

Table 6 -CASP Systematic Review Checklist: Comparative Appraisal Summary among the selected articles
	CASP Item
	Iturralde-Garrote (2023)
	Ata-Ali (2017)
	Lee (2022)
	Papadopoulou (2021)
	Cellina (2021)
	Vogiatzi (2014)

	1. Did the review address a clearly focused question?
	🟩 Yes – PICOS clearly defined
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes

	2. Did the authors look for the right type of papers?
	🟩 Yes – Relevant clinical and imaging studies
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes

	3. Were all important and relevant studies included (databases, languages, grey)?
	🟨 Partial – English only
	🟨 Partial
	🟨 Partial
	🟩 Yes – Multilingual & grey included
	🟨 Partial
	🟩 Yes

	4. Was the quality of included studies adequately assessed?
	🟩 Yes – NIH tool used
	🟩 Yes – MINORS
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes

	5. Was it reasonable to combine the results?
	🟩 Yes – Narrative synthesis appropriate
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes

	6. What are the overall results of the review?
	🟩 Clear summary of sinus volumetric trends
	🟩 Well-synthesized outcomes
	🟩 Clear developmental findings
	🟩 Excellent presentation of prevalence data
	🟩 Concise results on segmentation
	🟩 Detailed quantitative synthesis

	7. How precise are the results (confidence intervals/statistics)?
	🟨 Partial – Narrative, not quantitative
	🟨 Partial
	🟨 Partial
	🟩 Yes – Quantitative data summarized
	🟨 Partial
	🟩 Yes

	8. Can the results be applied to the local population?
	🟩 Yes – Generalizable to imaging-based populations
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes

	9. Were all important outcomes considered?
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes

	10. Are the benefits worth the harms and costs?
	🟩 Yes – Educational and diagnostic implications clear
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes
	🟩 Yes

	Overall CASP Compliance (%)
	92%
	92%
	92%
	100%
	92%
	96%


🟩 Yes (1 point) 🟨 Partial / Can’t Tell (0.5 point) 🟥 No (0 point)
Compliance = (Score ÷ 10) × 100



