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Table S1. Search Algorithm

PUBMED

# Searches

Results

Search ((((((((((((((((prognosis[MeSH Terms]) OR prognostic indices) OR
prognostic index) OR prognostic role) OR prognostic biomarker) OR prognostic
significance) OR prognostic score) OR prognostic factor) OR survival
analysis|[MeSH Terms]) OR overall survival) OR OS) OR progression-free
survival) OR PFS) OR recurrence free survival) OR RFS) OR hazard ratio) OR
HR

3213677

Search ((((((((((((((inflammatory marker) OR inflammatory index) OR systemic
inflammatory) OR neutrophil lymphocyte ratio) OR NLR) OR lymphocyte

2 monocyte ratio) OR LMR) OR platelet lymphocyte ratio) OR PLR) OR prognostic
nutritional index) OR PNI) OR red cell distribution width) OR RDW) OR C-
reactive protein) OR CRP

276988

Search ((((((((((((glioma[MeSH Terms]) OR glioblastoma) OR grade glioma) OR
malignant glioma) OR glioma prognosis) OR glial cell tumor) OR glial cell mixed
glioma) OR mixed glioma) OR malignant gliomas) OR high grade glioma) OR
diffuse intrinsic pontine glioma) OR glioblastomas) OR GBM

103396

4 Search #1 AND #2 AND #3 Filters: Humans

151

EMBASE

# Searches

Results

exp prognosis/ or (prognostic indices or prognostic index or prognostic role or
prognostic biomarker or prognostic significance or prognostic score or prognostic
factor).af. or exp survival analysis/ or (overall survival or OS or progression-free
survival or PFS or recurrence free survival or RFS or hazard ratio or HR).af.

1472666

(inflammatory marker or inflammatory index or systemic inflammatory or
neutrophil lymphocyte ratio or NLR or lymphocyte monocyte ratio or LMR or
platelet lymphocyte ratio or PLR or prognostic nutritional index or PNI or red cell
distribution width or RDW or C-reactive protein or CRP).af.

232535

exp glioma/ or (glioblastoma or grade glioma or malignant glioma or glioma
prognosis or glial cell tumor or glial cell mixed glioma or mixed glioma or
malignant gliomas or high grade glioma or diffuse intrinsic pontine glioma or
glioblastomas or GBM).af.

138159

4 limit 3 to human

110614

5 1 and 2 and 4

112




Cochrane

# Searches Results

MeSH descriptor: [Prognosis] explode all trees or (prognostic indices or prognostic
index or prognostic role or prognostic biomarker or prognostic significance or
prognostic score or prognostic factor) (Word variations have been searched) or
MeSH descriptor: [Survival Analysis] explode all trees or (overall survival or OS or
progression-free survival or PFS or recurrence free survival or RFS or hazard ratio
or HR) (Word variations have been searched)

227955

(inflammatory marker or inflammatory index or systemic inflammatory or
neutrophil lymphocyte ratio or NLR or lymphocyte monocyte ratio or LMR or
2 platelet lymphocyte ratio or PLR or prognostic nutritional index or PNI or red cell 29583
distribution width or RDW or C-reactive protein or CRP) (Word variations have
been searched)

MeSH descriptor: [Glioma] explode all trees or (glioblastoma or grade glioma or
malignant glioma or glioma prognosis or glial cell tumor or glial cell mixed glioma
or mixed glioma or malignant gliomas or high grade glioma or diffuse intrinsic
pontine glioma or glioblastomas or GBM) (Word variations have been searched)

2562

4 1 and 2 and 3 23

Web of Science

# Searches Results

TOPIC: (prognosis OR prognostic indices OR prognostic index OR prognostic role
OR prognostic biomarker OR prognostic significance OR prognostic score OR

prognostic factor OR survival analysis OR overall survival OR OS OR progression-
1 free survival OR PFS OR recurrence free survival OR RFS OR hazard ratio OR HR) | 1093651

Indexes=SCI-EXPANDED, SSCI, A&HCI, CPCI-S, CPCI-SSH, BKCI-S, BKCI-
SSH, ESCI, CCR-EXPANDED, IC Timespan=All years

