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Search strategy: -
PubMed;
1-(Liver neoplasm* OR Hepatic Neoplasm* OR Hepatocellular Cancer* OR Liver Cancer* OR Hepatic Cancer* OR Hepatocellular Carcinoma* OR HCC OR Liver Cancer OR Liver cell Carcinoma* OR Hepatoma* OR hepatic malignanc*)
2- (Laparoscopic OR Laparoscop* OR Celioscop* OR Peritoneoscop* OR Laparoscopic Surgery) 
3- (Hepatectomy AND Hepatectomies) 
4- (Radiofrequency OR Radiofrequency Ablation OR Radio Frequency Ablation OR Radio-frequency Ablation) 
5- #1 AND #2 AND #3 AND #4
No limitations were applied.
Filed of search: All fields’
From inception to July 31, 2023
Results: 206
Cochrane:
1-(Liver neoplasm* OR Hepatic Neoplasm* OR Hepatocellular Cancer* OR Liver Cancer* OR Hepatic Cancer* OR Hepatocellular Carcinoma* OR HCC OR Liver Cancer OR Liver cell Carcinoma* OR Hepatoma* OR hepatic malignanc*)
2- (Laparoscopic OR Laparoscop* OR Celioscop* OR Peritoneoscop* OR Laparoscopic Surgery) 
3- (Hepatectomy AND Hepatectomies) 
4- (Radiofrequency OR Radiofrequency Ablation OR Radio Frequency Ablation OR Radio-frequency Ablation) 
5- #1 AND #2 AND #3 AND #4
No limitations were applied.
From inception to July 31, 2023
Filed of search: All fields
Results: 17
Web of Science: 
1- ALL=(Liver neoplasm* OR Hepatic Neoplasm* OR Hepatocellular Cancer* OR Liver Cancer* OR Hepatic Cancer* OR Hepatocellular Carcinoma* OR HCC OR Liver Cancer OR Liver cell Carcinoma* OR Hepatoma* OR hepatic malignanc*)
2- ALL= (Laparoscopic OR Laparoscop* OR Celioscop* OR Peritoneoscop* OR Laparoscopic Surgery) 
3-  ALL=(Hepatectomy AND Hepatectomies) 
4- ALL=(Radiofrequency OR Radiofrequency Ablation OR Radio Frequency Ablation OR Radio-frequency Ablation) 
5- ALL= (#1 AND #2 AND #3 AND #4)
No limitations were applied.
From inception to July 31, 2023
Results: 12

Scopus:

1-TITLE-ABS-KEY (“Liver neoplasm* “OR” Hepatic Neoplasm*” OR “Hepatocellular Cancer*” OR “Liver Cancer*” OR” Hepatic Cancer*” OR” Hepatocellular Carcinoma*” OR HCC OR” Liver Cancer “OR “Liver cell Carcinoma*” OR Hepatoma* OR “hepatic malignanc*”)
2-TITLE-ABS-KEY (Laparoscopic OR Laparoscop* OR Celioscop* OR Peritoneoscop* OR Laparoscopic Surgery) 
3- TITLE-ABS-KEY(Hepatectomy AND Hepatectomies) 
4- TITLE-ABS-KEY(Radiofrequency OR” Radiofrequency Ablation” OR” Radio Frequency Ablation “OR “Radio-frequency Ablation”) 
5-TITLE-ABS-KEY (#1 AND #2 AND #3 AND #4)
No limitations were applied.
From inception to July 31, 2023
Results: 292
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Supplementary figure S1: Sensitivity analysis of overall survival at 3 years
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Supplementary figure S2: Sensitivity analysis of overall survival at 5 years
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Supplementary file figure S3: Forrest plot illustrating subgroup analysis for 1-year overall survival based on RFA type 
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[bookmark: _heading=h.gjdgxs]Supplementary file figure S4: Forrest plot illustrating Subgroup analysis for 3-years overall survival based on RFA type 
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Supplementary file figure S5: Sensitivity analysis of laparoscopic subgroup overall survival at 3 years
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Supplementary file figure S6: Sensitivity analysis of percutaneous subgroup overall survival at 3 years[image: ]


