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	Database
	Search Terms
	Search Field
	Search Results

	Pubmed
	("intravascular ultrasound" OR IVUS OR "optical coherence tomography" OR "optical frequency domain" OR OCT) AND ("percutaneous coronary intervention" OR PCI OR "stent implantation" OR "stent placement" OR "DES-implantation") Filters: Clinical Trial
	All Field
	1570

	Cochrane
	("intravascular ultrasound" OR IVUS OR "optical coherence tomography" OR "optical frequency domain" OR OCT) AND ("percutaneous coronary intervention" OR PCI OR "stent implantation" OR "stent placement" OR "DES-implantation")
	All Field
	1358

	WOS
	("intravascular ultrasound" OR IVUS OR "optical coherence tomography" OR "optical frequency domain" OR OCT) AND ("percutaneous coronary intervention" OR PCI OR "stent implantation" OR "stent placement" OR "DES-implantation") AND trial
	All Field
	1410

	SCOPUS
	("intravascular ultrasound" OR IVUS OR "optical coherence tomography" OR "optical frequency domain" OR OCT) AND ("percutaneous coronary intervention" OR PCI OR "stent implantation" OR "stent placement" OR "DES-implantation") AND trial
	Title, Abstract, Keywords
	1569

	EMBASE
	#4.  #1 AND #2 AND #3                                           504  
#3.  trials:ti,ab,kw                                      1,011,175  
#2.  'percutaneous coronary intervention':ti,ab,kw OR       136,296 
     pci:ti,ab,kw OR 'stent implantation':ti,ab,kw OR 
     'stent placement':ti,ab,kw OR 'des 
     implantation':ti,ab,kw
#1.  'intravascular ultrasound':ti,ab,kw OR                 122,430 
     ivus:ti,ab,kw OR 'optical coherence 
     tomography':ti,ab,kw OR 'optical frequency 
     domain':ti,ab,kw OR oct:ti,ab,kw
.......................................................





	All Field
	 504 
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[bookmark: _Hlk150357652]Table S1: Search Strategy



	Outcome
	Direct estimate of IVUS versus OCT (if available)*
	Indirect estimate of IVUS versus OCT (if available)*
	P-value for inconsistency between direct and indirect estimates*
	N of comparisons between conventional angiography and intravascular ultrasonography
	N of comparisons between conventional angiography and optical coherence tomography
	N of comparisons between intravascular ultrasonography and optical coherence tomography
	Heterogeneity of comparisons between conventional angiography and intravascular ultrasonography (I-squared; %)†
	Heterogeneity of comparisons between conventional angiography and optical coherence tomography (I-squared; %)†
	Heterogeneity of comparisons between intravascular ultrasonography and optical coherence tomography (I-squared; %)†

	MACE
	0.94 (0.45 to 1.97)
	1.05 (0.64 to 1.74)
	0.81
	16
	7
	2
	24.57
	0.00
	0.00

	All-cause mortality
	0.43 (0.20 to 0.89)
	0.75 (0.38 to 1.32)
	0.26
	15
	9
	4
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Cardiac death
	0.29 (0.11 to 0.80)
	1.30 (0.66 to 2.91)
	0.01
	14
	7
	3
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Target vessel failure
	0.71 (0.36 to 1.44)
	1.48 (0.57 to 3.56)
	0.15
	3
	2
	2
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Target lesion failure
	0.60 (0.25 to 1.62)
	1.49 (0.29 to 5.65)
	0.25
	2
	2
	2
	20.88
	0.00
	0.00

	Myocardial infarction
	0.54 (0.25 to 1.19)
	1.28 (0.58 to 2.80)
	0.12
	17
	8
	4
	31.68
	0.00
	0.00

	Revascularization
	0.72 (0.38 to 1.28)
	1.23 (0.67 to 2.31)
	0.18
	6
	4
	3
	7.95
	0.00
	0.00

	Target-related revascularization
	0.50 (0.25 to 0.93)
	1.57 (1.04 to 2.26)
	0.003
	15
	8
	3
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Stent thrombosis
	0.21 (0.06 to 0.67)
	1.25 (0.46 to 2.89)
	0.03
	14
	9
	3
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	CABG
	0.47 (0.10 to 2.59)
	0.86 (0.15 to 6.63)
	0.61
	7
	1
	1
	46.42
	Not applicable
	Not applicable

	Restenosis
	Not applicable
	Not applicable
	Not applicable
	8
	2
	0
	37.74
	0.00
	Not applicable

	*Node-splitting could not be performed for outcomes with an absent pairwise comparison or which were based on only 2 trials.

