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[bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Supplementary Table 1 Per-vessel and/or per-patient diagnostic performance of HeartFlow® CT-FFR (Redwood City, California, USA) compared with CCTA
	Study
	Design
	Reference
	N
	Acc. (%)
	Sen. (%)
	Spec. (%)
	PPV (%)
	NPV (%)
	AUC (%)

	
	
	
	
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA

	DISCOVER-FLOW [1]
	Prospective,
multicenter
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	159
	84.3
	58.5
	87.9
	91.4
	82.2
	39.6
	73.9
	46.5
	92.2
	88.9
	90
	75

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	103
	87.4
	61.2
	92.6
	94.4
	81.6
	24.5
	84.7
	58
	90.9
	80
	92
	70

	DeFACTO [2]
	Prospective,
multicenter
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	252
	73
	64
	90
	84
	54
	42
	67
	61
	84
	72
	81
	68

	NXT [3]
	Prospective,
multicenter
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	484
	86
	65
	84
	83
	86
	60
	61
	33
	95
	92
	93
	79

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK17]FFR ≤ 0.80
	254
	81
	53
	86
	94
	79
	34
	65
	40
	93
	92
	90
	81

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK19]Driessen et al [4]
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK18]Prospective,
single-center
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK8]On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	505
	87
	79
	90
	68
	86
	83
	65
	57
	96
	86
	94
	83

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	157
	78
	76
	96
	87
	63
	67
	68
	69
	95
	87
	78
	76

	Pontone et al [5]
	Prospective,
single-center
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.8 or ICA stenosis > 80% or total occlusion
	441
	92
	82
	88
	99
	94
	76
	84
	61
	95
	100
	93
	89

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.8 or ICA stenosis > 80% or total occlusion
	147
	87
	73
	90
	95
	85
	54
	83
	63
	92
	94
	94
	90


[bookmark: OLE_LINK21]CT-FFR, coronary computed tomography angiography-derived fractional flow reserve; CCTA, coronary computed tomography angiography; ICA, invasive coronary angiography; Acc., accuracy; Sen., sensitivity; Spec., specificity; PPV, positive predictive value; NPV, negative predictive value; AUC, area under the curve
Supplementary Table 2 Per-vessel and/or per-patient diagnostic performance of cFFR (Siemens Healthineers, Erlangen, Germany) compared with CCTA
	cFFR version
	Design
	Reference
	N
	Acc. (%)
	Sen. (%)
	Spec. (%)
	PPV (%)
	NPV (%)
	AUC (%)

	
	
	
	
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA

	[bookmark: _Hlk187676454]cFFR version 1.4 [6]
	Retrospective,
single-center
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK23]FFR ≤ 0.80
	189
	75
	56
	88
	81
	65
	38
	65
	49
	88
	73
	83
	64

	[bookmark: _Hlk187676376][bookmark: OLE_LINK22]cFFR version 2.1 [7]
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK24]Prospective and retrospective,
multicenter
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	525
	78
	58
	81
	88
	76
	38
	70
	49
	85
	83
	84
	69

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80 or ICA stenosis > 90%
	303
	85
	71
	89
	99
	76
	11
	89
	71
	77
	77
	-
	-

	[bookmark: _Hlk187676384]cFFR version 3.0 [8]
	Prospective,
single-center
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK83]FFR ≤ 0.8
	127
	72
	64
	83
	74
	63
	57
	63
	57
	83
	74
	79
	67

	
	
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK25]On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	72
	78
	65
	70
	78
	88
	50
	88
	66
	70
	64
	85
	66

	[bookmark: _Hlk187763987]cFFR version 3.0 [9]
	Retrospective,
multicenter
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.8
	183
	90
	55
	84
	95
	94
	28
	90
	47
	90
	88
	95
	61

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.8
	136
	89
	63
	86
	95
	92
	33
	90
	56
	88
	89
	95
	64

	[bookmark: _Hlk187760917]cFFR version 3.2 [10]
	Prospective,
multicenter
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80 or ICA stenosis > 90%
	271
	90
	79
	86
	95
	91
	74
	75
	54
	96
	98
	84
	-

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80 or ICA stenosis > 90%
	105
	83
	72
	90
	94
	77
	54
	77
	64
	90
	91
	-
	-


CT-FFR, coronary computed tomography angiography-derived fractional flow reserve; CCTA, coronary computed tomography angiography; ICA, invasive coronary angiography; Acc., accuracy; Sen., sensitivity; Spec., specificity; PPV, positive predictive value; NPV, negative predictive value; AUC, area under the curve

