0.57 (0.22, 1.48) 397
Wee et al. 2017 : > 3.18 (0.52, 19.27) 1.09
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018 '—-0-—;— 0.47 (0.23, 0.99) 6.50
Hassan et al.2020 —I-O—— 0.83 (0.36, 1.92) 513
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.459) <I> 0.78 (0.61, 0.99) 58.96
!
Heterogeneity between groups: Chi'=1.11, df=1,p= 0.2935
Owerall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.564) <> 0.71 (0.58, 0.86) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis E
= T
5 1 15
B
Study or Subgroup In-hospital mortality %
(First author et al. Publication year) a0R or aRR(95% CI) Weight
Prospective i
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 E 0.74 (0.30, 1.90} 0.80
I

0.90 (0.36, 2.34) 0.78

Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%. p = 0.770) <:} 0.81(D.42, 1.57) 1.58

Retrospective

Villwock et al. 2016 -+ 0.81(0.74, 0.88) 91.77
Brinjikji et al. 2014 —i-t—— 0.86 (0.89, 1.24) 4.94
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018 E 0.38 (0.11, 1.32) 0.44
Hassan et al.2020 -—04:-—-— 0.76 (0.43, 1.87) 1.27
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.670) @ 0.80 (0.74, 0.87) 98.42

Heterogeneity between groups: Chi 20,00, d.f.=1, p=0.969
Overall {I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.896) O 0.80 (0.74, 0.87) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effecis analysis




Supplemental Figure 28. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing all mortality by
location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA, internal
carotid artery. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b)
concomitant ipsilateral 1CA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were investigated

respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018.
A

Study or Subgroup All mortality %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

Anterior and posterior circulation 1
Coutinho et al. 2017 0.64 (0.29, 1.37) 1.34
Maier et al. 2017 0.96(0.31,2.96) 0.69
Hassan et al. 2019 0.62(0.35,1.11) 220
Da’valos et al. 2012 ——— 0.68 (0.30, 1.54) 1.22
Minnerup et al. 2016 - 0.59(0.44,0.78) 5.04
Pfefferkorn et al. 2012 —_——— 0.45(0.12, 1.64) 0.53
Candel et al. 2019 + 0.63 (0.37, 1.08) 2.50
Goyal N. etal. 2018 et 0.75(0.47,1.13) 3.20
Park et al. 2017 —— 0.51 ?3.33, 0.79) 3.22
Lecifiana et al. 2017 —_—— 0.24 (0.04,1.52) 0.26
MNogueira et al. 2016 —p 0.62(0.38,1.02) 268
Rebello et al. 2016 — 0.52 (0.33,0.81) 313
Weber et al. 2017 e 0.78 (0.45, 1.37) 2.30
Merlino et al. 2017 —.—: 0.32(0.11, 0.95) 0.75
Kass-Hout et al. 2014 ——t— 0.57 {0.22, 1.48) 095
Hassan et al.2020 —_— 0.83 (0.38, 1.92) 1.19
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.965) o 0.61(0.53,0.70) 3112

1
Anterior circulation !
Gong etal. 2019 : e 1.12(0.18,7.11)  0.27
Bicke et al. 2018 kb —_ 0.93 (0.44,2.00) 1.40
Bicke et al. 2018 * —— 0.49(0.34,0.70) 4.05
Rocha et al. 2018 —— 0.52(0.24,1.14) 1,33
Goyal M.et al. 2015 —_— 0.29(0.10,0.80) 0.83
Gamba et al. 2019 RS - . 0.45 %BJS. 1.36) 0.71
Leker et al. 2018 —:o-— 0.80(0.44, 1.45) 2.06
Gariel et al. 2018 — 0.45(0.26,0.76) 2.46
DiMaria et al. 2018 - 0.64 (0.49,0.84) 5.38
Guedin et al. 2015 —_— 0.57 (0.13,2.41) 043
Casetta et al. 2019 - 0.65(0.48,0.90) 4.69
Chalos et al. 2019 - 0.51(0.40,0.67) 557
Rai et al. 2018 —¢+- 0.35(0.11, 1.18)  0.60
Anadani et al. 2019 —_—— 0.35(0.15,0.81) 1.15
Maingard et al. 2018 —— 0.41 (0.25, 0.69) 2.62
Sallustio et al. 2018 —_— 0.60(0.37,0.96) 283
Balodis et al. 2019 — 0.75(0.33, 1.74) 1.17
Ferrigno et al. 2018 - 0.45 ?3.31, 0.64) 404
Choi et al. 2018 —‘:—— 0.45(0.12, 1.69) 0.52
Bourcier et al. 2018 —_— 0.45(0.21, 0.95) 1.42
Bellwald et al. 2017 —— 1.01 (0.61, 1.68) 2.65
Wang et al. 2017 - 0.97 (0.60, 1.56) 2.87
Abilleira et al. 2017 |t 0.91 (067, 1.24) 4.81
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 —r—— 1.43(061,3.35) 1.14
Tajima et al. 2019 - £ : 0.06 (0.00, 1.10) 0.12
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 —_— 0.41(0.19,0.88) 1.36
Kaesmacher et al. 2018 —_— 0.53 (0.20, 1.43) 0.87
Wee et al. 2017 e e e 3.18(052,19.27) 0.28
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018 — 047(0.23,099) 146
Yang et al.2020 . 1.08 (0.73,1.60) 3.64
Subtotal (l-squared = 43.5%, p = 0.006) ¢ 0.62 (0.54,0.71) 6275

5 " " 1

Posterior circulation |
Tran et al.2019 £ - 0.10(0.00,2.12) 0.10
Gory B. et al. 2018 —_— 0.40(0.18,0.86) 1.33
Brinjikji et al. 2014 e 0.88 (0.64, 1.21) 4.61
Subtotal (l-squared = 60.6%, p = 0.079) ¢- 0.57 (0.26, 1.26) 6.04

1
Overall (l-squared = 26.3%, p = 0.050) o 0.62 (0.57,0.69) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :

|



Study or Subgroup All mortality %

(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95% Cl} Weight

Anterior and posterior circulation ‘|
Coutinho et al, 2017 —_—— 0.90 (0.35, 2.30) 1.96
Goyal N. et al. 2018 —_—— 0.50(0.26,096)  3.34
Park et al. 2017 —— 0.58 (0.35, 0.97) 4.48
Lecifiana et al. 2017 + - 0.24 (0.04, 1.52) 0.62
Rebello et al, 2016 —_— 062(0.34,112) 375
Merfino et al. 2017 1 + P 657 (142, 30.35) 0.85
Villwoek et al. 2016 }t 0.81(0.74, 0.88) 9.28
Hassan et al.2020 + 0.76 (0.43, 1.87) 2.85
Subtotal (l-squared = 47.0%, p = 0.067) <P 0.72 (0.54, 0.97) 27.14
Anterior circulation :
Gong ef al. 2019 ‘ +- 2.11(0.18, 25.17) 0.34
Bicke et al. 2018 —_—— 0.43 (0.28, 0.66) 531
Rocha et al. 2018 ——— 0.64 (0.22,1.91) 1.57
Gariel et al. 2018 —o-‘l- 0.58 (0.39, 0.88) 5.55
DiMaria et al. 2018 an 0.83 (0.62, 1.11) 6.99
Casetta et al. 2019 — 0.60 (0.38, 0.99) 4.78
Chalos et al. 2018 —0—: 0.58 (0.40, 0.82) 6.13
Anadani et al. 2019 —_— 0.43(0.15, 1.25) 1.62
Maingard et al, 2018 —:0- e 0.79(0.36, 1.74) 2.58
Sallustio et al. 2018 || —— 2.00(1.10, 3.40) 4.00
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —_—— 0.46 (0.31, 0.70) 5.55
Bourcier et al. 2018 —‘I'— —— 1.20(0.50, 2.90) 2.19
Bellwald et al. 2017 —_—— 1.33 (0.73, 2.43) 3.69
Wang et al. 2017 ——— 0.93 (0.54, 1.60) 4.14
Abilleira et al. 2017 —— 1.07 (0.74, 1.54) 6.03
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 e — 1.33 (0.48, 3.83) 1.63
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 0.74 (0.30, 1.90) 2.03
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018 * 0.38 (0,11, 1.32) 1.23
Subtotal (l-squared = 58.5%, p = 0.001) Lo 0.76 (0.62, 0.94) 65.35

I
Posterior circulation :
Gory B. et al. 2018 — 0.30 (0.10, 0.89) 1.53
Brinjikji et al. 2014 —— 0.86 (0.59, 1.24) 5.97
Subtotal (l-squared = 6§3.0%, p = 0.072) {j:P- 0.58 (0.21, 1.58) 7.51

I
Overall (l-squared = 53.6%, p = 0.000) o 0.74 (0.64, 0.86) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :

T




Supplemental Figure 29. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing all mortality by
study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA, internal carotid artery.
“The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant
ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were investigated respectively in the

study by Bitke et al. 2018.

Study or Subgroup All mortality %

(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
Prospective !
Coutinho et al. 2017 ——+—-— 0.64 (0.29,1.37) 1.34
Biicke etal. 2018 * @ —_ 0.93 (0.44,2.00) 140
Biicke et al. 2018 + b —%— 0.49(0.34,0.70) 4.05
Rocha et al. 2018 ——t 0.52 (0.24, 1.14) 1.33
Maier et al. 2017 —_— 0.96 (0.31,2.96) 0.69
Goyal M.et al. 2015 —0—: 0.29(0.10,0.80) 0.83
Leker et al. 2018 —— 0.80 (0.44,1.45) 2.06
Gariel et al. 2018 — 0.45(0.26,0.76) 246
DiMaria et al. 2018 -5 0.64 (0.49,0.84) 538
Chalos et al. 2019 - 0.51(0.40,067) 557
Minnerup et al. 2016 - 0.59 (0.44,0.78) 504
Balodis et al. 2019 — 0.75(0.33,1.74) 1.17
Ferrigno et al. 2018 — 0.45(0.31, 0.64) 4.04
Abilleira et al. 2017 == 0.91(0.67,1.24) 4.81
Lecifiana et al. 2017 —— kb 0.24 (0.04, 1.52) 0.26
Weber et al. 2017 —:o-— 0.78 (0.45, 1.37) 2.30
Merlino et al. 2017 —_— 0.32(0.11,095) 0.75
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 —_—— 0.41(0.19,088) 136
Yang et al.2020 | —— 1.08(0.73,1.60) 3.64
Sublotal (I-squared = 42.4%, p = 0.027) o 0.61(0.53,0.72) 4850
Retrospective i
Gong et al. 2019 —_— 1.12{0.18, 7.11) 0.27
Hassan et al. 2019 —— 0.62(0.35,1.11) 220
Gamba el al. 2019 —t— 0.45 (0.15, 1.36) 0.71
Guedin et al. 2015 —_—— 0.57 (0.13, 2.41) 0.43
Casetta et al. 2019 -+- 0.65 (0.48, 0.90) 4.69
Da’valos et al. 2012 —p— 0.68 (0.30,1.54) 122
Pfefferkorn et al. 2012 —— e 0.45(0.12, 1.64) 0.53
Raietal 2018 ———— 0.35(0.11, 1.18) 0.60
Anadani et al. 2019 —pe 0.35(0.15, 0.81) 1.15
Tran et al.2018 + : 0.10 (0.00, 2.12) 0.10
Candel et al. 2019 + 0.63 (0.37,1.068) 2.50
Maingard et al. 2018 —f 0.41 (0.25, 0.69) 2.62
Sallustio et al. 2018 —— 0.60(0.37,0.96) 283
Goyal N. et al. 2018 Lot 0.75(0.47,1.13) 3.20
Choi et al. 2018 —.:—— 0.45(0.12, 1.69) 0.52
Gory B. et al. 2018 —_— 0.40 (0.18, 0.86) 1.33
Bourcier et al. 2018 — 0.45 (0.21, 0.95) 142
Bellwald et al. 2017 —— 1.01(0.61,1.68) 2.65
Wang et al. 2017 —— 0.97 (0.60, 1.56)  2.87
Park et al. 2017 — 0.51(0.33,079) 322
Nogueira et al. 2016 —— 0.62(0.38,1.02) 268
Rebello et al. 2016 —— 0.52 (0.33, 0.81) 313
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 ——— 1.43 (0.61, 3.35) 1.14
Tajima et al. 2019 < = - 0.06 (0.00,1.10)  0.12
Kaesmacher et al. 2018 —— 0.53(0.20,1.43) 087
Brinjikji et al. 2014 .- 0.88 (0.64,1.21) 4.61
Kass-Hout et al. 2014 ——— 0.57 (0.22,1.48) 095
Wee etal. 2017 -—— 3.18(0.52,19.27) 0.28
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018 — 0.47(0.23,099) 146
Hassan et al.2020 —Ll— 0.83 (0.36, 1.92) 1.19
Subtotal (I-sguared = 13.6%, p = 0.255) ¢ 0.64 (0.56,0.72) 5150
Overall (l-squared = 26.3%, p = 0.050) $ 0.62 (0.57,0.69)  100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
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Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Prospective
Coutinho et al. 2017
Blcke et al. 2018
Rocha et al. 2018
Gariel et al. 2018
DiMaria et al. 2018
Chalos et al. 2019
Ferrigno et al. 2018
Abilleira et al. 2017

Lecifiana et al. 2017
Merlino et al. 2017

Al-Khaled et al. 2018
Subtotal (l-squared = 62.8%, p = 0.003)

Retrospective

Gong et al. 2019

Casetta et al. 2019
Anadani et al. 2019
Maingard et al. 2018
Sallustio et al. 2018
Goyal N. et al. 2018
Gory B. etal. 2018
Bourcier et al. 2018
Bellwald et al. 2017
Wang et al. 2017

Park et al. 2017

Rebello et al. 2016
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016
Villwock.et al. 2016
Brinjikji et al. 2014
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018
Hassan et al. 2020
Subtotal (l-squared = 40.8%, p = 0.041)

Overall (l-squared = 53.6%, p = 0.000)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

All mortality

%

aOR or aRR(95% CIl) Weight

v

0.90 (0.35, 2.30)
0.43 (0.28, 0.66)
0.64 (0.22,1.91)
0.59 (0.39, 0.88)
0.83 (062, 1.11)
0.58 (0.40, 0.82)
0.46 (0.31, 0.70)
1.07 (0.74, 1.54)
0.24 (0.04, 1.52)
6.57 (1.42, 30.35)
0.74 (0.30, 1.90)
0.68 (0.52, 0.89)

2.11(0.18, 25.17)
0.60 (0.38, 0.99)
0.43 (0.15, 1.25)
0.79 (0.36, 1.74)
2.00 (1.10, 3.40)
0.50 (0.26, 0.96)
0.30 (0.10, 0.89)
1.20 (0.50, 2.90)
1.33(0.73, 2.43)
0.93 (0.54, 1.60)
0.58 (0.35, 0.97)
0.62 (0.34,1.12)
1.33 (0.46, 3.83)
0.81 (0.74, 0.88)
0.86 (0.59, 1.24)
0.38(0.11,1.32)
0.76 (0.43, 1.87)
0.80 (0.67, 0.96)

0.74 (0.64, 0.86)

1.96
5.31
1.57
5.55
6.99
6.13
5.55
6.03
0.62
0.85
2.03
42.59

0.34
4.78
1.62
2.58
4.00
3.34
1.53
2.18
3.89
4.14
4.48
3.75
1.63
9.28
5.97
123
2.85
57.41

100.00




Supplemental Figure 30. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing all mortality by
ethnicity in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA, internal carotid artery. The
concomitant

acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b)

ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were investigated respectively in the

study by Bitke et al. 2018.

A

Study or Subgroup All mortality %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

Caucasian .
Coutinho et al. 2017 —_— 0.64(029,1.37) 1.34
Bucke et al. 2018* @ —— 0.93 (0.44,2.00) 1.40
Blicke et al. 2018+ b — 0.49 (0.34,0.70) 4.05
Rocha et al. 2018 —_—— 0.52(0.24,1.14) 1.33
Maier et al. 2017 R S— 0.96 (0.31,2.96) 0.69
Hassan et al. 2019 _+_ 0.62 (0.35,1.11) 2.20
Gamba et al. 2019 —_ 0.45(0.15,1.36) 0.7
Leker et al. 2018 —— 0.80(0.44,1.45) 2.06
Gariel et al. 2018 —— 0.45(0.26, 0.76 2.48
DiMaria et al. 2018 - 0.64 (0.49,0.84 5.38
Guedin et al. 2015 —_———— 0.57(0.13,2.41) 0.43
Casetta et al. 2019 + 0.65 (0.48,0.90) 4.69
Chalos et al. 2019 4 0.51 (0.40,0.67) 557
Da’valos et al. 2012 —_— 0.68 (0.30, 1.54) 1.22
Minnerup et al. 2016 - 0.59 (0.44, 0.78) 5.04
Pfefferkorn et al. 2012 ———— 045(0.12,164) 053
Rai et al. 2018 —_— 0.35(0.11,1.18) 0.60
Anadani et al. 2019 —_—— 0.35(0.15, 0.81) 1.15
Candel et al. 2019 + 0.63(0.37,1.08) 2.50
Maingard et al. 2018 —— 0.41(0.25,0.69) 262
Sallustio et al. 2018 — 0.60 (0.37,0.96) 2.83
Balodis et al. 2019 —— 0.75(0.33,1.74) 1.17
Ferrigno et al. 2018 — 0.45(0.31,0.64) 4.04
Goyal N. et al. 2018 —_ 0.75(0.47, 1.13) 3.20
Gory B. et al. 2018 _.+ 0.40(0.18,0.86) 1.33
Bourcier et al. 2018 —_—— 0.45(0.21, 0.95) 1.42
Bellwald et al. 2017 o 1.01(0.61,1.68) 265
Abilleira et al. 2017 | 0.91(0.67,1.24) 4.81
Lecifiana et al. 2017 —_— e 0.24 (0.04,1.52) 0.26
Nogueira et al. 2016 + 0.62(0.38,1.02) 268
Rebello et al. 2016 —— 0.52 (0.33, 0.81) 3.13
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 —— 1.43(0.61,3.35) 1.14
Weber et al. 2017 PR 0.78 (0.45,1.37) 2.30
Merlino et al. 2017 —_——— 0.32(0.11,0.85) 075
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 — 0.41 (0.19, 0.88) 1.36
Kaesmacher et al. 2018 0.53(0.20, 1.43) 0.87
Brinjikji et al. 2014 o 0.88 (0.64,1.21)  4.61
Kass-Hout et al. 2014 —_— 0.57(0.22,1.48) 0895
Wee et al. 2017 ——— 3.18(052,19.27) 0.28
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018 —_—— 0.47(0.23,0.99) 1.46
Hassan et al 2020 —— 0.83(0.36,1.92) 1.19
Subtotal (l-squared = 14.9%, p = 0.207) 9 0.62 (0.56,0.68) B844
Asian ;
Gong et al. 2019 —_—— 112 (0.18,7.11) 0.27
Tran et al.2019 + 0.10 (0.00,2.12) 0.10
Choi et al. 2018 —_— 0.45(0.12,1.69) 0.52
Wang et al. 2017 —f 0.87 (0.60, 1.56) 2.87
Park et al. 2017 —.:— 0.51(0.33, 0.79) 3.22
Tajima et al. 2019 < 2 r 0.06 (0.00,1.10) 0.12
Yang et al.2020 | —— 1.08 (0.73,1.60) 364
Subtotal ()-sguared = 52.4%, p =0.050) : 0.71 (045,111}  10.74

1
Caucasian and Asian !
Goyal M.et al. 2015 R — 0.29(0.10,0.80) 0.83
Subtotal (l-sguared = .%, p=.) -i:__.'-i- 0.29 (0.10,0.80) 0.B3

1
Overall (I-squared = 26.3%, p = 0.050) 0 0.62 (0.57,0.69) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :

L | ‘15



Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Caucasian
Coutinho et al. 2017
Bcke et al, 2018
Rocha et al. 2018
Gariel et al. 2018
DiMaria et al. 2018
Casetta et al. 2019
Chalos et al. 2019
Anadani et al. 2019
Maingard et al. 2018
Sallustio et al. 2018
Ferrigno et al. 2018
Goyal N. et al. 2018
Gory B. et al. 2018
Bourcier et al. 2018
Bellwald et al. 2017
Abilleira et al. 2017

Leciiana et al. 2017
Rebello et al. 2016
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016
Merlino et al. 2017
Al-Khaled et al. 2018
Villwock.et al. 2018
Brinjikji et al. 2014
Diaz-Perez et al, 2018
Hassan et al. 2020

Asian

a0R or aRR(95% Cl)

v

Gong et al. 2019

Wang et al. 2017

Park et al. 2017

Subtotal (l-squared = 9.0%, p = 0.333)

Overall (l-squared = 53.6%. p = 0.000)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

*
—
Subtotal (l-squared = 57,1%, p = 0.000) 0o

I
I
]

_'l..

