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ABSTRACT 

Background: Fractional flow reserve (FFR) is routinely used to assess the ischemic 

potential of a coronary artery lesion. However, recently published randomized control 

trials have questioned the advantage of FFR over angiography to guide 

revascularization. Whether FFR guided revascularization provides clinical benefit over 

angiography remains unclear.  

Methods: We performed a meta-analysis in patients with stable coronary artery disease 

(CAD), acute coronary syndrome (ACS), multivessel or single vessel CAD undergoing 

revascularization comparing FFR versus angiography to guide revascularization. 

Randomized control trials comparing FFR versus angiography guided revascularization 

were searched through PubMed, Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied Health 

Literature, Cochrane Central, Scopus, Google Scholar, and Web of Science databases. 

The primary endpoints included cardiovascular mortality, repeat revascularization, 

myocardial infarction, major adverse cardiac events, stroke or transient ischemic attack 

and target lesion revascularization. We also evaluated the procedural outcomes 

including the average number of stents used between the two groups, procedure time 

and contrast volume used. Event rates were compared using a forest plot of odds ratios 

using a random-effects model assuming interstudy heterogeneity. 

Results: The meta-analysis included 13 trials in which 7415 patients met the eligibility 

criteria. There was no significant difference between the FFR versus angiography 

guided revascularization groups across all clinical measures including all-cause 

mortality (OR = 1.06, 95% CI = 0.74-1.53, P = 0.74, I2= 27%), cardiovascular mortality 

(OR = 0.81, 95% CI = 0.43-1.52, P = 0.51, I2= 44%), repeat revascularization (OR = 
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1.02, 95% CI = 0.83-1.26, P = 0.83, I2= 17%), myocardial infarction (OR = 0.92, 95% CI 

= 0.69-1.21, P = 0.54, I2= 36%), major adverse cardiac event (OR = 0.82, 95% CI = 

0.62-1.08, P = 0.15, I2= 41%), stroke or transient ischemic attack (OR = 1.49, 95% CI = 

0.87-2.55, P = 0.15, I2= 0%) and target lesion revascularization (OR = 0.86, 95% CI = 

0.44-1.69, P = 0.67, I2= 0%). A sensitivity analysis was performed for studies that 

included patients exclusively with an ACS and studies that used FFR coronary artery 

bypass grafting (CABG) as a revascularization strategy. There was no difference in any 

of the clinical outcomes between the two groups in the sensitivity analysis. In terms of 

procedural outcomes, the average number of stents used was lower in the FFR group 

as compared to the angiography group, mean difference (MD) of -0.79 (95% CI = - 1.10, 

- 0.48), P < 0.00001) with no difference in procedure time or contrast volume used.   

Conclusion: This meta-analysis suggests that FFR when used in conjunction with 

angiography prevents unnecessary PCI without any difference in clinical outcomes 

between the two groups.  
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INTRODUCTION 

In patients with coronary artery disease (CAD), localizing lesions responsible for 

reversible ischemia can be challenging. Identifying these physiologically significant 

lesions by coronary angiography, particularly those of indeterminate significance (40-

70% diameter narrowing) is subject to limitations due to inter-operator variability and 

inaccuracies in visual interpretation1–4. Fractional flow reserve (FFR) is routinely used to 

estimate the functional impact of these intermediate coronary stenosis and to guide 

percutaneous intervention in everyday practice3,5. 

Fractional flow reserve is a diagnostic technique that measures pressure differences 

proximal and distal to a stenotic coronary lesion at maximal flow, indicating the degree 

of stenosis. FFR is utilized during coronary angiography to guide revascularization by 

assessing the ischemic potential of a coronary artery lesion4,6,7. An FFR index of ≤0.80 

identifies a coronary lesion causing ischemia with >90% accuracy. Clinical trials have 

demonstrated that FFR-guided angiography can prevent unnecessary percutaneous 

intervention and improve clinical outcomes7–11.  

The advantages of FFR over angiography to guide revascularization have been well 

established and FFR has remained the clinical standard in guiding clinical decision-

making for lesions with questionable hemodynamic impact3,10,12.  However, recently 

published randomized controlled trials have questioned the clinical benefits of using 

FFR over angiography to guide coronary artery revascularization in patients with multi-

vessel CAD, especially in patients with acute coronary syndromes 13–16. We, therefore, 

conducted a meta-analysis of all randomized control trials to compare the clinical 

outcomes in patients with stable CAD, acute coronary syndrome, single vessel CAD 
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and multivessel disease who underwent FFR versus angiography-guided 

revascularization either with PCI or CABG.  
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MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Study Design 

A systematic review of the literature was performed according to the Preferred 

Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) statement17.  

