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Abstract

Background: Recent randomized controlled trials have demonstrated similar outcomes in terms of
ischemic stroke incidence after carotid endarterectomy (CEA) or carotid artery stenting (CAS) in
asymptomatic carotid disease, while CEA seems to be the first option for symptomatic carotid
disease. The aim of this meta-analysis is to assess incidence of silent cerebral microembolization
detected by Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) following these procedures.

Methods: A systematic search was conducted using PubMed, Scopus and Cochrane databases
including comparative studies involving symptomatic or asymptomatic patients undergoing either
CEA or CAS, and reporting on new cerebral ischemic lesions in post-operative MRI. The primary
outcome was the newly detected cerebral ischemic lesions. Pooled effect estimates for all outcomes
were calculated using the random-effects model. Pre-specified random effects meta-regression and
subgroup analysis were conducted to examine the impact of moderator variables on the presence of
new cerebral ischemic lesions.

Results: 25 studies reporting on total 1827 CEA and 1500 CAS interventions fulfilled the eligibility
criteria. The incidence of new cerebral ischemic lesions was significantly lower after CEA
comparing to CAS, regardless of the time of MRI assessment (first 24 hours; OR: 0.33, 95% CI:
0.17-0.64, p<0.001), (the first 72 hours, OR: 0.25, 95% CI 0.18-0.36, p<0.001), (generally within a
week after the operation; OR: 0.24, 95% CI: 0.17-0.34, p<0.001). Also, the rate of stroke (OR: 0.38,
95% CI: 0.23-0.63, p<0.001) and the presence of contralateral new cerebral ischemic lesions (OR:
0.16, 95% CI 0.08-0.32, p<0.001) were less frequent after CEA. Subgroup analysis based on the
study design and the use of embolic protection device during CAS showed consistently lower rates
of new lesions after CEA.

Conclusions: CEA demonstrates significant lower rates of new silent cerebral microembolization,

as detected by MRI in postoperative period, compared to CAS.
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Intoduction

Both carotid endarterectomy (CEA) and carotid artery stenting (CAS) reduce the risk of
stroke or transient ischemic attack (TI1A) with relatively low morbidity and mortality in people with
specific comorbidities and features, as well as suitable carotid lesions’™. One of the main risks
during these procedures is embolization. CEA is the preferred treatment for both symptomatic and
asymptomatic individuals; nonetheless, in high-risk patients CAS is an alternative therapeutic
option®. Despite its less invasive nature, CAS seems to have higher risk of periprocedural
embolization compared to CEA most likely due to manipulation of endovascular devices in the
aortic arch or in friable plaques®™®.

While stroke/TIA after carotid revascularization is comparatively rare, subclinical
microembolization was found to occur more frequently®™*. Silent microembolization episodes may
nowadays be recognized more easily than in the past, with transcranial Doppler and diffusion
weighted Magnetic Resonance Imaging (DWI-MRI) providing the highest diagnostic accuracy™*%.
DWI-MRI is a high-sensitivity imaging tool capable of detecting silent infarcts following carotid
revascularization and providing important information on the safety of various procedures.

Various studies reported the occurrence of confirmed DWI-MRI silent microembolization
following CEA or CAS® ™. To synthesize the most recent data from the current literature on the
incidence of silent cerebral microembolization following CEA and CAS, we carried out a
systematic review and meta-analysis of studies that used DWI-MRI for microembolization
detection before and after carotid revascularization. Our research attempts through rigorous
mathematical methodology to provide concrete evidence and compare the most updated incidence

of silent post-operative microembolization between CEA and CAS.

Material and Methods

Study design and inclusion/exclusion criteria
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This systematic review and meta-analysis were performed according to the PRISMA
(Preferred Reporting ltems for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analyses) guidelines'®and were
prospectively registered in the International Prospective Register of Systematic Review
(PROSPERQ) database (registration number: CRD42023494604). We applied the PICO
(Population/Participants, Intervention, Comparison, and Outcome) criteria to define our research
question:

1. Population/Participants: Adult patients, symptomatic or asymptomatic, with carotid stenosis
undergoing operation and performing pre and post-procedural MRI.

2. Intervention: CEA

3. Comparison group: CAS

4. Outcomes: The primary assessed outcome was the new cerebral ischemic lesions shown in
the post-procedural MRI. The secondary outcomes were the presence of contralateral
cerebral ischemic lesions and stroke.

We also performed subgroup analyses according to the time of postoperative MRI, the study
design, and the use of embolic protection device with the CAS technique. Pre-specified random
effects meta-regression analysis was conducted to examine the impact of pre-operative symptoms,
hypertension, smoking status and diabetes on the presence of new cerebral ischemic lesions. Stroke
was defined as either ipsilateral or contralateral, cortical or vertebrobasilar, ischemic or
hemorrhagic strokes, during the first 30 postoperative days.

