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Supplement A: Sensitivity difference between NCCT+CTA+CTP and NCCT+CTA based LVO detection

We performed a systematic pubmed-search (29-08-2022) combining terms related to CTP, CTA,
sensitivity, and stroke with an AND term. Below are the terms combined with and OR term per
subheading, we considered the terms if they were available in the title or abstract. A * represents

any letters.

CTP: CT perfusion [tiab] OR CTP [tiab] OR perfusion [tiab]

CTA: CT angio* [tiab] OR CTA [tiab]

Outcome: Sensitiv* [tiab] OR AUC [tiab]

Stroke: (stroke [tiab] AND ischemic [tiab]) OR (ischemic stroke [tiab] OR infarct [tiab] OR ischaemic

stroke [tiab]

The search resulted in 108 articles of which 4 articles reported the sensitivity of additional CTP
compared to CTA and NCCT for occlusion detection (1-4). Supplementary Table S1 summarizes the

results and the sensitivity-difference computed using NCCT+CTA+CTP as reference.



Supplement B: Methods for computing the mRS of a virtual control arm

To compute the effectiveness of CTP based EVT patient selection a control arm that did not receive
EVT was required (noEVT). Since we did not use randomized data, we computed the probability of
specific mRS scores of a virtual control arm based on available treatment effect and treatment effect
modification odds ratios. Sensitivity analyses were performed for varying values of these odds ratios.
For the control arm mRS simulation we need to have the mRS and baseline characteristics an EVT
treated patient, a distribution of a population treated with EVT and a control arm (we used the MR
CLEAN trial data), and the OR for treatment effect (OR(mRS|EVT) = 1.67) and treatment effect
modification (OR(mRS|EVT * ICV) = 0.98 per 10 mL) related to mRS. We assume in the example
below a patient with mRS 2 after EVT with a core volume at baseline of 60 mL. The following steps

were taken:

Based on the ORs we can compute the combined OR for a specific patient that received EVT as if she
did not receive EVT (inverse of the OR: formula 1 and 2). Taking the natural log of an OR gives us the
absolute mRS shift (formula 3). We can use this absolute shift to compute the effect on outcome of

ICV (ICV(10mL)) and add this with the effect of noEVT to compute the combined OR (formula 4).

OR (mRS|noEVT) = oo ey

Formula 1
OR (mRS|noEVT x ICV) = !
OR(MRS|EVT * ICV)
Formula 2
absolute mRS shift = In (OR)
Formula 3

OR (mRS|noEVT & ICV) = eln(OR (MRS|NOEVT))s1+In (OR (MRS|NOEVT * ICV)«icv (per 10mL)



Formula 4

For the next steps we use the OR(mRS|EVT) (=1.67), the total number of patients with EVT in the
literature source for treatment effect (MR CLEAN trial n(EVT)=233), the number of patient with EVT
achieving mRS<2 n(mRS < 2 & EVT) (=76), the probability of the patients’ mRS given EVT
p(mRS < 2|EVT) (=0.33), the total number of patients in the control arm n(noEVT) (=267), the
number of patient in the control arm achieving mRS<2 n(mRS < 2 & noEVT) (=51), and the
probability mRS<2 in the control arm p(mRS < 2|noEVT) (=0.19). We use the probability and OR
for mRS<2 to get stable estimates irrespective of the simulated patients’ mRS; low sample sizes for

mRS 0 and unreasonably large for mRS 6 resulting in inaccurate outcome simulations.

Based on the standard formulas to compute the OR (formulas 5-7) and the new computed combined
OR based on literature OR and patient observations from formula 4, it is possible to derive formula 8

for computing 0dds(mRS < 2|noEVT).

n(mRS <2 &EVT)
p(mRS < 2|EVT) =

n total EVT
Formula 5
odd RS < 2|EVT) = p(mRS < 2|EVT)
S(mRS < 2|EVT) = 1 RS < 21EVT)
Formula 6
OR(mRS < 2|EVTY = 0dds(mRS < 2|EVT)
(MRS < 21EVT) = G ads(mRs < 2noEVT)
Formula 7

0dds(mRS < 2|noEVT) = 0dds(mRS < 2|EVT) x OR(mRS < 2|EVT)

