S2 CHERRIES checklist for internet e-surveys
CHERRIES, the Checklist for Reporting Results of Internet E-Surveys, was published in 2004 and corrected in 2012. The correction reversed numerator and denominator in the definitions of the view, participation and completion rates; the definitions used here follow the corrected version. Page numbers refer to manuscript version V3.1.
	Category / item
	Explanation
	Reported on (page / section)
	How it is addressed

	
	Design
	
	

	Describe survey design
	Target population, sample selection, open or closed survey
	pp. 7–8, Sections 2.1 to 2.3
	Two parallel open online surveys, one for students and trainees in seven health professions in Germany, one for organizing and responsible actors in civil protection, disaster response and public health. Self-selection following invitations distributed through institutional channels. No sampling frame, no probability sample.

	
	IRB approval and informed consent process
	
	

	IRB approval
	Mention whether the study has been approved by an institutional review board
	p. 10, Section 2.7; p. 21, Declarations
	Reviewed by the Ethics Committee of the University of Lübeck, reference AZ 2026-127, 24 March 2026. The vote preceded the start of data collection.

	Informed consent
	Describe the informed consent process, what participants were told, length and data storage
	pp. 7, 10, Sections 2.2 and 2.7; p. 21, Declarations
	Consent was the first question of each instrument and required active confirmation; without it the questionnaire could not be processed further. Participants were informed of the purpose, the responsible institution, the intended scientific publication in aggregate form, the estimated processing time of 12 to 15 minutes, the anonymous nature of the data, and that withdrawal after submission is technically impossible.

	Data protection
	State whether and how identifying information was collected and how data were stored
	p. 10, Section 2.7
	No names, addresses, email addresses, matriculation or personnel numbers were collected; IP address storage was disabled; no access tokens were used; regional information was collected only at the level of the first three postal code digits. Exports are held on secured university drives with role-based access.

	
	Development and pre-testing
	
	

	Development and testing
	State how the questionnaire was developed and pre-tested
	p. 8, Section 2.4
	Developed specifically for this project and consented across four development stages by an interprofessional expert panel from emergency and disaster medicine, nursing, emergency medical services, higher education and civil protection, followed by a cognitive pretest for comprehensibility, processing time and filter logic. Neither the panel feedback nor the pretest responses form part of the analysis population. The instruments are not externally validated; internal consistency and structure are reported as exploratory.

	
	Recruitment process and description of the sample
	
	

	Open survey versus closed survey
	State whether the survey was open to the public or restricted to a sample
	p. 8, Section 2.3
	Open survey. The links were distributed through institutional channels but were not access-restricted, and onward forwarding by recipients was possible and not controlled.

	Contact mode
	Indicate how the sample was contacted
	p. 8, Section 2.3
	Exclusively through institutional distribution lists and publicly accessible channels: student representative bodies, university and school distribution lists, professional associations and learned societies; lower civil protection authorities, leadership of response and aid organizations, state associations and ministerial distribution lists. No named individuals were approached directly by the study team.

	Advertising the survey
	How and where was the survey announced or advertised
	p. 8, Section 2.3
	Through the distribution channels named above, with up to two reminder waves through the same channels.

	
	Survey administration
	
	

	Web or e-mail
	State the type of e-survey
	p. 8, Sections 2.3 and 2.4
	Web-based survey implemented in LimeSurvey, hosted in Germany on behalf of the University of Lübeck. Invitations were distributed by email and through institutional channels; responses were collected exclusively via the web interface.

	Context
	Describe the website in which the survey was posted
	p. 8, Section 2.4
	A dedicated LimeSurvey installation without other content. Participants reached it through a direct link contained in the invitation.

	Mandatory or voluntary
	Was it a mandatory survey?
	pp. 7, 10, Sections 2.2 and 2.7
	Voluntary throughout. Participation could be discontinued at any point without disadvantage. Consent and the confirmation of legal adulthood were the only mandatory items; all substantive items could be left unanswered, which is why displayed but unanswered items are handled as item non-response in the analysis.

	Incentives
	Were incentives offered?
	p. 8, Section 2.3
	A prize draw was offered for both instruments. Entry ran through a channel completely decoupled from the survey data, with a separate database, no shared key and no reconstructable timestamp linkage. The incentive is treated as a potential source of self-selection and examined in a field-wave sensitivity analysis.

	Time and date
	In what time frame were the data collected?
	p. 8, Section 2.3
	6 July 2026 (organizational instrument) and 9 July 2026 (student instrument) to 25 August 2026.