	†Heterogeneity could not be assessed for outcomes with zero or 1 comparisons.


Table S2: Assessments of inconsistency and heterogeneity
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Figure S1: Forest plot of MACE (fixed effects model).
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Figure S2: Forest plot of MACE (random effects model).
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[bookmark: _Hlk170644732]Figure S3: Forest plot of all-cause mortality (fixed effects model).
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Figure S4: Forest plot of all-cause mortality (random effects model).
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Figure S5: Forest plot of cardiac death (fixed effects model).
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Figure S6: Forest plot of cardiac death (random effects model).
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Figure S7: Forest plot of target vessel failure (fixed effects model).
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Figure S8: Forest plot of target vessel failure (random effects model).
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Figure S9: Forest plot of target lesion failure (fixed effects model).
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Figure S10: Forest plot of target lesion failure (random effects model).
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Figure S11: Forest plot of myocardial infarction (fixed effects model).
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Figure S12: Forest plot of myocardial infarction (random effects model).
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Figure S13: Forest plot of any revascularization (fixed effects model).
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Figure S14: Forest plot of any revascularization (random effects model).
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Figure S15: Forest plot of target-vessel-related revascularization (fixed effects model).
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Figure S16: Forest plot of target-vessel-related revascularization (random effects model).
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Figure S17: Forest plot of CABG (fixed effects model).
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Figure S18: Forest plot of CABG (random effects model).
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Figure S19: Forest plot of stent thrombosis (fixed effects model).
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Figure S20: Forest plot of stent thrombosis (random effects model).
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Figure S21: Forest plot of re-stenosis (fixed effects model).
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Figure S22: Forest plot of re-stenosis (random effects model).
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Figure S23: Funnel plot of MACE.
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Figure S24: Funnel plot of all-cause mortality.
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Figure S25: Funnel plot of cardiac death.
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Figure S26: Funnel plot of target vessel failure.


[image: ]
Figure S27: Funnel plot of target-lesion failure.
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Figure S28: Funnel plot of myocardial infarction.
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Figure S29: Funnel plot of any revascularization.
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Figure S30: Funnel plot of target-vessel revascularization.
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Figure S31: Funnel plot of CABG.
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Figure S32: Funnel plot of stent thrombosis.
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Figure S33: Funnel plot of re-stenosis.


















image1.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

(Fixed Effect Model)

OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.73 [0.62; 0.84]
0.82 [0.62; 1.09]

0.75

1.5

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image2.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’
Treatment (Random Effects Model) OR 95%-CI

Angiography 1.00
IVUS = 0.71 [0.60; 0.806]
OCT = 0.88 [0.62; 1.23]
| |
0.75 1 1.5

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image3.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

|
0.75

(Fixed Effect Model) OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.96 [0.73; 1.26]
0.73 [0.51; 1.05]

1.5

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image4.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

|
0.75

(Random Effects Model) OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.96 [0.73; 1.26]
0.73 [0.51; 1.05]

1.5

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image5.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment (Fixed Effect Model) OR 95%-CI
Angiography 1.00
IVUS = 0.51 [0.36; 0.73]
OCT = 0.63 [0.38; 1.04]
| |
0.5 1 2

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image6.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’
Treatment (Random Effects Model) OR 95%-CI

Angiography 1.00
IVUS = 0.51 [0.36; 0.73]
OCT = 0.63 [0.38; 1.04]
| |
0.5 1 2

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image7.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment (Fixed Effect Model) OR 95%-CI
Angiography 1.00
IVUS = 0.61 [0.47; 0.79]
OCT = 0.90 [0.68; 1.21]
| |
0.5 1 2

