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	eTable 1. Search Terms and Number of Records 
PubMed

	(((("ex vivo lung perfusion"[Title/Abstract])) OR ("EVLP"[Title/Abstract])) OR ("extracorporeal lung perfusion"[Title/Abstract])) OR ("ex vivo lung recondition"[Title/Abstract])

	Records found: 635

	

	EMBASE 

	('lung transplantation':ab,ti OR 'pulmonary transplantation':ab,ti OR 'ex vivo lung perfusion':ab,ti OR 'evlp':ab,ti OR 'extracorporeal lung perfusion':ab,ti OR 'ex vivo lung recondition':ab,ti) 

	Records found: 1234

	

	Cochrane

	(lung transplantation):ti,ab,kw OR (pulmonary transplantation):ti,ab,kw OR (ex vivo lung perfusion):ti,ab,kw OR (evlp):ti,ab,kw OR (extracorporeal lung perfusion):ti,ab,kw OR(ex vivo lung recondition):ti,ab,kw(Word variations have been searched)

	Records found: 64


eFigure 1. Forests plot of donor age between ex vivo lung perfusion (EVLP) group and non-EVLP group.
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CI, confidence interval;SD, Standard deviation; IV, inverse-variance.
eFigure 2. Forests plot of donor sex between ex vivo lung perfusion (EVLP) group and non-EVLP group.
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OR,odds ratio; CI, confidence interval;M-H, Mantel-Haensze.
eFigure 3. Forests plot of smoking history between ex vivo lung perfusion (EVLP) group and non-EVLP group.
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OR,odds ratio; CI, confidence interval;M-H, Mantel-Haensze.
eFigure 4. Forests plot of abnormal X-ray status between ex vivo lung perfusion (EVLP) group and non-EVLP group.
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OR,odds ratio; CI, confidence interval;M-H, Mantel-Haensze.
eFigure 5. Forests plot of donor arterial oxygen tension/inspired oxygen fraction (PaO2/FIO2) ratio between ex vivo lung perfusion (EVLP) group and non-EVLP group.
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CI, confidence interval;SD, Standard deviation; IV, inverse-variance.
eFigure 6. Forests plot of recipient age between ex vivo lung perfusion (EVLP) group and non-EVLP group.
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 CI, confidence interval;SD, Standard deviation; IV, inverse-variance.
eFigure 7. Forests plot of recipient sex between ex vivo lung perfusion (EVLP) group and non-EVLP group.
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OR,odds ratio; CI, confidence interval;M-H, Mantel-Haensze.
eFigure 8. Forests plot of Double lung transplantation (LTx) between ex vivo lung perfusion (EVLP) group and non-EVLP group.
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OR,odds ratio; CI, confidence interval;M-H, Mantel-Haensze.
eFigure 9. Forests plot of recipient bridge by ECMO between ex vivo lung perfusion (EVLP) group and non-EVLP group.
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OR,odds ratio; CI, confidence interval;M-H, Mantel-Haensze.
eFigure 10. Forests plot of recipient body mass index (BMI) between ex vivo lung perfusion (EVLP) group and non-EVLP group.
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CI, confidence interval;SD, Standard deviation; IV, inverse-variance.
eFigure 11. Forests plot of 1-year survival between ex vivo lung perfusion (EVLP) group and non-EVLP group.
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CI, confidence interval;SE, Standard Error; IV, inverse-variance;HR,Hazard Ratio.
eFigure 12. Forests plot of 3-year survival between ex vivo lung perfusion (EVLP) group and non-EVLP group.
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CI, confidence interval;SE, Standard Error; IV, inverse-variance;HR,Hazard Ratio.
eFigure 13. Forests plot of 3-year Freedom From Chronic Lung Allograft Dysfunction survival between ex vivo lung perfusion (EVLP) group and non-EVLP group.
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CI, confidence interval;SE, Standard Error; IV, inverse-variance;HR,Hazard Ratio.
eFigure 14. Funnel plot for the visual detection of systematic publication bias in 5-year survival. 
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SE, Standard error; hR, Hazard Ratio.
eFigure 15. Funnel plot for the visual detection of systematic publication bias in 9-year survival.
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SE, Standard error; hR, Hazard Ratio.
eFigure 16. Funnel plot for the visual detection of systematic publication bias in 5-year Freedom From Chronic Lung Allograft Dysfunction survival . 
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SE, Standard error; hR, Hazard Ratio.
eFigure 17. Funnel plot for the visual detection of systematic publication bias in 9-year Freedom From Chronic Lung Allograft Dysfunction survival.
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SE, Standard error; hR, Hazard Ratio.
