Baseline Characteristics
Overall Effect favours Long-Term-Survivors if RR > 1 or MD > 0.

Risk ratio Weight

Study with 95% CI (%)
Mosca et al —®—/—— 0.79[0.42, 1.52] 1.69
Ferrone et al —i— 0.87[0.66, 1.14] 7.03
Ueda et al = 0.32[0.13, 0.76] 0.94
Ferrone et al - 1.12]0.92, 1.36] 10.63
Lewis et al j: 0.96[0.77, 1.19] 9.55
Nimura et al 0.99[0.62, 1.58] 3.00
Sinn et al - 1.14[0.92, 1.41] 9.55
Shin et al - 1.08[0.91, 1.29] 11.83
Yamamoto et al —®—— 0.83[0.52, 1.32] 3.00
Picozzi et al —#— 0.96[0.69, 1.34] 5.29
Nakano et al —+—#—1.20[0.89, 1.61] 6.37
Nakagawa et al —— 0.80[0.55, 1.16] 4.44
Kasahara et al —— 0.79[0.51, 1.21] 3.48
Luu et al — 0.67[0.41, 1.09] 2.79
Malleo et al s ) 0.87[0.76, 1.00] 14.60
Belfiori et al 0.94[0.69, 1.29] 5.80
Overall 0.96 [ 0.88, 1.04]

Observed and imputed after Trim-and-Fill 0.99[0.92, 1.05]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.01, 1> =31.01%, H2=1.45
Testof 8, = 6:Q(15) =21.74, p=0.11
Testof 6 =0:z =-1.00, p =0.32
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Figure 1. Male sex, forest plot.
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Figure 2. Male sex, funnel plot. Yellow dots represent impoted studies using Trim-and-Fill method, because the
presence of publication bias.



Effect size Weight

Study with 95% ClI (%)
Nakano et al L 1.70[-0.14, 3.54] 11.06
Nakagawa et al —a— 0.50 [ -0.60, 1.60] 25.87
Luu et al B 1.50[ 1.01, 1.99] 63.08
Overall N 1.26[ 0.61, 1.91]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.11, 12 = 28.63%, H? = 1.40
Test of 6, = 6: Q(2) =2.80, p=0.25
Testof 8 =0:z=3.81, p=0.00

Figure 3. BMI, forest plot.

Mean Difference ~ Weight

Study with 95% CI (%)
Ferrone et al —— -2.10[-4.41, 0.21] 14.87
Yamamoto et al = -1.70[-6.19, 2.79] 6.16
Nakano et al —— -0.30[-2.59, 1.99] 15.00
Nakagawa et al —— 470[ 1.76, 7.64] 11.31
Luu et al —- -0.80[ -2.11, 0.51] 22.77
Malleo et al [ | -1.00[-1.31, -0.69] 29.88
Overall o -0.41[-1.66, 0.84]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 1.33, I2 = 68.15%, H2 = 3.14

Test of 8, = 6,: Q(5) = 15.70, p = 0.01

Test of 8 =0: z=-0.65, p =0.52

-5 0 5 10
Figure 4. Age, forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Lewis et al —W—1.54[1.19, 1.98] 16.74
Nakagawa et al —— 1.02[0.91, 1.15] 31.72
Luu et al u 0.89[0.65, 1.21] 12.79
Malleo et al : 3 1.07[1.01, 1.14] 38.76
Overall e 1.09[0.96, 1.25]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.01, 12 =69.30%, H2 = 3.26
Testof 8,= 6, Q(3) =9.77, p=0.02
Testof 6=0:z2=1.31,p=0.19
0.65 1.08

Figure 5. ASA I-Il, forest plot.