Data sources and search strategy 

We conducted a systematic search of electronic databases including PubMed, 

Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied Health Literature (CINAHL), Cochrane Central, 

Scopus, Google Scholar, and Web of Science databases for all randomized control 

trials (RCT) that compared FFR versus angiography for patients with CAD. All relevant 

combinations of keywords relating to FFR and angiography for CAD were searched: 

“fractional flow reserve”, “angiography”, “revascularization,” “multi-vessel coronary 

artery disease” and “randomized control trial.” The search was conducted from the 

inception of these databases to December 31st, 2022. No language or age restrictions 

were applied. Pertinent trials were also searched on http://www.clinicaltrials.gov and in 

the proceedings of major international cardiology meetings (American College of 

Cardiology, American Heart Association, European Society of Cardiology, and 

Transcatheter Cardiovascular Therapeutics [TCT]). We also manually searched the 

references of these articles to find additional relevant articles. Two independent 

reviewers SG and SS conducted the search. This meta-analysis was registered at 

PROSPERO (CRD42022301144). This study was exempted from Institutional Review 

Board approval, as it was a study-level meta-analysis. 
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Study Selection 

We included in our meta-analysis all studies that met the following criteria: (1) 

randomized control trial (2) study on human subjects with participants of any age (3) 

study reporting clinical outcomes between FFR versus angiography guided 

revascularization either with PCI or CABG (4) full-length article in a peer-reviewed 

journal.  

In addition, we also included the FAME 3 trial, one of the largest clinical trials evaluating 

the role of physiological assessment of coronary artery lesions to provide additional 

strength to our analysis. It  compared FFR guided percutaneous intervention (PCI) 

versus angiography guided CABG in patients with 3 vessel CAD18. Although PCI and 

CABG are different means of revascularization, we wanted to evaluate the totality of the 

evidence. CABG is routinely used to revascularize patients with multivessel CAD and 

FFR is employed during the pre-CABG diagnostic angiography to determine 

hemodynamic significance of intermediate coronary artery lesions. Separate sensitivity 

analyses were performed to exclude the FAME 3 trial (Figure S1), studies with ACS 

patients exclusively (Figure S2) and the studies that used FFR guided CABG as a 

revascularization strategy (Figure S3). The longest follow-up data available for the 

included studies was used in the final analysis. 

Several trials that randomized patients to culprit versus non-culprit lesions, with 

subsequent FFR versus angiography guided revascularization, such as the COMPLETE 

and CVLPRIT trails, were excluded from our analysis as they did not strictly randomize 

patients to FFR versus angiography19,20. FFR was left at the operator's discretion in 

these trials. The recently published RIPCORD-2 trial, and FRAME AMI (acute 
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myocardial infarction) trials are also included in our analysis16,21. For our analysis, the 

events rates were calculated only for the patients with angiographic obstructive 

coronary disease in accordance with previous trials16.  

Data Extraction 

Reviewers (SG and SS) independently screened the titles and abstracts that met the 

inclusion criteria. Discrepancies between reviewers were discussed until a consensus 

was reached. Using the above-mentioned selection criteria, these two reviewers 

independently determined which articles were to be included and excluded, and the 

data from the relevant articles were extracted using predefined extraction forms. Any 

disagreements in data extraction were discussed until a consensus was reached. 

Bibliographies of relevant publications were hand-searched to attempt complete 

inclusion of all studies of interest. 

Study endpoints 

The clinical endpoints included were all-cause mortality, cardiovascular mortality, repeat 

revascularization including target vessel revascularization, myocardial infarction (MI), 

major adverse cardiac event (MACE), stroke or transient ischemic attack (TIA), and 

target lesion revascularization (TLR). The definition of outcomes as described in the 

trials are defined in Table S1. The procedural outcomes evaluated were the average 

number of stents used, total contrast volume and procedure time. 

Data analysis 

To analyze the data, we used Review Manager Software (Rev Man, version 5.3). 

Analysis was performed on an intention-to-treat basis. Data were summarized across 
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treatment arms using the Mantel– Haenszel odds ratio (OR) using a random-effects 

model. Heterogeneity between studies was assessed using the Cochrane Q test and I2 

statistics, which denotes the percentage of total variation across studies that is a result 

of heterogeneity rather than chance. Heterogeneity was considered significant if the p-

value was <0.05. Sensitivity analyses were performed as described in the study 

selection. 