Formula 8



Finally, after combining formulas 5-8 using a patient specific OR from formula 4 you can compute the
virtual probability of mRS shift in the control arm (formula 9 using formulas 5-8). The results per
formula for our example are described in the section below formula 9. After solving formula 9, the
value of p(mRS < 2|noEVT) is used to compute a 1 point shift. In the example below, if a patient
has an mRS of 3 with EVT, if no EVT was given she has a probability of 0.25 for an mRS of 3 and 0.75

for an mRS of 4.

p(mRS < 2|noEVT) = (1 — p(mRS < 2|noEVT)) * 0dds(mRS < 2|noEVT)

Formula 9
Example results:
OR (mRS|noEVT) = L = 0.60
1.67
Formula 1
OR (MRS|noEVT % ICV) = L = 1.02
0.98
Formula 2
OR (MRS | noEVT & ICV) = ¢!n(060)+1+1n (1.02):6 — ( 67
Formula 4
76
p(mRS < 2|EVT) = 233~ 0.33
Formula 5

0.33

Formula 6



0dds(mRS < 2|noEVT) = 0.49 * 0.60 = 0.33
Formula 8
p(mRS < 2|noEVT) = (1 — p(mRS < 2|noEVT)) * 0.33
Formula 9

1.33 * p(mRS < 2|noEVT) = 0.33

0.33
p(mRS < 2|noEVT) = 133° 0.25

Solving formula 9

The probability of mRS<2 for the no EVT arm could deviate from observed values in the MR CLEAN
trial. This could be due to inaccuracies in the proportional odds assumption or due to different

patient characteristics in the EVT arm compared to the no EVT arm.



Supplement C: Number needed to image estimation

Number needed to image

The number needed to image (NNI) to detect an LVO (EVT-eligible occlusion) was derived from
literature sources and ambulance data from two larger urban regions. In the NCCT+CTA+CTP arm all
LVOs were detected and received EVT, in the NCCT+CTA arm a percentage of patients was missed
and thus did not receive EVT. We added additional CTP screening costs to patients in the
NCCT+CTA+CTP arm to accrue for other patients that had a CTP but no EVT-eligible occlusion. The
number needed to image (NNI) before detecting an EVT-eligible occlusion was used in our study to
add additional costs to the CTP arm. The following information and assumptions were used to

compute the NNI:

1. Of all patients suspected to have a stroke at the emergency department 50-60% have an AlS
(either LVO or non-LVO) (see Table 3 in the main manuscript). We used the lower bound
value of 50%.

2. Of all patients with an acute ischemic stroke 24-46% have a large vessel occlusion (ICA or
MCA) (5).

The NNI computation following from points 1-2 above:

1. Approximately 50% have any form of AIS. Thus, the NNI to screen with CTP to detect an
acute ischemic stroke is 100/50 = 2

2. To detect a large vessel occlusion between 2*¥100/24=8.3 and 2*100/46=4.3 patients are
scanned with a CTP.

The NNI with CTP to detect any EVT-eligible occlusion is between 4.3 and 8.3.



Supplement D: Protocol deviations

The presented work is based on a previously published protocol paper (6) and the corresponding
protocol online (trial registration number: NL7974; trialsearch.who.int/Trial2.aspx?TriallD=NL7974).
Several deviations to the protocol are in the presented work, in the section below we describe our

reasons to do so.

Research question

This study did not concern the main research question of the protocol paper. This study focused on

occlusion detection using CTP.

Default odds ratio EVT effect

The protocol reported a default scenario adjusted common OR of 1.86 (Cl:1.34-2.59) for EVT effect.
This was a deviation of the original MR CLEAN trial describing an adjusted common OR of 1.67
(Cl:1.21-2.3). Since the scenario with an OR of 1.67 for EVT would be more beneficial for CTP
selection, and our findings were negative regardless, we used an OR of 1.67 value. In additional

sensitivity analyses (table 1), the value of 1.97 was also considered.

Probabilistic simulations

We altered the number of resamples from 10,000 to 1,000 for computational purposes. We altered
the sampled cohort size of our initial simulation to the original cohort size (701) instead of 100.
When using cohorts of 100 patients the cohort frequently did not include large ICV making it
impossible to analyze the effect of patient selection in terms of ICER due to a very low or zero QALY

difference.

