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Appendix 1. Full electronic search strategy for PubMed/MEDLINE
( "Abdominal Pain"[Mesh] OR "right iliac fossa"[Title/Abstract] OR "right lower quadrant"[Title/Abstract] OR "right lower quadrant pain"[Title/Abstract] OR "lower abdominal pain"[Title/Abstract] OR "abdominal pain"[Title/Abstract] ) 
AND 
( "macroscopically normal appendix"[Title/Abstract] OR "macroscopically normal appendices"[Title/Abstract] OR "normal appearing appendix"[Title/Abstract] OR "normal-appearing appendix"[Title/Abstract] OR "grossly normal appendix"[Title/Abstract] OR "negative appendectomy"[Title/Abstract] OR "negative appendicectomy"[Title/Abstract] OR "false-negative appendectomy"[Title/Abstract] OR "false negative appendectomy"[Title/Abstract] ) 
AND 
( "Appendicitis"[Mesh] OR appendicitis[Title/Abstract] OR "Laparoscopy"[Mesh] OR laparoscopy[Title/Abstract] OR "diagnostic laparoscopy"[Title/Abstract] OR "Appendectomy"[Mesh] OR appendectomy[Title/Abstract] OR appendicectomy[Title/Abstract] )














Appendix 2. Modified Newcastle–Ottawa Scale for Quality Assessment of Included Studies
Scoring system
Each item was scored from 0 to 3:
· 0 = Definitely no (high risk of bias) 
· 1 = Mostly no 
· 2 = Mostly yes 
· 3 = Definitely yes (low risk of bias) 
A higher score indicated stronger methodological quality and a lower risk of bias.
1. Was the source population appropriate and representative of the population of interest?
Score: 0  1  2  3
High risk of bias        Low risk of bias
Low risk of bias: Participants were selected consecutively or randomly from a population representative of the condition under investigation.
Moderate risk of bias: Participants were selected consecutively or randomly, but the source population was not fully representative of the population of interest.
High risk of bias: The source population was poorly defined or could not be enumerated, for example because participants were self-selected or recruited through volunteering.
2. Was the sample size adequate to estimate the outcome of interest with sufficient precision?
Score: 0  1  2  3
High risk of bias        Low risk of bias
Low risk of bias: The sample size was adequate and sufficient to estimate the outcome with reasonable precision or detect a clinically meaningful difference, where applicable.
Moderate risk of bias: The sample size was limited, but the study provided sufficient data to estimate the outcome.
High risk of bias: The sample size was small and inadequate to estimate the outcome reliably.
3. Did the study identify and account for relevant variables or confounders that could influence the outcome?
Score: 0  1  2  3
High risk of bias        Low risk of bias
Low risk of bias: The study identified and appropriately accounted for the main variables or confounders likely to influence the relationship between exposure and outcome.
Moderate risk of bias: The study identified relevant variables or confounders but did not fully adjust for or explore their influence.
High risk of bias: The study did not report or account for important variables or confounders, despite their likely influence on the outcome.
4. Were the statistical methods appropriate for the study design and outcome of interest?
Score: 0  1  2  3
High risk of bias        Low risk of bias
Low risk of bias: The study used and adequately described statistical methods appropriate to the study design and outcome.
Moderate risk of bias: The statistical methods were broadly appropriate but incompletely reported, or some aspects of the analysis were suboptimal.
High risk of bias: The study used inappropriate statistical methods or provided insufficient information to determine whether the analysis was appropriate.
5. Was missing data limited and handled appropriately?
Score: 0  1  2  3
High risk of bias        Low risk of bias
Low risk of bias: Missing data were minimal, generally below 10%, and the study clearly described how missing observations were handled.
Moderate risk of bias: Missing data were substantial, but the study reported and applied a reasonable method for addressing them.
High risk of bias: Missing data were substantial and were neither adequately described nor appropriately addressed.
6. Was the method used to measure the outcome clearly described and appropriate?
Score: 0  1  2  3
High risk of bias        Low risk of bias
Low risk of bias: The study provided a detailed description of the outcome measurement method, and the method was appropriate for the outcome of interest.
Moderate risk of bias: The outcome measurement method was only partly described but appeared broadly appropriate and justified.
High risk of bias: The study provided limited information on outcome measurement, or the method was inappropriate for the outcome being assessed.
7. Was the outcome assessed objectively?
Score: 0  1  2  3
High risk of bias        Low risk of bias
Low risk of bias: The study used objective methods to determine outcome status, such as histopathological examination, laboratory measurements, or medical records.
Moderate risk of bias: The study relied partly on subjective assessment or incompletely described how outcome status was determined.
High risk of bias: Outcome assessment was predominantly subjective, inadequately reported, or unlikely to provide a reliable classification.
8. Where comparative groups were included, were the groups sufficiently comparable?
Score: 0  1  2  3
High risk of bias        Low risk of bias
Low risk of bias: Groups were matched at the design stage and/or relevant confounders were appropriately adjusted for in the analysis. Statements that groups were not statistically different were not considered sufficient evidence of comparability.
Moderate risk of bias: Some efforts were made to establish comparability, but residual differences between groups were likely.
High risk of bias: Groups were not matched, relevant confounders were not adjusted for, or comparability was not reported.
Not applicable: This item should be recorded as not applicable for single-group studies without a comparator.
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