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Supplemental table 1. Quality Assessment of Diagnostic Accuracy Studies (QUADAS-2)
results
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Supplemental table 2. Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development and
Evaluation (GRADE) evaluation
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Supplemental table 3. Comparison of accuracy tests in the studies presenting both technigues.

Sensitivity, Value % Specificity, Value % Diagnostic
(95%ClI) (95%ClI) accuracy for
DMVO
Study R detection
CTA CTP{r(;I;A+C CTA CTP{r(.lt;I;A+C AN
CTP/CTP+C
TA
1 60 (47.6- 95.7 (88.0- 78.6 (67.1- 88.6 (78.7-
71.5) 99.1)2 87.5) 94.9)? Diagnostic
2 77.1(65.6- | 98.6 (92.3- 90.0 (80.5- 91.4 (82.3- accuracy
Amokuto 86.3) 100.0)? 95.9) 96.8)2 measured by
wa et al. 3 71.4 (59.4- | 95.7 (88.0- 95.7 (88.0- 97.1 (90.1- AUC was
2021 81.6) 99.1)2 99.1) 99.7)? better on
4 74.3 (62.4- | 97.1(90.1- 85.7 (75.3- 84.3 (73.6- CTP alone
84.0) 99.7)? 92.9) 91.9)2 (p<0.001)
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p=0.004
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of CTP
2 75 (na) 88 (na) 94 (na) 93 (na) increased the
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al. 2022 getection
with an AUC
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TOTAL 57 (na) 83 (na) 97 (na) 96 (na) CTP+CTA Vs
CTA alone
(p=0.032)
R=reader; CTA= computed tomography angiography; CTP=computed tomography perfusion;

ns=non-significant; na=not available. 'CTP values are CTA+CTP unless otherwise specified;
2CTP values are derived from CTP Tmax alone without CTA; 3Data separated by individual
readers are not available.




Supplemental table 4. Comparison of accuracy tests in

mpCTA.

the studies presenting spCTA and

Study
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Supplemental figure 1.

Funnel plot and complementary Deek’s test of studies reporting on computed
tomography angiography (CTA) including single and multi-phase, and computed
tomography perfusion (CTP).
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