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Table S1: Search strategy used on databases 
 

Database Search Number 
PubMed (((Antiretroviral therapy) OR (combined antiretroviral 

therapy)) AND (HIV)) AND (carotid intima media thickness) 
271 

Scopus (TITLE-ABS-KEY ( carotid AND intima AND media AND 
thickness ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( hiv ) AND TITLE-ABS-
KEY ( carotid AND intima AND media AND thickness ) ) 
AND ( LIMIT-TO ( SRCTYPE , "j" ) ) AND ( LIMIT-TO 
( DOCTYPE , "ar" ) ) AND ( LIMIT-TO ( LANGUAGE , 
"English" ) ) 

390 

EBSCOhost ((Title Combined:(Antiretroviral therapy)) OR 
(TitleCombined:(Highly active antiretroviral therapy))) AND 
(HIV) AND (Carotid intima media thickness)  

59 
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Figure S1: Subgroup analysis for CIMT in ART compared to ART-naïve. A. Subgroup analysis for CIMT 
in ART compared to ART-naïve based on continent of publication. B. Subgroup analysis for CIMT in 
ART compared to ART-naïve based on CD4 count for patients on ART. C. Subgroup analysis for CIMT 
in ART compared to ART naive patients based on gender. D. Subgroup analysis for CIMT in ART 
compared to ART naive patients based on study design. E. Subgroup analysis for CIMT in ART 
compared to ART naive patients based on sample size. F. Subgroup analysis for CIMT in ART compared 
to ART naive patients based on age. G. Subgroup analysis for CIMT in ART compared to ART naive 
patients based on the risk of bias. H. Subgroup analysis for CIMT in ART compared to ART naive 
patients based on WHO adoption of rapid ART initiation. I. Subgroup analysis based on the duration 
of HIV infection since diagnosis in PLHIV on ART. J. Subgroup analysis based on the duration of HIV 
infection since diagnosis in PLHIV on ART naive patients. 
 
 
 
 

 

 



 

Table S2: Sensitivity analysis, showing the effect of the exclusion of one study on CIMT in PLHIV on 
ART compared to ART-naïve  
 

  95% Confidence Intervals   

Excluded study  Effect 
size 

Lower Upper p I2 

Joseph et al., 0.03  0.02 0.04 ˂ 0.0001 97 

Moshomo et al., 0.03  0.02 0.05 ˂ 0.0001 97 

Sadiq et al., 0.03  0.02  0.05 ˂ 0.0001 97 

Chikwati et al., 0.03  0.02 0.05 ˂0.0001 96.5 

Gupta et al., 0.03  0.02 0.05 ˂0.0001 96.7 

Castro et al., 0.03  0.02  0.05 ˂ 0.0001 97 

Yacovo et al., 0.03  0.02  0.05 ˂ 0.0001 97 

Vos et al., 0.03  0.02 0.04 <0.0001 95.2 

Sarfo et al., 0.03  0.02  0.05 ˂ 0.0001 97 

Vos et al., 0.03  0.02 0.05 <0.0001 96.7 

Gupta et al., 0.03  0.02 0.04 <0.0001 97 

Kirichenko et al., 0.03  0.02  0.05 ˂ 0.0001 97 

Vohra et al., 0.03  0.02  0.04 <0.0001 97 

Fourie et al., 0.03  0.02 0.05 ˂ 0.0001 96 

Goulenok et al., 0.03  0.02 0.05 <0.0001 97 

Pirs et al., 0.03 0.02 0.05 <0.0001 97 

Zhu et al., 0.03  0.02 0.04 ˂ 0.0001 97 

Gleason et al., 0.03  0.02  0.05 ˂ 0.0001 97 

Suparna et al., 0.03  0.02  0.04 ˂ 0.0001 97 

Desvarieux et al., 0.03  0.02  0.05 <0.0001 97 

Brand et al., 0.03  0.02  0.05 ˂ 0.0001 97 

Parinello et al., 0.03 0.02 0.05 ˂ 0.0001 97 



 

Cristofaro et al., 0.03 0.01 0.04 <0.0001 96.9 

Manfredi et al., 0.03  0.012 0.04 ˂ 0.0001 97 

Calza et al., 0.03  0.02  0.04 ˂ 0.0001 97 

van Vonderen et al., 0.03  0.02  0.05 <0.0001 97 

Seminari et al., 0.03 0.01 0.04 ˂ 0.0001 96.9 

 

 



 

 
Table S3: Quality assessment of cohort studies using the Newcastle–Ottawa scale. 
 