Original clinical studies, including both randomized trials and non-randomized
prospective/retrospective comparative studies, reporting on the outcomes of interest in patients
undergoing CEA and CAS, were deemed eligible for inclusion. The exclusion criteria for the
present systematic review were defined as follows: (i) irrelevant articles, (ii) non-comparative
studies (<2 study arms), (iii) studies not directly comparing CEA and CAS for the outcomes of

interest, (iv) animal and in-vitro studies, (v) case reports, (vi) narrative or systematic reviews and
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meta-analyses, letters to the editor and comments, (vii) non- English language articles and (viii)
published abstracts with no published full text. Ultimately the studies identified were assessed for
overlap. In cases where multiple studies reported on the same population, only the larger study or

the one with the best quality of data was included in the present meta-analysis.

Literature search strategy

Eligible studies were identified by searching through the MEDLINE (via PubMed), Scopus,
and Cochrane Library databases (last search: November 2™ 2023) using the algorithm: (CEA OR
(endarterectomy, carotid[MeSH Terms])) OR endarterectom*) AND ((stentfMeSH Terms]) OR
CAS OR ("carotid stent™) OR ("carotid stenting™) OR (angiopl*)) AND ("diffusion weighted
imaging” OR DWI OR MRI OR ("magnetic resonance imaging") OR ("ischemic lesion") OR
(diffusion  magnetic  resonance  imaging[MeSH Terms])) = AND  ((arterial  disease,
carotid[MeSH Terms]) OR (carotid arteries[MeSH Terms]) OR (caroti*) OR (carotid
stenosis[MeSH Terms]) OR (carotid stenoses) OR (arterial disease, carotid[MeSH Terms]) OR
"carotid surgery"). No search filters were applied to our search. Title and abstract screening and
full-text eligibility were assessed by two independent investigators. Any disagreement was resolved
after a discussion with a third reviewer. We also searched the reference list of the included studies
for potentially eligible studies using the snowball methodology'’. The Covidence reference and

article manager software was used for all stages of the database search and study selection™®.

Data extraction and assessment of the risk of bias

Two investigators independently extracted the data into a pre-designed standardized form.
Patients’ baseline characteristics as well as peri-operative data and post-operative outcomes of
interest were collected. All the outcomes of interest occurred in the first 30 days after the operation.

The Risk of Bias in Non-Randomized Studies of Interventions tool (ROBINS-1) and the revised
5
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Cochrane risk of bias tool for randomized trials (RoB 2) were systematically used to assess included
studies for risk of bias in non-randomized studies and in RCTs, respectively’®?. The papers and
their characteristics were classified into low, moderate, serious, or critical risk of bias with
ROBINS-I tool and low, some concerns or high risk of bias with RoB2 tool. Two independent
reviewers assessed the risk for bias. When there was disagreement, a third reviewer checked the

data and made the final decision.

Statistical Analysis

Data Pooling

Continuous variables were summarized using means and standard deviations (SDs), while
categorical variables were summarized by frequencies and percentages. The Hozo et al. and the
Wan et al. methods were used to estimate the means and standard deviations of continuous variables
whenever medians and ranges®* and median and interquartile ranges were provided?, respectively.

Data were extracted and entered into tables and the outcomes were analyzed cumulatively.

Meta-Analysis

We calculated odds ratios (ORs) and 95% confidence intervals (Cls) for all individual
studies based on the extracted data, using 2 x 2 tables for each categorical outcome. OR >1
indicated that the outcome was more frequently present in the CEA group. A treatment arm
continuity correction was adopted in studies with zero cell frequencies?®. Between-study
heterogeneity was assessed through Cochran Q statistic and by estimating 1. I1? greater than 50%
and p<0.1 indicated significant heterogeneity. Due to the significant between-study clinical
heterogeneity, we used the random-effects model (DerSimonian—Laird) to calculate the pooled

effect estimates for all outcomes®*. A forest plot for each outcome was used to display the pooled
6
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estimates graphically. Publication bias was assessed via funnel plots. Egger’s test was used when at
least 10 studies were included in the analysis of each outcome of interest and p < 0.10 was
considered statistically significant, indicating possible publication bias. Subgroup analysis was
performed according to the time of postoperative MRI, the study design and the use of embolic
protection device with the CAS technique. Pre-specified random effects meta-regression
analysis was conducted to examine the impact of moderator variables on the presence of new
cerebral ischemic lesions. Specifically, using this technique we attempted to assess the effect of pre-
operative symptomatic status, hypertension, smoking and diabetes on the incidence of newly
detected lesions. These moderator variables were expressed as difference in rate of occurrence in
the CEA versus the CAS group. Statistical analysis was performed using Stata/SE version 18 (Stata

Corp, College Station, TX, USA).