Risk ratio Weight

Study with 95% CI (%)
Lewis et al - 0.76 [ 0.61, 0.94] 49.65
Nakagawa et al 0.79[0.22, 2.76] 2.95
Luu et al - 1.22[0.76, 1.96] 17.65
Malleo et al —— 0.70[0.50, 0.97] 29.75
Overall o 0.80[ 0.65, 1.00]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.01, |12 =24.84%, H2 = 1.33

Testof 8,=6,: Q(3) =3.99, p=10.26

Testof 6=0:z=-1.95,p =0.05

1/4 1/2 1 2

Figure 6. ASA -1V, forest plot.
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Figure 7. Ca 19.9, funnel plot. Yellow dots represent impoted studies using Trim-and-Fill method, because the
presence of publication bias.
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Figure 8. T1-2 stage, funnel plot. Yellow dots represent impoted studies using Trim-and-Fill method, because the
presence of publication bias.
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Figure 9. G3 grading, funnel plot. Yellow dots represent impoted studies using Trim-and-Fill method, because the
presence of publication bias.
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Figure 10. Perineural Invasion (PNI), funnel plot. Yellow dots represent impoted studies using Trim-and-Fill
method, because the presence of publication bias.
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Figure 11. Limph-vascular Invasion (LVI), funnel plot. Yellow dots represent impoted studies using Trim-and-Fill
method, because the presence of publication bias.
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Figure 12. RO resection, funnel plot. Yellow dots represent impoted studies using Trim-and-Fill method, because
the presence of publication bias.
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Figure 13. Venous invasion, funnel plot. Yellow dots represent impoted studies using Trim-and-Fill method,
because the presence of publication bias.
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Figure 14. Portal invasion, funnel plot. Yellow dots represent impoted studies using Trim-and-Fill method, because
the presence of publication bias.
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Figure 15. Vascular resection, funnel plot. Yellow dots represent impoted studies using Trim-and-Fill method,
because the presence of publication bias.
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Figure 16. Major morbidity, funnel plot. Yellow dots represent impoted studies using Trim-and-Fill method,
because the presence of publication bias.



Forest plot of main outcomes, clinical and laboratoristic.

Overall Effect favours Long-Term-Survivors if RR > 1 or MD > 0.

Mean Difference Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Yamamoto et al B  -150[ -1.68, -1.32] 37.13
Nakano et al —— -14.20 [ -16.18, -12.22] 25.84
Luu et al B o050 [ -0.74, -0.26] 37.03
Overall N -441] -6.23, -2.59]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 2.31, 12 = 99.05%, H2 = 105.40
Test of 6, = 8;: Q(2) = 210.80, p = 0.00
Testof 6 =0:z=-4.76, p = 0.00
45 -10 5 0
Figure 17. CEA levels, forest plot.
Effect size Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Yamamoto et al B -13560[ -183.29, -87.91] 26.71
Nakano et al — -1238.00 [ -1647.50, -828.50] 6.91
Nakagawa et al —a— -1528.70 [ -1817.54, -1239.86] 11.10
Luu et al B | -1790.70[ -205.08, -154.32] 27.49
Malleo et al BB 6230 -68.16, -56.44] 27.79
Overall <> -358.09[ -482.21, -233.96]
Observed and imputed after Trim-and-Fill | -66.42[ -71.95, -60.89]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 14421.97, 12 = 98.14%, H? = 53.72
Test of 8, = 6;: Q(4) = 214.89, p = 0.00
Testof 8 =0:z=-5.65, p =0.00
-20|00 -1 5|00 -1 OIOO -5b0 0
Figure 18. Ca 19.9 levels, forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% Cl (%)
Ferrone et al Ai» 0.97[0.88, 1.07] 22.31
Ferrone et al —- 0.95[0.86, 1.05] 22.31
Shin et al —a— 0.94[0.81, 1.10] 8.71
Picozzi et al —— 1.02[0.86, 1.22] 6.88
Nakano et al - 0.92[0.66, 1.29] 1.93
Nakagawa et al 0.85[0.51, 1.42] 0.82
Kasahara et al = 0.81[0.59, 1.11] 2.18
Malleo et al - 0.91[0.85, 0.99] 34.85
Overall < 0.94 [ 0.90, 0.99]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.00, I2 = 0.00%, H2 = 1.00
Testof 6, = 8: Q(7) =2.79, p = 0.90
Testof 8 =0: z=-2.56, p =0.01
0.|51 1.;12

Figure 19. Head location, forest plot.



Forest plot of main outcomes, pathological.

Overall Effect favours Long-Term-Survivors if RR > 1 or MD > 0.

Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Mosca et al h 1.12[1.03, 1.21] 19.40
Schnelldorfer et al —- 1.38[1.03, 1.85] 11.98
Ferrone et al —— 1.88[1.32, 2.67] 10.14
Lewis et al —— 2.75[1.89, 3.98] 9.59
Robinson et al — T 1.31[0.59, 2.93] 3.27
Sinn et al — 2.27[1.31, 3.93] 5.92
Yamamoto et al 0.95[ 0.11, 8.06] 0.54
Nakagawa et al —®—— 264[1.16, 6.01] 3.14
Kasahara et al HIl- 1.27[1.00, 1.61] 14.07
Luu et al = 1.73[0.57, 5.30] 1.83
Malleo et al | 1.05[1.01, 1.09] 20.12
Overall L 2 1.44[1.23, 1.68]
Observed and imputed after Trim-and-Fill | 1.07[1.03, 1.11]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.03, |12 = 81.00%, H? = 5.26
Test of 6, = 6;: Q(10) = 52.64, p = 0.00
Testof 6 =0:z=4.47,p =0.00
1/8 12 2 8
Figure 20. T1-T2 Stage, forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Mosca et al i 1.31[0.83, 2.06] 5.09
Ahmad et al e 0.98[0.49, 1.95] 2.90
Schnelldorfer et al - 1.43[1.16, 1.78] 9.13
Ferrone et al B 1.82[1.47, 2.26] 9.13
Lewis et al —- 1.48[1.10, 1.98] 7.60
Robinson et al L 5.81[2.22, 15.19] 1.68
Nimura et al —l— 253[1.68, 3.83] 5.63
Sinn et al —— 1.80[1.27, 257] 6.55
Shin et al . 3 1.79[1.47, 217] 9.52
Yamamoto et al —— 3.25[1.81, 5.86] 3.63
Picozzi et al —— 1.90[1.33, 2.70] 6.55
Nakano et al —i— 297[1.93, 4.58] 5.35
Nakagawa et al - 1.38[1.07, 1.78] 8.35
Luu et al —il— 1.49[1.01, 221] 592
Malleo et al - 2.27[1.76, 2.93] 8.35
Belfiori et al —ii— 2.05[1.26, 3.35] 4.61
Overall L 4 1.82[1.60, 2.09]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.04, 12 = 59.36%, H? = 2.46
Test of 8, = 6,: Q(15) = 36.91, p = 0.00
Testof 6=0:z2=8.77, p=0.00
" 1 2 4

Figure 21. NO stage, forest plot.



Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Mosca et al —- 1.86[1.26, 2.75] 15.44
Schnelldorfer et al —— 1.70[1.13, 2.56] 14.56
Ferrone et al . B 1.90[ 1.44, 2.50] 22.16
Ferrone et al —— 3.22[2.05, 5.06] 12.96
Yamamoto et al 1.90[0.18, 19.92] 0.71
Picozzi et al —— 3.86[1.90, 7.81] 6.62
Nakano et al —=—— 558[1.94, 16.09] 3.26
Luu et al = 1.95[0.52, 7.41] 212
Malleo et al : B 241[1.83, 3.17] 22.16
Overall L 4 2.28[1.87, 2.79]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.03, 12 = 33.18%, H? = 1.50
Test of 6,=6,: Q(8) = 11.97, p = 0.15
Testof 6 =0:z2=8.10, p =0.00

Figure 22. Stage |, forest plot.

Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Mosca et al —l— 1.48[1.14, 1.91] 6.62
Schnelldorfer et al 1.54[1.00, 2.37] 3.74
Ferrone et al 0.88[0.71, 1.09] 7.50
Lewis et al 1.45[1.26, 1.66] 9.37
Robinson et al 1.30[0.78, 2.16] 2.95
Sinn et al 1.36[1.14, 1.63] 8.44
Shin et al 0.96[0.84, 1.10] 9.37
Picozzi et al —l— 1.57[1.22, 2.02] 6.62
Nakagawa et al 1.04[0.91, 1.19] 9.37
Kasahara et al 1.09[0.97, 1.23] 9.81
Luu et al 1.42[1.24, 1.63] 9.37
Malleo et al 1.23[1.12, 1.36] 10.22
Belfiori et al 091[0.71, 1.18] 6.62
Overall 1.21[1.09, 1.34]

Heterogeneity: 12 =0.02, I2 = 77.10%, H? = 4.37
Test of 8, = 8;: Q(12) = 52.40, p = 0.00
Testof 6 =0:z=3.61, p=0.00

Figure 23. G1-G2 grading, forest plot.