—
I

All mortality

0.90 (0.35, 2.30)
0.43 (0.28, 0.66)
0.64 (0.22, 1.91)
0.59 (0.39, 0.88)
0.83 (0.62, 1.11)
0.60 (0.38, 0.99)
0.58 (0.40, 0.82)
0.43 (0.15, 1.25)
0.79 (0.36, 1.74)
2.00 (1.10, 3.40)
0.46 (0.31, 0.70)
0.50 (0.26, 0.96)
0.30 (0.10, 0.89)
1,20 (0.50, 2.90)
133 (0.73, 2.43)
1.07 (0.74, 1.54)
0.24 (0.04, 1.52)
0.62 (0.34, 1.12)
1,33 (0.46, 3.83)
6.57 (1.42, 30.35)
0.74 (0.30, 1.90)
0.81(0.74, 0.88)
0.86 (0.59, 1.24)
0.38 (0.11, 1.32)
0.76 (0.43, 1.87)
0.74 (0.63, 0.87)

2,11(0.18, 25.17)
0.93 (0.54, 1.60)
0.58 (0.35, 0.97)
0.74 (0.50, 1.11)

0.74 (0.84, 0.88)

%
Weight

1.98
5.3
1.57
5.55
6.99
4.78
6.13
1.62
2,58
4.00
5.55
334
1.53
219
3.69
6.03
0.82
375
163
0.85
203
9.28
597
1.23
285
91.03

0.34
414
448
8.97

100.00




Supplemental Figure 31. Forest plots of studies assessing successful reperfusion in

patients with tandem lesion.

Study or Subgroup Successful reperfusion %

(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95%CI) Weight

Gory et al. 2018 —o— 1.64 (1.18, 2.27) 90.07

Blicke et al. 2018 < . 0.94 (0.35, 2.51) 9.93

Overall (I-squared = 9.5%, p = 0.293) 1.55 (1.14, 2.12) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis




Supplemental Figure 32. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing successful

reperfusion by ethnicity in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA, internal

carotid artery. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b)

concomitant ipsilateral 1CA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were investigated

respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018.

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Caucasian
Coutinho et al. 2017
Rocha et al. 2018
Gariel et al. 2018 -
DiMaria et al. 2018
Ferrigno et al. 2018
Gory et al. 2018

Goyal N. et al. 2018
Bourcier et al. 2018
Wee et al. 2017
Abilleira et al. 2017
Nogueira et al. 2016
Kaesmacher et al. 2018
Angermaier et al. 2016

1.3

Successful reperfusion

%

cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight

PN NN
DNECRONO DO -5

o~

4

Rebello et al. 2016 et
Behme et al. 2016

Hassan et al. 2019 :
Goyal N.et al. 2019
Da’valos et al. 2012
Anadani et al. 2019
Carmen et al. 2019
Wareham et al. 2019
Kaesmacher et al. 2019
Biicke et al. 2018+ a
Biicke et al. 2018 * b
Leker et al. 2018
Sallustio et al. 2018
Diaz-Perez et al. 2018
Maingard et al. 2018
Balodis et al. 2019
Imbarrato et al. 2018
Bellwald et al. 2017
Merlino et al. 2017

Maier et al. 2017
Lecifana et al. 2017
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016
Weber et al. 2017
Guedin et al. 2015
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Casetta et al. 2019
Gamba et al. 2019
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Rai et al. 2018
Chalos et al. 2019
Pfefferkorn et al. 2012
Kass-Hout et al. 2014
Minnerup et al. 2016
Rajah et al.2020
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Subtotal (l-squared = 69.1%, p = 0.003)
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Goyal M.et al. 2015

Subtotal (l-squared = .%,p=.)

Overall (l-squared = 34.7%, p = 0.007)
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Study or Subgroup Successful reperfusion %

(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95%CI) Weight

Caucasian !
Coutinha et al. 2017 —0—-:- 0.68 (0.28, 1.66) 22
Gariel et al. 2018 » 1.05 (0.98, 1.13) 12.54
DiMaria et al. 2018 :"' 1.58 (1.21, 2.08) 9.03
Ferrigno et al. 2018 + 1.30(1.11, 1.53) 11.17
Gory et al. 2018 [ré— 1.47 (1.01, 2.12) 7.03
Goyal N. et al. 2018 —— 1.26 (0.71, 2.23) 4.31
Angermaier et al. 2016 : + > 24.92(1.37, 454.90) 0.25
Behme et al. 2016 | —— 7.00 (2.00, 26.00) 117
Goyal N.etal, 2019 —o— 1.64 (1.03, 2.61) 557
Anadani et al. 2019 —q— 1.12 (0.51, 2.50) 2.68
Maingard et al. 2018 —— 1.22 (0.60, 2.50) 3.14
Bellwald el al, 2017 —‘"'-:- 0.81(0.41, 1.81) 333
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 —+— 1.28(0.32,5.19) 1.00
Fujimoto et al. 2015 I + 8.06 (0.60, 108.91) 0.31
Casetta et al. 2019 - 1.28 (0.95, 1.70) 852
Chalos et al. 2019 -+ 1,05 (0.77, 1.43) 516
Hassan et al. 2020 H— 0.95 (0.52, 2.27) 298
Subtotal (l-squared = 54.7%, p = 0.004) é 1.26 (1.09, 1.48) 83.40

I
Asian ;
Wang et al. 2017 —— : 0.39 (0.18, 0.83) 289
Park et al. 2017 —— 1.96 (1.23, 3.11) 559
Gong etal. 2019 — 3.33 (0.32, 34.99) 0.37
Aoki et al. 2019 —b:— 1.09 (0.38, 3.14) 1.65
Yang et al.2020 e 143 (0.94, 2.22) 6.11
Subtotal (l-sguared = 70.6%, p = 0.008) <> 1.18 (0.64, 2.16) 16.60

1
Overall (l-squared = 58.2%, p = 0.000) ¢ 1.27 (1.10, 1.47) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis i
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Supplemental Figure 33. Forest plots of studies assessing complete reperfusion in

unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.

A

Study or Subgroup Complete reperfusion %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR{95%CI) Weight
Coutinho et al. 2017 —t— 1.16 (0.72, 1.87) 5.15

L}
Rocha et al. 2018 —-:-0— 1.24 (0.72, 2.13) 4.38
Gariel et al. 2018 —O—JI- 0.74 (0.48, 1.14) 5.83
DiMaria et al. 2018 - 1.08 (0.B7, 1.35) 10.44
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —';— 1.04 (0.81, 1.34) 9.61
1
Nogueira et al. 2016 —_— 1.02 (0.85, 1.60) 5.50
1
Rebello et al. 2016 —-:-O— 1.22 (0.81, 1.82) 6.34
Goyal M.etal. 2018 -—0—1 0.74 (0.49, 1.12) 6.13
Da‘valos et al. 2012 _— 0.96 (0.49, 1.91) 3.07
Candel et al, 2019 —— 1.16 (0,74, 1.82) 556
I
Anadani et al. 2012 ——p— 0.87 (0.49, 1.5T) 3.90
1
Tajima et al. 2019 S 2.67 (112, 6.35) 2.08
Leker et al. 2018 —0—: 0.62 (0.37, 1.02) 474
Sallustio et al. 2018 —_— 1.62 (1.04, 2.53) 5.61
Choi etal. 2018 — 1.35 (0.52, 3.54) 1.73
Guedin et al. 2015 i N 4.91(144,16.76) 1.2
1
Casetta et al. 2019 e 1.26 (0.99, 1.60) 9.91
Chalos et al. 2019 - 1.20 (0.83, 1.74) 6.93
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 € f 0.22 (0.05, 0.97) 0.77
Adnan |. et al. 2019 - 1.17 (0.36, 3.80) 1.20
Overall (l-squared = 40.8%, p=0.031) <? 1.08 (0.85, 1.24) 100.00
1
NOTE: Weights are from random effecls analysis !
T T
5 1 15
Study or Subgroup Complete reperfusion %
(First author et al. Publication year) a0R or aRR(95%CI) Weight
Coutinho et al. 2017 —— 1.38 (0.76, 2.51) 8.39
Gariel et al. 2018 — 0.82 (0.59, 1.13) 16.01
DiMaria et al. 2018 —— 1.05 (0.82, 1.34) 18.15
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —— 1.05 (0.80, 1.39) 17.91
Leker et al. 2018 e 0.38 (0.19, 0.73) 7.09
Casetta et al. 2019 d—— 1.23 (0.93, 1.62) 17.85
Chalos et al. 2018 1.22 (0.79, 1.90) 12.18
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2018 - 0.28 (0.05, 1.53) 1.43
Overall (l-squared = 55.4%, p = 0.028) <> 0.99 (0.80, 1.22) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
I |
& 15



Supplemental Figure 34. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing successful
reperfusion by location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.
ICA, internal carotid artery. "The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a)
or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were

investigated respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018.
A

Study or Subgroup Successful reperfusion %

(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95%CI) Weight
Anterior and posterior circulation ;
Coutinho et al. 2017 ——— 0.96 (0.50, 1.84 1.79
Goyal N. et al. 2018 —e L 1.00 (0.67, 1.50 3.34
Park et al. 2017 L— 1.82 (1.22,2.73 an
MNogueira et al. 2016 — 0.97 (0.58, 1.62 2.50
Rebello et al. 2016 —ie 1.18 (0.72, 1.96 2.56
Hassan et al. 2019 —_— 1.09 (0.46, 2.57 1.156
Goyal N.etal. 2019 —— 1.67 (1.07, 2.59 2.99
Da'valos et al. 2012 —_—— 1.26 (0.50, 3.18 1.01
Carmen et al. 2019 ——— 0.71(0.36, 1.42 1.65
Merlino et al. 2017 R P — 2.22 (0.51,9.76 0.44
Maier et al. 2017 g 2.32 (0.95, 5.66 1.09
Lecifiana et al. 2017 —:—0—' 2.26 (0.54, 9.40 0.47
Weber et al. 2017 — 0.96 (0.55, 1.69 2.20
Pfefferkorn et al. 2012 —_—— 0.88 (0.28, 2.74 0.71
Kass-Hout et al. 2014 PR D — 1.33 {DAB. 3.66 0.86
Minnerup et al. 2016 ——— 1.22 (0.79, 1.86 311
Rajah et al.2020 —_— 1.06 (0.35, 3.19 0.75
Hassan et al.2020 —_———— 0.77 20_29, 2.07 0.92
Adnan |. et al. 2019 - 1.17 (0.386, 3.80 0.66
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.619) <> 1.22 (1.05, 1.41 31.49
Anterior circulation :
Rocha et al. 2018 ——— 2.46 (0.98, 6.21 1.02
Gariel et al. 2018 —— 1.45(0.82, 2.55 2.20
DiMaria et al. 2018 - 1.69 (1.33, 2.15 5.00
Ferrigno et al. 2018 f 1.25(1.08, 1.46 6.04
Gory et al. 2018 - 1.64 (1.18, 2.27 4.03
Bourcier et al. 2018 ———— 1.33 (0.60, 2.98 1.28
Wang et al. 2017 —_—— 0.39(0.21,0.72 1.92
Wee et al. 2017 ~— 0.70 (0.09, 5.44 0.24
Abilleira et al. 2017 4o 1.20 (0.91, 1.59 459
Kaesmacher et al. 2018 —— 2.24 (1.13,4.45 1.66
Angermaier et al. 2016 ! + 11.10 (1.35, 91.20) 0.22
Behme et al. 2016 [ 4.21(1.38,12.91) 0.73
Anadani et al. 2019 —— 1.11 (0.55, 2.26 1.57
Wareham et al. 2019 —_— 0.65 (0.28, 1.502 1.20
Gong et al. 2019 - % 4.39(0.44,4442) 0.19
Kaesmacher et al. 2019 ————— 1.57 (0.70, 3.53 1.27
Biicke et al. 2018"a [ — 0.94 ;0.35, 2.51 0.91
Biicke et al. 2018*b ——— 1.26 (0.79, 2.01 2.80
Leker et al, 2018 — 0.85(0.47, 1.53 2.03
Sallustio et al. 2018 i i P e— 1.45 (0.89, 2,37 263
Diaz-Perez et al. 2018 e ! 0.41(0.15, 1.14 0.85
Maingard et al. 2018 —— 2.20(1.29,3.73) 2.38
Balodis et al. 2019 e 2.01(0.61, 6.66 0.64
Imbarrato et al. 2018 —_— 0.71(0.14, 3.61 0.37
Choi et al. 2018 —_—— 0.91(0.37, 2.20 1.09
Bellwald et al. 2017 ——t 0.83 (0.47, 1.46 2.20
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 —_— 0.60 (0.22, 1.66 0.86
Goyal M.et al. 2015 i 0.70(0.31, 1.59 1.26
Guedin et al. 2015 I * 10.24 (1.24, 84.74) 0.22
Casetta et al. 2019 o 1.24 (0.96, 1.60 4.83
Gamba et al. 2019 — 2.85(1.28,6.34 1.30
Aoki et al. 2019 —_—— 1.57 (0.89, 3.59 1.23
Leker et al. 2015 R 1.25(0.27, 5.83 0.41
Rai et al. 2018 [ — 2.151(0.79, 5.87 0.88
Tajima et al. 2019 —_ 1.90 (0.37, 9.68 0.36
Chalos et al. 2019 + 1.19 (0.92, 1.52 4.88
Yang et al.2020 1.41 }0.94, 2.13 3.23
Subtotal (l-squared = 47.0%, p = 0.001) 3 1.30 (1.14, 1.49 68.51

1
Overall (l-squared = 34.7%, p = 0.007) o 1.27 (1.15,1.41)  100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis .
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Study or Subgroup Successful reperfusion %

(First author et al. Publication year) a0R or aRR(95%CI) Weight

Anterior and posterior circulation !
Coutinho et al. 2017 —-1---:- 0.68 (0.28, 1.686) 221
Goyal N, et al. 2018 - 1.26 (0.71, 2.23) 4.31
Park et al. 2017 :—0— 1.96 (1.23, 3.11) 559
Goyal N.etal, 2019 - 1.64 (1.03, 2.61) 557
Hassan et al.2020 —rr— 0.95 (0.52, 2.27) 298
Subtotal (l-squared = 34.8%, p =0.190) O 1.37 {0.99, 1.89) 20.67

1
Anterior circulation :
Gariel et al. 2018 b: 1.05 (0.98, 1.13) 12.54
DiMaria et al. 2018 ha 1.58 (1.21, 2.06) 9.03
Ferrigno et al. 2018 I# 1.30 (1.11, 1.53) 11.17
Gory et al. 2018 o= 147 (1.01,2.12) 7.03
Wang et al. 2017 —_— 0.39 (0.18, 0.83) 2.89
Angermaier et al. 2016 ! + > 24.92 (1.37, 454.90) 0.25
Behme et al. 2016 | —— 7.00 (2.00, 26.00) 1.17
Anacdani et al. 2019 —_— 1.12 (0.51, 2.50) 2 66
Gong et al. 2019 — 3.33(0.32, 34.99) 0.37
Maingard el al. 2018 —— 1.22 (0.60, 2.50) 3.14
Bellwald et al. 2017 — 0.81(0.41, 1.61) 333
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 —_—— 1.29 (0.32, 5.19) 1.00
Fujimoto et al. 2015 + 8.06 (0.60, 108.91) 0.31
Casetta et al, 2019 - 1.28 (0.95, 1.70) 8.52
Aok et al. 2019 —— 1.09 (0.38, 3.14) 1.65
Chalos et al. 2019 -'P:- 1.05(0.77, 1.43) 8.16
Yang et al 2020 r— 1.43(0.94, 2.22) 6.11
Subtotal (l-squared = 60.8%, p = 0.001) (o] 1.24 {1.08, 1.46) 79.33

]
Overall (-squared = 58.2%, p = 0.000) ¢ 1.27 (110, 1.47) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :

I I
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Supplemental Figure 35. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing successful

reperfusion by study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA, internal

carotid artery. The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b)

concomitant ipsilateral 1CA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were investigated

respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018.
A

Study or Subgroup

(First author et al. Publication year)
Prospective
Coutinho et al. 2017
Rocha et al. 2018
Gariel et al. 2018
DiMaria et al. 2018
Ferrigno et al. 2018
Abilleira et al. 2017
Wareham et al. 2019
Biicke et al. 2018 +a
Blcke et al. 2018 *b
Leker et al. 2018
Balodis et al. 2019
Merlino et al, 2017
Maier et al. 2017
Lecifiana et al. 2017
Weber et al. 2017
Goyal M.et al. 2015
Aoki et al. 2019
Leker et al. 2015
Chalos et al. 2019
Minnerup et al. 2016
Yang et al.2020
Adnan |, et al. 2019
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.498)

Retrospective

Gory et al. 2018

Goyal N, et al. 2018
Bourcier et al. 2018
Wang et al. 2017

Park et al. 2017

Wee et al. 2017
Nogueira et al. 2016
Kaesmacher et al. 2018
Angermaier et al. 2016

TN R T“WTI*“{W

Rebello et al. 2016
Behme et al. 2016
Hassan et al. 2019
Goyal N.et al. 2019
Da valos et al. 2012
Anadani et al. 2019
Carmen et al. 2019
Gong et al. 2019

Kaesmacher et al. 2019
Sallustio et al. 2018
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018
Maingard et al. 2018
Imbarrato et al. 2018
Choi et al. 2018

Bellwald et al. 2017
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016
Guedin et al. 2015

Casetta et al. 2019

Gamba et al. 2019

Rai et al. 2018

Tajima et al. 2019

Pfefferkorn et al. 2012

Kass-Hout et al. 2014

Rajah et al.2020

Hassan et al.2020

Subtotal (l-squared = 48.3%, p = 0.001)

Overall (l-squared = 34.7%, p =0.007)
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Prospective

Coutinho et al. 2017

Gariel et al. 2018

DiMaria et al. 2018

Ferrigno et al. 2018

Aoki et al. 2019

Chalos et al. 2019

Yang et al.2020

Subtotal (l-squared = 61.2%, p = 0.017)

Retrospective

Gory et al. 2018

Goyal N, et al. 2018
Wang et al. 2017

Park et al. 2017
Angermaier et al, 2016
Behme et al. 2016

Goyal N.et al. 2019
Anadani et al. 2019
Gong et al. 2019
Maingard et al. 2018
Bellwald et al. 2017
Broeg-Morvay et al, 2016
Fujimoto et al. 2015
Casetta et al. 2019
Hassan et al.2020
Subtotal (l-quared = 52.9%, p = 0.008}

Overall (l-squared = 58.2%, p = 0.000)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