Results
Study and Patient characteristics

The literature search yielded 804 potentially eligible articles after duplicates were removed,
of which 66 underwent full-text evaluation. A total of 21 studies were excluded due to overlapping
populations. Eight analyses of the International Carotid Stenting study (ICSS) were identified® 32,
Among these, we selected the one with the largest number of patients and reporting granular data of
the outcomes of interest?’. We used the same methodology to conclude to the 1 study* and exclude
the other 6 analyses reporting on patients from the Veterans Affairs Palo Alto Health Care
System®°. In 1 study we preferred to use in our analysis the data from the propensity matched pair
of patients, and not from the entire original population®. A non-English written study was also
excluded from our pooled analysis because in the Spanish language the critical assessment of the

study’s quality may be inaccurate®’. Finally, 25 studies reporting on a total of 3327 patients

undergoing CEA and CAS for carotid stenosis, fulfilled the inclusion criteria and were included in
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our quantitative data analysis, as summarized in the PRISMA flowchart (Figure 1)°7334042°63

Among them, a total of 3366 procedures were reported, 1861 CEA, and 1505 CAS. Pre and post-
operative MRI was performed in total 1827 of 1861 CEA procedures and 1500 of 1505 CAS
interventions. The baseline characteristics of the included studies, the patient's demographics, and
the perioperative outcomes are summarized in Table 1, Supplementary Table 1 and

Supplementary Table 2, respectively.

Study quality and publication bias assessment

Of the 25 included studies in the final analysis, 22 were non-randomized studies®*4%43-26-8-
%3 (7 retrospective and 15 prospective) and 3 were randomized controlled trials?”**’. In 1 of the 22
non-randomized studies, the propensity score matching technique was used to adjust preoperative
patients’ demographic and comorbidity data*. Seven non-randomized studies were considered with
serious risk of bias: 6 due to confounding and 1 due to missing data (Supplemental Figure 1). The
RCTs were deemed of some concerns in terms of randomization, except one that was detected with
high risk of bias (Supplemental Figure 2). The funnel plots assessing for publication bias for the
primary outcome of the presence of new ischemic cerebral lesions and the stroke rate are presented

in Supplemental Data File 1. No publication was identified with the Egger’s test and through

visual assessment of the funnel plots.

Outcomes of interest

New cerebral ischemic lesions in post-operative MRI
24-hours post-procedure
In 8 studies the MRI was performed during the first 24 hours “#64950545657 The rate of

new cerebral ischemic lesions was significantly lower in the CEA group (14.3%, 112/782)
8
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compared to the CAS group (41.3%, 204/494) (OR: 0.33, 95% CI: 0.17-0.64, p<0.001). The
statistical heterogeneity was considerable (1°=78.75%) (Figure 2). The presence of contralateral
new ischemic cerebral lesions was reported in 5 studies*“®**®*"_ The incidence of contralateral
ischemic lesions was significantly lower in the CEA group (0.5%, 2/399) compared to CAS (8.7%,
27/310) (OR: 0.13, 95% CI 0.04-0.42, p<0.001). The statistical heterogeneity was low (1> = 0.00%)

(Supplemental Figure 7).

72-hours post-procedure
The MRI was performed within 72 hours after the procedure in 22 studies®’334042-3154-37.5%-
% The incidence of new cerebral ischemic lesions was significantly lower after the CEA procedures

(13.6%, 237/1738) compared to CAS (40.4%, 567/1404) (OR: 0.25, 95% CI 0.18-0.36, p<0.001).

The statistical heterogeneity was substantial (1= 68.74%) (Figure 3).

One week post-procedure

All 25 studies performed the MRI within a week after the operation *"**%°42%3 The rate of
new cerebral ischemic lesions was significantly lower in the CEA group (13.7%, 251/1827)
compared to the CAS group (41.1%, 616/1500) (OR: 0.24, 95% CI: 0.17-0.34, p<0.001). The
statistical heterogeneity was substantial (1= 66.85%) (Figure 4). Eleven studies reported data

27,40,42,44,46,47,49,55—57,60. The incidence

regarding the presence of contralateral ischemic cerebral lesions
of contralateral ischemic lesions remains significantly lower after the CEA procedures (1.4%,
9/649) compared to CAS technique (12.3%, 75/612) (OR: 0.16, 95% CI 0.08-0.32, p<0.001). The

statistical heterogeneity was low (1= 00.00%) (Supplemental Figure 8).

Stroke
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The overall stroke rate was available in 17 studies including 28 stroke events after CEA
(1.6%, 23/1429) and versus 53 events in the CAS group (4.7%, 53/1124)2"#347:49515254-59.6162 Thg
stroke rate was significantly lower in CEA group compared to CAS technique (OR: 0.38, 95% CI:

0.23-0.63, p<0.001). The statistical heterogeneity was low (1> = 00.00%) (Figure 5).

Subgroup analysis
Study design

The incidence of new cerebral ischemic lesions was significantly lower after CEA
comparing to CAS both in RCTs or PSM (CEA 21.4%, 46/215 vs CAS 48.5%, 116/239, OR: 0.34,
95% CI:0.16-0.75, p=0.01) and non-randomized studies (CEA 12.7 %, 205/1612 vs CAS 39.6%,
500/1261, OR: 0.23 95% CI:0.15-0.33, p<0.001). The statistical heterogeneity remained substantial
in both RCTs or PSM (I°= 62.98%) and non-randomized studies (1>= 68.55%) (Supplemental

Figure 9). There was no statistically significant difference between these two subgroups (p=0.35).