Risk of bias assessment  

The risk of the bias for the included trials was evaluated using the Cochrane risk 

assessment tool for bias, which comprises 7 criteria: random sequence generation, 

allocation concealment, blinding of participants and personnel, blinding of outcome 

assessment, incomplete outcome data, selective reporting, and other sources of bias. 

Based on the fulfillment of these criteria, studies were classified as low risk, unclear risk, 

or high risk for bias. Publication bias was evaluated using the Egger test and funnel 

plots were created (Figure S4). 

The datasets generated during and/or analyzed during the current study are available 

from the corresponding author on reasonable request. 
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RESULTS:  

Figure 1 shows the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-

Analyses (PRISMA) flow diagram describing the search strategy. The initial search 

yielded 2,163 abstracts of which 1,849 were excluded based on the title and reading of 

the abstract. Six hundred and seventy-five articles were reviewed out of which 361 were 

excluded as they were either non-randomized studies or had no comparison group. 

Table 1 outlines the included studies for the final analysis. A total of thirteen RCTs met 

the inclusion criteria. The weighted mean follow-up period was 22 months (1.8 years) 

with a total of 7415 patients (FFR group = 3719, angiography group = 3714). 

The baseline characteristics were similar between both groups (Table 1). The mean age 

of patients in the angiography group was 64.4 ± 2.8 years, whereas it was 64.8 ± 2.2 

years in the FFR group. Males comprised 77.4% of patients in the angiography group 

compared to 77.9% of the patients in the FFR group. A history of diabetes mellitus was 

present in 23.8% of the patients in the angiography group and 24.4% of the patients in 

the FFR group. The prevalence of hypertension was 59.7% and 58.7% in the 

angiography and FFR groups respectively. Of the patients in the angiography group, 

58.3 % and 57.3% of patients in the FFR group had a history of hyperlipidemia. In the 

angiography group, 33.9% of patients were current smokers compared to 33.0% of 

those in the FFR group. Previous MI was noted in 18.0% of patients in the angiography 

group and 21.6% of patients in the FFR group (Table 2). 

STUDY OUTCOMES 

There was no significant difference between FFR versus angiography across all clinical 

outcomes; all-cause mortality (OR = 1.06, 95% CI = 0.74-1.53, P = 0.74, I2= 27%) 
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[Figure 2], cardiac mortality (OR = 0.81, 95% CI = 0.43-1.52, P = 0.51, I2= 44%) [Figure 

2], repeat revascularization (OR = 1.02, 95% CI = 0.83-1.26, P = 0.83, I2= 17%) [Figure 

2], target lesion revascularization (OR = 0.86, 95% CI = 0.44-1.69, P = 0.67, I2= 0%) 

[Figure 2], major adverse cardiac events [MACE] (OR = 0.82, 95% CI = 0.62-1.08, P = 

0.15, I2= 41%) [Figure 2], myocardial infarction (OR = 0.92, 95% CI = 0.69-1.21, P = 

0.54, I2= 36%) [Figure 2], incidence of Stroke or TIA (OR = 1.49, 95% CI = 0.87-2.55, P 

= 0.15, I2= 0%) [Figure 2]. In terms of procedural outcomes, the average number of 

stents used was lower in the FFR group as compared to the angiography group, MD of -

0.79 (95% CI = - 1.10, - 0.48), P < 0.00001, with no difference in procedure time or 

contrast volume used [Figure 3].  

A sensitivity analysis was performed for studies with ACS patients exclusively and the 

studies that used FFR guided CABG as a revascularization strategy. There was no 

statistically significant difference between the two groups (Figure S2 and S3). 
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DISCUSSION 

The main finding of our analysis is that there is no significant difference in clinical 

outcomes (all-cause mortality, cardiovascular mortality, repeat revascularization, MI, 

MACE, Stroke/TIA, TLR) in patients undergoing FFR versus conventional angiography 

guided revascularization at the mean follow-up period of 1.8 years. FFR does however 

reduce the average number of stents used, with no difference in the contrast volume 

used and procedure times.  