S8 g A i Al

Successful reperfusion

%

aOR or aRR(95%CI) Weight

L 4

v

0.68 (0.28, 1.66)
1.05 {0.98, 1.13)
1,58 {1.21, 2.06)
1.30 {1.11, 1.53)
1.09 {0.38, 3.14)
1.05 (0.77, 1.43)
143(0.94,2.22)
1.21(1.03, 1.42)

1.47 {1.01,2.12)
1.26(0.71,2.23)
0.39 (0.18, 0.83)
196 {1.23,3.11)
24.92 (1.37, 454.90)
7.00 (2.00, 26.00)
1.64 {1.03, 2.61)
1,12 (0.51, 2.50)
3.33 (0.32, 34.99)
1.22 (0.60, 2.50)
0.81(0.41,1.61)
1.29{0.32, 5.19)
.06 (0.60, 108.91)
1.28 {0.95, 1.70)
0.95 (0.52, 2.27)
1.34 (1.03, 1.74)

1.27 {1.10, 1.47)

221
12.54
9.03
11.17
1.65
8.16
6.11
50.87

7.03
4.3
289
5.59
0.25
117
557
2.66
037
3.14
3.33
1.00
0.31
8.52
298
49,13

100.00

—--&-01-+-|T*-r-w
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Supplemental Figure 36. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing complete

reperfusion by location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B)

analysis.
Study or Subgroup Complete reperfusion %
{First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR{85%CI) Waight
Anterior and posterior circulation :
Coutinha et al, 2017 —--1‘0-— 1.16 (0.72, 1.87) 515
Nogueira et al. 2016 —_— 1.02 (0.65, 1.60) 550
Rebello et al. 2016 h— 1.22(0.81,1.82) 6.34
Goyal N. et al, 2019 —_— 0.74 (0.49, 1.12) 613
1
Da'valos et al. 2012 0.96 (049, 1.81) 307
Candel et al. 2019 —f— 116 (0.74, 1.82) 5.56
Adnan | at al. 2019 b 1.17 (0,36, 3.80) 1.20
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.715) <> 1.03 (0.86, 1.24) 32.96
|
Anterior circulation :
Raocha et al. 2018 —-i-O— 1.24 (0.72, 213) 4.38
Gariel et al. 2018 —0—+ 0.74 (D48, 1.14) 583
DiMaria et al. 2018 -'f— 1.08 (0.87, 1.35) 10.44
Farmigno st al, 2018 - 1.04 (0.81, 1.34) a.61
Anadani et al. 2019 iy 0.87 (0.49, 1.57) 390
Tajima etal, 2019 —_— 267 (1.12, 6.35) 208
Leker et al, 2018 —_— 062 (0,37, 1.02) 4.74
Sallustio et al. 2018 g e 1.62 (1.04, 2.523) 561
Choi et al, 2018 : 1.35(0.52, 3.54) 173
Guedin et al, 2015 | ——— 4.91 (1.44, 16.78) 112
Casetta et al. 2019 he— 1,26 (0.99, 1.60) 9.91
Chalos et al. 2019 —— 1.20 (0.83, 1.74) 693
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2018 € ' 0.22 (0.05, 0.87) 077
Subtatal (l-squarad = 57.0%, p = 0.006) <b 1.11(0.92, 1.35) 67.04
Overall (I-squared = 40.8%, p = 0.031) 1:> 1.08 (0.95, 1.24) 100.00
NOTE: Weighls are from random effects analysis [
I T
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Study or Subgroup Complete reperfusion %
(First author et al. Publication year) a0R or aRR{85% Cl) Weight
Anterior and posterior circulation
Coutinho et al. 2017 —_— 1.38 (0.76, 2.51) £.39
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p=.) <9 1.38(076,251) B39
Anterior circulation
Gariel et al. 2018 ——— 0.82 (0.59, 1.13) 16.01
DiMaria et al, 2018 —_— 1.05(D.82, 1.34) 19.15
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —— 1.06 (0.80, 1.39) 17.91
Leker et al. 2018 —_— 0.38 (D19, D.73) 7.08
Casetta et al. 2019 e 1.23(0.93, 1.62) 17.85
Chalos et al. 2019 —— 1.22 (D.79, 1.90) 1218
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 0.28 (D.05, 1.53) 1.43
Sublotal (l-squared = 59.2%, p = 0.023) <> 0.96 {0,786, 1.20} 91.81
Overall (l-squared = 55.4% p = 0.028) <> 0.99 (0.80, 1.22) 100.00
MNOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
T T




Supplemental Figure 37. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing complete

reperfusion by study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.
A

Study or Subgroup Complete reperfusion %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR{95%CIl) Weight
L}

Prospective I
1
Coutinho et al. 2017 —_—— 1.16 {0.72, 1.87) 515
Rocha et al. 2018 —+._ 124 (072, 2.13) 438
Gariel et al. 2018 —O—f 0.74 (0.48, 1.14) 5.83
DiMaria et al. 2018 _.n_ 1.08 (0.87, 1.35) 10.44
Ferrigno et al. 2018 — 1.04 (081, 1.34) 9.61
Leker et al, 2018 —_— 0,62 (0.37, 1.02) 474
Chalos et al. 2019 —— 1.20 (0.83, 1.74) 693
Adnan 1. et al. 2019 * 1.17 (0.36, 3.80) 1.20
Subtotal {l-squared = 8.8%, p = 0.354) {04 102 (0.89, 1.17) 48.28
L}
Retrospective i
Nogueira et al. 2016 —_— 1.02 (0.65, 1.60) 5,50
Rebello et al. 2016 -+ 1.22{0.81, 1.82) 534
Goyal M.etal. 2018 —_— 0.74 (049, 1.12) 8.13
L}
Da'valos et al. 2012 —_— 0.96 (0.49, 1.91) 3.07
Candel et al, 2018 —— 116 (0.74, 1.62) 556
Anadani et al. 2019 _0“:— 0.87 (049, 1.57) 3.90
Tajima et al. 2019 :—0_ 267 (1.12, 6.35) 2.08
Sallustio el al, 2018 :—0— 182 (1.04, 2.53) 561
Choi et al. 2018 —_— 1.35 (0,52, 3.54) 1.73
Guedin et al. 2015 i 4.91(1.44, 16.76) 112
Casetta et al. 2019 —— 1.26 (0.99, 1.60) 9.9
Broeg-Morvay et al, 2016 € + ! 0.22(0.05, 0.97) 077
Subtotal {-squared = 51.0%, p = 0.021) 'p 1.17 {0.94, 1.46) 51.72
Overall (l-squared = 40.8%, p = 0.031) <:> 1.08 (0.95, 1.24) 100.00
I
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
I I
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Study or Subgroup Complete reperfusion %
(First author et al. Publication year) a0OR or aRR(95%Cl)  Weight
Prospective
Coutinho et al. 2017 e 1.38(0.76,251) 838
Gariel et al. 2018 —_— 0.82 (0.59, 1.13) 16.01
DiMaria et al. 2018 e 1.05(0.82,1.34)  19.15
Ferrigno et al, 2018 —— 1.06 (0.80, 1.39) 17.91
Leker et al. 2018 —_— 0.38 (0.19, 0.73) 7.09
Chalos et al. 2018 —_——— 1.22 (0.79, 1.80) 12.18
Subtotal {l-squared = 56.6%, p = 0.042) <> 0.96 (0.76, 1.22) 80.72
Retrospective
Casetta et al. 2019 —— 1.23 (0.93, 1.62) 17.85
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 0.28 (0.05, 1.53) 1.43
Subtatal (l-squared = §4.6%, p = 0.093) <::_""_.::‘==- 0.75(019,296) 1928
Overall (I-squared = 55.4%, p = 0.028) <> 0.99 (0.80, 1.22) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis




Supplemental Figure 38. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing complete

reperfusion by ethnicity in unadjusted analysis.

Study or Subgroup Complete reperfusion %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95%CI) Weight
Caucasian :
Coutinho et al. 2017 —t— 1.16 (0.72, 1.87) 5.15
Rocha et al. 2018 —1— 1.24 (0.72, 2.13) 4.38
Gariel et al. 2018 —_— 0.74 (0.48, 1.14) 583
DiMaria et al. 2018 —— 1.08 (0.87, 1.35) 10.44
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —— 1.04 (0.81, 1.34) 9.61
Nogueira et al. 2016 — 1.02 (0.65, 1.60) 5.50
Rebello et al. 2016 —Ho— 1.22 (0.81, 1.82) 6.34
Goyal N.et al. 2019 — 0.74 (0.49, 1.12) 6.13
Da'valos et al, 2012 — 0.96 (0.49, 1.91) 3.07
Candel et al. 2019 —r— 1.16 (0.74, 1.82) 5.56
Anadani et al. 2019 —r 087 (049,157) 390
Leker et al. 2018 — 0.62 (0.37, 1.02) 4.74
Sallustio et al. 2018 —— 1.62 (1.04, 2.53) 561
Guedin et al. 2015 : + 4.91 (1.44, 16.76) 1.12
Casefta et al. 2019 —— 1.26 (0.99, 1.60) 9.91
Chalos et al. 2019 - 1.20 (0.83, 1.74) 693
Broeg-Morvay etal, 2016 € + : 0.22 (0.05, 0.97) 0.7
Adnan | et al. 2019 -+ 1.17 (0.36, 3.80) 120
Subtotal (I-squared = 38.7%, p = 0.048) q 1.06 (0.93, 1.21) 96.19
]
Asian :
Tajima et al. 2019 ——— 2.67(1.12, 6.35) 2.08
Choi et al. 2018 —_— 1.35(0.52, 3.54) 173
Subtotal (I-squared = 5.4%, p = 0.304) ‘,'{:;" 1.96 (1.01,3.81) 3.81
1
Overall (I-squared = 40.8%, p = 0.031) o 1.08 (0.95, 1.24) 100.00
]
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
T T
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Supplemental Figure 39. Forest plots of studies assessing any ICH in unadjusted (A)
and adjusted (B) analysis. ICH, intracranial hemorrhage; sSICH, symptomatic
intracranial hemorrhage; alCH, asymptomatic intracranial hemorrhage; ICA, internal
carotid artery. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b)
concomitant ipsilateral 1CA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were investigated
respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018. “The outcomes of sICH (c) and alCH
(d) were investigated respectively in the studies of Hassan et al. 2019, Balodis et al.
2019, Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016, Bellwald et al. 2017, Wang et al. 2017, Yang et

al.2020 and Hassan et al.2020
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Supplemental Figure 40. Forest plots of studies assessing HT in unadjusted (A) and
adjusted (B) analysis. HT, hemorrhagic transformation; PH, parenchymal hematoma;
HI, hemorrhagic infarction. “The outcomes of PH (a) and HI (b) were investigated
respectively in the study of Nogueira et al. 2015; The outcomes of HI-1 (c) and HI-2
(d) were investigated respectively in the studies of Coutinho et al. 2017, Sallustio et al.
2018 and Lecifana et al. 2017; The outcomes of PH-1(e) and PH-2 (f) were
investigated respectively in the studies of Sallustio et al. 2018 and Lecifana et al.
2017. The outcome of HI-1 (c), HI-2 (d) and PH2 (f) were investigated respectively in

the study of Mulder et al. 2016.
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Supplemental Figure 41. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for HT. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
HT, hemorrhagic transformation; PH, parenchymal hematoma; HI, hemorrhagic
infarction. “The outcomes of PH (a) and HI (b) were investigated respectively in the
study of Nogueira et al. 2015; The outcomes of HI-1 (c¢) and HI-2 (d) were
investigated respectively in the studies of Coutinho et al. 2017, Sallustio et al. 2018
and Lecifana et al. 2017; The outcomes of PH-1(e) and PH-2 (f) were investigated
respectively in the studies of Sallustio et al. 2018 and Lecifana et al. 2017. The
outcome of HI-1 (c), HI-2 (d) and PH2 (f) were investigated respectively in the study

of Mulder et al. 2016.
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Supplemental Figure 42. Forest plots of studies assessing alCH in unadjusted (A)

and adjusted (B) analysis. alCH, asymptomatic intracranial hemorrhage.
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Supplemental Figure 43. Forest plots of studies assessing any bleeding in unadjusted
(A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA, internal carotid artery; sICH, symptomatic
intracranial hemorrhage; alCH, asymptomatic intracranial hemorrhage; HT,
hemorrhagic transformation; PH, parenchymal hematoma; SAH, subarachnoid
hemorrhage. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b)
concomitant ipsilateral 1CA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were investigated
respectively in the study by Bitke et al. 2018. *The outcomes of severe extracranial
hemorrhage (c) and sICH (d) were investigated respectively in the study of Chalos et
al. 2019; The outcomes of HT (e) and SAH (f) were investigated respectively in the
study of Da"valos et al. 2012. The outcomes of PH (g) and SAH (f) were investigated
respectively in the study of Rebello et al. 2016. The outcome of sICH (d) and alCH (h)
were investigated respectively in the studies of Wang et al. 2017, Bellwald et al. 2017,

Yang et al.2020 and Hassan et al.2020.
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Supplemental Figure 44. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing any ICH by
location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICH,
intracranial hemorrhage; sICH, symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage; alCH,
asymptomatic intracranial hemorrhage; ICA, internal carotid artery. "The acute
intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral
ICA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were investigated respectively in the study by
Bicke et al. 2018. *The outcomes of SICH (c) and alCH (d) were investigated
respectively in the studies of Hassan et al. 2019, Balodis et al. 2019, Broeg-Morvay et
al. 2016, Bellwald et al. 2017, Wang et al. 2017, Yang et al.2020 and Hassan et

al.2020.
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Supplemental Figure 45. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing any ICH by
study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICH, intracranial hemorrhage;
SICH, symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage; alCH, asymptomatic intracranial
hemorrhage; ICA, internal carotid artery. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion
patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or high-grade
stenosis were investigated respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018. *The
outcomes of sICH (c) and alCH (d) were investigated respectively in the studies of
Hassan et al. 2019, Balodis et al. 2019, Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016, Bellwald et al.

2017, Wang et al. 2017, Yang et al.2020 and Hassan et al.2020

Overall (l-squared = 23.1%, p = 0.070)
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Supplemental Figure 46. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing any ICH by
ethnicity in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICH, intracranial hemorrhage;
SICH, symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage; alCH, asymptomatic intracranial
hemorrhage; ICA, internal carotid artery. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion
patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or high-grade
stenosis were investigated respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018. *The
outcomes of sICH (c) and alCH (d) were investigated respectively in the studies of
Hassan et al. 2019, Balodis et al. 2019, Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016, Bellwald et al.

2017, Wang et al. 2017, Yang et al.2020 and Hassan et al.2020

Overall (l-squared = 23.1%, p = 0.070)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Supplemental Figure 47. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing SICH by
location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. SICH,
symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage; ICA, internal carotid artery. The acute
intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral
ICA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were investigated respectively in the study by

Bicke et al. 2018.

A

Study or Subgroup sICH %

(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight
Anterior circulation
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 —_— 0.26 (0.06, 1.03) 1148
Rocha et al. 2018 ——r s 0.66 (0.17, 2.54) 1.21
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018 ———— 1.69 (0.53, 5.43) 1.62
Ferrigno et al. 2018 }— 1.06 (0.56, 1.99) 548
Bourcier et al. 2018 —— 1.50 (0.57, 3.95) 235
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 + 1.83 (0.22, 15.34) 0.48
Bellwald et al. 2017 B 1.99 (0.56, 7.13) 1.35
Chalos et al. 2019 — 1.14 (0.66, 1.97) 7.37
Gamba et al. 2019 —_— 0.93(0.32,2.72) 1.92
Anadani et al. 2019 ——— 0.62 (0.19, 2.00) 1.61
Leker et al. 2015 + > 7.44 (0.34, 162.47) 0.23
Biicke etal. 2018+ @ + 0.53 (0.06, 4.53) 0.47
Biicke etal 2018 * b —T— 1.25(0.85, 2.41) 513
Gariel et al. 2018 o 1.46 (0.56, 3.84) 2.37
Choi et al. 2018 * 0.88 (0.12, 6.56) 0.55
Guedin et al. 2015 4 1.46 (0.19, 11.04) 0.54
Balodis el al. 2019 —_— 1.26 (0.43, 3.68) 1.93
Tajima et al. 2019 + 0.64 (0.06, 6.36) 0.42
Sallustio et al. 2018 —— 0.67 (0.36, 1.25) 572
DiMaria et al. 2018 —— 1.02 (0.68, 1.54) 13.19
Maingard et al. 2018 ——— 0.72 (0.34, 1.54) 3.868
Caselta et al. 2019 —— 1.54 (0.68, 3.50) 3.28
Kaesmacher et al. 2019 —_— 1.21(0.47, 3.13) 246
Wang et al. 2017 —_—— 1.11 (0.62, 1.99) 6.54
Yang et al.2020 ——— 1.45(0.72, 2.92) 4.48
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.805) ¢b 1.07 (0.90, 1.27) 75.74
Anterior and posterior circulation
Kass-Hout et al. 2014 —_— 1.26 (0.36, 4.43) 1.39
Nogueira et al. 2016 ——— 1.36 (0.65, 2.82) 4.1
Coutinho et al. 2017 —_— 0.32 (0.06, 1.67) 0.80
Hassan et al. 2019 B T — 1.96 (0.689, 5.59) 2.0
Goyal N. et al, 2018 — 0.66 (0.37, 1.19) 6.38
Goyal N.et al. 2019 —_—6r 0.71(0.33, 1.51) 3.88
Da'valos et al. 2012 e p— 0.57 (0.09, 3.55) 0.66
Maier et al. 2017 —_—r 0.50 (0.08, 3.16) 0.65
Lecifana et al. 2017 s 2.98 (0.15, 80.21) 0.24
Weber et al. 2017 —_—— 1.70 (0.50, 5.72) 1.49
Candel et al. 2019 ——— 2,52 (0.56, 11.45) 0.98
Hassan et al.2020 1 3.03(0.97,9.51) 1.68
Subtotal {l-squared = 21.3%, p = 0.234) <E 1.04 (0.77, 1.41) 24.26
Heterogeneity between groups: Chi’=0.01, d.i=1, p=0.806
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.770) o 1.06 (0.92, 1.23) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

I



Study or Subgroup siCH %
(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95% CI) Weight

Anterior circulation !
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 -+ , 0.30(0.07, 1.20) 1.36
Rocha et al. 2018 . 093(0.17,4.99)  0.96
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —_—t 0.81(0.40, 1.63) 5.56
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 : 3.16 (0.32, 31.78) 0.52
Bellwald et al. 2017 : ¢ 3.72(0.75, 18.38) 1.08
Chalos et al. 2019 —-‘— 1.20 (0.64, 2.25) 6.94
Anadani et al. 2019 ¢ : 0.42(0.11,1.57) 1.55
Gariel et al. 2018 1' > 1.43(0.82, 2.51) 876
Mundiyanapurath et al. 2017 —0--;— 0.85 (0.36, 2.03) 367
DiMaria et al. 2018 —-b— 1.23(0.78, 1.94) 13.21
Maingard et al. 2018 —_—— 1.40 (0.51, 3.83) 270
Casetta et al. 2019 —— 1.62(0.93, 2.10) 16.53
Wang et al. 2017 —_— 0.94 (0.47, 1.88) 572
Subtotal (I-squared = 11.8%, p = 0.327) > 1.21(0.99, 1.47) 68.54

]
Anterior and posterior circulation E
Goyal N. et al. 2018 —_— 0.61(0.27, 1.40) 4.01
Wang et al. 2015 -~ 0.83(0.14, 4.84) 0.87
Hassan et al.2020 -{0-— 1.35(1.03, 1.96) 26.58
Subtotal (l-squared = 38.0%, p = 0.199) <::> 1.20 (0.89, 1.61) 31.46

i |

Heterogeneity between groups: Chi “=0.00, d.f.=1, p = 0.980 :
Overall (I-squared = 10.9%, p = 0.329) o 1.20 (1.02, 1.42) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis :
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Supplemental Figure 48. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing sICH by study
type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. sICH, symptomatic intracranial
hemorrhage; ICA, internal carotid artery. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion
patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or high-grade

stenosis were investigated respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018.