[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Supplementary Table 3 Per-vessel and/or per-patient diagnostic performance of China's domestic CT-FFR compared with CCTA
	Study
	Design
	Reference
	N
	Acc. (%)
	Sen. (%)
	Spec. (%)
	PPV (%)
	NPV (%)
	AUC (%)

	
	
	
	
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA
	CT-FFR
	CCTA

	Tang et al [11]
	Retrospective,
multicenter
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	422
	91
	55
	89
	92
	91
	34
	86
	45
	94
	88
	92
	75

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	338
	90
	56
	89
	92
	91
	30
	88
	49
	92
	83
	92
	76

	Jiang et al [12]
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK20]Retrospective,
multicenter
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	190
	91.05
	40
	92.73
	96.36
	90.37
	17.04
	79.69
	32.12
	96.83
	92
	92.7
	76.4

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	146
	91.78
	45.21
	92.31
	94.23
	91.49
	18.09
	85.71
	38.89
	95.56
	85
	93.5
	76.1

	Wang et al [13]
	Prospective,
[bookmark: OLE_LINK13]single-center
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	71
	88.73
	-
	97.56
	-
	76.67
	-
	85.11
	-
	95.83
	-
	93.3
	66.2

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	63
	87.3
	-
	97.14
	-
	75
	-
	82.93
	-
	95.45
	-
	92.8
	66.4

	Guo et al [14]
	Retrospective,
multicenter
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	600
	82
	48
	80
	90
	83
	22
	74
	42
	87
	77
	82
	56

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	463
	82
	50
	84
	92
	81
	18
	77
	46
	86
	73
	82
	55

	Hou et al [15]
	Prospective,
single-center
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	73
	87.6
	54.7
	87
	52.2
	88
	50
	76.9
	35.2
	93.6
	71.7
	83.9
	51.1

	Ding et al [16]
	Prospective,
multicenter
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	324
	94
	71
	95
	82
	92
	62
	91
	64
	96
	80
	97
	60

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	303
	94
	79
	96
	94
	92
	65
	91
	70
	96
	92
	97
	64

	Gao et al [17]
	Prospective,
multicenter
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR < 0.80
	366
	88.8
	60.4
	89.9
	89.3
	87.8
	35.5
	87.3
	54.3
	91.1
	79.5
	89
	66

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR < 0.80
	317
	90.5
	63.4
	90.7
	88.9
	90.4
	37.2
	90.7
	59.3
	90.4
	76.3
	92
	64

	Jiang et al [18]
	Retrospective,
single-center
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	78
	89.7
	32
	90.5
	100
	89.5
	7
	76
	-
	96.2
	-
	92.5
	85.3

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK16]FFR ≤ 0.80
	54
	90.7
	38.9
	89.5
	100
	91.4
	5.71
	85
	36.5
	94.1
	100
	94.5
	87

	Li et al [19]
	Prospective,
multicenter
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	404
	90.6
	54.3
	90.9
	86.6
	90.4
	34.7
	85.3
	44.6
	94.2
	81
	93
	77

	
	
	On a per-patient basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	339
	90.3
	53.4
	91.4
	87.1
	89.5
	29.4
	85.9
	46.7
	93.7
	76.3
	92
	76

	Wen et al [20]
	Retrospective,
single-center
	On a per-vessel basis

	
	
	FFR ≤ 0.80
	89
	87.6
	44.9
	86.1
	80.6
	88.7
	20.8
	83.8
	40.8
	90.4
	61.1
	87.4
	50.7


CT-FFR, coronary computed tomography angiography-derived fractional flow reserve; CCTA, coronary computed tomography angiography; Acc., accuracy; Sen., sensitivity; Spec., specificity; PPV, positive predictive value; NPV, negative predictive value; AUC, area under the curve


[image: ]
[bookmark: OLE_LINK52]Supplementary Fig. 1: An overview of CT-FFR development and research. 
CT-FFR, coronary computed tomography angiography-derived fractional flow reserve; R-ACAOS, anomalous origin of the right coronary artery from the left coronary sinus; MB, myocardial bridge; CABG, coronary artery bypass grafting; TAVI, transcatheter aortic valve implantation; CAD-RADS, Coronary Artery Disease-Reporting and Data System; DJS, Duke Jeopardy Score
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