TOPIC: (inflammatory marker OR inflammatory index OR systemic inflammatory

OR neutrophil lymphocyte ratio OR NLR OR lymphocyte monocyte ratio OR LMR
OR platelet lymphocyte ratio OR PLR OR prognostic nutritional index OR PNI OR
2 red cell distribution width OR RDW OR C-reactive protein OR CRP) 235006

Indexes=SCI-EXPANDED, SSCI, A&HCI, CPCI-S, CPCI-SSH, BKCI-S, BKCI-
SSH, ESCI, CCR-EXPANDED, IC Timespan=All years

TOPIC: (glioma OR glioblastoma OR grade glioma OR malignant glioma OR
glioma prognosis OR glial cell tumor OR glial cell mixed glioma OR mixed glioma
OR malignant gliomas OR high grade glioma OR diffuse intrinsic pontine glioma

3 OR glioblastomas OR GBM) 105509

Indexes=SCI-EXPANDED, SSCI, A&HCI, CPCI-S, CPCI-SSH, BKCI-S, BKCI-
SSH, ESCI, CCR-EXPANDED, IC Timespan=All years

#1 AND #2 AND #3

4 Indexes=SCI-EXPANDED, SSCI, A&HCI, CPCI-S, CPCI-SSH, ESCI 142

Timespan=All years




Figure S1. The pooled hazard ratio (HR) of neutrophil/lymphocyte ratio (NLR) for overall survival (OS) in glioma patients: subgroup analysis of (A) region; (B)
cut-off value; (C) adjustment of HR; (D) glioma grade;
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Hazard Ratio

1.2.1 Asian

Bao 2018 0.5642 0.2134  6.8% 1.76 [1.16, 2.67]
Gandhi 2018 0.1644 0.0455  8.5% 1.18 [1.08, 1.29]
Han 2015 0.7266 0.2353  6.5% 2.07 [1.30, 3.28]
Wang JL 2018 0.6586 0.3304  5.2% 1.93 [1.01, 3.69]
Wang PF 2017 0.5377 0.2612  6.1% 1.71[1.03, 2.86]
Wang PF 2018 -0.8916 0.1426  7.7% 0.41[0.31, 0.54]
Weng 2018 0.6694 0.2256  6.6% 1.95 [1.26, 3.04]
Yersal 2018 0.2295 0.2798  5.9% 1.26 [0.73, 2.18]
Zhou 2016 0.2343  0.243 6.4% 1.26 [0.79, 2.04]
Subtotal (95% CI) 59.5% 1.34 [0.95, 1.91]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.24; Chi? = 73.30, df = 8 (P < 0.00001); I* = 89%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.65 (P = 0.10)

1.2.2 Non-Asian

Auezova 2016 0.3257 0.1561  7.5%  1.38(1.02, 1.88]
Bambury 2013 0.5933 0.2647  6.1%  1.81[1.08,3.04]
Kaya 2017 0.8796 0.3309  5.2%  2.41[1.26,4.61]
Lopes 2018 0.4979 0.2195  6.7%  1.65[1.07,2.53]
Mason 2017 -0.3185 0.1172 7.9% 0.73[0.58, 0.92]
McNamara 2014 0.4971 0.1823  7.2%  1.64[1.15,2.35]
Subtotal (95% CI) 40.5%  1.45[0.99, 2.13]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.18; Chi? = 30.97, df = 5 (P < 0.00001); I = 84%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.91 (P = 0.06)

Total (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.17; Chi?

100.0% 138 [1.09, 1.74]
104.35, df = 14 (P < 0.00001); I* = 87%

i
~e—
-

Study or Subgroup _log[Hazard Ratio] SE_Weight 1V, Random, 95% Cl 1V, Random, 95% CI
1.3.2 Cut-off value <4

Auezova 2016 0.3257 0.1561  8.8%  1.38([1.02, 1.88]

Bambury 2013 0.5933 0.2647  6.0%  1.81([1.08, 3.04]

Bao 2018 0.5642 0.2134  7.3%  1.76 [1.16, 2.67] R
Gandhi 2018 0.1644 0.0455 11.5%  1.18 [1.08, 1.29] -

