Additional file 13. Completed CHERRIES Checklist
Closed invitation-only web-based Delphi survey reporting for the CAIP-ME manuscript
Manuscript: Artificial Intelligence Proficiency for Medical Educators: An Adapted Competency Framework Derived from a Two-Round Delphi Consensus in China.
Reporting context: The online component of this study was a closed, invitation-only two-round Delphi expert survey administered through Wenjuanxing. It was not an open public web survey. Therefore, open-web traffic metrics such as view rate and unique site visitors are marked as not applicable where appropriate.
	CHERRIES category
	Checklist item
	Reporting in this manuscript
	Location / status

	Design
	
	

	
	Describe survey design
	Closed, invitation-only, web-based two-round Delphi expert survey used to refine and classify the CAIP-ME competency framework. The invited panel comprised 60 multidisciplinary experts recruited through purposive sampling and snowball nomination.
	Methods: Study Design; Delphi Panel and Procedure; Results: Delphi Expert Panel Characteristics

	IRB approval and informed consent process
	
	

	
	IRB approval
	A formal post hoc exemption confirmation was obtained from the Research Ethics Committee of Guangzhou Women and Children’s Medical Center after completion of the Delphi consensus exercise and before submission of the revised manuscript (Certificate No. 2026-402A01; July 16, 2026).
	Methods: Research Ethics Board Review and Informed Consent

	
	Informed consent
	The Delphi system entry page and questionnaire instructions explained the study purpose, voluntary expert contribution, intended academic use of aggregate findings, confidentiality arrangements, data-handling procedures, and acknowledgement arrangements. Completion of the questionnaire was treated as agreement to contribute professional opinions to the consensus process.
	Methods: Research Ethics Board Review and Informed Consent

	
	Data protection
	Analytic Delphi responses were de-identified before analysis. Expert names and contact information were used only for panel administration and acknowledgement management. 
	Methods: Research Ethics Board Review and Informed Consent; Results: Delphi Expert Panel Characteristics

	Development and pre-testing
	
	

	
	Development and testing
	Questionnaire content was derived from literature synthesis, structured competency extraction, and expert pre-consultation. Expert feedback expanded the initial 20-item competency pool to 25 competency statements. The Delphi questionnaires and detailed results are provided in Additional file 10. Separate technical usability testing of the Wenjuanxing form was not reported.
	Methods: Literature Search and Competency Extraction; First Expert Consensus Meeting; Delphi Panel and Procedure; Additional file 10

	Recruitment process and description of the sample having access to the questionnaire
	
	

	
	Open survey versus closed survey
	Closed survey. The questionnaires were restricted to the same invited expert panel of 60 experts in both Delphi rounds and were not openly accessible to the public.
	Methods: Delphi Panel and Procedure; Results: Expert Response Rate

	
	Contact mode
	Experts were recruited using purposive sampling with snowball nomination. Survey access was administered through the invited expert panel and Wenjuanxing platform during dedicated research meetings.
	Methods: Delphi Panel and Procedure; Results: Expert Response Rate

	
	Advertising the survey
	Not applicable. No open public advertising, mailing-list recruitment, banner advertisement, or public survey announcement was used.
	Methods: Delphi Panel and Procedure

	Survey administration
	
	

	
	Web/E-mail
	Data were collected using Wenjuanxing, a web-based survey platform. Responses were entered through the web-based questionnaire rather than manually transcribed from paper forms.
	Results: Expert Response Rate

	
	Context
	The survey was administered as part of a closed expert Delphi consensus process during dedicated research meetings. It was not posted on a public website and was not linked to public website traffic.
	Methods: Delphi Panel and Procedure; Results: Expert Response Rate

	
	Mandatory/voluntary
	Participation was voluntary. Questionnaire entry materials explained the voluntary nature of expert contribution.
	Methods: Research Ethics Board Review and Informed Consent

	
	Incentives
	No incentive or compensation is reported in the manuscript. Expert contribution was described as voluntary.
	Methods: Research Ethics Board Review and Informed Consent