Supplement E: CTP acquisition, post-processing, and quality assessment

CTP images were acquired according to local protocols per site. CTP data were centrally post-

processed using syngo.via CT Neuro Perfusion (version VB40, Siemens Healthineers, Forchheim,



Germany). The ICV was estimated as CBV <1.2 mL/100 mL and critically hypoperfused tissue volume
(including penumbra) as CBF <27 mL/100 mL/min. A default smoothing filter was applied (7). Visual
quality assessment of the post-processed data was performed by two experienced neuroradiologists
(>10 and >15 years of experience). The penumbra was defined as critically hypoperfused volume
minus ischemic core volume. The mismatch ratio was calculated as the critically hypoperfused
volume divided by the ischemic core volume. Clinical variables were collected for simulation

purposes, descriptive statistics, and subgroup analyses.

Supplement F: Institutional review board approval and previous use of data

Ethical review board approval

Patient inclusion was in adherence with the declaration of Helsinki and was subject to an ethical
board review. The CLEOPATRA study protocol has been reviewed by the ANONYMOUS ethical review
board and was waived for informed consent (ANONYMOUS reference: W19 _281#19.334).
Retrospective, large scale, observational studies do not fall under the Medical Research Involving
Human Subjects Act (WMO). For patients included in the MR CLEAN-NO IV (ISRCTN80619088,
registered 31 October 2017), and MR CLEAN MED (ISRCTN76741621, registered 7 December 2017)
trials informed consent has been received previously. The ethical review board of the Erasmus MC
has waived the requirement for informed consent for patients included in the MR CLEAN Registry

(internal reference Erasmus MC: MEC-2014-235, 27 August 2014).

Previous use of data

Of all 701 patients considered in this study, data from 622 have previously been reported. Patients
were included in the MR CLEAN NO IV trial (n=227) , MR CLEAN MED trial (n=117), and MR CLEAN
Registry (n=278). All included patients were selected as a subset of the overall MR CLEAN NO IV, MR

CLEAN MED, and MR CLEAN Registry populations. We used patients included in these studies to



extract population statistics (age, sex) and functional outcomes that, combined with literature, were
used to simulate long term functional outcome, costs, and QALYs. Based on simulations we describe
the effect on costs and QALYs of various scenarios for screening patients with CTP. Current other
studies did not have related research aims or hypotheses. We selected these patients based on the

presence of CTP before EVT to describe a realistic cohort of patients that receive CTP.

Patients included in the MR CLEAN NO IV (n=227) (8) and MR CLEAN MED (n=117) (9) have been
studied in a randomized controlled trial setting for the effect of intravenous alteplase (0.9mg/kg)
before EVT and the effect of heparin and aspirin before endovascular treatment respectively.
Functional outcome and population characteristics of the patients included MR CLEAN Registry

(n=278) have been reported before (10).



Supplement G: Supplementary Results

Supplementary Figure S1 includes a Kaplan Maier plot of the baseline simulation. In Supplementary
Table S1 and Supplementary Figures $2-3 the results for 5- and 10- year follow-up, more number

needed to image (NNI) and sensitivity-gain values, and lower endovascular treatment effect are

presented.
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Supplementary figure S1. Survival function of simulated baseline cohort. Kaplan-Maier plot of the
simulated survival of the included cohort that received EVT using the baseline simulation model

inputs. This simulation method has previously been reported and validated (15). EVT: endovascular

treatment
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Supplementary Figure S2. Differences in quality-adjusted life years for deditcated probabilistic

sensitivity analyses. Differences in quality-adjusted by sensitivity gain, NNI, the OR the EVT effect,

years of follow-up. NNI: number of patients needed to image. OR: odds ratio. EVT: endovascular

treatment.
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Supplementary Figure S3 Difference in costs for dedicated probabilistic sensitivity analyses.