A

Study or Subgroup sICH %

(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR({95% Cl)Weight
Prospective
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 —_— 0.26 (0.06, 1.03) 1.16
Rocha et al. 2018 ——r s 0.66 (0.17, 2.54) 1.21
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —_—— 1.06 (0.56, 1.99) 5.48
Chalos et al. 2019 —b— 1.14 (0.66, 1.97) 7.37
Leker et al. 2015 + > 7.44 (0.34, 162.47) 0.23
Coutinho et al. 2017 —_— 0.32 (0.06, 1.67) 0.80
Biicke et al. 2018™ 2 + 0.53 (0.06, 4.53) 0.47
Biicke etal. 2018° b —r— 1.25 (0.65, 2.41) 5.13
Gariel et al. 2018 —— 1.46 (0.56, 3.84) 2.37
Maier et al. 2017 ——— 0.50 (0.08, 3.16) 0.85
Balodis et al. 2019 —_—— 1.26 (0.43, 3.68) 1.93
DiMaria et al. 2018 —— 1.02 (0.68, 1.54) 1319
Lecifiana et al. 2017 + 2.98 (0.15, 60.21) 0.24
Weber et al. 2017 _— 1.70 (0.50, 5.72) 1.49
Yang et al.2020 — 1.45(0.72, 2.92) 4.48
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.630) <I; 1.08 (0.87, 1.34) 46.20
Retrospective
Diaz-Peérez et al. 2018 —_— 1.69 (0.53, 5.43) 1.62
Baourcier et al. 2018 ——— 1.50 (0.57, 3.95) 235
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2018 4 1.83 (0.22, 15.34) 0.48
Kass-Hout et al. 2014 —_— 1.26 (0.36, 4.43) 1.39
Bellwald et al. 2017 —r—— 1.99 (0.56, 7.13) 1.35
Gamba et al. 2019 —— 0.93 (0.32, 2.72) 1.92
Anadani et al. 2019 — e e— 0.62 (0.19, 2.00}) 1.61
Nogueira et al. 2016 —— 1.36 (0.65, 2.82) 4.1
Choi etal. 2018 ¢ 0.88 (0.12, 6.56) 0.55
Guedin etal. 2015 4 1.46 (0.19, 11.04) 0.54
Hassan et al. 2019 —_ 1.96 (0.69, 5.59) 2m
Goyal N. et al, 2018 — 0.66 (0.37, 1.19) 6.38
Goyal N.et al. 2019 —— 0.71(0.33, 1.51) 388
Da’valos et al. 2012 _ 0.57 (0.09, 3.55) 0.66
Tajima et al. 2019 + 0.64 (0.06, 6.36) 0.42
Sallustio et al. 2018 — 0.67 (0.36, 1.25) 5.72
Maingard et al. 2018 —— 0.72 (0.34, 1.54) 3.86
Caselta et al. 2019 —_1T— 1.54 (0.68, 3.50) 3.28
Candel et al. 2019 ——— 2.52 (0.56, 11.45) 0.98
Kaesmacher et al. 2019 — 1.21(0.47,3.13) 248
Wang et al. 2017 —— 1.11(0.82, 1.99) 6.54
Hassan et al.2020 1 3.03(0.97,9.51) 1.68
Subtotal {l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.664) 1.05 (0.86, 1.28) 53.80

Heterogensity between groups: Chi“=0.04, d.f=1, p = 0.847
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.770) 1.06 (0.92, 1.23) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis



Study or Subgroup sICH %

(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95% CI) Weight

Prospective !

1
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 + . 0.30 (0.07, 1.20) 1.36
Rocha et al. 2018 o 0.93(0.17, 4.99) 0.96
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —_— 0.81(0.40, 1.63) 5.56
Chalos et al. 2019 —_— 1.20 (0.64, 2.25) 694
Gariel et al. 2018 —— 1.43(0.82,2.51) 876
DiMaria et al. 2018 —— 1.23(0.78, 1.94) 13.21
Subtotal (I-squared = 2.1%, p = 0.403) <:> 1,12 (0.85, 1.48) 36.79

I

1
Retrospective :
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 : * 3.16 (0.32, 31.78) 0.52
Bellwald et al. 2017 - + 372(0.75,18.38) 1.08
Anadani et al. 2019 + - 0.42 (0.1, 1.57) 155
Goyal N. et al. 2018 —_— 0.61(0.27, 1.40) 401
Mundiyanapurath et al. 2017 —_— 0.85 (0.36, 2.03) 367
Maingard et al. 2018 R R —— 1.40 (0.51, 3.83) 270
Wang et al. 2015 — 0.83 (0.14, 4.84) 0.87
Casetta et al. 2019 T 1.62 (0.93, 2.10) 16.53
Wang et al, 2017 —_— 0.94 (0.47, 1.88) 572
Hassan et al.2020 —— 1.35(1.03, 1.96) 26.58
Subtotal (I-squared = 20.5%, p = 0.254) (} 1.25(1.02, 1.55) 63.21

i :

Heterogeneity between groups: Chi "=0.4, d.f=1, p = 0.526 i
Overall (I-squared = 10.9%, p = 0.329) o 1.20(1.02, 1.42) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis :
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Supplemental Figure 49. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing SICH by
ethnicity in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. SICH, symptomatic intracranial
hemorrhage; ICA, internal carotid artery. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion
patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or high-grade

stenosis were investigated respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018.

A

Study or Subgroup siCH %

(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI} Weight
Caucasian
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 —_— 0.26 (0.06, 1.03) 1148
Rocha et al. 2018 ——r s 0.66 (0.17, 2.54) 1.21
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018 ———— 1.69 (0.53, 5.43) 1.62
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —}— 1.06 (0.56, 1.99) 5.48
Bourcier et al. 2018 —— 1.50 (0.57, 3.95) 235
BEroeg-Morvay et al. 2016 + 1.83 (0.22, 15.34) 0.48
Kass-Hout et al. 2014 —_— 1.26 (0.36, 4.43) 1.39
Bellwald et al. 2017 — 1.99 (0.56, 7.13) 1.35
Chalos et al. 2018 —— 1.14 (0.66, 1.97) 7.37
Gamba el al. 2019 —— 0.93(0.32,2.72) 1.92
Anadani et al. 2019 ——— 0.62 (0.19, 2.00) 1.61
Leker et al. 2015 + > 7.44 (0.34, 162.47) 0.23
Neogueira et al. 2016 —— 1.36 (0.65, 2.82) 411
Coutinho et al. 2017 ——— 0.32 (0.06, 1.67) 0.80
Bicke etal. 2018" a & 0.53 (0.06, 4.53) 0.47
Blcke etal. 2018° b —— 1.25 (0.65, 2.41) 513
Gariel et al. 2018 —— 1.46 (0.56, 3.84) 2.37
Guedin et al. 2015 + 1.46 (0.19, 11.04) 0.54
Hassan et al. 2019 —_—— 1.96 (0.69, 5.59) 201
Goyal N_ et al. 2018 —— 0.66 (0.37. 1.19) 6.38
Goyal M.et al. 2018 —pfe 0.71(0.33, 1.51) 3.88
Da'valos et al. 2012 —_— 0.57 (0.09, 3.55) 0.66
Maier et al. 2017 —_— 0.50 (0.08, 3.16) 0.65
Balodis et al. 2019 —— 1.26 (0.43, 3.68) 1.93
Sallustio et al. 2018 —— 0.67 (0.36, 1.25) 5.72
DiMaria et al. 2018 —— 1.02 (0.68, 1.54) 13.19
Maingard et al. 2018 —— 0.72 (0.34, 1.54) 3.86
Lecifiana et al. 2017 - 2.98 (0.15, 60.21) 0.24
Weber et al. 2017 —_— 1.70 (0.50, 5.72) 1.49
Casetta et al. 2019 —r—— 1.54 (0.68, 3.50) 3.28
Candel et al. 2019 s . am—— 2.52 (0.56, 11.45) 0.96
Kaesmacher et al. 2019 —_— 1.21 (0.47, 3.13) 2.46
Hassan et al.2020 —— 3.03(0.97, 9.51) 1.68
Subtotal {l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.646) o 1.05 (0.89, 1.22) 88.01
Asian
Choi et al, 2018 + 0.88 (0.12, 6.56) 0.55
Tajima et al. 2019 + 0.64 (0.06, 6.36) 0.42
Wang et al. 2017 —— 1.11(0.82, 1.99) 6.54
Yang et al.2020 —e— 145 (0.72, 2.92) 4.48
Subtotal {l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.867) < 1.19 (0.78, 1.83) 11.29
Heterogensity between groups: Chi-=0.31, d.f=1, p = 0.578
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.770) o 1.06 (0.92, 1.23) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis




Study or Subgroup

(First author et al. Publication year)

Caucasian

Al-Khaled et al. 2018
Rocha et al. 2018
Ferrigno et al. 2018
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016
Bellwald et al. 2017
Chalos et al. 2019
Anadani et al. 2019
Gariel et al. 2018

Goyal N. et al. 2018
Mundiyanapurath et al. 2017
DiMaria et al. 2018
Maingard et al. 2018
Wang et al. 2015
Casetta et al. 2019
Hassan et al.2020

Subtotal (l-squared = 14.2%, p = 0.295)

Asian
Wang et al. 2017

Subtotal (l-squared = %, p=.)

Heterogeneity between groups: Chi* =0.52, d.f.=1, p=0.470
Overall (l-sguared = 10.9%, p =0.329)
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

sICH

%o

a0R or aRR(95% CI) Weight

0.30 (0.07, 1.20)
0.93 (0.17, 4.99)
0.81(0.40, 1.63)

e

Al

3.16 (0.32, 31.78)
3.72(0.75, 18.38)
1.20 (0.64, 2.25)
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0.61(0.27, 1.40)
0.85 (0.36, 2.03)
1.23 (0.78, 1.94)
1.40(0.51, 3.83)
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1.22(1.03, 1.45)
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Supplemental Figure 50. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing HT by location
of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. HT, hemorrhagic
transformation; PH, parenchymal hematoma; HI, hemorrhagic infarction. *The
outcomes of PH (a) and HI (b) were investigated respectively in the study of Nogueira
et al. 2015; The outcomes of HI-1 (c) and HI-2 (d) were investigated respectively in
the studies of Coutinho et al. 2017, Sallustio et al. 2018 and Lecifana et al. 2017; The
outcomes of PH-1(e) and PH-2 (f) were investigated respectively in the studies of
Sallustio et al. 2018 and Lecifana et al. 2017. The outcome of HI-1 (c), HI-2 (d) and

PH2 (f) were investigated respectively in the study of Mulder et al. 2016.

A

Study or Subgroup HT %

(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
Anterior and posterior circulation ;
Da'valos et al. 2012 —_— 0.66 (0.32, 1.38) 271
Hassan et al. 2019 Jl—o— 1.82(0.99, 3.32) 403
Park et al. 2017 —_— 0.79 (0.44, 1.42) 4.28
Rebello et al. 2016 —_— 0.52 (0.20, 1.34) 1.63
Carmen et al. 2019 —0:— 0.92 (0.36, 2.35) 168
Anadani et al. 2018 r + 4,72 (0.31, 69.60) 0.20
Coutinho et al. 2017%# ¢ — 0.94 (0.52, 1.70) 417
Coutinhe et al. 2017 % d —-;-0— 1.47 (0.67,3.21) 2.40
Lecinana et al. 2017% © L + » 3.91(0.20, 75.84) 017
Lecifiana et al. 2017# d <+ 1.20 (0.12, 12.23) 0.27
Lecifiana et al, 2017# € 4 0.78 (0.07, 9.14) 024
Lecifiana et al, 2017#f : + > 3.91(0.20, 75.84) 0.17
Subtotal (l-squared = 3.1%, p=0.414) <> 1.02 (0.79, 1.32) 2195

I
Anterior circulation :
Casetta et al. 2019 T 1.20 (0.90, 1.55) 19.88
Bang et al. 2011 —— 1.72 (0.99, 2.99) 4.80
Kaesmacher at al. 2018 — 0.65 (0.37, 1.14) 474
Anadani et al. 2019 —tJI— 0.83 (0.37, 1.87) 225
Rai etal. 2018 + r 0.44 (0.04, 4.42) 0.28
Ferrigno et al. 2018 T 1.45 (0.94, 2.25) 7.71
Gariel et al. 2018 —_ 1.16 (0.63, 2.13) 3.99
Wee et al. 2017 % 1.42 (0.18, 10.99) 0.35
Nogueira et al. 2015% 8 —e— 0.97 (0.61, 1.54) 6.88
Nogueira et al, 2015% b —— 152 (1.14, 2.03) 17.63
Sallustio et al. 2018#¢ —o—-f— 0.54 (0.14, 2.04) 0.83
Sallustio et al. 2018# d ——r 0.60 (0.24, 1.51) 1.70
Sallustio et al. 2018# & —T— 1.27 (0.59, 2.75) 247
Sallustio et al. 2018#f —— 1.12 (0.59, 2.11) 3.85
Mulder et al. 2016 # ¢ & - 0.45 (0.02, 11.35) 0.14
Mulder etal. 2016 # d 4 L 0.45 (0.02, 11.35) 0.14
Mulder et al, 2016 # f —_— 0.88 (0.19, 4.14) 0.61
Subtotal (l-squared = 2.6%, p = 0.423) 9 1.19 (1.04, 1.37) 78.05
|

Heterogeneity between groups: Chi’=1.05, df.=1, p = 0.306 I
Overall (l-squared = 2.9%, p=0421) O 1.15(1.02, 1.30) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis : |

o
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Study or Subgroup HT %

(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95% Cl) Weight
Anterior and posterior circulation i
Park et al. 2017 —0—;— 0.87 (0.44, 1.74) 10.60
Anadani et al. 2018 - + > 4.90 (0.05, 392.10) 0.41
1
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.455) <> 0.91 (0.46, 1.79) 11.01
i
Anterior circulation i
Casetta et al. 2019 - 0.95 (0.70, 1.29) 20.28
Bang et al. 2011 —— 2.08(1.10, 3.97) 11.45
1
Raychev et al. 2019 |—_— 7.63 (1.52, 17.35) 4.67
1
Ferrigno et al. 2018 T— 1.33(0.83, 2.14) 15.42
Gariel et al. 2018 e 1.19(0.82,1.73) 18.26
1
Nogueira et al, 2015 = 1.43 (1.03, 2.08) 18.91
Subtotal (I-squared = 65.8%, p = 0.012) <> 1.43 (1.04, 1.98) 88.99
i
Overall (l-squared = 56.6%, p = 0.024) @ 1.35(1.01, 1.81) 100.00
1
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis .
1T
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Supplemental Figure 51. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing HT by study
type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. HT, hemorrhagic transformation; PH,
parenchymal hematoma; HI, hemorrhagic infarction. “The outcomes of PH (a) and HlI
(b) were investigated respectively in the study of Nogueira et al. 2015; The outcomes
of HI-1 (c) and HI-2 (d) were investigated respectively in the studies of Coutinho et al.
2017, Sallustio et al. 2018 and Lecifana et al. 2017; The outcomes of PH-1(e) and
PH-2 (f) were investigated respectively in the studies of Sallustio et al. 2018 and
Lecifana et al. 2017. The outcome of HI-1 (c), HI-2 (d) and PH2 (f) were investigated

respectively in the study of Mulder et al. 2016.

A
Study or Subgroup HT %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
Retrospective !
Da'valos et al. 2012 —0-—':“‘ 0.66 (0.32, 1.38) 271
Casefta et al. 2019 ™ 1.20 (0.90, 1.55) 19.88
Hassan et al. 2019 T—t— 1.82 (0.99, 3.32) 4.03
Kaesmacher el al. 2018 —_— 0.65(0.37, 1.14) 4.74
Park et al. 2017 —0-:— 0.79 (0.44, 1.42) 428
Anadani et al. 2019 —pp— 0.83 (0.37, 1.87) 2.25
Rai et al. 2018 + : 0.44 (0.04, 4.42) 0.28
Rebello et al. 2016 ——— 0.52 (0.20, 1.34) 1.63
Carmen et al. 2019 —_— 0.92 (0.36, 2.35) 1.68
Wee et al. 2017 : + 1.42 (0.18, 10.99) 0.35
Nogueira et al. 20157 @ —— 0.97 (0.61, 1.54) 6.88
Negueira st al. 2015# D : 1.52 (1.14, 2.03) 17.63
Sallustio et al, 2018 #c —_— 0.54 (0.14, 2.04) 0.83
Sallustio et al. 2018 #d > 0.60 (0.24, 1.51) 1.70
Sallustio et al. 2018 # & -—-:0—- 1.27 (0.59, 2.75) 247
Sallustio et al. 2018 #1 —_— 1.12(0.59, 2.11) 365
Subtotal (l-squared = 29.4%, p = 0.129) } 1.10 (0.95, 1.26) T4.97
Prospective :
Bang et al. 2011 -:—0— 1.72 (099, 2.99) 4 80
Ferrigno et al. 2018 H— 1.45 (0.94, 2.25) 7.7
Gariel et al. 2018 — 1,16 (0.63, 2.13) 3.99
Anadani et al. 2018 + 4.72 (0.31, 69.60) 0.20
Coutinho et al. 2017 % © '—1-{— 0.94 (0.52, 1.70) 417
Coutinho et al. 2017#d —— 1.47 (0.67, 3.21) 240
Lecifiana et al. 2017% ¢ . et 3 3.91(0.20, 75.84) 047
Lecifiana et al. 201779 * 1.20 (0.12, 12.23) 027
Lecifiana et al. 2017# & 1 0.78 (0.07, 9.14) 0.24
Lecifiana et al. 20177 : > 3 3.91(0.20, 75.84) 017
Mulder et al. 2016 # ¢ + 0.45 (0.02, 11.35) 0.14
Mulder et al. 2016 # d - L 0,45 (0.02, 11.35) 0.14
Mulder et al. 2016 #1 —_— 0.88 (0.19, 4.14) 0.61
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.929) IO 1.33 (1.05,1.70) 25.03
1
Heterogeneity between groups: Chi*=1.84, df=1, p=0.175 1
Overall (l-squared = 2.9%, p = 0.421) o 1.15 (1.02, 1.30) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis :
T
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Study or Subgroup HT %

(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95% Cl) Weight
i
Retrospective i
Casetta et al. 2019 -+ 0.95(0.70, 1.29) 20.28
Park et al. 2017 —t—é— 0.87 (0.44,1.74) 10.60
Raychev et al. 2019 i—t— 7.63 (1.52, 17.35) 4.67
Nogueira et al. 2015 -:!— 1.43(1.03, 2.08) 18.91
Subtotal (-sguared = 76.7%, p = 0.005) <:> 1.38 (0.81, 2.34) 54.46
i
|
Prospective :
Bang et al. 2011 i—"— 2.09(1.10, 3.97) 11.45
Ferrigno et al. 2018 --¢I— 1.33 (0.83, 2.14) 15.42
Gariel et al. 2018 -'Oé— 1.19(0.82,1.73) 18.26
Anadani et al. 2018 : > 4,90 (0.05, 392.10) 0.41
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.474) @ 1.36 (1.04, 1.78) 45,54
I
|
Overall (l-squared = 56.6%, p = 0.024) <> 1.35(1.01, 1.81) 100.00
I
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis E
I
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Supplemental Figure 52. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing HT by ethnicity
in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. HT, hemorrhagic transformation; PH,
parenchymal hematoma; HI, hemorrhagic infarction. “The outcomes of PH (a) and HlI
(b) were investigated respectively in the study of Nogueira et al. 2015; The outcomes
of HI-1 (c) and HI-2 (d) were investigated respectively in the studies of Coutinho et al.
2017, Sallustio et al. 2018 and Lecifana et al. 2017; The outcomes of PH-1(e) and
PH-2 (f) were investigated respectively in the studies of Sallustio et al. 2018 and
Lecifana et al. 2017. The outcome of HI-1 (c), HI-2 (d) and PH2 (f) were investigated

respectively in the study of Mulder et al. 2016.