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image8.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’
Treatment (Random Effects Model) OR 95%-CI

Angiography 1.00
IVUS = 0.61 [0.47; 0.79]
OCT = 0.90 [0.68; 1.21]
| |
0.5 1 2

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image9.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

(Fixed Effect Model)

OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.63 [0.43; 0.91]
0.87 [0.64: 1.18]

0.5

2

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image10.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

(Random Effects Model) OR 95%-ClI

1.00

0.83 [0.35; 1.97]
0.82 [0.35; 1.95]

0.5

2

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image11.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

(Fixed Effect Model)

OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.80 [0.62; 1.01]
0.90 [0.70; 1.16]

0.75

1.5

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image12.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

(Random Effects Model)

OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.80 [0.62; 1.01]
0.90 [0.70; 1.16]

0.75

1.5

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image13.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

(Fixed Effect Model)

OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.84 [0.63; 1.13]
0.95 [0.76; 1.18]

0.75

1.5

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image14.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

(Random Effects Model)

OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.84 [0.63; 1.13]
0.95 [0.76; 1.18]

0.75

1.5

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image15.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

(Fixed Effect Model)

OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.58 [0.48; 0.70]
0.94 [0.70; 1.27]

0.5

2

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image16.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

(Random Effects Model)

OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.58 [0.48; 0.70]
0.94 [0.70; 1.27]

0.5

2

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image17.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment (Fixed Effect Model) OR 95%-CI
Angiography 1.00
IVUS — 1.17 [0.74; 1.85]
OCT = 0.43 [0.06; 2.91]
| | | |
0.1 05 1 2 10

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image18.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’
Treatment (Random Effects Model) OR 95%-CI

Angiography 1.00
IVUS — 1.17 [0.74; 1.89]
OCT = 0.43 [0.06; 2.91]
| | | |
0.1 05 1 2 10

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image19.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

(Fixed Effect Model) OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.54 [0.33; 0.88]
0.58 [0.35; 0.96]

|
0.5

2

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image20.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

(Random Effects Model) OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.54 [0.33; 0.88]
0.58 [0.35; 0.96]

|
0.5

2

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image21.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

(Fixed Effect Model)

OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.68 [0.57; 0.82]
0.51 [0.12; 2.19]

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image22.png
Comparison: other vs '‘Angiography’

Treatment

Angiography
IVUS
OCT

(Random Effects Model)

OR 95%-ClI

1.00
0.65 [0.51; 0.84]
0.51 [0.11; 2.25]

Favors OCT/IVUS Favors angiography




image23.png
0.0

0.5

1.0

Standard error of the odds ratio (log scale)

1.5

Funnel plot

© Angiography:IVUS

/\ A Angiography:OCT
/ \ + IVUS:OCT
4 6 e N
/ 4 OO OO \\
/ LS T % \
/ O N\
N\
/\
/ N\
/ T pbA \
/ N\
/ O N\
N\
N\
/ \
/ A\ \
0.1)5 O.|10 O.|20 O.|50 1.1)0 2.1)0 5.1)0 10!00 ZOfOO

Logarithm of the diagnostic odds ratio

P-value for test of publication bias = 0.84




image24.png
0.0

0.5

1.0
I

1.5

Standard error of the odds ratio (log scale)

2.0

Funnel plot

© Angiography:IVUS

AN
7 A4 oN
/ \
/ SN
Vi \
// - \\
/ & \
/ O O \
O N \\
/ ANe \
/ \
/
/ 1 >
/XN /N O
\
\
\
/ NS -+ N\
0.132 0.135 O.|10 O.|20 O.|50 1.1)0 2.1)0 5.1)0 10!00 50!00

Logarithm of the diagnostic odds ratio

P-value for test of publication bias = 0.40




image25.png
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

Standard error of the odds ratio (log scale)

2.0

Funnel plot

© Angiography:IVUS

/\ A Angiography:OCT
/ \ + IVUS:OCT
/ 4 \\
/O % \
/ 4 \\
O
/7 ARS AN
/ O N\
\
/ \\
/ A \
\
/
O
™ \
\
\
4 YA + N\
0.1)2 0.1)5 O.|10 O.|20 O.|50 1.1)0 2.1)0 5.1)0 10@00 50!00