FFR is currently utilized as the gold standard for determining the hemodynamic 

influence of an intermediate coronary lesion. FFR-guided PCI has been shown to 

reduce unnecessary revascularization and improve clinical outcomes in both single and 

multivessel CAD3,11,12. The FAME trial was one of the earliest multicenter, randomized 

control trials to demonstrate favorable clinical outcomes of FFR as compared to 

angiography to guide PCI in multivessel CAD9. In this cohort, there were a significantly 

higher number of stents placed in the angiography-guided group as compared to the 

FFR-guided group with a significant decrease in major adverse cardiac events in the 

FFR group in the first two years11. Several RCTs followed with encouraging results in 

patients with both acute coronary syndromes (ACS) and stable CAD10,11,22–24. However, 

recent studies have emerged questioning the role of FFR versus angiography to guide 

revascularization. In the FUTURE trial, there was no evidence to support that the FFR-

guided treatment strategy reduced the risk of ischemic cardiovascular events or death 

at 1-year-follow-up15. Of note, the Data Safety and Monitoring Board of the FUTURE 

trial recommended early discontinuation of the trial for safety concerns as the all-cause 

mortality was increased in the FFR group as compared to the control group (4.3% 
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versus 1.8%; P = 0.038). However, this difference in death was not statistically 

significant after the collection of all data and the final analysis (P = 0.06). Similarly, the 

recently published RIPCORD-2 trial showed no difference in clinical outcomes between 

the strategy of systematic FFR assessment compared with angiography16. 

In the FAMOUS-NSTEMI trial, there were no statistically significant differences in 

clinical outcomes between the FFR guided revascularization versus routine angiography 

guided revascularization of non-culprit vessels.  Patients underwent less 

revascularization in the FFR-guided group at 12 months [79.0 versus 86.8%, difference 

7.8% (20.2%, 15.8%), P=0.054]10. In the FLOWER-MI trial, patients with ST-elevation 

myocardial infarction (STEMI) that underwent complete revascularization, the FFR 

guided group showed no significant benefit over an angiography, regarding the risk of 

death, MI, or urgent revascularization at 1 year for non-culprit vessels14. 

In addition, FFR versus angiographic evaluation to guide CABG showed no impact on 

graft patency rate in two small-sized randomized clinical trials. In the FARGO trial, at 6 

months, for 72 patients in the cohort, similar graft failure rates (16% versus 12%; p = 

0.97) and clinical outcomes (rates of death, MI, and stroke) were seen in both the FFR 

and angiography guided groups25. Similarly in the GRAFFITI trial, no difference was 

seen in graft patency at one year13.  

FAME 3 trial was one of the largest clinical trials comparing the noninferiority of FFR 

guided PCI using the latest-generation stents to conventional angiography guided 

CABG for patients with three-vessel disease. The results showed no difference in 

clinical outcomes at 1 year between the two groups18. 
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Prior meta-analyses investigating clinical outcomes in FFR versus angiography-guided 

PCI are outdated and lack current evidence. Furthermore, these analyses include non-

randomized and observational studies which confer more bias than randomized control 

trials26. Our meta-analysis includes a comprehensive overview of the role of FFR versus 

angiography-guided revascularization in both patients with stable and unstable CAD as 

studied in randomized control trials. Also, we included patients undergoing FFR guided 

CABG. A recent meta-analysis investigated the role of FFR versus angiography to guide 

revascularization in patients with STEMI and multivessel disease for non-culprit lesions. 

However, patients were not randomized to FFR or angiography to guide PCI (apart from 

in FLOWER-MI), and thus there is no direct comparison between angiography and FFR-

guided revascularization of non-culprit lesions27.   

Our meta-analysis reflects the real-world population with a mix of patients with stable 

CAD, ACS, single vessel CAD as well as multivessel disease who are deemed 

candidates for revascularization with PCI and/or CABG. Our analysis shows that FFR 

provides no additional clinical benefit over conventional angiography. However, FFR 

can help reduce the number of stents used, prevent unnecessary revascularization 

procedures and is therefore more cost-effective when compared with angiography28.  

LIMITATIONS 

There are several limitations in our study. First, there was no patient-level data available 

for our analysis. Additionally, there is heterogeneity in study designs, some studies 

compared FFR versus angiography guided PCI whereas other studies compared FFR 

versus angiography guided revascularization (PCI and CABG). However, sensitivity 

analysis was similar across all groups. FFR cutoff values also varied between studies 
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and ranged from less than 0.75 to less than or equal to 0.80. Specifically, the RIPCORD 

study evaluated lesions <50% which maybe stretching the limit of FFR as there is no 

expected benefit of its use in these small lesions. The significant angiographic stenosis 

was based on operator discretion and ranged between 30% and 70%. Definitions of 

MACE were variable between studies. The duration of follow-up time also differed 

amongst the studies. Finally, none of the studies looked at patients exclusively with 

stable CAD.  