Supplementary file figure S7:Forrest plot illustrating Subgroup analysis for 5-years overall survival based on RFA type 
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Supplementary file figure S8 :Sensitivity analysis of percutaneous subgroup overall survival at 5 years
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Supplementary file figure S9:Sensitivity analysis of laparoscopic subgroup overall survival at 5 years
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[image: ]Supplementary file figure S10: Meta-Regression Analysis of Covariates and 1-Year overall Survival




Supplementary file figure S11:Forrest plot illustrating overall survival PSM
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Supplementary file figure S12: Sensitivity analysis of overall survival PSM at 5 years
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Supplementary file Figure S13:Sensitivity analysis of disease-free survival at 3 years
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Supplementary file Figure S14:Sensitivity analysis of disease-free survival at 1 year
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Supplementary file Figure S15:Sensitivity analysis of Disease-free survival at 5 years[image: ]


Supplementary file Figure S16: Forrest plot illustrating disease-free survival PSM
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Supplementary file Figure S17:Sensitivity analysis of disease-free survival PSM at 1 year
[image: ]


Supplementary file Figure S18: Sensitivity analysis of disease-free survival PSM at 3 years
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Supplementary file Figure S19: Sensitivity analysis of recurrence-free survival at 1 year
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Supplementary file Figure S20:Sensitivity analysis of recurrence-free survival at 3 years[image: ]


Supplementary file Figure S21:Sensitivity analysis of recurrence-free survival at 5 years
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Supplementary file Figure S22: Forrest plot illustrating subgroup analysis for 1-year recurrence-free survival based on RFA type 
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Supplementary file Figure S23: Forrest plot illustrating subgroup analysis for 3-years recurrence-free survival based on RFA type [image: ]


Supplementary file Figure S24: Sensitivity analysis of percutaneous subgroup recurrence free survival at 1 year
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Supplementary file Figure S25:Sensitivity analysis of percutaneous subgroup recurrence free survival at 3 years
[image: ]


Supplementary file Figure S26 :Sensitivity analysis of laparoscopic subgroup recurrence free survival at 1 year
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Supplementary file Figure S27 :Sensitivity analysis of laparoscopic subgroup recurrence free survival at 3 years
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Supplementary file Figure S28; Forrest plot illustrating Subgroup analysis for 5-years Recurrence-free survival based on RFA type 
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Supplementary file Figure S29:Sensitivity analysis of percutaneous subgroup recurrence free survival at 5 years[image: ]


Supplementary file Figure S30: Sensitivity analysis of laparoscopic subgroup recurrence free survival at 5 years[image: ]


Supplementary file Figure S31: Forrest plot illustrating recurrence-free survival PSM
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Supplementary file Figure S32:Sensitivity analysis of recurrence-free survival PSM at 1 year
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Supplementary file Figure S33: Sensitivity analysis of recurrence-free survival PSM at 5 years
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Supplementary file Figure S34: Sensitivity analysis of recurrence-free survival PSM at 3 years
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Supplementary file Figure S35:Sensitivity analysis of local recurrence
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Supplementary file Figure S36: Forrest plot illustrating Subgroup analysis for local recurrence based on RFA type 
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Supplementary file Figure S37:Sensitivity analysis of percutaneous subgroup local recurrence
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Supplementary file Figure S38:Sensitivity analysis of laparoscopic subgroup local recurrence
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Supplementary file Figure S39: Forrest plot illustrating intrahepatic recurrence
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Supplementary file Figure S40:Sensitivity analysis of intrahepatic recurrence
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Supplementary file Figure S41:Forrest plot illustrating extrahepatic recurrence
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Supplementary file Figure S42:Forrest plot illustrating duration of surgery
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Supplementary file Figure S43:Sensitivity analysis of duration of surgery
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Supplementary file Figure S44: Forrest plot illustrating incidence of blood transfusion during surgery
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Supplementary file Figure S45:Forrest plot illustrating all complications
[image: ]


Supplementary file Figure S46:Forrest plot illustrating 90-days mortality
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Supplementary file Figure S47:Forrest plot illustrating 30-days mortality
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Supplementary file Figure S48:Forrest plot illustrating major complications
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Supplementary file Figure S49:Forrest plot illustrating duration of hospital stay
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Supplementary file Figure S50:Sensitivity analysis of duration of hospital stay
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Supplementary file Figure S51:Funnel plot for the local recurrence 
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Supplementary file Figure S52:Funnel plot (trim and fill method) for the local recurrence 
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