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	Authors, Year
	Prospective Design
	Standardized antiplatelet protocol 
	Standardized Follow-up
	Complications individually reported
	Angiographic outcomes reported
	Total attributes*

	Aguilar-Perez, et al.; 20201
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	4

	Goertz, et al.; 20192
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	4

	Guzzardi, et al.; 20203
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	3

	Kaschner, et al.; 20204
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	4

	Lobsien, et al.; 20215
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	1

	Manning, et al.;20196
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	2


*≤2 = low quality, 3 = moderate quality, ≥4 = high quality
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Supplemental Fig 1: Preferred Reporting Items in Systematic Reviews and Meta Analyses flow diagram demonstrating the selection process.



Supplemental Fig 2: Estimated weighted rates of saccular (A), fusiform (B), dissecting (C), blood blister (D), and mycotic (E) aneurysms.
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