Embolic protection device

Three studies reported on data regarding the CAS technique without the use of protection
device?”***!. The CEA group (15.2%, 34/223) presented significantly lower rates of new ischemic
cerebral lesions compared to CAS (44.5%, 57/128) (OR: 0.16, 95% CI: 0.05-0.54, p<0.001). The
heterogeneity was substantial (1°= 74.74%) (Supplemental Figure 10). Data concerning the CAS
technique with the use of embolic protection device were extracted from 19 studies?’ 3340424345
474951-36:5859.6263 'The CEA group (11.9%, 167/1403) presented significantly lower rates of new
ischemic cerebral lesions compared to CAS (40.7%, 454/1116) (OR: 0.21, 95% CI: 0.14-0.34,

p<0.001). The statistical heterogeneity remained substantial (1= 73.64%) (Supplemental Figure

10). There was no statistically significant difference between these two subgroups (p=0.65).
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Meta-regression analysis
The presence of pre-operative symptoms was expressed as the difference in rates of

occurrence in the CEA versus the CAS group, and data were extracted from 19 studies?’#044-474951-

>961-63  Meta-regression analysis revealed that the presence of pre-operative symptoms had
no statistically significant influence on the incidence of new cerebral ischemic lesions (p=0.241)

(Supplemental Figure 11). The data regarding hypertension were available in 15 studies®”*+

46:4851,52.54-57.59.6283  and no statistically significant influence was found in the presence of
hypertension and the rate of newly detected lesions (p=0.134) (Supplemental Figure 12).The

occurrence rates of diabetes and smoking were extracted from 15 studies®’#044-#6:48:5152,54-57.59,62,63

and 13 studies?”4044-4051,5236:375961-63 ragpactively, and no statistically significant influence was
detected between smoking (p=0.913) and diabetes (p=0.881) in the incidence of new cerebral

ischemic lesion (Supplemental Figure 13 and Supplemental Figure 14).

Discussion

Our study included a total of 25 studies reporting on new cerebral ischemic lesions after
1827 CEA procedures and 1500 CAS interventions. The results of this meta-analysis suggest that
the incidence of new cerebral ischemic lesions was significantly lower in the CEA group compared
to CAS regardless the time of MRI assessment. To address the heterogeneity between studies, we
performed subgroup analyses based on the type of the study, RCTs or PSM and non-randomized,
and the incidence of new lesions remained significantly higher after CAS. Moreover, the use of
embolic protection device within the CAS procedure did not change the direction of the results,
indicating significantly lower rates of new ischemic lesions after CEA.

The results of this study are in accordance with the previous meta-analysis of Gargiulo G et
al., which is reporting on total 2014 procedures, and suggest slightly higher rates of incidence of

new lesions in cerebral MRI (13.7% vs 12.2% in CEA and 41.1% vs 40.3% in CAS)™.
11
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Furthermore, the meta-analysis of Schnaudigel S et al. included only studies that performed the
MRI within 72 hours after the intervention'®. This methodological approach does not allow to
address the entirety of the available in the literature data concerning the new cerebral ischemic
lesions. This might explain the low comparable rates of stroke events between CEA and CAS. They
also included studies without direct comparison between the two techniques. The statistical analysis
of these data seems to be inaccurate due to inadequate control of heterogeneity among the patients
involved. Moreover, the previous meta-analysis of Traenka C et al., including 19 comparative
studies, suggests a lower incidence of new cerebral ischemic lesions after CEA (10.6%, 118/1107)
and CAS (40.4%, 401/993)". The use of the fixed effect model for the calculation of the pooled
effect may account for the slightly lower incidence observed in these findings compared to the
results from our most updated meta-analysis with a total of 25 studies and incidence rates 13.7%
(251/1827) and 41.1 (616/1500) after CEA and CAS, respectively.

Our study is the first to address the time variable, reporting on the interval between the
operation and the subsequent MRI performance. Interestingly, the incidence of the new lesions
within the first day following the revascularization (14.3% in CEA vs 41.3% in CAS) remains
almost unchanged compared to 72 hours (13.6% in CEA vs 40.4% in CAS) and 1 week post-
operatively (13.7% in CEA vs 41.1 in CAS). Our metanalysis is also the first to report on the
contralateral cerebral ischemic lesions and the subgroup analysis concluded in lower rates after
CEA compared to CAS. Embolic events could have occurred at any point during the
revascularization, including angiography preceding CAS**®. The dislodgment of thrombotic
material or atherosclerotic debris during the stenting procedure, with the manipulation of the
catheters, the sheaths and the guidewires in the supra-aortic arch section, seems to give rise to single
or multiple emboli, leading potentially to the presence of lesions in MRI, even in the contralateral

arterial distribution®. This may be an insight that a percentage of microemboli during CAS are
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indeed deriving from arch manipulations, and thus their distribution is bilateral; further research
will shed some light upon this fact.