Risk ratio Weight

Study with 95% CI (%)
Schnelldorfer et al e 0.81[0.60, 1.09] 3.08
Ueda et al 0.66[0.32, 1.33] 0.56
Ferrone et al —&— 0.87[0.73, 1.04] 7.71
Lewis et al —— 0.87[0.77, 0.98] 14.56
Robinson et al — 0.90[0.77, 1.06] 9.37
Shin et al — 0.70[ 0.55, 0.88] 4.65
Yamamoto et al 0.76[0.48, 1.22] 1.25
Nakano et al - 0.74[0.51, 1.08] 1.96
Kasahara et al —®— 0.93[0.75, 1.16] 5.43
Luu et al 0.79[0.63, 0.98] 5.43
Malleo et al B 0.93[0.90, 0.97] 39.57
Belfiori et al —— 0.81[0.67, 0.99] 6.43
Overall L 4 0.88[0.83, 0.92]
Observed and imputed after Trim-and-Fill ¢ 0.93[0.90, 0.96]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.00, I = 18.04%, H? = 1.22

Testof 8,=6;: Q(11) =13.42,p =0.27

Testof 8 =0:z=-4.91,p=0.00
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Figure 24. Peri-Neural Invasion (PNI), forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% ClI (%)
Schnelldorfer et al = 0.70[0.40, 1.24] 2.80
Lewis et al = 0.62[0.43, 0.88] 6.65
Nimura et al = 0.64[0.37, 1.11] 2.99
Shin et al = 0.61[0.41, 0.90] 5.53
Nakano et al = 0.65[0.38, 1.10] 3.20
Kasahara et al —#— 0.93[0.77, 1.13] 16.41
Luu et al —— 0.74[0.55, 0.99] 9.02
Malleo et al B 0.87[0.82, 0.92] 40.65
Belfiori et al —— 0.80[0.63, 1.02] 12.74
Overall N 0.80[0.73, 0.89]
Observed and imputed after Trim-and-Fill < 0.87[0.83, 0.91]
Heterogeneity: T2 = 0.01, 12 = 26.06%, H? = 1.35
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(8) = 10.82, p = 0.21
Testof 6 =0:z=-4.39, p=0.00
172 1

Figure 25. Lymph-Vascular Invasion (LVI), forest plot.



Forest plot of main outcomes, surgical and therpeutic.
Overall Effect favours Long-Term-Survivors if RR > 1 or MD > 0.

Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% ClI (%)
Mosca et al 1.28[0.90, 1.83] 1.87
Schnelldorfer et al —— 1.19[1.05, 1.33] 7.04
Ferrone et al 1.28[1.16, 1.42] 7.87
Ueda et al —— 1.30[1.05, 1.61] 3.88
Ferrone et al —— 1.28[1.12, 1.47] 6.26
Lewis et al —l— 1.32[1.15, 1.52] 6.26
Robinson et al = 1.49[0.88, 2.53] 0.92
Nimura et al B 1.08[1.02, 1.15] 9.51
Sinn et al —l— 1.06[0.94, 1.19] 7.04
Shin et al -.- 1.14[1.07, 1.21] 9.51
Yamamoto et al —— 1.57[1.26, 1.95] 3.88
Picozzi et al —B— 1.34[1.06, 1.69] 3.46
Nakano et al —i— 1.43[1.18, 1.74] 4.36
Nakagawa et al —l— 1.05[0.93, 1.18] 7.04
Kasahara et al —— 1.14[0.95, 1.36] 4.92
Luu et al —— 1.08[0.93, 1.27] 5.55
Malleo et al —- 1.36[1.24, 1.50] 7.87
Belfiori et al —— 1.08[0.82, 1.43] 2.78
Overall <& 1.21[1.15, 1.28]
Observed and imputed after Trim-and-Fill ¢ 1.11[1.08, 1.13]
Heterogeneity: T2 = 0.01, I? = 63.46%, H? =2.74
Testof 8,= 6, Q(17) = 46.52, p = 0.00
Testof 6 =0:z=7.08, p=0.00
1
Figure 26. Radical Resection RO, forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% Cil (%)
Ueda et al 0.38[0.15, 0.92] 10.11
Nimura et al 0.41[0.15, 1.09] 8.56
Nakano et al — M+ 0.65[0.41, 1.04] 37.14
Kasahara et al — M 0.67[0.44, 1.03] 44.20
Overall s 0.60 [ 0.45, 0.80]
Observed and imputed after Trim-and-Fill - 0.63[ 0.48, 0.83]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.00, 12 = 0.00%, H2 = 1.00
Testof 8,=6:Q(3) = 1.98, p =0.58
Test of 8 =0: z=-3.50, p = 0.00
174 172

