Appendix: 
1. OS
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Figure 1-3 two-year OS forest maps, funnel plots, and sensitivity analysis results
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Figure 4-6 five-year OS forest map, funnel plot, and sensitivity analysis results
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Figure7 eight-year OS forest map

[image: forest_10y]
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Figure 8 ten-year OS forest map






2. DFS
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[image: sensitivity_DFS_5y]
Figure 9-11 Five-year DFS forest map, funk map, and sensitivity analysis results

[image: forest_DFS_8y_]
Figure 12 eight-year DFS forest map

3. DDFS

[image: DDFS_forest_2y]
Figure 13 two-year DDFS forest map
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[image: sensitivity_DDFS_5y_]
Figure 14-16 five-year DDFS forest map, funk map, and sensitivity analysis results

[image: DDFS_forest_10y]
Figure 17 ten-year DDFS forest map

4. IBTRFS
[image: IBTRFS_forest_2y]
[image: IBTRFS_sensitivity_2y]
Figure 18-19 two-year IBTRFS forest map and sensitivity analysis
[image: IBTRFS_forest_5y][image: IBTRFS_funnel_5y]

[image: IBTRFS_sensitivity_5y]
Figure 20-22 Five-year IBTRFS forest map, funnel map, and sensitivity analysis results

[image: IBTRFS_10y_ForestPlot]
Figure 23 ten-year IBTRFS forest map
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