A
Study or Subgroup HT %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

Caucasian I
Da'valos et al. 2012 —t—t 0.66 (0.32, 1.38) a7
Caselta et al. 2018 - 1.20 {0.90, 1.55) 19.88
Hassan et al. 2019 e 1.82 (0.99, 3.32) 4.03
Kaesmacher et al. 2018 —— 0.65 (0.87, 1.14) 4.74
Anadani et al. 2019 —_— 0.83 (0.37, 1.87) 225
Rai et al. 2018 + Ir 0.44 (0.04, 4.42) 0.28
Rebelio et al. 2016 —_— 0,52 (0,20, 1.34) 1.63
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —p— 1.45(0.94, 225) 7.7
Gariel et al, 2018 —— 1.16 (0,63, 2.13) 3.89
Carmen et al. 2019 —_— 0.92 (0.36, 2.35) 1.68
Wee et al. 2017 — 1.42 (0.18, 10.99) 0.35
Anadani et al, 2018 Ir + 4.72 (0.31, 69.680) 0.20
MNogueira el al. 2015 #a —r— 0.97 (0.6, 1.54) 6.88
Nogusira et al. 2015 % B e 1.52 (1.14, 2.03) 17.63
Coutinho et al. 2017#c —d-;— 0.94 (0.52, 1.70) 417
Coutinho et al. 2017#d e t—— 1.47 (0.67, 3.21) 2.40
Sallustio et al. 2018 # € —_—r 0.54 (0.14, 2.04) 0.83
Sallustio et al. 2018 # d —_— 0.60 {0.24, 1.51) 1.70
Sallustio et al, 2018 % & —p— 1.27 (0,59, 2.75) 2.47
Sallustio et al, 2018 # —_—— 1.12(0.59, 2.11) 365
Lecinana et al. 2017 Fec v + P 3.91(0.20, 75.84) 017
Lecifiana et al, 2017 #d % 1,20 (0.12, 12.23) 0.27
Lecifiana et al, 2017 # € o 0.78 {0.07, 9.14) 0.24
Lecifiana at al. 2017 #f - + > 3.91(0.20, 75.54) 0.17
Mulder et al. 2016 # ¢ + - 0.45 (0,02, 11.35) 0.14
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Supplemental Figure 53. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing alCH by

location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. alCH,

asymptomatic intracranial hemorrhage.
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Supplemental Figure 54. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing alCH by study

type in unadjusted analysis. alCH, asymptomatic intracranial hemorrhage.
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Supplemental Figure 55. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing alCH by
ethnicity in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. alCH, asymptomatic intracranial

hemorrhage.
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Supplemental Figure 56. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing any bleeding by
location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA, internal
carotid artery; sICH, symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage; alCH, asymptomatic
intracranial hemorrhage; HT, hemorrhagic transformation; PH, parenchymal
hematoma; SAH, subarachnoid hemorrhage. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion
patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or high-grade
stenosis were investigated respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018. *The
outcomes of severe extracranial hemorrhage (c) and sICH (d) were investigated
respectively in the study of Chalos et al. 2019; The outcomes of HT (e) and SAH (f)
were investigated respectively in the study of Da’valos et al. 2012. The outcomes of
PH (g) and SAH (f) were investigated respectively in the study of Rebello et al. 2016.
The outcome of sICH (d) and alCH (h) were investigated respectively in the studies of

Wang et al. 2017, Bellwald et al. 2017, Yang et al.2020 and Hassan et al.2020.
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Supplemental Figure 57. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing any bleeding by
study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA, internal carotid artery;
SICH, symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage; alCH, asymptomatic intracranial
hemorrhage; HT, hemorrhagic transformation; PH, parenchymal hematoma; SAH,
subarachnoid hemorrhage. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or
without (b) concomitant ipsilateral 1ICA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were
investigated respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018. The outcomes of severe
extracranial hemorrhage (c) and sICH (d) were investigated respectively in the study
of Chalos et al. 2019; The outcomes of HT (e) and SAH (f) were investigated
respectively in the study of Da"valos et al. 2012. The outcomes of PH (g) and SAH (f)
were investigated respectively in the study of Rebello et al. 2016. The outcome of
SICH (d) and alCH (h) were investigated respectively in the studies of Wang et al.

2017, Bellwald et al. 2017, Yang et al.2020 and Hassan et al.2020.
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Supplemental Figure 58. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing any bleeding by
ethnicity in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis. ICA, internal carotid artery;
SICH, symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage; alCH, asymptomatic intracranial
hemorrhage; HT, hemorrhagic transformation; PH, parenchymal hematoma; SAH,
subarachnoid hemorrhage. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or
without (b) concomitant ipsilateral 1ICA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were
investigated respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018. The outcomes of severe
extracranial hemorrhage (c) and sICH (d) were investigated respectively in the study
of Chalos et al. 2019; The outcomes of HT (e) and SAH (f) were investigated
respectively in the study of Da"valos et al. 2012. The outcomes of PH (g) and SAH (f)
were investigated respectively in the study of Rebello et al. 2016. The outcome of
SICH (d) and alCH (h) were investigated respectively in the studies of Wang et al.

2017, Bellwald et al. 2017, Yang et al.2020 and Hassan et al.2020.
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NIRRT RONE =
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Hassan et al. 2019
Bellwald et al. 2017#d
Bellwald et al. 2017#h
Al-Khaled et al. 2018
Diaz-Pérez et al. 2018
Ferrigno et al. 201 8
Kass-Hout et al. 2014
Gamba et al. 2019
Anadani et al. 2019
Nogueira et al. 2016
Biicke et al. 201 872

Bicke et al. 201 8*b
Guedinetal. 2015
Hassan et al. 2019
Goyal N. et al. 2018
Goyal N.etal 2019
Maingard et al. 2018
Casetta et al. 2019
Candel et al. 2019
Mistry et al.2017
Kaesmacher et al. 2018

Raietal. 2018
Kaesmacher et al. 2019
Hassan et al.2020# d
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Hassan et al.2020% h
Subtotal (l-squared = 32.7%, p = 0.014}
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Gong etal. 2019
Tran et al.2019
Wang et al. 2017% d
Wang et al. 2017# h
Choi et al. 2018
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L
.1

Tajima et al. 2019
Park et al. 2017
Yangetal2020%#h
Yang etal.2020#d
Subtotal (I-squared =0.0%, p = 0.564}

Caucasian and Asian
Bang et al. 2011
Subtotal (l-squared = %, p=.)

Overall (I-squared = 29.2%, p=0.019)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Study or Subgroup Any bleeding %

(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95% CI) Weight

Caucasian :
Gariel et al. 2018 0‘; 1.10 (0.96, 1.26) 13.30
Anadani et al. 2018 € + T 0.50 (0.04, 3.40) 048
Broeg-Morvay et al. 2016 ————— 2.15(0.71,6.53) 173
Apbilleira et al. 2017 —0——: 0.56 (0.25, 1.27) 294
Chalos et al. 2019%#C —————— 1.96 (0.66, 5.81) 1.80
Chalos et al. 2019#d —-1— 1.20 (0.64, 2.25) 4.34
Rocha et al. 2018 — e — 0.82 (0.31,2.13) 222
DiMariz et al. 2018 -.‘I- 1.08 (0.85, 1.39) 10.81
Wang et al. 2015 ——— 0.70 (0.29, 1.72) 253
Bourcier et al. 2018 — 2.30 (0.90, 5.90) 23
Hassan et al. 2019 -JE—O— 1.88 (1.02, 3.45) 453
Bellwald et al. 2017#d T + 3.72(0.75, 18.38) 0.89
Bellwald etal. 2017#h —:—0—- 2.04 (0.92, 4.52) 3.05
Al-Khaled et al. 2018 +— \ 0.30 (0.07, 1.20) 1.11
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —— 0.81 (0.40, 1.63) 369
Anadani et al, 2019 * : 0.42 (0.1, 1.57) 1.26
Goyal N. et al, 2018 —— 0.61 (0.27, 1.40) 286
Mundiyanapurath et al. 2017 —'0-—!—- 0.85 (0.36, 2.03) 2.66
Maingard et al. 2018 —_— 1.40 (0.51, 3.83) 205
Casetta et al. 2019 t——— 1.62 (0.93, 2.10) 7.35
Hassan et al.2020 —:0— 1.35 (1.03, 1.86) 9.08
Subtotal (l-squared = 32.9%, p = 0.073) Q 1.16 (0.99, 1.37) 80.97
Asian :
Gong et al. 2019 : + 1.82 (0.52, 6.33) 1.41
Wang et al. 2017 #d ——— 0.94 (0.47, 1.88) 3.77
Wang etal. 2017 #h o 2.07 (1.26, 3.41) 5.86
Park et al, 2017 —_— 0.87 (0.44,174) 381
Sublotal (l-squared = 46.7%, p = 0.131) < 1,32 (0.80, 2.15) 14.84

1
Caucasian and Asian :
Bang et al. 2011 ——— 2.09 (1.10, 3.87) 419
Subtotal (l-squared = %, p=.) +$l- 2.09 (1.10, 3.97) 419

I
Overall (l-squared = 37.1%, p=0.031) ¢ 1.22 (1.04, 1.42) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :

I I
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Supplemental Figure 59. Forest plots of studies assessing SAH in unadjusted

analysis. SAH, subarachnoid hemorrhage.

Study or Subgroup SAH %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl)  Weight
i
Coutinho et al. 2017 ; 0.40 (0.07, 2.23) 4.64
Weber et al. 2017 E — 1.04 (0.23, 4.73) 593
|
Wee et al. 2017 £ + . 0.26 (0.01, 5.61) 1.45
Da'valos et al. 2012 —Eb— 0.87 (0.26, 2.85) 9.63
Mulder et al. 2016 -5 0.76 (0.04, 16.14) 147
Minnerup et al. 2018 —t—é—— 0.66 (0.34, 1.29) 30.62
Rebello et al. 2016 —IP-— 0.86 (0.37, 2.01) 19.02
Carmen et al. 2019 —Iht—' 1.07 (0.50, 2.25) 24.58
Sallustio et al. 2018 E + 2.07 (0.21, 20.10) 2.65
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.944) Q) 0.82 (0.57,1.19) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis E
|
5 : [

T
. 118



Supplemental Figure 60. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing SAH by

location of occluded artery (A) and study type (B). SAH, subarachnoid hemorrhage.

A

Study or Subgroup SAH %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

T
Anterior and posterior circulation :
Coutinho et al. 2017 —0—5—— 0.40 (0.07, 2.23) 4.64
Weber et al. 2017 —i—b— 1.04 (0.23, 4.73) 593
Da'valos et al. 2012 frm— 0.87 (0.26, 2.85) 963
Minnerup et al. 2016 —0—‘:-— 0.66 (0.34, 1.28) 30.62
Rebello et al. 2016 —IP— 0.86 (0.37, 2.01) 19.03
Carmen et al. 2019 —‘:—9— 1.07 (0.50, 2.25) 24.58
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.835) ¢> 0.81 (0.56, 1.19) a4.44

]
Anterior circulation i
Wee st al. 2017 & - - 0.26 (0.01, 5.61) 145
Mulder et al, 2016 vi 0.76 (0.04, 16.14) 1.47
Sallustio et al. 2018 - -+ 2,07 (0.21, 20.10} 265
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.558) <> 0.82 (0.19, 4.42) 5.56

]

i
Heterogeneity between groups: Chi = 0.02, d.f=1, p = 0.861 :
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.944) Q} 0.82 (0.57,1.19) 100.00
MNOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis E

T T
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Study or Subgroup SAH %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl)  Weight
I
Prospective i
1
Coutinho et al. 2017 —O—IL— 0.40(0.07, 2.23) 4 64
Weber et al. 2017 _— 1.04 (0.23, 4.73) 5.93
1
Mulder et al. 2016 ‘: 0.76 (0.04, 16.14) 1.47
Minnerup et al. 2016 —_— 0.66 (0.34, 1.29) 30.62
1
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.881) C> 0.67 (0.38, 1.18) 42 67
1
|
Retrospective :
1
Wee et al. 2017 € : 0.26 (0.01, 5.61) 1.45
1
Da'valos et al. 2012 —_— 0.87 (0.26, 2.85) 9.63
1
Rebelle et al. 2016 —+-— 0.86 (0.37, 2.01) 19.03
1
Carmen et al. 2019 —‘I-D— 1.07 (0.50, 2.25) 24 58
Sallustio et al. 2018 ; + 2.07 (0.21, 20.10) 2.65
i
Subtotal {l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.858) <:> 0.95 (0.59, 1.55) 57.33
|
1
Heterogeneity between groups: Chi =086, d f=1, p = 0.353 :
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.944) <:> 0.82 (0.57, 1.18) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis :
l
T

T
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Supplemental Figure 61. Forest plots of studies assessing HI (A), HI-1 and HI-2 (B)
in unadjusted analysis. HI, hemorrhagic infarction. “The outcomes of HI-1(a) and
HI-2 (b) were investigated respectively in the studies of Coutinho et al. 2017, Sallustio

et al. 2018, Lecirana et al. 2017, Da"valos et al. 2012 and Mulder et al. 2016.

A

Study or Subgroup HI %
(First authar et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95%CT) Weight
Mogueira et al. 2015 -E-o— 182 (1.14, 2.03) 59.58
Coutinho etal, 2017 #8 —-:— 0.94 (0.52, 1.70) 14.10
Coutinhio etal, 2017 #P —-F 1.47 (0.67, 3.21) 8.13
Sallustio et al. 2018 #a —o——— 0.54 (0.14, 2.04) 2.79
Sallustio et al. 2018 # & _—r 0.80 (0.24, 1.51) 5.76
Lecifiana et al. 2017 #@ . 3 3.91(0.20, 75.84) 0.56
Lecifiana et al. 2017 * ° - 1.20(0.12, 12.23) 0.92
Da'valos etaI.ZOlZ#a —_— E 0.35(0.11, 1.08) 3.54
Da'valos et al. 2012 # B —:—o— 2.13 (0,62, 7.33) 3.25
Mulder et al. 2016 #2 045 (0.02, 11.35) 0.48
Mulder et al. 2018 #B 0.45 (0.02, 11.35) 0.48
Overall (l-squared = 27 6%, p = 0.181) @ 1.24 (0.99, 1.54) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis E

T : T
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B

Study or Subgroup HI %

(First author et al, Publication year) cOR or cRR{95% Cl) Weight
Hi-1

Coutinho et al. 2017 —_— 0.84 (0.52, 1.70) 34.89
Sallustio et al. 2018 —Q—%— 0.54 (0.14, 2.04) 6.91
Lecifiana et al. 2017 ; + > 3.91(0.20, 75.84) 1.40
Da'valos et al. 2012 —v—:- 0.35 (0.11, 1.08) 9.74
Mulder et al. 2016 7 0.45 (0.02, 11.35) 1.18
Sublotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p=0427) .<:;> 0.75{0.48, 1.20) 5413
HI-2

Coutinho et al, 2017 ——— 1.47 (0.67,3.21) 20.11
Sallustio et al. 2018 —_— 0.60 (0.24, 1.51) 14.25
Lecifiana et al. 2017 E + 1.20 (0.12, 12.23) 228
Da'valos st al. 2012 . 2.13(0.62,7.33) 8.05
Mulder et al. 2016 j 0.45 {0.02, 11.35) 118
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = D.466) <:> 1.14 (068, 1.91) 4587
Heterogeneity between groups: Chi *=1.38, d.f=1, p = 0.241 i

Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.456) D 0.91 (0.64, 1.29) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis ;




Supplemental Figure 62. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing HI by location
of occluded artery (A) and study type (B). HI, hemorrhagic infarction. “The outcomes
of HI-1(a) and HI-2 (b) were investigated respectively in the studies of Coutinho et al.
2017, Sallustio et al. 2018, Lecifana et al. 2017, Da"valos et al. 2012 and Mulder et al.

2016.

A

Study or Subgroup HI %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR{95% CI) Weight
!
Anterior circulation :
h
Mogueira et al. 2015 bocnl 1.52 (1.14, 203) 50.58
Sallustio et al. 2018 # 2 —_— 0.54 (0.14, 2.04) 279
Sallustio et al, 2018 ¥ — 0.60(0.24, 1.51) 576
i
Mulder et al. 2016 #a - 0.45 (0.02, 11.35) 0.48
Mulder et al, 2018 #B - Q.45 (0.02, 11.35) 0.48
Subtotal (l-squared = 37.0%, p=0.175) 0 1.3301.02,1.74) 69.0%
X
Anterior and posterion circulation :
1
Coutinho et al, 2017#a —a-l— 0.4 (0.52,1.70) 1410
Coutinho et al, 2017 # b —r—— 147 (0.67, 3.21) 8.13
Lecifiana et al. 2017% 4 v > 281 (020, 75.84) 0.56
1
Lecifana et al. 2017# D + 1.20 (0.12, 12.23) 092
Da'valos st al 2012#2 —_— .35 (0.1, 1.08) 394
1
Da'vaios et al. 2012% P ——— 2.13(0.62,7.33) 325
Subtotal (l-squared = 23.7%, p = 0.256) <> 1.05 (0.70, 1.57) 3081
i
1
Heterogeneily between groups: Chi’ =092, d.f=1, p = 0.339 s
Owerall (l-squared = 27.6%, p=0.161) o 1.24 (0,989, 1.54) 100.00
\
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis :
T )
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Study or Subgroup HI Y
{First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95%Cl)  Weighl
Retrospective |
Nogueira et al. 2015 | —— 1.52 (1.14, 2.03) 313
sallustio et al. 2018 ™ 3 —o—:— 0.54 (0.14, 2.04) 580
Sallustio et al. 2018% 2 —— 060(0.24, 151) 1050
Da‘valos et al, 20127 2 —o—' 0.35 (0.11, 1.08) 783
Da'valos et al, 20127 P R 2.13(0.62, 7.33} 87
Subtotal (-squared = 64 8%, p = 0.022) -<:> 0.86 (0.45, 1.73) 62.23
f
Prospective [
|
Coutinho et al. 2017% @ —— 0.94 (0.52, 1.70} 1659
Coutinho et al. 2017 %D R P — 1.47 (0.67, 3.21) 1337
|
Lecifiara et al, 20177% 2 0 > 3.91(0.20, 75.84) 1.35
Lecifiana at al. 2017# D ; 1.20 (0.12, 12.23) 218
|
Mulder et al. 2016¥% 2 - 0.45(0.02, 11.35) 115
Mulder et al. 2016% ‘ 0.45(0.02, 11,25) 115
Subtotal (|-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.836) <i> 1.0 {0.70, 1.73) T
|
QOverall (-squared = 27.6%, p=0.181) <> 1.05 (0.74, 1.50} 100,00
I
MNOTE: Weights are from random affecls analysis E
T




Supplemental Figure 63. Forest plots of studies assessing PH in unadjusted (A) and
adjusted analysis (B). PH, parenchymal hematoma. "The outcomes of PH-1(a) and
PH-2 (b) were investigated respectively in the studies of Lecifana et al. 2017, Casetta

et al. 2019, Sallustio et al. 2018 and Da“valos et al. 2012.

