Supplementary Table: Quality assessment of ChatGPT (GPT-5.2) generated response by two radiologists independently (on a 5-point Likert scale), ICC value indicates good to excellent agreement.
	Rater
	Rater
	No. of responses (n)
	Median (IQR)
	Inter-rater ICC (95% CI)

	Appropriateness decision by ChatGPT
	Radiologist 1 
	160
	5 (1)
	-

	Appropriateness decision by ChatGPT
	Radiologist 2
	160
	5 (0)
	-

	Reasoning by ChatGPT
	Radiologist 1 
	160
	5 (1)
	-

	Reasoning by ChatGPT
	Radiologist 2
	160
	5 (0)
	-

	Agreement
	-
	-
	-
	0.624 (0.519–0.710)


 MRI Appropriateness Rating Scale
	Rating
	Description
	Guideline Adherence
	Clinical Impact

	5 (Excellent)
	MRI is fully justified based on clinical presentation and imaging guidelines. All findings are relevant and accurately interpreted.
	Fully adheres to established criteria (e.g., ACR Appropriateness Criteria)
	Directly supports optimal clinical decision-making

	4 (Good)
	MRI is generally justified with minor deviations from guidelines or minor non-essential findings.
	
Largely adheres to guidelines
	Minimal impact; unlikely to change management

	3 (Average)
	MRI indication is partially justified; some criteria are met but important elements are missing or unclear.
	
Partial adherence to guidelines
	May have limited or uncertain impact on management

	2 (Below Average)
	MRI is poorly justified; does not meet most guideline criteria or is premature.
	
Minimal adherence to guidelines
	May lead to unnecessary healthcare use or confusion in management

	1 (Poor)
	MRI is not indicated based on clinical scenario and clearly violates guideline recommendations.
	
No adherence to guidelines
		



	Likely to result in unnecessary cost, potential harm, or inappropriate management.





 Clinical Reasoning Quality Rating Scale
	Rating
	Description
	Reasoning Quality
	Guideline Use
	Clinical Impact

	5 (Excellent)
	Accurate conclusion with comprehensive, logical, and stepwise reasoning. Integrates all relevant clinical data and guidelines.
	
Clear, structured, complete reasoning; considers differentials
	
Fully aligned with guidelines (e.g., ACR)
	Supports optimal decision-making

	4 (Good)
	Correct conclusion with mostly clear reasoning; minor gaps or omissions.
	
Generally logical but slightly incomplete
	
Largely adherent
	Minimal impact

	3 (Average)
	Partially correct conclusion: reasoning is present but incomplete or somewhat flawed.
	Some logical gaps or missing considerations
	Partial adherence
	Potential minor impact

	2 (Below Average)
	Incorrect or poorly justified conclusion; reasoning is weak or inconsistent.
	Major logical flaws; ignores key data
	Minimal adherence
	May affect decisions

	1 (Poor)
	Incorrect conclusion with absent or misleading reasoning.
	
No coherent reasoning or unsafe logic
	No adherence

	High risk of inappropriate management












 Next Step Appropriateness Rating Scale
	Rating
	Label
	Description

	5 (Excellent)
	
             Highly Appropriate
	Fully consistent with clinical guidelines; optimal next step with clear benefit

	4 (Good)
	

	 Appropriate
	Acceptable and reasonable; minor deviations but still clinically sound

	3 (Average)
	
            Uncertain / Equivocal
	Marginally appropriate; depends on additional clinical context

	2 (Below Average)
	
      Inappropriate
	Not recommended as next step; better alternatives exist

	1 (Poor)
	
 Highly Inappropriate
	Clearly incorrect or potentially harmful