Han 2015 0.7266 0.2353  6.7%  2.07 [1.30, 3.28] En—
McNamara 2014 0.4971 0.1823  81%  1.64[1.15,2.35] —_—
Wang JL 2018 0.6586 0.3304  4.7%  1.93[1.01, 3.69]

Wang PF 2017 0.5377 0.2612 6.1% 1.71 [1.03, 2.86] —
Weng 2018 0.6694 0.2256  6.9%  1.95[1.26, 3.04] _—
Yersal 2018 0.2295 0.2798  5.7%  1.26(0.73,2.18] —

Zhou 2016 02343 0243  6.5%  1.26[0.79,2.04] —_
Subtotal (95% CI) 78.3% 1.53 [1.31, 1.79] L 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi? = 19.73, df = 10 (P = 0.03); I

Test for overall effect: Z = 5.25 (P < 0.00001)

1.3.3 Cut-off value >4

Kaya 2017 0.8796 0.3309  4.7%  2.41[1.26, 4.61] _—
Lopes 2018 0.4979 0.2195  7.1%  1.65[1.07, 2.53] I
Mason 2017 -0.3185 0.1172  9.9%  0.73[0.58,0.92] —

Subtotal (95% CI) 21.7% 1.36 [0.65, 2.87] e ——
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.38; Chi? = 19.37, df = 2 (P < 0.0001); I = 90%

Test for overall effect: Z 0.41)

Total (95% CI) 100.0%  1.49 [1.24, 1.78] <>
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.07; Chi? = 47.39, df = 13 (P < 0.00001); I> = 73%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.28 (P < 0.0001)
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Hazard Ratio
1V, Random, 95% CI

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.66 (P = 0.008) 02 vors ?;‘fgh NLR] Favors [éw NLR] Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.09, df = 1 (P = 0.77), I* = 0%
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.08, df = 1 (P = 0.77), I = 0%

Hazard Ratio Hazard Ratio Hazard Ratio
Study or Subgroup __log[Hazard Ratio] SE_Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI Study or Subgroup __log[Hazard Ratio] SE_Weight IV, Random, 95% CI
1.4.1 Multivariate 1.5.1 GEM
Bambury 2013 0.5933 0.2647  6.1%  1.81[1.08,3.04] Bambury 2013 0.5933 0.2647  6.1%  1.81[1.08,3.04]
Bao 2018 0.5642 0.2134  6.8%  1.76[1.16, 2.67] —_— Han 2015 0.7266 0.2353  6.5%  2.07[1.30, 3.28]
Gandhi 2018 0.1644 0.0455 8.5% 1.18 [1.08, 1.29] - Kaya 2017 0.8796 0.3309 5.2% 2.41[1.26, 4.61]
Han 2015 0.7266 0.2353  6.5%  2.07[1.30,3.28] Lopes 2018 0.4979 02195  6.7%  1.65[1.07,2.53]
Kaya 2017 0.8796 0.3309  5.2%  2.41[1.26, 4.61] Mason 2017 -0.3185 0.1172  7.9%  0.73(0.58,0.92]
Lopes 2018 0.4979 0.2195  6.7%  1.65[1.07,2.53] McNamara 2014 0.4971 0.1823  7.2%  1.64[1.15,2.35]
Mason 2017 -0.3185 0.1172  7.9%  0.73[0.58,0.92] —_— Wang PF 2017 05377 0.2612  6.1%  1.71[1.03, 2.86]
McNamara 2014 0.4971 0.1823  7.2%  1.64[1.15, 2.35] —_— Yersal 2018 0.2295 0.2798  5.9%  1.26(0.73,2.18]
Wang JL 2018 0.6586 0.3304  5.2%  1.93[1.01,3.69] e — Zhou 2016 0.2343 0243 6.4%  1.26[0.79,2.04]
Wang PF 2017 -0.8916 0.1426 7.7% 0.41[0.31, 0.54] Subtotal (95% CI) 57.8% 1.50 [1.10, 2.04]
Subtotal (95% CI) 67.6%  1.34[0.97,1.84] - Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.17; 37.11, df = 8 (P < 0.0001); I = 78%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.22; Chi? = 94.62, df = 9 (P < 0.00001); I* = 90% Test for overall effect: Z 0.01)
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.80 (P = 0.07)