A
Study or Subgroup PH Yo
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight
Anadani et al. 2019 —t—‘:— 0.83 (0.37. 1.87) 6.08
Rai et al. 2018 ® - 0.44 (0.04, 4.42) 0.7s
Rebello et al. 2016 _— 0,52 (0.20, 1.34) 4,38
Kaesmacher et al. 2018 : + 3.57 (043, 29.52) 083
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —— 1.45 (094, 2.25) 20.83
Gariel et al. 2018 —t— 1.16 (0,63, 2.13) 10.79
Carmen el al. 2019 —l-:— 0.92 (0.36, 2.35) 4.54
Wee el al. 2017 1.42 (0.18, 10.89) 0.85
Mogueira et al. 2015 — 0.97 (0.61, 1.54) 18.58
Lacifiana et al. 2017% 2 . 0.78 (0.07, 9.14) 066
Lecifana etal. 2017# b : + > 3.91(0.20, 75.84) 0.45
Casetta etal. 2019 # 2 —_— 0.76 (0.35, 1.70) 6.35
Casetta et al. 2019 % B - 2.80 (0.87, 9.80) 27
Sallustio et al. 2018 # 3 —~I-¢— 1.27 (0.59, 2.75) 6.68
Sallustio et al. 2018 # b —— 1.12 (059, 2.11) 985
Da'valos etal. 2012#a —_— 0.35 (0.08, 1.41) 201
Anadani et al, 2018 'r 4,72 (0.31, 69.80) 0.54
Da'valos etal. 2012# b —ﬂ:—o_ 1.81(0.32, 10.25) 132
Mulder et al. 2016 —_—— 0.88 (0.19, 4.14) 1.65
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.673) <D 1.09 (0.89, 1.33) 100.00
NOTE: Waights are from fixed effacts analysis E
==l
5 115
B
Study or Subgroup PH Y%
(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR{95% ClI}  Weight
i
Raychev et al. 2019 —_— 763 (1.52,17.35) 12.58
Ferrigno et al, 2018 -...4:_ 1.33 (0.83, 2.14) 26.85
Gariel et al. 2018 —4-:L 1.19(0.82, 1.73) 29.08
Casetta et al, 2019 ¥ 8 —-——ﬁ 0.60 (0.28, 1.50) 18.74
Casetta et al. 2019 # P —E—o— 2.70(0.70, 5.80) 11.33
Anadani et al. 2018 } 4.90 (0,05, 392.10) 1.42
Overall (I-squared = 61.9%, p = 0.022) <® 1.53 (0.88, 2.63) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis i
]

o
wn



Supplemental Figure 64. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing PH by location
of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted analysis (B). PH, parenchymal
hematoma. “The outcomes of PH-1(a) and PH-2 (b) were investigated respectively in
the studies of Lecifana et al. 2017, Casetta et al. 2019, Sallustio et al. 2018 and

Da“valos et al. 2012.

A

Study or Subgroup PH %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR{95% Cl) Weight
Anterior circulation :
Anadani et al. 2013 —_— 0.83 {0.37, 1.87) E.08
Ral et al. 2018 + : 0.44 (0,04, 4.42) 0.75
Kassmacher st al, 2018 : 3,57 (0.43, 29.52) 0.89
Ferrigno el al, 2018 et 1.45 (0.94, 2.25) 20.83
Gariel et al 2018 —_— 1.16 (083, 2.13) 10.79
Wes stal, 2017 I —— 1,42 (0,18, 10.99) 085
HMoguelra et al. 2015 —1{— 047 (061, 1.54) 18.58
Casetta et al, 2013 % 2 —_— 0,76 (0.35, 1,70} 835
Casetta et al. 2015 D e 2.80 (0.87, 8.80) 27
Sallustio etal. 2018 ¥ 2 —r— 1.27 (0.59, 2.75) B.66
Sallustio etal. 2018 * B — 1.12 (0.58, 2.11) 585
Mulder elal, 2018 -—-H,-— 0.88 {0.19. 4.14) 165
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p =0.771) {) 1,15 (0,93, 1.43) 86.00
1
1
Anterior and posterior circulation 1
Rebello et al, 2016 —_— 0,52 (0.20, 1.34) 439
Carmen et al 2018 —_— 0.92 {0.36, 2.35) 454
Lecifiana et al, 2017 % 2 - 0.78{0.07, 8.14) 0.6
Lecifiana et al. 2017# B - + > 3.91(0.20, 75.84) 0.45
Da'valos etal 2012 %2 _— 0,35 {0.08, 1.41) 20
Anadani et al. 2013 . 4,72 (0.31, 69.60) 0.54
Da'valos atal, 2012 # B —_—— 181 (0.32, 10.25) 132
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.441) <> 0,78 (0,46, 1,35) 13.91
1
2 1
Heteroqeneity betwean groups: Chi~=1.65, df=1 p=0198 |
Owverall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.673) <> 1.08 (0.89, 1.33) 100.00
NOTE: Weights ara from fixed effects analysis :
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Study or Subgroup PH o
(First author et al Publication year) a0R or aRR{95% Cl}  Weight
Anterior circulation E
|
Raychev etal. 2019 — 7.63(1.52, 17.35) 12.58
Ferrigno et al, 2018 S 133 (0,83, 2.14) 26,85
Gariel at al, 2018 s 1,19 (0,82, 1.73) 29.08
Casetta st al. 2019 #a —_— 0.60 (0.28, 1.50) 18.74
Casefta st al, 2013 #D ——— 2,70 (0.70, 9.80) 11.33
Sublotal (|-squared = B8.7%, p = 0.012) ‘Q> 1,51 (0.86, 2.66) 98.56
Antarior and posterior circulation
Anadani ef al. 2018 - 4.90 (0,05, 392.10) 142
Subtotal (l-squared = % p= ) —-i::‘.:—:— 490 (0.06, 433.82) 142
Overall (l-squared = 61.8%, p = 0,022) 40 153 (0,88, 2.63) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random eflects analysis |
. H

1
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Supplemental Figure 65. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing PH by study
type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted analysis (B). PH, parenchymal hematoma. “The
outcomes of PH-1 (a) and PH-2 (b) were investigated respectively in the studies of
Lecifana et al. 2017, Casetta et al. 2019, Sallustio et al. 2018 and Davalos et al.

2012.

A

Study or Subgroup PH Yo
(First author et al. Fublication year) cOR or cRR(35% CI) Weight
Retrospective ;
Anadani st al. 2019 —_— 0.83 (0,37, 1.87) 6.08
Ral et al. 2018 : 0.44 (0.04, 4.42) 075
Rebello ef al, 2018 —O—JI- 0.52 (020, 1.34) 499
Kaesmacher et al. 2018 + 3.57 (0.43, 20.52) [iR:1:)
i
Carmen et al. 201% —_— 0.92 (0.36, 2.35) 4.54
Wee et al. 2017 L 142(018,10.99) 095
Mogusira st al. 2015 —— 0,87 (081, 1.54) 18,58
Casetta etal 2018 #2 —0-"— 0.76 (0.35,1.70) 6,35
Casetastal 2013 *P T 2,80 (0.67, 9.80) 2.1
Sallustio st al 2018 # 8 — 1.27 (0.69, 2.75) 6.66
Sallustio et al, 2018 # b —t— 1.12(0.59, 2.11) .85
Da'valos et al. 2012% 3 —_— 0.35 (0.08, 1.41) 2401
Da'valos el al. 2012% P —_— 181(032, 1025 132
Subtotal {Il-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.582) <? 0.87 (0.75, 1.25) 65.08
|
Prospective i
Farrigno et al, 2018 —— 1.45 (0.94, 2.25) 2083
Garlel et al. 2018 -'P— 1.16 (0.63, 2.13) 10.79
Lecifians et al. 2017 #a . 0.78 {0.07,5.14) 0.86
Lecifana et al 2017 #¥ T > 3.91(0.20, 75.84) 0.45
Anadani et al. 2018 - + 4.72(0.31, 69.60) 0.54
Mulder et al. 2016 —_—— 0.88 (0.19, 4.14) 1.65
Subtotal {I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.829) = 1.35 (0.96, 1.89) 34.02
|
Heterogensity between groups: Chi'=2.31, df=1, p=0.129 :
Overall {I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.673) <b 1,09 (0,89, 1.33) 100,00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis \
T e
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Study or Subgroup PH %a
{First author et al. Publication year) a0R or aRR(95% Cl) Waeight
:
Retrospective
Raychev et al. 2019 |_._ 7.63 (1.52, 17.35) 12.58
Casetta stal. 2019 #a —_— 0.6 {0.28, 1.50) 1874
Casetta etal. 2019 * P I — 2.70{0.70, 8.80) 1133
Subtotal {-sguared = 83.6%, p = 0.002) -=:::> 2.20{0.45, 10.76) 4265
Prospeclive
Farmgno et al. 2018 --u:— 133 {083, 2.14) 26.85
Garie! et al. 2018 . 118 (0.82, 1.73} 2908
Anadani et al, 2018 - S 4.30(0.05, 392.10) 142
Subtotal {l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.783) O 1.25{0.93, 1.67) 57.35
Overall (l-squared = 61.9%, p = 0.022) GO 153 (0.88, 2.63) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis i
f

T
& 115



Supplemental Figure 66. Forest plots of studies assessing PH-1 in unadjusted

analysis (A), and PH-2 in unadjusted (A) and adjusted analysis (B). PH, parenchymal

hematoma.
Study or Subgroup PH %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl} Weight
U
PH1 :
Coutinho et al. 2017 + - 0.20 (0.02, 1.81) 2.42
Lecifiana et al. 2017 - 0.78 (0.07, 9.14) 1.95
{l
Caselta et al. 2019 —— 0.76 (0.35, 1.70) 18.85
Sallustio et al. 2018 —— 1.27 (0.59, 2.75) 19.77
Da'valos et al. 2012 —_— 0.35 (0.08, 1.41) 597
]
Subtotal (l-squared = 6.6%, p = 0.369) <> 0.80(0.49, 1.30) 48.96
i
PH2 \
Coutinho et al, 2017 - 0.41(0.04, 4.52) 201
U
Anadani et al. 2018 | 472 (0.31, 69.60) 1.61
Sallustio et al. 2018 —f— 1.12 (0.59, 2.11) 29.23
Lecifiana et al. 2017 : + > 3.91(0.20, 75.84) 1.34
I
Caselta et al. 2019 T 2.80 (0.87, 9.80) 8.03
Da'valos et al. 2012 — 1.81(0.32, 10.25) 391
Mulder et al. 2016 —_—tt 0.88 (0,19, 4.14) 49
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.624) <J4:> 1.36 (0.84, 2.20) 51.04
I
I
Heterogeneity between groups: Chi® =2.34, d.f=1,p=0.128 |
Overall (l-squared = 0.1%, p = 0.442) <> 1.05 (0.74, 1.48) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis i
i
)
5 115
Study or Subgroup PH2 %
(First study et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95% Cl)  Waeight
PH2
Anadani et al. 2018 > 4.90 (0.05, 392.10) 7.97
Casetta et al. 2019 _—.5— 2,70 (0.70, 9.80) 92,03
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.803) < 2.83 (0.80, 10.04) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis




Supplemental Figure 67. Forest plots of studies assessing dramatic improvement at

discharge/7days in unadjusted analysis.

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Lecifana et al. 2017

Dramatic improvement
at discharge/ 7 days

%

cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight

1.24 (0.44, 3.46)

Da'valos et al. 2012

Kaesmacher et al. 2018

Minnerup et al. 2016

Behme et al. 2016

1.44 (0.73, 2.84)

N 1.72 (0.98, 3.04)

—_— 1.36 (1.07, 1.73)

N 1.31(0.46, 3.78)

Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p=0.958)

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

7/

<> 1.40 (1.14,1.72)

3.94

9.04

1291

70.39

3.72

100.00




Supplemental Figure 68. Forest plots of studies assessing good improvement at

discharge/7 days (A) and at 3 months (B) in unadjusted analysis.

Good improvement
Study or Subgroup at discharge/ 7 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI)  weight
Lecifiana et al. 2017 - 1.79(0.57, 5.65) 27.89
Da'valos et al. 2012 —.— 6.90 (2.79, 17.09) 32.74
Kaesmacher et al. 2018 ——o—E- 1.54 (0.86, 2.75) 38,37
Overall (l-squared = 73.9%, p = 0.022) <> 2.62(0.99, 6.93) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis [
1 b
Study or Subgroup Good improvement at 3 months %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
Mulder et al. 2016 1.02 (0.39, 2.66) 32,67
Da'valos et al. 2012 ; 1.81(0.93, 3.53) 67.33
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.335) <> 1.50 (0.87, 2.60) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis




Supplemental Figure 69. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing dramatic

improvement at discharge/7days by location of occluded artery (A) and study type (B)

in unadjusted analysis.

A

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Anterior and posterior circulation

Lecifiana et al, 2017

Dramatic improvement
at discharge/ 7 days %
cOR or cRR(93% Cl) Weight

Da'valos etal. 2012

1.24 (0.44, 3.48) 3.94

Minnerup et al. 2016

Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.970)

Anterior circulation
Kaesmacher et al. 2018

Behme et al. 2016

—— 1.44 (0,73, 2.84) 9.04

—_— 1.36 (1.07,1.73) 70.39

<> 1.36 (1.09, 1.70) 83.37

+ 1.72(0.98, 3.04) 1291

Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.657)

Heterogeneity between groups: Chi *=0.39, d.f=1, p=0.532
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.958)

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

N

1.31(0.46, 3.78) 372

<> 162(0.98,267)  16.63

<> 140(1.14,1.72)  100.00

|
Fol

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Prospective

Lecifiana et al. 2017

Minnerup et al. 2016

Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.863}

Retrospective

Da'valos et al. 2012

15
Dramatic improvement
at discharge/ 7 days %
cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
:
n 1.24 (0.44, 3.46) 3.94
—_— 1.36 (1.07, 1.73) 7039

< > 1350107, 171)  74.33

Kaesmacher et al. 2018

Behme et al. 2016

1.44 (0,73, 2.84) 9.04

1.72 (0.98, 3.04) 12.81

Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.873)

Heterogeneity between groups: Chi *=0.35, d.f=1, p=0.556
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.958)

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

1.31(0.46, 3.78) 372

N

-@ 1.56 (1.04, 2.33) 25.67

<> 1.40 (1.14, 1.72) 100.00




Supplemental Figure 70. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing early recovery

at 24h by ethnicity in unadjusted (A) and adjusted analysis (B).

Study or Subgroup Early recovery at 24h %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight
T
Caucasian :
1
Sallustio et al. 2018 —— 1.34 (0.86, 2.11) 24.16
1
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —t— 1.37 (1.01, 1.87) 29.96
1
Wee et al. 2017 - - 0.85 (0.28, 2.61) 8.27
1
Leker et al. 2018 —_——— 0.67 (0.37, 1.21) 18.95
Guedin et al. 2015 ' + > 3.32(1.15, 9.54) 9.10
1
Subtotal (l-squared = 52.9%, p = 0.075) <::.> 1.23 (0.83, 1.80) 90.44
|
Asian ;
1
Kim et al. 2017 - 2.38 (0.85, 6.61) 9.56
1
Sublotal (l-squared = %, p =) -<> 2.38 (0.85, 6.60) 9.56
1
|
Overall {I-squared = 49.6%, p = 0.078) <> 1.31(0.91, 1.88) 100,00
|
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis 1
I I I
5 1 15
Study or Subgroup Early recovery at 24h %
(First author et al. Publication year) a0OR or aRR(95% Cl) Weight
1
Asian |
1
Kim et al. 2017 o 1.54 (045, 527) 575
|
Subtotal (l-squared = %, p =) --_—:::"_'____:> 154(0.45,5.28) 575
Caucasian

Ferrigno et al. 2018 1.55(1.13, 2.14) 85.57

Leker et al. 2018

_:._
Subtotal (I-squared = 43.3%, p = 0.184) <> 145(1.07,1.97)  94.25
)

0.76 (0.28, 2.08) 8.68

Heterogeneity between groups: Chi =0.01, d.f.=1, p=0.927
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.413) 1.46 (1.08, 1.96) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

S 1 1.5



Supplemental Figure 71. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing early recovery

at 24h by study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted analysis (B).

NOTE: Weights are from fixed affects analysis

A
Study or Subgroup Early recovery at 24h %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight
Retrospective !
Sallustio et al. 2018 —:b— 1.34 (0.86, 2.11) 24.16
Wee et al. 2017 ‘: 0.85 (0.28, 2.61) 8.27
Kim et al. 2017 :I 2.38(0.85, 6.61) 9.56
Guedin et al, 2015 + S 3.32(1.15, 9.54) 9.10
Subtotal (l-squared = 27.6%, p = 0.246) <> 1,62 (0.99, 2.64) 51.09
|
Prospective I
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —tt—e 1.37 (1.01, 1.87) 29.96
Leker et al. 2018 _— I 0.67 (0.37, 1.21) 18.95
Subtotal (l-squared = 77.6%, pj= 0.034 <:> 1.00 (0.50, 2.02) 48.91
!
Overall (l-squared = 49.6%, p=0.078) <> 1.31(0.91, 1.88) 100.00
i
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis j:
I5 1 1[.5
B
Study or Subgroup Early recovery at 24h Yo
(First author et al. Publication year) a0OR or aRR(95% Cl) Weight
i
Retrospective E
Kim et al. 2017 i 1.54 (0.45, 5.27) 575
Subtotal (-squared = %, p = .) -f_‘_:_::> 154(045,528) 575
E
Prospective i
Ferrigno et al. 2018 —Eo— 1.55 (1.13, 2.14) 85.57
!
Leker et al. 2018 : 0.76 (0.28, 2.08) 8.68
Subtotal (l-squared = 43.3%, p = 0.184) <> 1.45(1.07, 1.97) 9425
i
E
Heterogeneity between groups: Chi =0.01, d.f=1, p=0.927 ,
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.413) <> 1.46(1.08,1.96)  100.00
i
i
1.5



Supplemental Figure 72. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing good
improvement at discharge/7 days by location of occluded artery (A) and study type (B)

in unadjusted analysis.

Good improvement
Study or Subgroup at discharge/ 7 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
Anterior and posterior circulation
Lecifiana et al, 2017 — 1.79 (0.57, 5.65) 27.89
Da'valos et al. 2012 —0— 6.90 (2.79, 17.09) 32.74
Subtotal (I-squared = 68.4%, p = 0.071) -<> 3.69(0.98,13.80) 6063
Anterior circulation
Kaesmacher et al. 2018 —— 1.54 (0.86, 2.75) 39.37
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p =) <<> 154(0.86,275) 3937
Overall (l-squared = 73.9%, p = 0.022) <> 2.62 (0.99, 6.93) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis !
T T
5 1 18
Good improvement
Study or Subgroup atdischarge/ 7 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight
Prospective i
Lecinana et al. 2017 - 1.79 (0.57, 5.65) 27.89
Subtotal (-squared = %, p = .) s SN 179 (057,565)  27.89
Retrospective
Da'valos et al. 2012 | ——————+————— 6.90(2.79, 17.09) 32.74
Kaesmacher et al. 2018 ——4-— 1.54 (0.86, 2.75) 39.37

Subtotal (I-squared = 86.6%, p = 0.006) -=<> 3.42(0.72, 1355) 7211
Overall (l-squared = 73.9%, p = 0.022) <> 2.62 (0.9, 6.93) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis




Supplemental Figure 73. Forest plots of studies assessing passes number of the

thrombectomy device=1 (A) in unadjusted analysis and subgroup analysis by study

type (B).