CONCLUSION 

There was no difference in clinical outcomes in patients undergoing FFR-guided versus 

angiography-guided revascularization for patients with CAD.  
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Table 1. Baseline Characteristics 

 

Abbreviations: FFR, fractional flow reserve; ANGIO, angiography; PCI, percutaneous intervention; ACS, 
acute coronary syndromes; CAD, coronary artery disease 

  

Study Trial Name Year Analysis Population 
Follow-
up 
time, y 

FFR 
Cutoff No. Group Mean 

age, y   
Male, No. 
(%) 

Chen et 
al.28 

DKCRUSH-
VI 2015 FFR vs. ANGIO-

guided PCI 
ACS, Stable 
CAD 1 <0.80 

160 ANGIO 65.4±9.2 116 (72.5) 
160 FFR 65.2±9.6 121 (75.6) 

Park et  
al.24 

DEFER-
DES 2015 FFR vs. ANGIO-

guided PCI 
ACS, Stable 
CAD 1 <0.75 

115 ANGIO 63±10 87 (75) 
114 FFR 62±10 83 (73) 

Nunen 
et al.11 

FAME: 5-
year 2015 FFR vs. ANGIO-

guided PCI 
ACS, Stable 
CAD 5 <0.80 

429 ANGIO 63.9 318 (74) 
436 FFR 64.5 328 (75) 

Layland 
et al.10 

FAMOUS-
NSTEMI 2015 FFR vs. ANGIO-

guided PCI ACS 1 ≤0.80  
174 ANGIO 61.6 127 (73.0) 
176 FFR 62.3 133 (75.6) 

Zhang et 
al.22 N/A 2016 FFR vs. ANGIO-

guided PCI ACS 1 ≤0.80 
110 ANGIO 70±3.4 78 (70.9) 

110 FFR 70±3.7 75 (68.2) 

Thuesen 
et al.25 FARGO 2018 FFR vs. ANGIO-

guided CABG 
ACS, Stable 
CAD 0.5 ≤0.80 

49 ANGIO 65.3±8.8 44 (89) 
48 FFR 66.4±6.4 44 (88) 

Toth et 
al.13 GRAFFITI 2019 FFR vs. ANGIO-

guided CABG 
ACS, Stable 
CAD 1 ≤0.80 

84 ANGIO 67 66 (79) 
88 FFR 67 73 (83%) 

Quintella 
et al.23 N/A 2019 FFR vs. ANGIO-

guided PCI 
ACS, Stable 
CAD 1 <0.75 

100 ANGIO 59.5±9.4 22 (46.8) 
100 FFR 62.7±8.4 25 (53.2) 

Rioufol 
et al.15 FUTURE 2021 FFR vs. ANGIO-

guided PCI 
ACS, Stable 
CAD 1 ≤0.80 

467 ANGIO 66±11 385 (82.0) 
460 FFR 65±10 393 (85.0) 

Puymirat 
et al.14 FLOWER-MI 2021 FFR vs. ANGIO-

guided PCI ACS 1 ≤0.80 
577 ANGIO 61.9±11.4 468 (81.1) 
586 FFR 62.5±11.0 498 (85.0) 

Fearon 
et al.18 

FAME:3-
year 2021 

FFR guided PCI 
vs. ANGIO-
guided CABG 

ACS, Stable 
CAD 1 ≤0.80 

743 ANGIO 65.1±8.3 619 (83.3) 

757 FFR 65.2±8.6 616 (81.4) 

Stables 
et al.16 RIPCORD 2 2022 FFR vs. ANGIO-

guided PCI 
ACS, Stable 
CAD 1 ≤0.80 

552 ANGIO 64.3 
(10.2) 426 (77.2) 

548 ANGIO+FFR 64.3 
(10.0) 403 (73.5) 

Lee et 
al.21 FRAME-AMI 2022 FFR vs. ANIO 

guided PCI ACS 3.5 ≤0.80 284 FFR 63.9±11.4 240 (84.5) 
278 ANGIO 62.7±11.5 234 (84.2) 

remix, or adapt this material for any purpose without crediting the original authors.
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) in the Public Domain. It is no longer restricted by copyright. Anyone can legally share, reuse, 

The copyright holder has placed thisthis version posted August 21, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294291doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.18.23294291


21 
 

Table 2. Baseline comorbidities  

Study Group 
Diabetes 
Mellitus, 
No. (%) 

Hypertension, 
No. (%) 