Logarithm of the diagnostic odds ratio

P-value for test of publication bias = 0.85




image26.png
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

Standard error of the odds ratio (log scale)

0.8

Funnel plot

© Angiography:IVUS

Logarithm of the diagnostic odds ratio

/\ A Angiography:OCT
/ \ + IVUS:OCT
/ 4 \\
/ LN\
/ (& \
/ N\
/ N\
N\
/ N\
/ \
1 N\
N\
N\
/ \
O!2 O!S 1!0 2?0 5!0





image27.png
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

Standard error of the odds ratio (log scale)

0.8

Funnel plot

© Angiography:IVUS

Logarithm of the diagnostic odds ratio

/\ A Angiography:OCT
/ \ + IVUS:OCT
/ \
/ N\
/ /N N\
/ N
/ \
/ \
\
/ \
/ \
N\
\
\
/ A\ \
0.2 0.5 1.0 2.0 5.0





image28.png
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

Standard error of the odds ratio (log scale)

2.0

Funnel plot

© Angiography:IVUS

N
VARA EN N
5 \
/ 4 ® N\
// \\
O
/ lay \
/ S \
Il o @
/ . O \
/ \
/ \
/ /\ O \
\
\
\
/ @7AN N\
0.132 0.135 O.|10 O.|20 O.|50 1.1)0 2.1)0 5.1)0 10100 20!00 50100

Logarithm of the diagnostic odds ratio

P-value for test of publication bias = 0.45




image29.png
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

Standard error of the odds ratio (log scale)

0.8

Funnel plot

© Angiography:IVUS

/\ A Angiography:OCT
/ \ + IVUS:.OCT
/ \
AR RN
/ \
/ P N\
/ g \
N\
/ \
/ \\
AN B O
O O 0
N\
A\ \\
O N\
O!2 O!S 1!0 2?0 5!0

Logarithm of the diagnostic odds ratio





image30.png
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

Standard error of the odds ratio (log scale)

2.0

Funnel plot

© Angiography:IVUS
A Angiography:OCT
/ \ + IVUS:OCT
AN
/ OA\N
/7 O \
/O O O N\
/ O O O N\
// /\ \\
/o b h
A /
/\ \
/ \
N\
N\
/ N \\
™ N\
N\
\
/ A \
0.1)2 0.1)5 O.|10 O.|20 O.|50 1.1)0 2.1)0 5.1)0 10!00 20?00 50!00

Logarithm of the diagnostic odds ratio

P-value for test of publication bias = 0.06




image31.png
1.0 0.5 0.0

1.5

Standard error of the odds ratio (log scale)

2.0

Funnel plot

© Angiography:IVUS

/\ A Angiography:OCT
7 | \
/ \
/ 4 \\
/U ® O \
/ \
/ O N\
/ \
// \
/ /]
/ - \
/ \
\
\
N\
\
\
N\
\
\
O \
0.10 0.20 0.50 1.00 2.00 5.00 10.00 20.00 50.00

Logarithm of the diagnostic odds ratio





image32.png
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

Standard error of the odds ratio (log scale)

2.0

Funnel plot

© Angiography:IVUS

/\ A Angiography:OCT
/ \ + IVUS:OCT
/ d \\
/A \
e /NN
/ O SN NG
/ ® \
/ A N\
O
/7 QA AN
N\
/ N\
/ s N N A\ \
N\
N\
N\

4 B\ O -+ N\
0.132 0.135 o.|10 o.|20 o.|50 1.1)0 2.l)0 5.1)0 10!00 20?00 50?00

Logarithm of the diagnostic odds ratio

P-value for test of publication bias = 0.77




image33.png
0.0

0.5

1.0

Standard error of the odds ratio (log scale)

1.5

Funnel plot

/\
/ \
/O N\
Y \\
/ O ON
/ O O\
/ AN
/ O \
N\
/\

/\

© Angiography:IVUS
A Angiography:OCT

|
0.50

Logarithm of the diagnostic odds ratio

|
1.00

|
2.00

P-value for test of publication bias = 0.26