A

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Casetta et al. 2019

Leker et al. 2015

Passes number of the
thrombectomy device =1 %
cOR or cRR(95% Cl)  Weight

Gamba et al. 2019

Overall (I-squared = 57.3%, p = 0.096)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

1.20 (0.90, 1.80) 50.39
1.49 (0.51, 4.30) 18.40

} 2,68 (1.37, 5.25) 31.21
1.61(0.93, 2.78) 100.00

5
Passes number of the
Study or Subgroup thrombectomy device =1 %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight
Retrospective i
Casetta et al. 2019 : 1.20 (0.90, 1.60) 50.39

Gamba et al. 2019

Subtotal (I-squared = 78.5%, p = 0.031)

Prospective

Leker et al. 2015

Subtotal (l-squared =%, p=.)

Overall (I-squared = 57.3%, p = 0.096)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

> 268(1.37,625) 3121

1.69 (0.77, 3.69) 8160

1.49 (0.51, 4.30) 18.40

1.49 (0.52, 4.30) 18.40

1.61 (0.93, 2.78) 100.00




Supplemental Figure 74. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing passes number

of the thrombectomy device<2 by location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and

adjusted analysis (B).
A

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Anterior circulation

Passes number of the
thrombectomy device <2
cOR or cRR(95% Cl)

Gariel et al. 2018 —— 1.02 (066, 1.58)
DiMaria et al. 2018 - 1.35 (1.08, 1.6)
Balodis et al. 2019 — 113 (050, 2.56)
Behme et al. 2016 —_— 2.19(0.88, 5.43)
Guedin et al. 2015 —t— 245 (085,7.07)
Casetta et al. 2019 o ! 124 (097, 158)
Gamba et al. 2019 i 268 (137, 5.25)

Leker et al. 2015
Subtotal (I-squared = 38.8%, p = 0.121)

Anterior and posterior circulation
Goyal N.etal. 2019

Da'valos et al. 2012

Subtotal (I-squared = 84.9%, p = 0.010)

Overall (I-squared = 70.7%, p = 0.000)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

4.55(1.13,18.39)
144 (1.15,1.81)

——————+———— 15.08 (4.95, 45.97)

—————— 2.44 (1.07,5.57)

" = 583(098,34.70)

1.87 (1.34, 2.60)

%
Weight

14.01
17.10
8.67
M
6.39
16.80
10.49
430
85.46

597
8.57
14.54

100.00

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)
Anterior circulation
Gariel et al. 2018
DiMaria et al. 2018
Casetta et al. 2019

Subtotal (I-squared = 14.9%, p = 0.309)

Anterior and posterior circulation
Goyal N.et al. 2019
Subtotal (I-sguared =.%, p=.)

Overall (I-squared = 84.8%, p = 0.000)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T

71

<>

Passes number of the

thrombectomy device <2

%

aOR or aRR(95% Cl) Weight

1.03 (0.85, 1.25)
1.25 (0.99, 1.59)
1.30 (1.00, 1.81)

1.16 (1.00, 1.34)

—o—) 14.63 (4.46, 48.00)

O 14.63 (4.46, 48.00)

1.47(0.98, 2.18)

31.82

30.73

28.95

91.50

8.50

8.50

100.00

=] MR

5



Supplemental Figure 75. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing passes number

of the thrombectomy device<:2 by study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted analysis

(B).

Passes number of the
Study or Subgroup thrombectomy device 52 9%
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight
T
Prospective h
1
Gariel et al. 2018 —_ 1.02 (0.66, 1.58) 14.01
DiMaria et al. 2018 - 1.35 (1.08, 1.67) 17.10
Balodis et al. 2019 —_— 1.13 (0.50, 2.56) 867
Leker et al. 2015 4,55 (1.13, 18,39) 430
Subtotal (I-squared = 33.0%, p = 0.214) O: 1.29 (0.95, 1.75) 44.08
'
Retrospective :
Behme et al. 2016 —t— 2.19(0.88, 5.43) 7.7
Guedin etal. 2015 ——;—0— 2.45 (0.85, 7.07) 639
Goyal N.gt al. 2019 ! ——+—— 1508 (4.85,45.87) 597
Casetta et al. 2019 =1 1.24 (0.97, 1.58) 16.80
Gamba et al. 2019 —_ 2,68 (1.37, 5.25) 1049
1
Da'valos etal. 2012 —_—— 244 (1.07, 5.57) 8.57
Subtotal (I-squared = 79.3%, p = 0.000) < 2.68 (1.42, 5.06) 55.92
1
Overall (l-squared = 70.7%, p = 0.000) <> 1.87 (1.34, 2.60) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis 5
T T
& 445
Passes number of the
Study or Subgroup therombectomy device <2 %
(First author et al. Publication year) aOR or aRR(95% Cl)  Weight
Prospective i
Gariel et al. 2018 - ! 1.03 (0.85, 1.25) 31.82
DiMaria et al. 2018 . 1.25 (0.99, 1.58) 3073
Subotal (I-squared = 34.4%, p =0.217) O 112 (0.93, 1.35) 62.54
Retrospective |
Goyal N.et al. 2019 ————————— 14.63 (4.46, 48.00) 8.50
Casetta et al. 2019 e 1.30 (1.00, 1.81) 28.95
Subtotal (I-squared = 93.3%, p = 0,000) {3 406(0.38,4337) 3746
Overall (I-squared = 84.8%, p = 0.000) 1> 1.47 (0.98, 2.18) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis L
T




Supplemental Figure 76. Forest plots of studies assessing any complications in
unadjusted (A) and adjusted analysis (B). “The outcomes of procedural complications
(@), rescue therapy (b) and clot migration (c) were investigated respectively in the
study of Gariel et al. 2018; The outcomes of vasospasm (d), vessel perforation (e),
clot migration (c) and rescue therapy (b) were investigated respectively in the study of
DiMaria et al. 2018; The outcomes of vessel perforation (e), arterial dissection (f),
device failure (g) and clot migration (c) were investigated respectively in the study of
Minnerup et al. 2016; The outcomes of vessel pseudoaneurysm (h), groin haematoma
(i) and clot migration (c) were investigated respectively in the study of Wee et al.
2017; The outcomes of vessel perforation (e), vasospasm (d), clot migration (c) and
groin haematoma (i) were investigated respectively in the study of Coutinho et al.
2017; The outcomes of groin haematoma (i) and clot migration (c) were investigated
respectively in the study of Weber et al. 2017; The outcomes of arterial dissection (f)
and clot migration (c) were investigated respectively in the study of Casetta et al.

2019;



Study or Subgroup Any procedural complications %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI)  Weight
Anadani et al. 2018 —_—— 1.00 (0.41, 2.42) 31
Gariel et al. 2018# 8 — 1.08 (0.61, 1.85) 487
Gariel et al. 2018 % b —4— 0.85 (0.53, 1.35) 542
Gariel st al 2018%#¢ —— 1.01 (0.61, 1.69) 514
Maingard et al. 2018 — 0.76 (0.41, 1.43) 4.42
Chai et al, 2018 _ 1.07 (D.30, 3.84) 1.92
Uchikawa et al. 2019 .50 (1.26, 33.58) 1.29
DiMaria et al. 207a# d —_—— 0.65 (0.28, 1.52) 329
DiMaria et al. 2018% € —— 1.13 (0.67, 1.00) 505
DiMaria et al, 2018% € —— 0.66 (0.44, 0.99) 580
DiMaria et al. 2018% b - 0.96 (0.72, 1.28) 6.54
Minnerup et al, 2016 # —— 0.83 (0.21, 3.35) 1.89
Minnerup et al. 2016 # f —— 1.85 (0.92, 3.70) 403
Minnerup et al. 2016 # 4 —— 0.22 (0.08, 0.81) 1.80
Minnerup et al. 2016 # © —e— 1.18 (0.70, 2.00) 501
Wee etal. 2017%1 432(017,111.32) 038
Wee etal. 2017%! R N 2.71 (0.57, 12.90) 1.40
Wee etal, 20177 € 7.56 (0.34, 166.20) 042
Coutinho et al. 2017 # & + 0.27 (0.01, 6.71) 0.39
Coutinto et al. 2017 # d —_— 2.24 (1.20,4.17) 443
Coutinho et al. 2017 # ¢ —_— 1.93 (0.49, 7.61) 1.72
Coutinho et al. 2017 #1 —_—— 1.23 (0.20, 7.49) 110
Weber etal, 2017 #! —_—— 1.39 (0.19, 10.02) 0.94
Weber et al, 2017 # € —f— 1.70 (D.50, 5.72) 2.07
Casetta etal. 2019 # 1 —_—— 1.01 (0.42, 2.50) 310
Casetta etal. 2019 7 © 0.90 (0.60, 1.40) 5.68
Ren el al. 2018 —_— 5.79 (2.01, 16.69) 2.50
Bourcier et al. 2018 — 1.36 (0.61, 3.02) 3.51
Guedin et al. 2015 0.14 (0.01, 2.75) 0.44
Goyal N.et al. 2019 —_—— 0.48 (0.26, 0.85) 481
Yang et al 2020 — 0.95 (0.61, 1.46) 562
Rajah et al.2020 —_— 6.45 (1.50, 27.83) 1.56
Mohammaden et al.2020 € —— 0.03 (0.00, 0.28) 0.83
Overall (l-squared = 53.0%, p = 0.000) ¢ 1.07 (0,67, 1.31) 100.00

NOTE: Weighls are from random effects analysis

1 T

5 115
Study or Subgroup Any procedural complications %
(First author et al. Publication year) a0R or aRR(95% ClI) Weight
Gariel et al. 2018 #2 — 0.99 (0.64, 1.54) 9.80
Gariel et al. 2018 #b — 0.90 (0.61, 1.32) 10.90
Gariel et al. 2018 #¢ —— 102 (0.75, 1.39) 1265
Maingard et al. 2018 —_— 1,15 (0.52, 2.57) 4.84
DiMaria et al. 2018 #d —_— 0.66 (0.26, 1.68) 3.83
DiMaria et al. 2018 # e —— 1.14 (0.64, 2.04) 737
DiMaria et al. 2018 # ¢ —L 0.75{0.48, 1.18) 9.59
DiMaria et al. 2018 #b — 0.76 (0.56, 1.03) 12.74
Coutinho et al, 2017 #d —_—— 1.41(0.58, 3.42) 4.14
Coutinho et al. 2017 #¢ — 412 (0.75, 22.54) 1.36
Casetta et al. 2019 #f —r—— 1,02 (0.40, 2.50) 3.94
Caselta et al. 2019 #¢ —— 0.98 (0.70, 1.60) 10.33
Ren et al. 2018 —_— 8.77 (1.88, 46.53) 141
Goyal N.et al. 2019 D 0.75(0.32, 1.78) 4.40
Rajah et al.2020 19.33 (1.46,252.6)  0.62
Mohammaden et al.2020 —_— §.02 (1.32, 19.10) 2.10
Overall {I-squared = 43.6%, p = 0.032) <> 1,03 (0.84, 1.27) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

1 1




Supplemental Figure 77. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing any
complications by location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted analysis
(B). "The outcomes of procedural complications (a), rescue therapy (b) and clot
migration (c) were investigated respectively in the study of Gariel et al. 2018; The
outcomes of vasospasm (d), vessel perforation (e), clot migration (c) and rescue
therapy (b) were investigated respectively in the study of DiMaria et al. 2018; The
outcomes of vessel perforation (e), arterial dissection (f), device failure (g) and clot
migration (c) were investigated respectively in the study of Minnerup et al. 2016; The
outcomes of vessel pseudoaneurysm (h), groin haematoma (i) and clot migration (c)
were investigated respectively in the study of Wee et al. 2017; The outcomes of vessel
perforation (e), vasospasm (d), clot migration (c) and groin haematoma (i) were
investigated respectively in the study of Coutinho et al. 2017; The outcomes of groin
haematoma (i) and clot migration (c) were investigated respectively in the study of
Weber et al. 2017; The outcomes of arterial dissection (f) and clot migration (c) were

investigated respectively in the study of Casetta et al. 2019;
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Supplemental Figure 78. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing any
complications by study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted analysis (B). “The
outcomes of procedural complications (a), rescue therapy (b) and clot migration (c)
were investigated respectively in the study of Gariel et al. 2018; The outcomes of
vasospasm (d), vessel perforation (e), clot migration (c) and rescue therapy (b) were
investigated respectively in the study of DiMaria et al. 2018; The outcomes of vessel
perforation (e), arterial dissection (f), device failure (g) and clot migration (c) were
investigated respectively in the study of Minnerup et al. 2016; The outcomes of vessel
pseudoaneurysm (h), groin haematoma (i) and clot migration (c) were investigated
respectively in the study of Wee et al. 2017; The outcomes of vessel perforation (e),
vasospasm (d), clot migration (c) and groin haematoma (i) were investigated
respectively in the study of Coutinho et al. 2017; The outcomes of groin haematoma (i)
and clot migration (c) were investigated respectively in the study of Weber et al. 2017;
The outcomes of arterial dissection (f) and clot migration (c) were investigated

respectively in the study of Casetta et al. 2019;
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Supplemental Figure 79. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing any
complications by ethnicity in unadjusted analysis. “The outcomes of procedural
complications (a), rescue therapy (b) and clot migration (c) were investigated
respectively in the study of Gariel et al. 2018; The outcomes of vasospasm (d), vessel
perforation (e), clot migration (c) and rescue therapy (b) were investigated
respectively in the study of DiMaria et al. 2018; The outcomes of vessel perforation
(e), arterial dissection (f), device failure (g) and clot migration (c) were investigated
respectively in the study of Minnerup et al. 2016; The outcomes of vessel
pseudoaneurysm (h), groin haematoma (i) and clot migration (c) were investigated
respectively in the study of Wee et al. 2017; The outcomes of vessel perforation (e),
vasospasm (d), clot migration (c) and groin haematoma (i) were investigated
respectively in the study of Coutinho et al. 2017; The outcomes of groin haematoma (i)
and clot migration (c) were investigated respectively in the study of Weber et al. 2017;
The outcomes of arterial dissection (f) and clot migration (c) were investigated

respectively in the study of Casetta et al. 2019;
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Supplemental Figure 80. Forest plots of studies assessing clot migration

unadjusted (A) and adjusted analysis (B).
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Supplemental Figure 81. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing clot migration

by location of occluded artery in unadjusted (A) and adjusted analysis (B).
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Supplemental Figure 82. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing clot migration

by study type in unadjusted (A) and adjusted analysis (B).
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Supplemental Figure 83. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing clot migration

by ethnicity in unadjusted (A) and adjusted analysis (B).
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Overall (l-squared = 69.3%, p = 0.000) <> 1.07 (0.73, 1.57) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis !
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Supplemental Figure 84. Forest plots of studies assessing groin hematoma (A) and

subgroup analysis by location of occluded artery (B) in unadjusted analysis.

A

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Groin hematoma

%

cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

Coutinho et al. 2017 - 1.23 (0.20, 7.49) 2845
Choi et al. 2018 ' } 4.64 (0.22,99.71) 9.84
Weber et al. 2017 1.39(0.19, 10.02) 23.68
Wee et al. 2017 ——-— 2.71(0.57, 12.90) 38.02
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.840) <<> 1.95 (0.74, 5.10) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis !
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Study or Subgroup Groin hematoma %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
L}
Anterior and posterior circulation |
Coutinho et al. 2017 — 1.23(0.20, 7.49) 2845
Weber et al. 2017 — 1.39(0.19, 10.02) 23.68
1
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.931) <> 1.30 (0.34, 4.93) 52,14
1
1
Anterior circulation 1
1}
Choi et al. 2018 , + ) 4.64(0.22,99.71) 0.84
Wee et al. 2017 e E— 271(0.57,12.90) 38.02
1
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.759) -:C,- 3.02 (0.75, 12.16) 47.86
i
Heterogeneity between groups: Chi1=0.?4, df=1,p=0.39N !
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.840) -<$ 1,95 (0.74, 5.10) 100.00

MNOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis




Supplemental Figure 85. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing groin

hematoma by study type (A) and ethnicity (B) in unadjusted analysis.
A

Study or Subgroup Groin hematoma %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
Prospective :
Coutinho et al. 2017 + E 1.23 (0.20, 7.49) 2845
Weber et al. 2017 + ,: 1.39 (0.19, 10.02) 2368
!
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.931) <:> 1.30 (0.34, 4.93) 52.14
i
Retrospective :'
Choi et al. 2018 . > 4.64(0.22,99.71) 9.84
Wee et al. 2017 ——':—0— 2.71(0.57,12.90) 38.02

L}
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.759) -:0- 3.02(0.75, 12.16) 47.86
[}

Heterogeneity between groups: Chi’=0.74, d.f.=1, p=0.391

Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.840) <<> 1.95 (0.74, 5.10) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis
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1
1
Coutinho et al. 2017 — 1.23 (0.20, 7.49) 28.45
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Weber et al. 2017 — 1.39 (0.19, 10.02) 23.68
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1
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NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

1

|

1

. I
Asian |
1

]

I

|

|




Supplemental Figure 86. Forest plots of studies assessing rescue therapy in

unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.

A

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Gariel et al. 2018

DiMaria et al. 2018

Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.663)

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

Rescue therapy %
cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

0.85 (0.53, 1.35) 27.69

0.96 (0.72, 1.28) 72.31

0.93(0.73, 1.19) 100.00

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Gariel et al. 2018

DiMaria et al. 2018

Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.500)

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

O]

Rescue therapy %
aOR or aRR(95% Cl) Weight

0.90(061,1.32) 3839

0.76 (0.56, 1.03)  61.61

0.81(0.64, 1.03) 100.00




Supplemental Figure 87. Forest plots of studies assessing vasospasm in unadjusted

(A) and adjusted (B) analysis.

Study or Subgroup Vasospasm %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight
Coutinho et al. 2017 — 2.24 (1.20,4.17) 4042
Uchikawa et al. 2019 . } 6.50 (1.26, 33.58) 23.06
DiMaria et al, 2018 —_— E 0.65 (0.28, 1.52) 36.52
Overall (l-squared = 75.8%, p = 0.016) <:> 1.82 (0.60, 5.55) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis E
5 1 15
Study or Subgroup Vasospasm %
(First author et al. Publication year) a0OR or aRR(95% Cl) Weight

Coutinho et al. 2017 1.41 (0.58, 3.42) 52.51

DiMaria et al. 2018

0.66 (0.26, 1.68) 47.49

Overall (I-squared = 25.1%, p = 0.248) <> 0.98 (052 1.87)  100.00
5

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis
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Supplemental Figure 88. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing vasospasm by

location of occluded artery (A) and study type (B) in unadjusted analysis.

A

Study or Subgroup Vasospasm E
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

Anterior and posterior circulation

Uchikawa et al. 2019

Coutinho et al, 2017 —_— 2.24(1.20, 4.17) 4042
]
i

= > 6.50(1.26,33.58)  23.06

Subtotal (l-squared = 29.2%, p = 0.234) <> 2.88(1.19, 6.98) 63.48

Anterior circulation -
DiMaria et al, 2018 —_— 0.65 (0.28, 1.52) 36.52

Subtotal (l-squared = %, p =) <::> ; 0.65 (0.28, 1.51) 36.52
Overall (I-squared = 75.8%, p = 0.016) <:>. 1.82 (0.60, 5.55) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Study or Subgroup Vasospasm %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
Prospective :
Coutinho et al, 2017 —_— 2.24 (1.20,4.17) 40.42

i
DiMaria et al. 2018 —_— 0.65 (0.28, 1.52) 36.52
1

Subtotal (I-squared = 81.2%, p = 0.021) <:> 1.25 (0.37, 4.19) 76.94

Retrospective

Uchikawa et al. 2019

+ 6.50 (1.26, 33.58) 23.06

Sublotal (I-squared = %, p =) Q 6.50 (1.26,33.58)  23.06
1
Overall (l-squared = 75.8%, p = 0.016) <i> 1.82(0.60,555)  100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Supplemental Figure 89. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing vasospasm by

ethnicity in unadjusted analysis.

