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[bookmark: content-validity-index-cvi]1. Content Validity Index (CVI)
Content validity was quantified using the Content Validity Index (CVI) at both item and scale levels, following the procedures outlined by Yusoff (2019) and Polit and Beck (2006)(1, 2).

[bookmark: rating-procedure]1.1 Rating Procedure
Expert panel members rated each item’s relevance to the target construct using a 4-point ordinal scale:
	Rating
	Interpretation

	1
	Not relevant

	2
	Somewhat relevant

	3
	Relevant

	4
	Highly relevant

	
	


[bookmark: dichotomisation]1.2 Dichotomisation
Prior to CVI computation, ratings were dichotomised as follows:
· Ratings of 3 or 4 → coded as 1 (relevant)
· Ratings of 1 or 2 → coded as 0 (not relevant)

[bookmark: item-level-content-validity-index-i-cvi]1.3 Item-Level Content Validity Index (I-CVI)
The I-CVI for each item was calculated as the proportion of experts who rated the item as relevant (i.e., assigned a rating of 3 or 4):

Where  = number of experts rating the item as relevant (score of 3 or 4) 
              = total number of experts
Interpretation: For a panel of nine experts, an I-CVI ≥ 0.78 was considered acceptable, indicating that at least 7 of 9 experts rated the item as relevant (3).
Example calculation: If 8 out of 9 experts rated an item as relevant:


[bookmark: scale-level-content-validity-index-s-cvi]1.4 Scale-Level Content Validity Index (S-CVI)
The S-CVI was computed using two complementary methods:
[bookmark: s-cviave-average-method]1.4.1 S-CVI/Ave (Average Method)
The S-CVI/Ave represents the mean of I-CVI values across all items:

Where: -  = total number of items -  = I-CVI value for item 
Equivalently, this can be computed as the mean across experts of their proportion of items judged relevant.

[bookmark: s-cviua-universal-agreement-method]1.4.2 S-CVI/UA (Universal Agreement Method)
The S-CVI/UA represents the proportion of items that achieved universal agreement (i.e., all experts rated the item as relevant):

Where: -  = 1 if all experts assigned a rating of 3 or 4 to item ; otherwise  = 0 -  = total number of items

The same calculation method can be applied to evaluate clarity, simplicity, and ambiguity ratings

[bookmark: content-validity-ratio-cvr]2. Content Validity Ratio (CVR)
[bookmark: cvr-formula]The Content Validity Ratio (CVR) was computed using Lawshe’s (1975) essentiality method (4).

2.1 CVR Formula
The CVR for each item was calculated as:

Where:  = number of experts indicating the item is “essential.” 
               = total number of experts
[bookmark: interpretation]2.2 Interpretation
· CVR values range from −1 to +1
· Positive values indicate that more than half of the experts rated the item as essential
· Higher values indicate stronger consensus on essentiality
· A CVR of 0 indicates that exactly half of the experts rated the item as essential

For a panel of nine experts, a CVR ≥ 0.78 was considered acceptable, based on Lawshe’s critical values table (4).
Example calculation: If 8 out of 9 experts rated an item as essential:

[bookmark: scale-level-cvr-s-cvr]
[bookmark: face-validity-index-fvi]3. Face Validity Index (FVI)
Face validity was quantified using the Face Validity Index (FVI) at both item and scale levels, following the procedures outlined by Yusoff (2019) (5).

[bookmark: rating-procedure-2]3.1 Rating Procedure
Participants (patients with virtual consultation experience) rated the clarity and comprehensibility of each item using a 4-point ordinal scale:
	Rating
	Interpretation

	1
	Not clear and not understandable

	2
	Somewhat clear and understandable

	3
	Clear and understandable

	4
	Very clear and highly understandable

	
	


[bookmark: dichotomisation-1]3.2 Dichotomisation
Prior to FVI computation, ratings were dichotomised as follows:
· Ratings of 3 or 4 → coded as 1 (clear/comprehensible)
· Ratings of 1 or 2 → coded as 0 (not clear)

[bookmark: item-level-face-validity-index-i-fvi]3.3 Item-Level Face Validity Index (I-FVI)
The I-FVI for each item was calculated as the proportion of participants who rated the item as clear and comprehensible:

Where:   = number of participants rating the item as clear (score of 3 or 4) 
                = total number of participants
Example calculation: If 9 out of 10 participants rated an item as clear:


[bookmark: scale-level-face-validity-index-s-fvi]3.4 Scale-Level Face Validity Index (S-FVI)
[bookmark: s-fviave-average-method]The S-FVI was computed using S-FVI/Ave (Average)
The S-FVI/Ave represents the mean of I-FVI values across all items:

Where:  = total number of items 
              = I-FVI value for item 
Equivalently, this can be computed as the mean across participants of their proportion of items coded as clear.
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