Differences in costs by by sensitivity gain, NNI, the OR the EVT effect, years of follow-up. NNI:

number of patients needed to image. OR: odds ratio. EVT: endovascular treatment.

s OR=1.37
[ OR=1.67
[ OR=1.97
[ OR=2.49



Model settings

Simulation results
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Table S1. Extended results for different scenarios. An extension of table 3. Results are presented
per patient with an LVO. Probabilistic sensitivity results for different scenarios. From top to bottom,
the scenarios become less favorable for the NCCT+CTA+CTP compared to NCCT+CTA based large
vessel occlusion detection (LVO). All scenarios considered an adjusted common OR of 1.67 for the
treatment effect of EVT (12). The sensitivity difference of additional CTP represents the percentage-
point difference between baseline values of 8% for ICA and 16% for M1 and M2 occlusions. NMB:
Net monetary benefit at a willingness to pay of €80,000 per QALY. A: the difference between
tNCCT+CTA+CTP and NCCT+CTA based LVO detection. ACosts: difference in costs; negative values
imply a cost saving for the NCCT+CTA+CTP arm compared to the NCCT+CTA arm. AQALYs: difference
in quality-adjusted life years; positive values imply a health gain for the NCC+CTA+CTP arm
compared to the NCCT+CTA arm. NNI: number needed to image before one EVT eligible LVO is

detected.



Supplementary material references

10.

11.

12.

Becks MJ, Manniesing R, Vister J, Pegge SAH, Steens SCA, van Dijk EJ, et al. Brain CT perfusion
improves intracranial vessel occlusion detection on CT angiography. J Neuroradiol.
2019;46(2):124-9.

Bathla G, Pillenahalli Maheshwarappa R, Soni N, Hayakawa M, Priya S, Samaniego E, et al. Do
CT Perfusion Maps Increase Accuracy for Detection of M2-MCA Occlusions in Acute Ischemic
Stroke? J Stroke Cerebrovasc Dis. 2022;31(6):1-7.

Hopyan J, Ciarallo A, Dowlatshahi D, Howard P, John V, Yeung R, et al. Certainty of stroke
diagnosis: Incremental benefit with CT perfusion over noncontrast CT and CT angiography.
Radiology. 2010;255(1):142-53.

Olive-Gadea M, Requena M, Diaz F, Boned S, Garcia-Tornel A, Muchada M, et al. Systematic
CT perfusion acquisition in acute stroke increases vascular occlusion detection and
thrombectomy rates. J Neurointerv Surg. 2021;neurintsurg-2021-018241.

Rennert RC, Wali AR, Steinberg JA, Santiago-Dieppa DR, Olson SE, Pannell JS, et al.
Epidemiology, Natural History, and Clinical Presentation of Large Vessel Ischemic Stroke. Clin
Neurosurg. 2019 Jul 1;85:54-8.

Koopman MS, Hoving JW, van Voorst H, Daems JD, Peerlings D, Buskens E, et al. Cost-
effectiveness of CT perfusion for patients with acute ischemic stroke (CLEOPATRA)-Study
protocol for a healthcare evaluation study. Eur Stroke J. 2022;

Koopman MS, Berkhemer OA, Geuskens RREG, Emmer BJ, Van Walderveen MAA, Jenniskens
SFM, et al. Comparison of three commonly used CT perfusion software packages in patients
with acute ischemic stroke. J Neurointerv Surg. 2019;11(12):1249-56.

LeCouffe NE, Kappelhof M, Treurniet KM, Rinkel LA, Bruggeman AE, Berkhemer OA, et al. A
Randomized Trial of Intravenous Alteplase before Endovascular Treatment for Stroke. N Engl
J Med. 2021;385(20):1833—-44.

van der Steen W, van de Graaf RA, Chalos V, Lingsma HF, van Doormaal PJ, Coutinho JM, et al.
Safety and efficacy of aspirin, unfractionated heparin, both, or neither during endovascular
stroke treatment (MR CLEAN-MED): an open-label, multicentre, randomised controlled trial.
Lancet. 2022;399(10329):1059-69.

Jansen IGH, Mulder MJHL, Goldhoorn RIB. Endovascular treatment for acute ischaemic stroke
in routine clinical practice: Prospective, observational cohort study (MR CLEAN Registry).
BMJ. 2018;360.

Van Voorst H, Kunz WG, Van Den Berg LA, Kappelhof M, Pinckaers FME, Goyal M, et al.
Quantified health and cost effects of faster endovascular treatment for large vessel ischemic
stroke patients in the Netherlands. J Neurointerv Surg. 2020;1-8.

Berkhemer OA, Fransen PSS, Beumer D, van den Berg LA, Lingsma HF, Yoo AJ, et al. A
Randomized Trial of Intraarterial Treatment for Acute Ischemic Stroke. N Engl J Med.
2015;372(1):11-20.