Study or Subgroup Vasospasm %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
Caucasian :
Coutinho et al. 2017 —_— 2.24 (1.20,4.17) 40.42
DiMaria et al. 2018 —_— 0.65 (0.28, 1.52) 36.52

Sublotal (I-squared = 81.2%, p = 0.021) <:> 1.25 (0.37, 4.19) 76.94

Asian

Uchikawa et al. 2019

6.50 (1.26, 33.58) 23.06

Subtotal (I-squared = %, p =) Q 6.50 (1.26,33.58)  23.06
i
Overall (I-squared = 75.8%, p = 0.016) <i> 1.82 (0.60, 5.55) 100.00
-

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Supplemental Figure 90. Forest plots of studies assessing vessel dissection (A) and

vessel perforation (B) in unadjusted analysis.

A

Study or Subgroup
(First author et al. Publication year)

Vessel dissection %
cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

Minnerup et al, 2016 : 1.85(0.92, 3.70) 50.39
Casetta et al. 2019 % 1.01 (0.42, 2.50) 30.53
]
i
‘Yang et al.2020 { - 0.62 (0.20, 1.90) 19.07
Overall (l-squared = 32.3%, p = 0.228) <i> 1.25 (0.76, 2.04) 100.00
1
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis E
i
I
Study or Subgroup Vessel perforation %

(First author et al. Publication year)

Coutinho et al. 2017 L

cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight

DiMaria et al. 2018

Minnerup et al. 2016

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.649)

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

0.27 (0.01, 6.71) 2.26

1.13 (0.67, 1.90) 85.70
I 0.83 (0.21, 3.35) 12.04

1.05 (0.65, 1.71) 100.00




Supplemental Figure 91. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing vessel

dissection (A) and vessel perforation (B) by location of occluded artery in unadjusted

analysis.

A
Study or Subgroup Vessel dissection %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

Anterior and posterior circulation

Minnerup et al. 2016

+ 1.85(0.92,3.70) 50.39
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Casetta et al, 2019

1.01 (0.42, 2.50) 30.53

& "
Yang et al.2020 <

Sublotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.499) =il

Heterogeneity between groups: Chi *=2.50, d f=1, p=0.114

0.62(0.20,1.90)  19.07

0.83 (0.41, 1.68) 49,61

Overall (I-squared = 32.3%, p = 0.228) E o 1.25(0.76,2.04)  100.00

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis
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(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight
Anterior and posterior circulation |
Cautinho et al. 2017 & - 0.27 {0.01, 6.71) 2.26
Minnerup et al. 2018 S — 0.83(0.21, 3.35) 12.04
(]
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.528) <> 0.70(0.20,250)  14.30
U
Anterior circulation :
DiMaria et al, 2018 —— 1.13 (0.67, 1.90) 85.70
Subtotal (l-squared = %, p=.) <> 1.13 (0.67, 1.90) 85.70
) :
Heterogeneity betwsen groups: Chi =047, df=1,p=0484 |
U
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.649) <> 1.05(0.65, 1.71) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis !




Supplemental Figure 92. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing vessel

dissection by study type (A) and ethnicity (B) in unadjusted analysis.

A

Study or Subgroup Vessel dissection %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight
Prospective i
Minnerup et al. 2016 - 1.85(0.92, 3.70) 44.39
Yang et al.2020 ¢ - ' 0.62(0.20,1.90) 23.10
Subtotal (l-squared = 62.3%, p = 0.104) <:> 117 (0.40,339) 67.49
Retrospective i
Casetta et al. 2019 ' 1.01(0.42 250) 3251
Sublotal (I-squared = %, p=.) <> 101(041,246) 3251
Overall (I-squared = 32.3%, p = 0.228) <:> 1.18(0.64,218)  100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis i
T ——
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Study or Subgroup Vessel dissection %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

Caucasian

Minnerup et al. 2016

Casetta et al. 2019

Subtotal (I-squared = 8.9%, p = 0.295) -]

Asian

Yang et al.2020

Subtotal (l-squared = %, p=.) —<:

Heterogeneity between groups: Chi*=1.86, d.f.=1, p=0.173
Overall (l-squared = 32.3%, p = 0.228) ]

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

1.85(0.92, 3.70) 50.39

1.01 (0.42, 2.50) 30.53

1.47 (0.85, 2.54) 80.93

0.62 (0.20, 1.90) 19.07

0.62 (0.20, 1.90) 19.07

1.25 (0.76, 2.04) 100.00




Supplemental Figure 93. Forest plots of studies assessing pneumonia (A) and

recurrent stroke (B) in unadjusted analysis.

A

Study or Subgroup Pneumonia %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

Al-Khaled et al. 2018 1.04 (0.62, 1.76) 41.07

Yang et al.2020

1
i
Overall {I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.667) <> 0.96(0.68,1.34)  100.00
1
1
1

0.90 (0.58, 1.39) 58.93

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

Study or Subgroup Recurrent stroke %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight

Da'valos el al. 2012 0.88 (0.12, 6.42) 11.57

N 1.40 (0.08, 23.74) 575

Wee et al. 2017 vi

Mulder et al. 2016 0.47 (0.12, 1.80) 25.23

Yang et al.2020 — 0.81 (0.33, 1.98) 57.45

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

X
T
i
—
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.871) <:> 0.73 (0.37, 1.44) 100.00
]
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Supplemental Figure 94. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing recurrent stroke

by location of occluded artery (A) and study type (B) in unadjusted analysis.
A

Study or Subgroup Recurrent stroke %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight

Anterior and posterior circulation

Da'valos et al, 2012

0.88 (0.12, 6.42) 11.57

Subtotal (I-squared = %, p =) <:> 0.88(0.12,643)  11.57

Anterior circulation

Wee et al. 2017 . > 1.40(0.08,23.74) 575

Mulder et al. 2016 — 0.47(0.12,1.80)  25.23
Yang et al.2020 _L.__ 0.81(0.33,1.98)  57.45
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.714) <:> 0.72(0.35,147) 8843

|
Heterogeneity between groups: Chi*=0.03, d.f=1, p=0.853 ]

Overall (l-squared =0.0%, p =0.871) <:> 0.73 (0.37, 1.44) 100.00
NOTE:Weights are from fixed effects analysis

1 1
] 1.5

Study or Subgroup Recurrent stroke %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
1
Retrospective |
Da'valos et al, 2012 A 0.88 (0.12, 6.42) 11.57
Wee etal. 2017 r + ) 1.40 (0.08, 23.74) 5.75
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.790) <:> 1.02 (0.20, 5.22) 17.33
i
Prospective ;
1
Mulder et al. 2016 + ‘ 0.47 (0.12, 1.80) 2523
Yang et al. 2020 ——— 0.81(0.33, 1.98) 57.45
Subtetal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.505) <:> 0.68 (0.32, 1.44) 82,67
i
o 1
Heterogeneity between groups: Chi =0.19, d.f.=1, p = 0.659 ]
Overall (l-squared =0.0%, p =0.871) €> 0.73 (0.37, 1.44) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis |
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Supplemental Figure 95. Forest plots of subgroup analysis assessing recurrent stroke

by ethnicity in unadjusted analysis.

Study or Subgroup Recurrent stroke %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% CI) Weight
Caucasian

Da'valos et al, 2012 + 0.88 (0.12, 6.42) 11.57

N

1.40 (0.08, 23.74) 575

Mulder et al. 2016 -

Wee et al. 2017 y +
" 047(0.12,1.80) 2523

Subtotal (-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.741) <::—_:=. 064(0.23,1.82)  42.55

H
H
Asian H
1
H

Yang et al.2020 —_— 0.81(0.33, 1.98) 57.45

Subtotal (l-squared = %, p=.) <:> 0.81(0.33, 1.98) 57.45

]
1
]
1
]

Heterogeneity between groups: Chi‘=0.11, df.=1, p=0.742

Overall (i-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.871) C> 0.73(0.37,144)  100.00

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

1




Supplemental Figure 96. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for good outcome at 90 days. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR,
adjusted odds ratio; ICA, internal carotid artery. "The acute intracranial vessel
occlusion patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or

high-grade stenosis were investigated respectively in the study by Bitke et al. 2018.
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Supplemental Figure 97. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for excellent outcome at 90 days. cOR, crude odds ratio;

aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 98. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on

the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for favorable outcome at 90 days. cOR, crude odds ratio;

aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 99. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for mortality within 90 days. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR,
adjusted odds ratio. ICA, internal carotid artery. "The acute intracranial vessel
occlusion patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or

high-grade stenosis were investigated respectively in the study by Bitke et al. 2018.
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Supplemental Figure 100. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for all mortality. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds
ratio. ICA, internal carotid artery. “The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients
with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis

were investigated respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018.
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B Meta-analysis random-effects estimates (exponential form)
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Supplemental Figure 101. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for successful reperfusion. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR,
adjusted odds ratio. ICA, internal carotid artery. "The acute intracranial vessel
occlusion patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or

high-grade stenosis were investigated respectively in the study by Bitke et al. 2018.
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Supplemental Figure 102. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for complete reperfusion. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR,

adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 103. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for any ICH. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds
ratio. ICH, intracranial hemorrhage; sICH, symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage;
alCH, asymptomatic intracranial hemorrhage; ICA, internal carotid artery. “The acute
intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral
ICA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were investigated respectively in the study by
Bicke et al. 2018. *The outcomes of SICH (c) and alCH (d) were investigated
respectively in the studies of Hassan et al. 2019, Balodis et al. 2019, Broeg-Morvay et
al. 2016, Bellwald et al. 2017, Wang et al. 2017, Yang et al.2020 and Hassan et

al.2020
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Supplemental Figure 104. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR for sICH. cOR, crude odds ratio; sSICH, symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage;
ICA, internal carotid artery. "The acute intracranial vessel occlusion patients with (a)
or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion or high-grade stenosis were

investigated respectively in the study by Bitke et al. 2018.
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Supplemental Figure 105. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on

the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for alCH. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio;

alCH, asymptomatic intracranial hemorrhage.
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Supplemental Figure 106. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for any bleeding. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted
odds ratio; ICA, internal carotid artery; sICH, symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage;
alCH, asymptomatic intracranial hemorrhage; HT, hemorrhagic transformation; PH,
parenchymal hematoma; SAH, subarachnoid hemorrhage. “The acute intracranial
vessel occlusion patients with (a) or without (b) concomitant ipsilateral ICA-occlusion
or high-grade stenosis were investigated respectively in the study by Bicke et al. 2018.
*The outcomes of severe extracranial hemorrhage (c) and sICH (d) were investigated
respectively in the study of Chalos et al. 2019; The outcomes of HT (e) and SAH (f)
were investigated respectively in the study of Da’valos et al. 2012. The outcomes of
PH (g) and SAH (f) were investigated respectively in the study of Rebello et al. 2016.
The outcome of sICH (d) and alCH (h) were investigated respectively in the studies of

Wang et al. 2017, Bellwald et al. 2017, Yang et al.2020 and Hassan et al.2020.
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Supplemental Figure 107. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR for SAH (A) and HI (B). cOR, crude odds ratio; SAH, subarachnoid
hemorrhage; HI, hemorrhagic infarction. “The outcomes of HI-1 (a) and HI-2 (b) were
investigated respectively in the studies of Coutinho et al. 2017, Sallustio et al. 2018,

Lecirana et al. 2017, Da"valos et al. 2012 and Mulder et al. 2016.
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Supplemental Figure 108. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for PH. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio;
PH, parenchymal hematoma. “The outcomes of PH-1(a) and PH-2 (b) were
investigated respectively in the studies of Lecifana et al. 2017, Casetta et al. 2019,

Sallustio et al. 2018 and Da"valos et al. 2012.
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Supplemental Figure 109. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR for dramatic improvement at discharge/7days (A), early recovery at 24h (B)

and good improvement at discharge/7 days (C). cOR, crude odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 110. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on

the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for passes number of thrombectomy device<2, and good

the cOR for passes number of thrombectomy device=1 (C). cOR, crude odds ratio;

aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 111. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for any complications. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR,
adjusted odds ratio. “The outcomes of procedural complications (a), rescue therapy (b)
and clot migration (c) were investigated respectively in the study of Gariel et al. 2018;
The outcomes of vasospasm (d), vessel perforation (e), clot migration (c) and rescue
therapy (b) were investigated respectively in the study of DiMaria et al. 2018; The
outcomes of vessel perforation (e), arterial dissection (f), device failure (g) and clot
migration (c) were investigated respectively in the study of Minnerup et al. 2016; The
outcomes of vessel pseudoaneurysm (h), groin haematoma (i) and clot migration (c)
were investigated respectively in the study of Wee et al. 2017; The outcomes of vessel
perforation (e), vasospasm (d), clot migration (c) and groin haematoma (i) were
investigated respectively in the study of Coutinho et al. 2017; The outcomes of groin
haematoma (i) and clot migration (c) were investigated respectively in the study of
Weber et al. 2017; The outcomes of arterial dissection (f) and clot migration (c) were

investigated respectively in the study of Casetta et al. 2019;
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Supplemental Figure 112. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on
the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for clot migration. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted

odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 113. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on

the cOR for groin hematoma (A) and recurrent stroke (B). cOR, crude odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 114. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on

the cOR for vasospasm. cOR, crude odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 115. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual studies on

the cOR for vessel dissection (A) and vessel perforation (B). cOR, crude odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 116. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for good outcome at 90 days, and by the “Trim and fill”” funnel plots
of aOR (C) for good outcome at 90 days. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds
ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 117. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for good outcome at discharge (vertical axis), and the standard error

for cOR or aOR (horizontal axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 118. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for excellent outcome at 90 days (vertical axis), and the standard
error for cOR or aOR (horizontal axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds

ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 119. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for favorable outcome at 90 days (vertical axis), and the standard

error for cOR or aOR (horizontal axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds

ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 120. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for mortality within 90 days (vertical axis), and the standard error

for cOR or aOR (horizontal axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 121. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for all mortality (vertical axis), and the standard error for cOR or

aOR (horizontal axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 122. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for in-hospital mortality (vertical axis), and the standard error for

cOR or aOR (horizontal axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 123. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for successful reperfusion, and by the “Trim and fill” funnel plots of

aOR (C) for successful reperfusion. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 124. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for complete reperfusion (vertical axis), and the standard error for

cOR or aOR (horizontal axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 125. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for any ICH (vertical axis), and the standard error for cOR or aOR

(horizontal axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio; ICH, intracranial

hemorrhage.
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Supplemental Figure 126. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for sICH (vertical axis), and the standard error for cOR or aOR
(horizontal axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio; sSICH, symptomatic

intracranial hemorrhage.
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Supplemental Figure 127. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for alCH, and by the “Trim and fill” funnel plots of cOR (C) for
alCH. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio; alCH, asymptomatic

intracranial hemorrhage.
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Supplemental Figure 128. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cCOR
(A) and aOR (B) for HT (vertical axis), and the standard error for cOR or aOR
(horizontal axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio; HT, hemorrhagic
transformation.
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Supplemental Figure 129. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for any bleeding (vertical axis), and the standard error for cOR or

aOR (horizontal axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 130. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
for SAH (A) and HI (B) (vertical axis), and the standard error for cOR (horizontal
axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; SAH, subarachnoid hemorrhage. HI, hemorrhagic

infarction.
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Supplemental Figure 131. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for PH (vertical axis), and the standard error for cOR or aOR
(horizontal axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio. PH, parenchymal

hematoma.
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Supplemental Figure 132. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for early recovery at 24h (vertical axis), and the standard error for

cOR or aOR (horizontal axis). cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 133. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
for dramatic improvement at discharge/7days (A) and good improvement at
discharge/7days (B) (vertical axis), and the standard error for cOR (horizontal axis).

cOR, crude odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 134. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots (A) and
“Trim and fill” funnel plots of (B) of aOR for passes number of thrombectomy device
<2, and Begg’s funnel plots of aOR for passes number of thrombectomy device=1

(C). aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 135. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for any complications, and by the “Trim and fill” funnel plots of

aOR (C) for any complications. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 136. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR
(A) and aOR (B) for clot migration, and by the “Trim and fill” funnel plots of aOR (C)

for clot migration. cOR, crude odds ratio; aOR, adjusted odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 137. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cCOR
for groin hematoma (A), recurrent stroke (B) and vasospasm (C). cOR, crude odds
ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 138. Publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots (A) and
“Trim and fill” funnel plots (B) of cOR for vessel dissection, and Begg’s funnel plots

of cOR for vessel perforation (C). cOR, crude odds ratio.
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Supplemental Figure 139. Forest plots of RCT studies assessing good outcome at 90

days in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.

A

B

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis

Study or Subgroup Good outcome at 90 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR (95% ClI)  Weight
Yang et al.2020 —o—: 1.02 (0.74, 1.40) 26.54
Chalos et al. 2019 —_ 1.65 (1.25, 2.17) 28.39
Gariel et al.2018 - 1.91(1.23,2.97) 21.30
Goyal M.et al. 2015 ’ 0.77 (0.38, 1.54) 13.38
Jovin et al. 2015 : 1.08 (0.47, 2.49) 10.39
Overall (I-squared = 61.0%, p = 0.036) <<> 1.29 (0.94,1.78) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis 1
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Study or Subgroup Good outcome at 90 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) aORoraRR (95% Cl)  Weight
Yang et al.2020 . 1.03(0.73, 1.47) 3142
Chalos et al. 2019 1.32(0.85, 1.87) 24.81
Gariel et al. 2018 ‘ 1.27 (0.95, 1.72) 43.77
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.581) <> 1.20 (0.99, 1.46) 100.00
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Supplemental Figure 140. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual RCT

studies on the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for good outcome at 90 days, and the publication

bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR (C) and aOR (D).
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Supplemental Figure 141. Forest plots of RCT studies assessing excellent outcome

at 90 days in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.

A

Study or Subgroup Excellent outcome at 90 days %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% ClI) Weight
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Supplemental Figure 142. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual RCT
studies on the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for excellent outcome at 90 days, and the

publication bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR (C) and aOR (D).
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Supplemental Figure 143. Forest plots of RCT studies assessing mortality at 90 days

in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.
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Supplemental Figure 144. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual RCT

studies on the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for mortality at 90 days, and the publication bias

analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR (C) and aOR (D).
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Supplemental Figure 145. Forest plots of RCT studies assessing successful

reperfusion in unadjusted (A) and adjusted (B) analysis.

A

Study or Subgroup Successful reperfusion %
(First author et al. Publication year) cOR or cRR(95% Cl) Weight
Yang et al.2020 ——.— 1.41(0.94, 2.13) 2231
Chalos et al. 2019 ——.a— 1.19(0.92, 1.52) 60.05
Gariel et al. 2018 1.45 (0.82, 2.55) 11.93

Goyal M.et al. 2015 0.70 (0.31, 1.59) 5.71

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.452) <> 1.23(1.01, 1.49) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from fixed effects analysis
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Supplemental Figure 146. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual RCT
studies on the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for successful reperfusion, and the publication

bias analysis by Begg’s funnel plots of cOR (C) and aOR (D).
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Supplemental Figure 147. Forest plots of RCT studies assessing Sich in unadjusted

(A) and adjusted (B) analysis. sICH, symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage.
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Supplemental Figure 148. Sensitivity analysis of the effect of individual RCT

studies on the cOR (A) and aOR (B) for sICH, and the publication bias analysis by

Begg’s funnel plots of cOR (C) and aOR (D). sICH, symptomatic intracranial
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