	
	Time/Date
	The two Delphi survey rounds were completed between December 18 and December 25, 2025, as part of the expert-consensus process. The first expert consensus meeting was held on December 15, 2025, and the finalization working session was held on December 28, 2025.
	Methods: First Expert Consensus Meeting; Delphi Panel and Procedure; Disagreement Resolution; Multimedia Appendices 5, 8, and 9

	
	Randomization of items or questionnaires
	No randomization of competency items is reported. Items were presented as competency statements for Round 1 importance rating and Round 2 foundational/developmental classification.
	Methods: Delphi Panel and Procedure; Additional file 10

	
	Adaptive questioning
	No adaptive questioning or branching logic is reported for the Delphi competency items.
	Methods: Delphi Panel and Procedure; Additional file 10

	
	Number of Items
	The main Delphi competency section included 25 competency items in Round 1 and the same 25 competency items in Round 2. Round 1 used 5-point importance ratings; Round 2 asked experts to classify each item as foundational or developmental. The full questionnaires are provided in Additional file 10.
	Methods: Delphi Panel and Procedure; Additional file 10

	
	Number of screens (pages)
	The number of Wenjuanxing screens/pages is not reported in the manuscript. The full questionnaire content is provided in Additional file 10.
	Additional file 10; not reported as screen count

	
	Completeness check
	Analyses were based on valid responses only. Round 1 yielded 57 valid responses and Round 2 yielded 58 valid responses. The exact Wenjuanxing completeness-check setting is not reported.
	Results: Expert Response Rate; Statistical Analysis and Reporting

	
	Review step
	The manuscript does not report whether respondents could review or change answers before final submission. Respondents could review and modify their answers before final submission.
	Not reported

	Response rates
	
	

	
	Unique site visitor
	Not applicable in the usual open-web-survey sense because this was a closed invitation-only Delphi expert survey. The relevant denominator was the invited expert panel (N=60), not public website traffic.
	Results: Expert Response Rate

	
	View rate
	Not applicable. The study did not use an open public survey page, so unique site-visitor or view-rate metrics were not meaningful.
	Not applicable to closed invitation-only survey

	
	Participation rate
	For this closed expert Delphi survey, the manuscript reports valid responses among invited experts: 57/60 (95%) in Round 1 and 58/60 (97%) in Round 2.
	Abstract Results; Results: Expert Response Rate

	
	Completion rate
	A separate CHERRIES completion rate based on users who started but did not finish the questionnaire is not reported. The manuscript reports valid-response denominators for each Delphi round: 57 valid responses in Round 1 and 58 valid responses in Round 2.
	Results: Expert Response Rate

	Preventing multiple entries from the same individual
	
	

	
	Cookies used
	Cookie-based duplicate prevention is not reported. Because the survey was closed and invitation-only, duplicate-entry control primarily relied on the invited-panel administration rather than open public access.
	Methods: Delphi Panel and Procedure; Results: Expert Response Rate

	
	IP check
	IP-based duplicate checking is not reported.
	Not reported

	
	Log file analysis
	Log-file analysis is not reported.
	Not reported

	
	Registration
	The same invited expert panel of 60 experts was approached for both Delphi rounds, and no additional experts were recruited between rounds.
	Results: Expert Response Rate

	Analysis
	
	

	
	Handling of incomplete questionnaires
	Analyses used valid responses only. The manuscript reports 57 valid Round 1 responses and 58 valid Round 2 responses.
	Results: Expert Response Rate; Statistical Analysis and Reporting

	
	Questionnaires submitted with an atypical timestamp
	No exclusion based on atypical timestamps is reported.
	Not reported

	
	Statistical correction
	No weighting or survey-specific statistical correction is reported. Results were summarized descriptively and with Delphi concordance statistics appropriate to the two survey rounds.
	Methods: Statistical Analysis and Reporting; Results


Source note: This completed checklist was prepared with reference to the original CHERRIES checklist: Eysenbach G. Improving the quality of Web surveys: the Checklist for Reporting Results of Internet E-Surveys (CHERRIES). J Med Internet Res. 2004;6(3):e34. PMID:15471760 doi:10.2196/jmir.6.3.e34.