A substudy of the International Carotis Stenting Study (ICSS)®, reporting on the MRI
findings, suggests an incidence 22.5% of stroke or transient ischemic attack in patients with new
cerebral lesions in MRI versus 8.8% in patients without such lesions, following CAS®. The
respective rates following the CEA were 11% versus 9%, during 5 years of follow up. The above
results suggest that the silent micro-embolism detected on early MRI after CAS may indicate a
higher risk of cerebrovascular events®. However, the ICSS included only patients with
symptomatic carotid stenosis®’. The impact of periprocedural MRI lesions in carotid
revascularization in pre-operative asymptomatic patients on the risk of cerebrovascular events
remains still unknown®. Likewise, the study of Traenka C et al., using a complex and controversial
statistical methodology® , indicates a strong correlation between new cerebral ischemic lesions in
the MRI and the probability of post procedural stroke event, in the combined CEA and CAS
procedures®. The lack of adequate data within the studies included in our analysis prevents us from
investigating the impact of the new cerebral ischemic lesions on the post-procedural clinical events
and cognitive impairment.

To address the heterogeneity in CAS procedure concerning the use of an embolic protection
device, we performed a subgroup analysis. The results of this analysis suggest slightly lower rates
of new ischemic cerebral lesions following the implementation of an embolic protection device,
with rates of 40.7% compared to 44.5% without any protection device. It is important to highlight
that microeboli still can overcome embolic protection devices. The meta-analysis of Traenka C et al
reports lower rates of occurrence of ischemic lesions, following the CAS technique, 36.8% with
protection versus 37.1% without protection device®®. In any case, the incidence of silent
microembolism remains statistically significantly lower irrespective of whether an embolic

protection device was used or not. Our findings appear to align also with the reported incidence of
13
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37% of the CARENET Trial (Carotid Embolic Protection Using MicroNet)®. The aforementioned
result may indicate that the dislodgement of embolic particles is not adequately prevented by the
use embolic protection device. Interestingly, recent prospective multicentre study concerning the
CGuard MicroNet-covered Embolic Prevention System reported 19.6% new ischemic
microembolisation in MRI performed within 72 hours post intervention’. The limited available
data concerning the stent type in the CAS group prevents us from proceeding to further analysis
regarding the new cerebral ischemic lesions in these subgroups.

The preoperative cardiovascular risk along with the characteristics of the atherosclerotic
plaque and the severity of stenosis are both unknown and imbalanced between the two groups. To
address this issue, a subgroup analysis of RCTs and non-randomized was performed, and the
findings are consistent with the overall result, indicating a lower incidence of new cerebral lesions
following CEA. Furthermore, the meta-regression analysis concerning the pre-operative
symptomatic status, hypertension, smoking and diabetes did not show a significant impact of these
moderators in the difference of the incidence between the two techniques. These results are in
accordance with the findings of a non-randomized study addressing symptomatic carotid stenosis
treated with CAS, which demonstrated no correlation between these variables and the presence of
cerebral ischemic lesions’*. One retrospective study indicated the diabetes mellitus as a predictor of
perioperative stroke or death among patients undergoing CEA, whereas it did not exhibit the same
predictive significance among patients undergoing CAS".

The limitations of the research should be acknowledged. First, there were the inherent
limitations of a study-level meta-analysis as we did not have access to patient-level covariates that
could confound our findings. Most of the studies do not mention many important periprocedural
data that could affect the final outcomes: the rate of pre-existing contralateral carotid stenosis, use
of eversion technique, shunting, the clamping duration and the operation time, and the

hemodynamic parameters. Moreover, it is noteworthy to mention that variations in magnetic field
14
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strengths may have contributed to differences in the sensitivity of detecting small ischemic brain
lesions. In addition, there is inadequate information regarding the volume and the number of the
lesions. Furthermore, the 22 of the 25 included studies are not randomized. The lack of
randomization, allocation concealment, and blinding increases the chances of confounding and
selection bias. Considering that CAS is usually performed on high-risk patients, the reported results
may not be generalizable to other patients with intermediate surgical risk. Likewise, all the
procedures in the included studies were performed in different centers by different operators. This
fact, along with differences in the follow-up schemes across the studies, might have affected the

generalizability of our results.

Conclusions

This meta-analysis indicates that CEA is associated with a significantly lower incidence of
new cerebral ischemic lesions in early post-operative MRI, compared to CAS, regardless of whether
they are ipsilateral or contralateral to the respective carotid artery. Embolic protection devices did
not alter the outcome. The clinical importance of the incidence of silent cerebral microemboli as
predictive factors for post-operative clinical outcomes along with emerging stenting techniques and