Hyperlipidemia, 
No. (%) 

Current 
smoker, 
No. (%) 

Previous 
Myocardial 
Infarction, 
No. (%) 

Chen et al.28 
ANGIO 43 (26.9) 106 (68.3) 32 (20.0) 64 (40.0) 19 (11.9) 
FFR 48 (30.0) 116 (72.5) 27 (16.9) 66 (41.3) 12 (7.5) 

Park et al.24 
ANGIO 39 (34) 65 (57) 78 (68) 38 (33) 20 (17) 
FFR 30 (26) 73 (64) 80 (70) 30 (26) 22 (19) 

Nunen et 
al.11 

ANGIO 107 (25) 277 (65) 316 (74) 130 (30) 155 (36) 
FFR 98 (22) 259 (59) 307 (70) 111 (25) 154 (35) 

Layland et 
al.10 

ANGIO 26 (14.9) 81 (46.6) 56 (32.2) 71 (40.8) 24 (13.8) 
FFR 26 (14.8) 78 (44.3) 71 (40.3) 72 (40.9) 22 (12.5) 

Zhang et 
al.22 

ANGIO 36 (32.7) 83 (75.5) 93 (84.5) 31 (28.2) 23 (20.9) 
FFR 40 (36.4) 81 (73.6) 90 (81.8) 29 (26.4) 24 (21.8) 

Thuesen et 
al.25 

ANGIO 11 (23) 33 (67) 36 (75) 8 (17) 10 (21) 
FFR 11 (22) 33 (67) 42 (86) 13 (27) 14 (29) 

Toth et al.13 
ANGIO 33 (40) 59 (70) 66 (79) 35 (42) 5 (6) 
FFR 31 (35) 68 (77) 70 (80) 47 (53) 15 (17) 

Quintella et 
al.23 

ANGIO 12 (50.0) 26 (50.9) 26 (52.0) 9 (47.4) 7 (46.7) 
FFR 12 (50.0) 25 (49.0) 24 (42.0) 10 (52.6) 8 (53.3) 

Rioufol et 
al.15 

ANGIO 147 (32.0) 283 (61.0) 286 (61.0) 118 
(26.0) 100 (21.0) 

FFR 143 (31.0) 265 (58.0) 275 (60.0) 109 
(24.0) 90 (20.0) 

Puymirat et 
al.14 

ANGIO 82(14.2) 262 (45.4) 237 (41.1) 210 
(36.4) 31 (5.4) 

FFR 107(18.3) 253 (43.2) 232 (39.6) 235 
(40.1) 45 (7.7) 

Fearon et 
al.18 

ANGIO 214 (28.8) 556 (75.0) 531 (71.7) 136 
(18.4) 248 (33.5) 

FFR 214 (28.3) 538 (71.2) 521 (68.9) 145 
(19.2) 252 (33.3) 

Stables et 
al.16 

ANGIO 97 (17.6) 294 (53.5) 317 (57.6) 356 (65) 129 (23.4) 

ANGIO+FFR 113 (20.6) 315 (57.6) 315 (57.5) 316 
(58.5) 117 (21.4) 

Lee et al.21 
ANGIO 86 (30.9) 152 (54.7) 107 (38.5) 105 

(37.8) 7 (2.5) 

FFR 97 (34.2) 151 (53.2) 121 (42.6) 91 (32.0) 7 (2.5) 
 

Abbreviations: FFR, fractional flow reserve; ANGIO, angiography 
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Figure 1. Preferred Reporting Items for Systemic Reviews and Meta-Analysis 
(PRISMA) flow diagram.  
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Figure 2. (A) Forest plot showing all-cause mortality comparing FFR versus 
angiography (B) Forest plot showing cardiac mortality comparing FFR versus 
angiography  (C) Forest plot showing repeat revascularization comparing FFR versus 
angiography (D) Forest plot showing target lesion revascularization (TLR) comparing 
FFR versus angiography (E) Forest plot showing MACE comparing FFR versus 
angiography (F) Forest plot showing myocardial infarction comparing FFR versus 
angiography (G) Forest plot showing stroke or TIA comparing FFR versus angiography. 
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Figure 3. (A) Forest plot showing the average number of stents (B) Forest plot showing 
contrast volume (C) Forest plot showing total procedural time 
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Figure Titles and Legends: 
 
Forest Plot Risk of bias legend: 

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias) 
(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias) 
(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) 
(D) Binding of outcome assessment (detection bias) 
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) 
(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias) 
(G) Other bias 
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