Figure 27. Venous Invasion, forest plot.



Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Lewis et al —— 0.52[0.32, 0.83] 51.47
Nimura et al L 0.53[0.20, 1.42] 11.86
Nakagawa et al 0.69[0.36, 1.32] 27.22
Kasahara et al = 0.54[0.18, 1.61] 9.45
Overall i 0.56 [ 0.40, 0.79]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.00, 12 = 0.00%, H? = 1.00
Test of ,=8:Q(3) =0.53, p =0.91
Testof 6 =0:z=-3.33, p=0.00
1}4 1}2 1
Figure 28. Perioperative Red Blood-Cell Transfusion, forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Picozzi et al - 1.21[0.96, 1.53] 29.72
Nakano et al L 3.82[1.85, 7.89] 17.14
Nakagawa et al — 1.25[0.88, 1.77] 26.83
Malleo et al —— 0.74[0.51, 1.08] 26.30
Overall <l 1.31[0.84, 2.02]
Heterogeneity: 2 = 0.15, 12 =81.49%, H2 =5.40
Testof 8, =6, Q(3) = 16.21, p = 0.00
Testof 6=0:z=1.20,p =0.23
1 2 4
Figure 29. Neoadjuvant chemotherapy, forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Ahmad et al —— 0.67[0.46, 0.97] 6.39
Schnelldorfer et al - 1.14[0.99, 1.31] 14.08
Lewis et al 3 1.14[1.03, 1.26] 15.52
Yamamoto et al —l— 0.95[0.72, 1.25] 8.99
Nakano et al 1.52[0.88, 2.63] 3.67
Nakagawa et al —M— 1.88[1.54, 2.28] 11.77
Kasahara et al —— 0.86[0.62, 1.20] 7.31
Luu et al B 1.05[0.97, 1.14] 16.14
Malleo et al B 1.11[1.02, 1.20] 16.14
Overall o 1.12[0.99, 1.26]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.02, 12 =80.79%, H? = 5.21
Testof 6, = 6, Q(8) = 41.65, p = 0.00
Testof 6 =0:z=1.84,p=0.07
1}2 1

Figure 30. Adjuvant Chemotherapy, forest plot.



Risk ratio Weight

Study with 95% CI (%)
Lewis et al —— 1.31[0.80, 2.14] 63.90
Nakano et al —— 0.68[0.33, 1.41] 32.33
Kasahara et al = 1.32[0.14, 12.12] 3.77
Overall N 1.06 [0.69, 1.64]

Heterogeneity: T2 = 0.01, 12=7.13%, H?>=1.08
Testof 6,=6:Q(2) =2.15,p=0.34
Testof 6 =0:z2=0.27,p=0.78
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Figure 31. CR-POPF, forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Lewis et al ——— 0.76[0.42, 1.37] 34.34
Nakagawa et al —B— 0.73[0.38, 1.40] 28.38
Luu et al = 1.68[0.46, 6.13] 7.10
Belfiori et al —il— 0.82[0.44, 1.53] 30.18
Overall I 0.82[0.58, 1.15]
Observed and imputed after Trim-and-Fill 0.82[0.58, 1.15]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.00, |12 = 0.00%, H? = 1.00
Testof 8,=8:Q(3) =1.36,p =0.72
Testof 8=0:z=-1.16, p=0.25
1/2 1 2 4

Figure 32. Major Morbidity (Clavien-Dindo > 3), forest plot.



Others forest plots.

Overall Effect favours Long-Term-Survivors if RR > 1 or MD > 0.

Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Lewis et al 0.88[0.62, 1.25] 29.44
Luu et al L 0.96[0.58, 1.60] 14.11
Malleo et al —B—— 0.90[0.70, 1.17] 56.45
Overall —ll— 0.90[0.75, 1.10]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.00, 12 = 0.00%, H? = 1.00
Test of 8, = 8: Q(2) = 0.08, p = 0.96
Testof 0 =0:z=-1.03, p=0.30
0.58 1.60
Figure 33. Diabetes, forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Ueda et al u 2.16 [ 1.40, 3.32] 24.81
Shin et al —B— 1.26[1.03, 1.53] 43.46
Picozzi et al 1.54[1.10, 2.15] 31.73
Overall —_— T 1.53[ 1.14, 2.05]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.04, 12 = 62.29%, H? = 2.65
Test of 6, = 6;: Q(2) = 5.30, p = 0.07
Testof 6 =0:z=2.87,p =0.00
1.03 3.32
Figure 34. Size < 30 mm, forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% ClI (%)
Schnelldorfer et al —il— 0.78[0.60, 1.00] 7.78
Ferrone et al = = 0.82[0.70, 0.96] 12.72
Lewis et al - 0.71[0.61, 0.83] 12.72
Robinson et al —— 1.00[0.81, 1.24] 9.46
Sinn et al - 0.84[0.71, 0.98] 12.72
Yamamoto et al 4 1.00[0.89, 1.13] 15.31
Nakagawa et al — 0.82[0.67, 1.00] 10.45
Kasahara et al 0.44[0.15, 1.32] 0.65
Luu et al - 094[0.82, 1.08] 13.99
Malleo et al —— 0.68[0.46, 1.01] 4.20
Overall L 2 0.85[0.78, 0.93]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.01, 1> = 54.14%, H>=2.18
Test of 8, = 6, Q(9) = 19.63, p = 0.02
Testof 6 =0:z=-3.51, p=0.00
174 12 1

Figure 35. T3-T4, forest plot.



Risk ratio Weight

Study with 95% CI (%)
Schnelldorfer et al —— 0.85[0.70, 1.04] 12.24
Ferrone et al —B— 0.71[0.57, 0.88] 11.68
Ferrone et al —— 0.84[0.73, 0.96] 13.85
Yamamoto et al ——M—1.20[0.95, 1.51] 11.12
Picozzi et al —— 0.75[0.62, 0.91] 12.24
Nakano et al 1.01[0.81, 1.25] 11.68
Luu et al T 1.03[0.90, 1.18] 13.85
Malleo et al —— 1.27[1.09, 1.49] 13.34
Overall e 0.94[0.81, 1.08]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.03, I = 80.44%, H?> = 5.11

Test of 8, = 6,: Q(7) = 35.78, p = 0.00

Testof 6 =0:z=-0.85,p=0.39

0.57 1.51
Figure 36. AJCC Stage I, forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% ClI (%)
Mosca et al 0.42[0.12, 1.48] 2.38
Malleo et al - 0.53[0.44, 0.65] 97.62
Overall > 0.53[0.44, 0.64]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.00, 12 = 0.00%, H? = 1.00
Testof 8,=6,: Q(1) =0.13, p=0.72
Test of 6 =0:z=-6.43, p = 0.00

T T T
1/8 1/4 1/2 1

Figure 37. AJCC Stage Ill, forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight

Study with 95% CI (%)
Ueda et al —— 0.39[0.19, 0.77] 47.42
Yamamoto et al i 0.48[0.12, 1.92] 14.61
Nakano et al u 0.70[0.16, 3.03] 13.21
Luu et al = 0.44[0.06, 3.35] 7.14
Malleo et al L 1.75[0.50, 6.14] 17.63
Overall P 0.57[0.33, 0.99]
Heterogeneity: T2 = 0.05, 12 =10.61%, H>=1.12
Testof 8,=6,:Q(4) =4.47,p=0.35
Testof 6 =0:z=-2.00, p =0.05

1/16 1/4 1 4
Figure 38. AJCC Stage IV, forest plot.



Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Mosca et al = 0.26[0.04, 1.68] 1.48
Schnelldorfer et al 1 0.87[0.73, 1.04] 14.28
Ferrone et al 1.04[0.79, 1.37] 12.87
Lewis et al —- 0.44[0.29, 0.67] 10.64
Robinson et al - 0.92[0.65, 1.31] 11.60
Sinn et al —— 0.42[0.23, 0.77] 7.78
Shin et al —a— 0.61[0.31, 1.20] 6.84
Picozzi et al —— 0.52[0.33, 0.84] 9.71
Nakagawa et al —#—— 0.73[0.25, 2.09] 3.87
Kasahara et al 0.36[0.05, 2.66] 1.32
Luu et al 0.10[0.01, 0.70] 1.40
Malleo et al 0.60[0.46, 0.79] 12.87
Belfiori et al —i— 0.24[0.10, 0.56] 5.33
Overall 0.61[0.48, 0.78]
Observed and imputed after Trim-and-Fill ¢ 0.77 [ 0.69, 0.85]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.10, |12 = 67.66%, H? = 3.09
Testof 8, =6 Q(12) =37.11, p = 0.00
Testof 6 =0:z=-4.03, p=0.00
1/64 1/l1 6 1}4 1
Figure 39. G3, forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Schnelldorfer et al —F 0.88[0.41, 1.89] 22.73
Ueda et al —M—— 040[0.14, 1.17] 18.81
Shin et al n 0.07[0.02, 0.28] 15.47
Yamamoto et al L 0.24[0.06, 0.93] 15.89
Luu et al - 0092[064, 1.34] 27.10
Overall - = 0.43[0.19, 0.94]
Observed and imputed after Trim-and-Fill <> 0.85[0.64, 1.13]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.57, I = 75.68%, H? = 4.11
Test of 8, =6, Q(4) = 16.45, p = 0.00
Testof 6 =0:z=-2.11,p=0.03

1/}32 1/116 1}8 1}4 1}2

Figure 40. Portal Invasion, forest plot.
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Risk ratio Weight

Study with 95% Cl (%)
Mosca et al 0.53[0.15, 1.89] 1.09
Schnelldorfer et al — 0.45[0.22, 0.93] 3.31
Ferrone et al —— 0.32[0.15, 0.66] 3.31
Ueda et al ———=———  0.44[0.15,1.29] 1.52
Ferrone et al —— 0.59[0.41, 0.86] 11.59
Lewis et al —i— 0.51[0.34, 0.76] 9.67
Robinson et al —- 0.79[0.55, 1.15] 11.59
Sinn et al —®——— (0.73[0.36, 1.51] 3.31
Shin et al —_— 0.24[0.08, 0.79] 1.28
Yamamoto et al 0.13[0.02, 0.86] 0.48
Picozzi et al —i— 0.61[0.38, 0.97] 7.55
Nakano et al — 0.38[0.18, 0.82] 2.98
Nakagawa et al 0.64[0.19, 2.17] 1.20
Kasahara et al 0.46[0.12, 1.86] 0.92
Luu et al —=——— (0.63[0.23, 1.67] 1.83
Malleo et al B 0.57[0.46, 0.70] 28.72
Belfiori et al —#— 0.89[0.59, 1.34] 9.67
Overall ¢ 0.58[0.51, 0.67]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.00, 1> = 5.08%, H? = 1.05

Test of 6, = 8: Q(16) = 16.86, p = 0.39

Testof 6 =0:z=-7.87, p=0.00

1/32 1/8 1/2 2

Figure 41. R+, forest plot.
Risk ratio Weight

Study with 95% CI (%)
Ueda et al = 0.23[0.06, 0.89] 3.49
Lewis et al = 0.76[0.26, 2.20] 5.53
Nimura et al = 0.36[0.10, 1.30] 3.82
Picozzi et al = 0.76[0.29, 1.97] 6.72
Nakagawa et al 0.99[0.58, 1.68] 21.93
Malleo et al I 0.90[0.62, 1.31] 43.76
Belfiori et al —a— 0.68[0.35, 1.29] 14.74
Overall @ 0.80[0.62, 1.02]
Observed and imputed after Trim-and-Fill > 0.86[0.68, 1.10]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.00, 12 = 0.67%, H? = 1.01
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(6) = 6.04, p=0.42
Testof ®=0:z=-1.78, p =0.08

1/I16 1}8 1}4 1}2 1 2

Figure 42. Vascular Resection, forest plot.