types, remains to be defined.
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Author Year | Journal Center Country Design Study Total | CEA | CAS
period
Lacroix V | 2007 | European Cliniques Belgium Prospective - 121 60 61
etal. Journal of Universitaires cohort
Vascular and Saint-Luc,
Endovascular Service de
Surgery Chirurgie
cardiovasculaire
et thoracique
Yan D et 2018 | Annals of Shanghai Ninth | China Retrospective | January 92 38 54
al. Vascular People’s 2012-June
Surgery Hospital and 2017
Zhongshan
Hospital,
Shanghai
KulihaM | 2015 | British Journal | University Czech Randomized | October 150 77 73
etal. of Surgery Hospital Republic Control Trial | 2010-July
Ostrava, (RCT) 2014
Ostrava
Poppert H | 2004 | Journal of Klinikum Germany Prospective - 129 88 41
etal. Neurology Rechts der Isar cohort
Muenchen
Wasser K | 2011 | Journal of University of Germany Prospective - 55* 31 24
etal. Vascular Gottingen, cohort
Surgery Gottingen
Mihaly Z 2023 | Journal of Department of Hungary Prospective 1January | 42 21 21
etal. Cardiovascular | Vascular and cohort 2019-31
Development Endovascular January
and Disease Surgery, Heart 2021
and Vascular
Center,
Semmelweis
University,
Budapest
Faraglia 2007 | The Journal of | Sant Andrea Italy Prospective December | 75 40 35
V.etal. Cardiovascular | Hospital La cohort 2005-
Surgery Sapienza January
University of 2007
Rome Seconde
Medical school,
Rome
FelliMM | 2012 | International Paride Stefanini | Italy Prospective January 300 150 150
etal. Angiology Vascular cohort 2008-
surgery January
Polilinico 2011
Umberto 1,
Rome
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Gabrielli 2023 | Annals of Unit of Italy Prospective February 211 116 95
Retal. Vascular Vascular, cohort 2018-June
Surgery Endovascular 2021
and Emergency
Vascular
Surgery, "S.
Eugenio”
Hospital, Rome
Akutsu N. | 2012 | American Department of Japan Prospective August 104 63 41
etal. Journal of Neurosurgery, cohort 2006-
Neuroradiology | Kobe University February
Graduate School 2011
of Medicine,
Kobe
Fukumitsu | 2017 | World Department of Japan Retrospective | 2004-2013 | 295 181 114
Retal. Neurosurgery Neurosurgery,
Kurashiki
Central
Hospital,
Okayama
lihara Ket | 2006 | Journal of National Japan Retrospective | September | 231 139 92
al. Neurosurgery Cardiovascular 1998 and
Center, Osaka August
2004
Mitsuoka | 2011 | Annals of Shizuoka Red Japan Prospective July 2007- | 45 25 20
Hetal. Vascular Cross Hospital, cohort May 2010
Surgery Shizuoka,
Shizuoka
Miyawaki | 2014 | Neurologia Aizu Chuo Japan Retrospective | January 320 259 61
Setal. Medico Hospital, 2000-
Chirurgica Aizuwakamatsu, September
Fukushima 2010
Okamoto 2022 | Surgical Kyoto Japan Retrospective | January 140 38 102
Tetal. Neurology Prefectural 2012-May
International University of 2020
Medicine
Graduate School
of Medical
Science, Kyoto
Yamada K | 2011 | Atherosclerosis | Gifu University | Japan Retrospective | June 2007- | 81 25 56
etal. Graduate School April 2010
of Medicine,
Gifu
Roh H et 2005 | American Samsung Korea Prospective July 1998- | 48 26 22
al. Journal of Medical Center, cohort February
Neuroradiology | Sungkyunkwan 2001
University
School of
Medicine, Seoul
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Cho H et 2014 | Stroke san Medical South Korea | Prospective July 2007- | 45 29 16
al. Center, cohort December
University of 2009
Ulsan College
of Medicine,
Seoul
FlachHet | 2004 | Journal of Vascular Netherlands | Prospective February 44 23 21
al. Endovascular Surgery, cohort 2001-
Therapy Erasmus November
Medical center , 2002
Rotterdam
Skjelland 2009 | Stroke Rikshospitalet Norway Prospective - 91** 61 30
M etal. University cohort
Hospital, Oslo
Latacz P 2019 | Polish archives | University Poland Randomized | May 2015- | 31 14 17
et al. of internal Hospital, Control Trial | March
medicine Jagiellonian (RCT) 2018
University
Medical
College,
Krakéw
Bonati L 2010 | The Lancet ICSS-MRI Switzerland, | Randomized | May 2001- | 231 107 124
etal. Neurology substudy, UK, Control Trial | October
Amsterdam, Netherlands | (RCT) 2008
Basel,
Newcastle,
Rotterdam,
Sheffield,
Utrecht
Posacioglu | 2008 | Texas Heart Ege University Turkey Prospective February 115 59 56
Hetal. Institute Hospital cohort 2003-
Journal Bornova—Izmir March
2005
SabatJet | 2018 | Journal of University of USA Prospective July 2011- | 202 95 107
al. Vascular Arizona, 1501 N cohort October
Surgery Campbell Ave, 2016
Tucson
Zhou W et | 2009 | Journal of Veterans Affairs | USA Retrospective | July 2004- | 168 100 68
al. Vascular Palo Alto December
Surgery Health Care 2008
System

Abbreviations: CEA: Carotid endarterectomy; CAS: Carotid Artery Stenting
*MRI was available in 49 procedures, 28 CEA and 21 CAS

**MRI was performed in 58 procedures, 30 CEA and 28 CAS
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PRISMA 2020 flow diagram for new systematic reviews which included searches of databases, registers and other sources

Identification of studies via databases and registers Identification of studies via other methods

