Supplementary Table 2.4.1: SRMA-specific and total risk of bias assessments and corresponding ROB tools used.
	Datasets
	ROB tool
	Number of ROB assessments

	Gradient SRMA
	ROBINS-I
	88

	LLM SRMA
	ROBINS-I
	96

	TIVA SRMA
	ROB 2
	168

	VR SRMA
	ROBINS-I and ROB 2
	46

	All SRMAs
	ROBINS-I and ROB 2
	398



Supplementary Table 2.4.2: ROBINS-I domain-specific performance of GPT 5.1 Pro’s risk of bias assessments, pooled across all SRMAs.
	ROBINS-I risk of bias domain
	Accuracy [95% CI]

	Domain 1: Bias due to confounding
	0.88 [0.69, 0.96]

	Domain 2: Bias in selection of participants
	0.83 [0.64, 0.93]

	Domain 3: Bias in classification of interventions
	0.92 [0.74, 0.98]

	Domain 4: Bias due to deviations from intended interventions
	0.96 [0.8, 0.99]

	Domain 5: Bias due to missing data
	0.92 [0.74, 0.98]

	Domain 6: Bias in measurement of outcomes
	0.88 [0.69, 0.96]

	Domain 7: Bias in selection of the reported result
	0.83 [0.64, 0.93]

	Overall judgement
	0.83 [0.64, 0.93]



Supplementary Table 2.4.3: ROB 2 domain-specific performance of GPT 5.1 Pro’s risk of bias assessments, pooled across all SRMAs.
	ROB 2 risk of bias domain
	Accuracy [95% CI]

	Domain 1: Bias due to randomization
	0.88 [0.73, 0.95]

	Domain 2: Bias due to deviations from the intended interventions
	0.76 [0.59, 0.87]

	Domain 3: Bias due to missing outcome data
	0.82 [0.66, 0.91]

	Domain 4: Bias in measurement of the outcome
	0.85 [0.69, 0.93]

	Domain 5: Bias in selection of reported results
	0.88 [0.73, 0.95]

	Overall judgement
	0.52 [0.35, 0.68]



GPT seems to generally match or outperform humans in every risk of bias domain(45,82,83), while underperforming in ROB 2’s overall risk of bias domain assessments. This discrepancy arose from the differential “interpretation” of the ROB 2 tool’s “overall judgement” section by expert reviewers and GPT. Expert reviewers consistently assessed overall ROB as lower than GPT because they considered the requirements for “high” overall risk to be usually at least 3 domains assessed as “some concerns”. Conversely, it retrospectively seems GPT attributed a “high” overall risk for studies that had at least 2 domains with the same assessment.