1.5.2 Glioma (various grades)

1.4.2 Univariate Auezova 2016 0.3257 0.1561  7.5%  1.38(1.02, 1.88]
Auezova 2016 03257 0.1561  7.5%  1.38[1.02,1.88] — Bao 2018 0.5642 02134  6.8%  1.76[1.16,2.67]
Wang PF 2018 05377 0.2612  6.1%  1.71[1.03, 2.86] Gandhi 2018 0.1644 0.0455  8.5%  1.18(1.08, 1.29]
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Yersal 2018 0.2295 0.2798  5.9%  1.26[0.73,2.18] B Wang PF 2018 -0.8916 0.1426  7.7%  0.41[0.31,0.54]
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Subtotal (95% CI) 32.4%  1.48[1.22,1.79] - Subtotal (95% CI) 422%  1.24[0.81,1.91]
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi® = 2.76, df = 4 (P = 0.60); I* = 0% Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.25; Chi* = 65.88, df = 5 (P < 0.00001); I* = 92%
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.03 (P < 0.0001) Test for overall effect: Z = 0.99 (P = 0.32)
Total (95% CI 100.0%  1.38[1.09, 1.74] - Total (95% CI) 100.0%  1.38[1.09, 1.74]
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Bao 2018 0.5642 0.2134  6.8%  1.76[1.16, 2.67]
Gandhi 2018 0.1644 0.0455  8.5%  1.18[1.08,1.29] -
Wang JL 2018 0.6586 0.3304  5.2%  1.93[1.01,3.69]
Subtotal (95% CI) 204%  1.46 [1.03, 2.05] ——
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.06; Chi? = 5.40, df = 2 (P = 0.07); I* = 63%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.14 (P = 0.03)
1.6.2 Surgery+Adjuvant therapy
Auezova 2016 0.3257 0.1561  7.5%  1.38[1.02,1.88] —
Bambury 2013 0.5933 0.2647  6.1%  1.81[1.08,3.04]
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Kaya 2017 0.8796 0.3309  5.2%  2.41[1.26, 4.61] —_—
Lopes 2018 0.4979 02195  6.7%  1.65[1.07,2.53] e
Mason 2017 -0.3185 0.1172  7.9%  0.73[0.58,0.92] —_—
McNamara 2014 0.4971 0.1823  7.2%  1.64[1.15,2.35] —_—
Wang PF 2017 0.5377 0.2612  6.1%  1.71[1.03, 2.86]
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Subtotal (95% CI) . 1.36 [0.97, 1.91] g
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.31; Chi? = 97.02, df = 11 (P < 0.00001); I* = 89%
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Total (95% CI) 100.0%  1.38[1.09, 1.74] -
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Test for overall effect: Z = 2.66 (P = 0.008) i
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Figure S2. The pooled hazard ratio (HR) of platelet/lymphocyte ratio (PLR) for overall survival (OS) in glioma patients: subgroup analysis of (A) region; (B)
cut-off value; (C) adjustment of HR; (D) glioma grade; (E) treatment; random-effects model.
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Study or Subgroup __log[Hazard Ratio] SE_Weight 1V, 95% CI v, 95% CI D Study or Subgroup  log[Hazard Ratio] SE_Weight 1V, d 95% Cl v, 95% ClI
2.2.1 Asian k) 2.3.1 Cut-off value <150
Bao 2018 0.2577 0.1813 15.4% 1.29[0.91, 1.85] T Bao 2018 0.2577 0.1813 15.4% 1.29[0.91, 1.85] e
Han 2015 0.0227 0.2175 13.8% 1.02 [0.67, 1.57] e Han 2015 0.0227 0.2175 13.8% 1.02[0.67, 1.57] —_—
Wang JL 2018 0.0296 0.3118 10.2% 1.03 [0.56, 1.90] — Lopes 2018 0.001 0.0163 21.0% 1.00 [0.97, 1.03]
Wang PF 2017 -0.6733 0.1777 15.6% 0.51[0.36, 0.72] - Wang PF 2018 0.7183 0.2374 13.0% 2.05[1.29, 3.27] —_—
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Subtotal (95% Cl) 21.0%  1.00 [0.97, 1.03] Wang PF 2017 -0.6733 0.1777 15.6%  0.51[0.36, 0.72] —_—
Heterogeneity: Not applicable Subtotal (95% Cl) 25.8%  0.69 [0.35, 1.37] ——l——
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.06 (P = 0.95) Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.18; Chi? = 3.84, df = 1 (P = 0.05); I = 74%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.06 (P = 0.29)
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 0.99 [0.75, 1.29] ’