)
Records removed before
c . - . screening:
'.% Rec;;(:)iﬁlggrztr:ffié%m . Duplicate records removed (n Records identified from:
g Scopus (n = 650) = 248) Websites (n = 0)
] P Records marked as ineligible Organisations (n = 0)
@ - by automation tools (n = 0) Citation searching (n =0)
= Total (n = 1052) Records removed for other
reasons (n = 0)
— l
"
Records screened Records excluded**
(n =804) (n=738)
A4
Reports sought for retrieval Reports not retrieved Reports sought for retrieval Reports not retrieved
o (n=66) (n=0) (n=0) (n=0)
=
)
: I I
o
(7]
Reports assessed for eligibility Reports assessed for eligibility -
(n=66) "| Reports excluded: n = 41 (n=0) d
Wrong study design (n =17) Reports excluded (n = 0)
Non-extractable data (n = 3)
Patient overlap (n = 21)
Wrong Population (n=0)
Missing outcomes of interest
_J (n=0)
\4
)
° L . .
3 Studies included in review
2 (n=25)
Q
£
-

*Consider, if feasible to do so, reporting the number of records identified from each database or register searched (rather than the total number across all databases/registers).
**If automation tools were used, indicate how many records were excluded by a human and how many were excluded by automation tools.

From: Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, Boutron |, Hoffmann TC, Mulrow CD, et al. The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ 2021;372:n71.
doi: 10.1136/bmj.n71. For more information, visit: http://www.prisma-statement.ora/
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New ischemic cerebral lesions first 24 hours

CEA CAS OR Weight
Study Event No Event Event No Event with 95% ClI (%)
Kuliha M et al. 18 55 38 39 B 0.34[0.17, 0.67] 13.86
Poppert H et al. 15 73 22 19 —I—{— 0.18[0.08, 0.41] 12.99
Gabrielli R et al. 15 101 41 54 —I—lL 0.20[0.10, 0.39] 13.97
Akutsu N. et al. 1 52 14 27 —F— 0.41[0.16, 1.02] 12.39
Miyawaki S et al. 10 249 18 43 —B— 0.10[0.04, 0.22] 12.92
Cho H et al. 8 21 5 1 —;_.— 0.84[0.22, 3.18] 9.69
Posacioglu H et al. 14 45 3 53 : ———5.50[1.48, 20.34] 9.84
Sabat J et al. 21 74 63 44 —I—: 0.20[ 0.11, 0.37] 14.34
Overall ‘ 0.33[0.17, 0.64]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.66, 1> = 78.75%, H? = 4.71
Test of 6, = 6,: Q(7) = 32.94, p = 0.00
Test of 8 =0: z=-3.33, p=0.00

1/|16 1}4 1 4 16

Random-effects DerSimonian—Laird model
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New cerebral ischemic lesions first 72 hours

CEA CAS OR Weight

Study Event No Event Event No Event with 95% CI (%)
Lacroix V et al. 7 53 26 35 0.18[0.07, 0.45] 4.89
Kuliha M et al. 18 55 38 39 0.34[0.17, 0.67] 5.77
Poppert H et al. 15 73 22 19 0.18[0.08, 0.41] 5.28
Wasser K et al. 27 15 6 = 0.01[0.00, 0.13] 1.93
Mihaly Z et al. 3 18 10 1 —#— 0.18[0.04, 0.82] 3.22
Faraglia V. et al. 3 37 12 23 —.|— 0.16[0.04, 0.61] 3.54
Felli M et al. 6 144 51 99 —I—| 0.08[0.03, 0.20] 5.08
Gabrielli R et al. 15 101 41 54 —-— 0.20[0.10, 0.39] 5.83
Akutsu N. et al. 11 52 14 27 —il 0.41[0.16, 1.02] 4.96
Fukumitsu Retal. 39 142 47 67 i 0.39[0.23, 0.65] 6.40
lihara K et al. 13 126 32 60 i 0.19[0.09, 0.40] 5.70
Miyawaki S et al. 10 249 18 43 —-| 0.10[0.04, 0.22] 5.24
Okamoto T et al. 10 28 33 69 |l 0.75[0.32, 1.72] 5.26
Yamada K et al. 2 23 23 33 —H— 0.12[0.03, 0.58] 3.11
ChoH et al. 8 21 5 11 +—— 0.84[0.22, 3.18] 3.63
Flach H et al. 2 21 9 12 - Rl 0.13[0.02, 0.69] 278
Skielland M et al. 2 28 6 22 — 0.26[0.05, 1.43] 277
Latacz P et al, 7 7 6 11 | —m—  183[043, 7.77] 334
Bonati L et al. 18 89 62 62 » 0.20[ 0.11, 0.37] 6.05
PosaciogluHetal. 14 45 3 53 | —l—5.50[ 1.48, 20.34] 3.70
Sabat J et al. 21 74 63 44 * 0.20[ 0.11, 0.37] 6.04
Zhou W et al. 12 88 31 37 - 0.16[0.08, 0.35] 5.50
Overall + 0.25[0.18, 0.36]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.45, I? = 68.74%, H* = 3.20 |

