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Additional file 2
CREDES checklist 
The table below indicates where each CREDES recommendation is addressed and provides study-specific notes where the original recommendation required contextual interpretation.

	CREDES domain
	CREDES item
	Information in the manuscript
	Study specific notes 

	Rationale for the choice of the Delphi technique
	Justification
	Background – study aim; Methods – Phase 2: Content validation; Delphi technique
	The Delphi technique was used as a structured and iterative method to obtain expert evaluation of item relevance, clarity and acceptability and to guide item refinement during content validation. Its role within the broader instrument-development process is described in the manuscript.

	Planning and design
	Planning and process
	Methods – Phase 2: Delphi technique; Data collection; Data analysis
	The manuscript describes the iterative Delphi process, progression of items between rounds, between-round feedback, re-evaluation of revised or unresolved items and content-related stopping criteria. CREDES was applied retrospectively for reporting purposes rather than as a prospective study-planning framework.

	
	Definition of consensus
	Methods – Phase 2: Data collection; Data analysis
	Consensus was defined a priori as ≥75% of participating experts rating an item 5 or 6 for relevance, clarity and acceptability. A median relevance score of ≥4 was used as a supplementary criterion. Item-level content-validity indices were also calculated, while modified kappa and S-CVI/Ave were used as complementary content-validity statistics. The stopping criteria for the Delphi process are reported.

	Study conduct
	Informational input
	Methods – Phase 1: Instrument development; Phase 2: Data collection
	The initial item set was informed by the literature and a structured expert consensus process. The manuscript describes the information provided to participants between Delphi rounds and how revised items were presented for re-evaluation. Formal pilot testing of the Delphi questionnaire or feedback materials was not conducted.

	
	Prevention of bias
	Methods – Phase 2: Expert panel and Data collection; Declarations – Competing interests
	Responses were collected anonymously, predefined decision criteria were applied, and none of the Phase 1 experts or study authors participated as Delphi panellists. The manuscript also reports the nature of the feedback provided between rounds. No competing interests were declared.

	
	Interpretation and processing of results
	Methods – Phase 2: Data analysis; Results – Phase 2; Discussion; Strengths and limitations
	Quantitative ratings and qualitative comments were considered jointly, and items could be revised even when quantitative criteria had been met. The manuscript distinguishes agreement among the experts participating in a given round from longitudinal convergence among the same individuals. Non-consensus informed item revision or deletion, and no unresolved content-related disagreement remained at the end of the Delphi process.

	
	External validation
	No direct equivalent in the present Delphi phase
	In the original CREDES framework, external validation refers to independent review or endorsement of resulting practice guidance. The present study concerned instrument development and content validation rather than development of practice guidance. Subsequent pilot testing and planned further psychometric validation are reported separately and are not presented as equivalent to external endorsement.

	Reporting
	Purpose and rationale
	Background – aim and objectives; Methods – Design and Phase 2: Content validation/Delphi technique
	The overall study aim and the specific purpose of the Delphi phase are clearly described. The Delphi process was used to obtain structured expert evaluation and iterative refinement of the developing instrument as part of the content-validation process.

	
	Expert panel
	Methods – Phase 2: Expert panel and Data collection; Results – Phase 2: Participants; Table 1
	The manuscript reports purposive recruitment, eligibility criteria, professional settings, experience requirements, invited panel size, participation and response rates per round, and panel characteristics. Reasons for non-response were unavailable and are reported as such.

	
	Description of the methods
	Methods – Phase 1: Instrument development; Phase 2: Delphi technique, Expert panel, Data collection and Data analysis; Additional file 3
	The manuscript describes the preparatory literature-informed instrument development, response format, number and structure of rounds, consensus criteria, qualitative feedback, quantitative analyses, between-round processing and methodological decisions. Formal pilot testing of the Delphi questionnaire and feedback materials was not conducted.

	
	Procedure
	Figure 1; Results – Phase 2: Table 2; Additional file 3
	Figure 1 presents the overall study design, Table 2 summarises the number of items evaluated and the decisions taken in each Delphi round, and Additional file 3 provides detailed item-level progression. Together, these provide an overview of the Delphi procedure. No separate Delphi-specific flowchart was included.

	
	Definition and attainment of consensus
	Methods – Phase 2: Data collection and Data analysis; Results – Phase 2: Delphi technique; Table 2
	The predefined consensus and retention criteria, handling of revised or unresolved items and stopping criteria are reported. Results are presented separately by round. Because participation was anonymous, consensus is interpreted as agreement among the experts participating in the relevant round rather than as longitudinal convergence among the same individuals.

	
	Results
	Results – Phase 2: Participants, Delphi technique and Content validity; Tables 1, 2 and 4; Additional file 3
	Results are reported separately for rounds 1, 2 and 3, including item retention, revision, deletion and re-evaluation. Table 2 summarises progression across rounds, Additional file 3 provides detailed item-level relevance, clarity and acceptability ratings and corresponding actions, and Table 4 reports final I-CVI and modified kappa values.

	
	Discussion of limitations
	Discussion – Strengths and limitations
	The manuscript discusses limitations relevant to interpretation of the Delphi findings, including panel size and setting, anonymous participation and possible variation in panel composition, possible selection bias, available information on delegation-specific expertise, and the distinction between round-specific group agreement and stable-panel convergence. The scope of the content-validity evaluation is also discussed.

	
	Adequacy of conclusions 
	Discussion; Conclusion
	The conclusions reflect the early stage of instrument validation and distinguish the present evidence regarding content validity and preliminary measurement characteristics from the further structural, construct and clinical validation required before routine use.

	
	Publication and dissemination
	Results – Table 3; Additional file 4; Discussion – Implications for research and practice; Conclusion
	The resulting 16-item instrument is clearly identifiable. An author-translated English item set is presented in Table 3 and the original Dutch-language instrument is provided as Additional file 4. Potential educational and clinical applications and requirements for further validation are discussed. Implementation and professional-endorsement elements of the original CREDES recommendation for practice guidance are not directly applicable at this stage of instrument development.
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