	Study 
	Bias due to confounding 
	Bias in selection of participants into the study
	Bias in classification of intervention
	Bias due to deviation from intended intervention
	Bias due to missing data
	Bias in the measurement of outcomes
	Bias in selection of reported results
	Overall

	Chen et al. 2018 (36)
	NI
	Low
All patients with meningioma who had undergone surgery were included.
	NI
	NI
	NI
	Serious risk
The outcome measure was subjective and the outcome was assessed by assessors aware of the intervention.
	Moderate 
	Serious

	Dohm et al. 2017 (26)
	Critical
Patient selection for RT vs. observation was based on physician discretion. There was no comparison between patient characteristics between the RT vs no RT arm. 
	Low
All patients with Grade 2 meningioma who underwent surgical resection were selected from the neuro-pathology database.
	NI
	NI
	NI
	Serious risk
The outcome measure was subjective (relapse-free survival) and the outcome was assessed by assessors aware of the intervention.
	Moderate 
	Critical

	Graffeo et al. 2017 (34)
	Serious
(Institution practice is observation, but some patients were referred for adjuvant RT, due to unknown reasons). Therefore, it is possible that these patients were judged to be at higher risk of recurrence by the operation surgeon. 
	Low
	NI
	NI
	NI
	Serious risk
The outcome measure was subjective (relapse-free survival) and the outcome was assessed by assessors aware of the intervention.
	Moderate 
	Serious

	Hammouche et al. 2014 (27)
	NI
	Low
All participants who had surgical resection were included, and all were followed by from start of surgery.
	Moderate
The intervention is well defined and some aspects of the assignments were determined retrospectively. 
	NI
	NI
	Serious risk
The outcome measure was subjective (relapse-free survival) and the outcome was assessed by assessors aware of the intervention. 
	Moderate
	Serious

	Jenkinson et al. 2016 (15)
	NI

	Critical 
Extent of resection was based on surgeon’s opinion,  no routine post-op MRI.
	NI
	NI
	NI
	Serious
Subjective outcome measure (PFS) assessed by assessors aware of the intervention
	Moderate
	Critical

	Keric et al. 2020 (28)
	NI
	Low
All participants who had surgical resection were included, and all were followed by from start of surgery.
	NI 
	NI
	NI
	Serious risk
The outcome measure was subjective (PFS) and the outcome was assessed by assessors aware of the intervention.
	Moderate
	Serious

	Lee et al. 2013 (29)
	NI
	Low 
All patients who with AM and surgery were included.
	NI
	NI
	NI
	Serious
Subjective outcome measure (PFS) assessed by assessors aware of the intervention.
	Moderate
	Serious

	Park et al. 2013 (33)
	Critical
Decision for adjuvant RT was at the discretion of the referring surgeons rather than objective parameters. 
	Moderate 
All patients with AM and GTR included however 2 patients outside the inclusion criteria included at the investigators’ discretion.
	NI
	NI
	NI
	Serious 
Subjective outcome measure (PFS) assessed by assessors aware of the intervention.
	Moderate
	Critical

	Pant et al. 2018 (30)
	Serious 
Decision for adjuvant RT was based on physician discretion, institution bias and patient/caregiver preference. 
	Low 
All patients with AM and GTR were included. 
	NI
	NI
	NI
	Serious
Subjective outcome measure (PFS) assessed by assessors aware of the intervention.
	Moderate
	Serious

	Shakir et al.  2018 (31)
	Critical
Patient selection for RT vs observation was based on physician discretion. There was no comparison between patient characteristics between the RT vs no RT arm. 
	Low
All participants who had surgical resection were included, and all were followed by from start of surgery.
	NI
	NI
	NI
	Serious risk
The outcome measure was subjective (PFS) and the outcome was assessed by assessors aware of the intervention.
	Moderate
	Critical 

	Sun et al. 2014 (32)
	Serious 
Decision for adjuvant RT was based on physician preference rather than predetermined protocol. 
	Low 
All pts with AM and GTR were included. 
	NI
	NI
	NI
	Serious 
Subjective outcome measure (PFS) assessed by assessors aware of the intervention. 
	Moderate
	Serious

	Zhi et al.  2018 (35)
	Serious
Application of adjuvant RT was determined by the treating MDT physicians & patient. Characteristics were comparable. higher proportion of GTR did not receive adjuvant RT. 
	Low 
All patients with AM and surgical resection were included. 
	NI
	NI
	NI
	Serious
The outcome was assessed by assessors aware of the intervention. 
(Outcomes measured LC, PFS, OS). 
	Moderate
	Serious
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