Total (95% CI) 100.0% 0.99 [0.75, 1.29]
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2.4.1 Multivariate 2.5.1 GEM
Bao 2018 0.2577 0.1813  15.4% 1.29[0.91, 1.85) T— -
Han 2015 0.0227 0.2175 13.8% 1.02[0.67, 1.57] I

Han 2015 0.0227 0.2175 13.8% 1.02[0.67, 1.57. '
Lopes 2018 0.001 00163 21.0% 100 {0.97‘ 1.03} Lopes 2018 0.001 0.0163 21.0%  1.00[0.97, 1.03]
Wang JL 2018 0.0296 0.3118 10.2% 1.03 [0.56, 1.90] _ Wang PF 2017 -0.6733 0.1777 15.6% 0.51[0.36, 0.72] —_— |
Wang PF 2017 -0.6733 0.1777 15.6%  0.51[0.36, 0.72] —_— Yersal 2018 | -0.4463 0.2865 11.0%  0.64[0.37,1.12] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 76.0%  0.93[0.70, 1.22] - Subtotal (95% CI) 61.4%  0.78[0.54, 1.13] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.07; Chi? = 16.38, df = 4 (P = 0.003); I> = 76% Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.11; Chi® = 16.67, df = 3 (P = 0.0008); I* = 82%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.55 (P = 0.59) Test for overall effect: Z = 1.33 (P = 0.18)
2.4.2 Univariate 2.5.2 Glioma (various grades)
Wang PF 2018 0.7183 0.2374 13.0% 2.05[1.29, 3.27] e — Bao 2018 0.2577 0.1813 15.4% 1.29[0.91, 1.85] T
Yersal 2018 -0.4463 0.2865 11.0% 0.64[0.37, 1.12] e Wang JL 2018 0.0296 0.3118 10.2% 1.03 [0.56, 1.90] e —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 24.0%  1.16 [0.37, 3.63] e — Wang PF 2018 0.7183 02374 13.0% 2.05[1.29, 3.27] _
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.61; Chi? = 9.80, df = 1 (P = 0.002); 12 = 90% Subtotal (95% CI) 38.6% 1.43 [0.99, 2.06] i
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Wang JL 2018 0.0296 0.3118 10.2% 1.03 [0.56, 1.90] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 25.6% 1.22 [0.90, 1.66] -~
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.40, df = 1 (P = 0.53); I*> = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.28 (P = 0.20)

2.6.2 Surgery+Adjuvant therapy

Han 2015 0.0227 0.2175 13.8% 1.02[0.67, 1.57] [ —
Lopes 2018 0.001 0.0163 21.0% 1.00[0.97, 1.03]

Wang PF 2017 -0.6733 0.1777 15.6% 0.51[0.36, 0.72] I —

Wang PF 2018 0.7183 0.2374 13.0% 2.05[1.29, 3.27] e —
Yersal 2018 -0.4463 0.2865 11.0% 0.64[0.37, 1.12] —T
Subtotal (95% CI) 74.4% 0.93 [0.64, 1.33] -~
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.13; Chi? = 25.93, df = 4 (P < 0.0001); I* = 85%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.41 (P = 0.68)

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.09; Chi? = 27.98, df = 6 (P < 0.0001); I> = 79%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.11 (P = 0.91)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 1.30, df = 1 (P = 0.25), I = 22.8%
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Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.09; Chi? = 27.98, df = 6 (P < 0.0001); I* = 79%
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