Test of 6,= 6: Q(21) = 67.18, p = 0.00 |

Testof 8 =0:z=-7.56, p =0.00 |

1512 1/32 1/2 8

Random-effects DerSimonian—Laird model
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MNew cerebral ischemic lesions

CEA CAS OR Weight
Study Event Mo Event Event No Event with 95% CI (%)
Lacroix V et al. 7 53 26 35 # 0.18[0.07, 0.45] 4.51
Yan D et al. 13 25 31 23 - 0.39[0.16, 0.91] 4.76
Kuliha M et al. 18 55 38 39 0.34[0.17, 0.67] 5.33
Poppert H et al. 15 73 22 19 - 0.18[0.08, 0.41] 4.87
Wasser K et al. 1 27 15 6 - | - 0.01[0.00, 0.13] 1.76
Mihaly Z et al. 3 18 10 11 447 0.18[0.04, 0.82] 2.96
Faraglia V. et al. 3 37 12 23 —l]— 0.16 [ 0.04, 0.61] 3.25
Felli M et al. 6 144 51 99 —I—| 0.08[0.03, 0.20] 4.69
Gabrielli R et al. 15 101 41 54 - 0.20[0.10, 0.39] 5.39
Akutsu N. et al. 1 52 14 27 -l 0.41[0.16, 1.02] 4.58
Fukumitsu Retal. 39 142 47 67 B 0.39[0.23, 0.65] 5.92
lihara K et al. 13 126 32 60 S B 0.19[0.09, 0.40] 5.26
Mitsuoka H et al. 0 25 10 10 - = = 0.02[0.00, 0.35] 1.22
Miyawaki S et al. 10 249 18 43 —- 0.10[0.04, 0.22] 4.84
Okamoto T et al. 10 28 a3 69 B = 0.75[0.32, 1.72] 4.86
Yamada K et al. 2 23 23 a3 —H— 0.12[0.03, 0.58] 2.85
Roh H et al. 1 25 8 14 s 0.07[0.01, 0.62] 1.80
Cho H et al. 8 21 5 11 N ] 0.84[0.22, 3.18] 3.34
Flach H et al. 2 21 9 12 I T 0.13[0.02, 0.69] 2.55
Skjelland M et al. 2 28 6 22 —.— 0.26[0.05, 1.43] 2.54
Latacz P et al. 7 7 6 11 | —m— 183 [0.43, 7.77] 3.07
Bonati L et al. 18 89 62 62 - 0.20[ 0.1, 0.37] 5.59
PosaciogluHetal. 14 45 3 53 | —l—5.50[1.48, 20.34] 3.40
Sabat J et al. 21 74 63 44 0.20[ 0.11, 0.37] 5.58
Zhou W et al. 12 88 31 a7 0.16[0.08, 0.35] 5.07
Overall 0.24[0.17, 0.34]
|

Heterogeneity: T° = 0.44, I’ = 66.85%, H® = 3.02
Test of 8, = 8: Q(24) = 72.41, p = 0.00 |
Testof@=0:z=-8.11,p=0.00 |

1512 1/32 1/2 8

Random-effects DerSimonian-Laird model
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Stroke
CEA CAS OR Weight

Study Event No Event Event No Event with 95% CI (%)

|
Lacroix V et al. 2 58 1 60 T 2.07[0.18, 23.44] 4.21
Yan D et al. 1 37 1 53 — 1.43[0.09, 23.64] 3.16
Kuliha M et al. 1 72 2 75 - 0.52[0.05, 5.87] 4.23
Poppert H et al. 2 86 1 40 : = 0.93[0.08, 10.56] 4.20
Wasser K et al. 0 31 2 22 = | 0.14[0.01, 3.12] 2.61
Faraglia V. et al. 0 40 2 33 B 0.17[0.01, 3.57] 263
Felli M et al. 2 148 5 145 —— 0.39[0.07, 2.05] 9.05
Gabrielli R et al. 2 114 4 91 —li—— 0.40[0.07, 223] 8.39
Akutsu N. et al. 0 63 1 40 ol 0.21[0.01, 535] 238
lihara K et al. 3 136 7 85 il 0.27[0.07, 1.06] 13.03
Mitsuoka H et al. 0 25 0 20 = 0.80[0.02, 4229] 1.58
Miyawaki S et al. 4 255 3 58 - m 0.30[0.07, 1.39] 10.68
Yamada K et al. 0 25 2 54 k 0.43[0.02, 9.23] 2863
Skjelland M et al. 0 61 3 27 L 0.06 [0.00, 1.28] 276
Bonati L et al. 5 102 10 114 —- 0.56[0.18, 1.69] 20.26
Posacioglu H et al. 0 59 3 53 s | 0.13[0.01, 254] 278
Sabat J et al. 1 94 6 101 —I:—— 0.18[0.02, 152] 5.44
Overall & 0.38[0.23, 0.63]
Heterogeneity: T2 = 0.00, I2 = 0.00%, H = 1.00 |
Testof 6,=6,: Q(16) = 7.40, p = 0.96 :
Testof 8 =0:z=-3.76, p=0.00 |

1/256  1/16 1 16

Random-effects DerSimonian—Laird model
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