 Selection Comparability Exposure   
Study Represent

ativeness 
of Cohort 

Selection of 
Non-
Exposed 
Cohort 

Ascertain
ment of 
Exposure 

Outcome 
Not Present 
at Start 

Comparability 
of Cohorts 

Assessment 
of Outcome 

Assessment 
of Outcome 

Adequacy 
of Follow-
Up 

Total 
Score 

Quality 

Parrinello et al., 
2012  

★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ 8 High  

Fourie et al., 
2015  

☆ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ 7 High  

Yacovo et al., 
2020  

★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ 8 High  

 
 
 
Table S4: Quality assessment of case-control studies using the Newcastle–Ottawa scale. 
 

 Selection Comparability Exposure   
Study Case 

definition 
Adequate
?  

Representat
iveness of 
the cases 

Selection 
of 
controls 

Definition of 
controls 

Based on 
design and 
analysis 

Ascertainm
ent of 
exposure 

Same 
method for 
cases and 
controls 

Non- 
response 
rate  

Total 
Score 

Quality 

Vohra & Bharti, 
2017   

★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ☆ 7 High  

Van Vonderen 
et al., 2009  

★ ☆ ★ ★ ★★ ★ ★ ★ 8 High  

 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
Table S5: Quality assessment of cross-sectional studies using the Newcastle–Ottawa scale. 
 

 Selection Comparability Exposure   

Study Representative
ness of sample 

Sample size Nonresponden
ts 

Ascertainment 
of exposure 

Based on Design 
and Analysis 

Assessment 
of outcome  

Statistical 
test 

Total 
Score 

Quality 

Joseph et al., 
2025 

★ ★ ★ ★★ ☆ ★ ★ 7 High 

Chikwati et al., 
2024  

★ ★ ☆ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 8 High  

Sarfo et al., 2019  ★ ★ ☆ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 8 High  
Vos et al., 2019  ★ ★ ☆ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 8 High 
Gupta et al., 
2018  

★ ☆ ☆ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 7 High 

Kirichenko et 
al., 2018  

★ ☆ ☆ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 7 High 

Sadiq et al., 2024  ★ ☆ ★ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 8 High 
Moshomo et al., 
2024  

★ ☆ ★ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 8 High 

Gupta et al., 
2022  

★ ☆ ★ ★★ ☆ ★ ★ 6 Moderat
e  

Castro et al., 
2021  

★ ☆ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ 6 Moderat
e  

Vos et al., 2020  ★ ★ ☆ ★ ★ ★★ ★ 7 High 
Gleason et al., 
2015  

★ ☆ ☆ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 7 High 

Goulenok et al., 
2015  

★ ☆ ☆ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 7 High 

Pirs et al., 2014  ★ ☆ ☆ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 7 High 



 

Zhu et al., 2014  ★ ☆ ☆ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 7 High 
Desvarieux et 
al., 2013  

★ ★ ★ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 9 High 

Suparna et al., 
2013  

★ ☆ ★ ★ ★ ★★ ☆ 6 Moderat
e  

Manfredi et al., 
2011  

★ ☆ ★ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 8 High 

Brand et al., 
2011  

★ ☆ ★ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 8 High 

Cristofaro et al., 
2011  

★ ☆ ★ ★★ ★ ★★ ★ 8 High 

Calza et al., 2009  ★ ☆ ★ ★ ★ ★★ ★ 7 High 
Seminari et al., 
2002  

★ ☆ ★ ★ ★ ★★ ★ 7 High  

 
 

 
 