	Randomization of items or questionnaires
	To prevent bias, items can be randomized
	Not used
	Neither item order nor questionnaire versions were randomized. Item order was fixed and identical for all respondents.

	Adaptive questioning
	Were certain items conditionally displayed?
	pp. 8–9, Sections 2.4 and 2.6
	Yes. Filter logic was used, so that some items were displayed only conditionally. Filter-driven non-display is handled as structurally missing and does not enter denominators; this is stated explicitly in the analysis section.

	Number of items
	What was the number of questionnaire items per page and in total?
	p. 8, Section 2.4
	48 questions per instrument, distributed across nine pages, corresponding to an average of five to six questions per page.

	Number of screens or pages
	Over how many pages was the questionnaire distributed?
	p. 8, Section 2.4
	Nine pages per instrument.

	Completeness check
	Was a completeness check made before submission?
	Used; p. 9, Section 2.6
	Yes. A completeness check was enabled in the survey configuration, so that respondents were prompted about unanswered items before submitting. Because no substantive item was mandatory, respondents could nevertheless proceed without answering; displayed but unanswered items are therefore analysed as item non-response and are distinguished throughout from items never displayed.

	Review step
	Could respondents review and change their answers?
	Used
	Yes. Backward navigation was enabled, so respondents could return to earlier pages and revise their answers before submission.

	
	Response rates
	
	

	Unique site visitor
	How were unique visitors determined?
	Not determinable; p. 10, Section 2.7
	Not determinable by design. IP address storage was disabled and no access tokens were used in order to preserve anonymity, so unique visitors cannot be counted.

	View rate
	Ratio of unique survey visitors to unique site visitors
	Not calculable
	Not calculable, as unique site visitors were not recorded.

	Participation rate
	Ratio of unique visitors who agreed to participate to unique first survey page visitors
	Not calculable
	Not calculable for the same reason. Records accessed and consent given are reported as absolute numbers instead (p. 10).

	Completion rate
	Ratio of users who finished the survey to users who agreed to participate
	p. 10, Section 3.1
	87.5% for the student instrument (7,119 of 8,133) and 69.1% for the organizational instrument (1,145 of 1,656), calculated according to the corrected CHERRIES definition. A response rate in the strict sense is not calculable because the survey was open and no sampling frame exists; a reach estimate is reported instead.

	
	Preventing multiple entries from the same individual
	
	

	Cookies used
	Were cookies used to assign a unique user identifier?
	Used
	Yes. Cookie-based duplicate prevention was enabled in the survey configuration, so that a repeat entry from the same browser was blocked. This is the only duplicate-prevention mechanism compatible with the anonymous design; it does not prevent entries from a different browser or device, which is acknowledged as a residual limitation.

	IP check
	Was the IP address checked for duplicate entries?
	Not used; p. 10, Section 2.7
	No. IP address storage was disabled by design to preserve anonymity, so no IP-based duplicate check was possible. This is an accepted trade-off of the anonymous design and is disclosed as such.

	Log file analysis
	Were other techniques used to analyse the log file for identification of multiple entries?
	Not used
	No log file analysis for duplicate detection was performed.

	Registration
	Did participants have to log in and were duplicates prevented in this way?
	Not used; p. 10, Section 2.7
	No registration and no access tokens, again to preserve anonymity.

	
	Analysis
	
	

	Handling of incomplete questionnaires
	Were only completed questionnaires analysed, or also incomplete ones?
	p. 9, Section 2.6; p. 10, Section 3.1
	Both. The full analysis set comprises all records with consent and at least one substantive item answered, with item-wise denominators; the completer set comprises submitted questionnaires and serves as a sensitivity analysis. All eleven primary differences retained their sign in that analysis.

	Questionnaires submitted with an atypical timestamp
	Were questionnaires with an unusually short completion time excluded?
	p. 9, Section 2.6; p. 17, Section 3.10
	A pre-specified rule flagged records combining at least 95% identical answers within a battery with a processing time below the first percentile. No record met this criterion, so no exclusion was necessary; this is itself reported as a data-quality result.

	Statistical correction
	Did the investigators use any methods such as weighting to adjust for the non-representative sample?
	p. 9, Section 2.6; pp. 19–20, Section 4.6
	No weighting was applied to the reported estimates. Weighting to official marginal distributions was foreseen in the registered analysis plan but could not be executed because the required external reference distributions were unavailable. Inverse probability weights derived from an attrition model were used in a sensitivity analysis only. The absence of weighting is reported as a limitation on generalisability.



