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	Section and Topic
	Item #
	Checklist item
	Location where item is reported

	TITLE

	Title
	1
	Identify the report as a systematic review.
	Title page. This is a methodology paper submitted to BMC Systematic Reviews. Audax is identified as a structured artificial intelligence (AI)-assisted evidence synthesis method. Veterinary Evidence Synopses (VES) are structured evidence syntheses; VES does not constitute a formal systematic review (see Background).

	ABSTRACT

	Abstract
	2
	See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist.
	Abstract, p. [X]. Word count approximately 334 words; within BMC 350-word limit. Confirm after .docx conversion.

	INTRODUCTION

	Rationale
	3
	Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge.
	Background, p. [X].

	Objectives
	4
	Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.
	Background, p. [X].

	METHODS

	Eligibility criteria
	5
	Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses.
	Methods: Search and screening, p. [X]; Methods: Evidence grading, p. [X]. VES Abstract Adequacy Checklist (VAAC) described. Full exclusion taxonomy in Additional File 2.

	Information sources
	6
	Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or consulted to identify studies. Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
	Methods: Search and screening, p. [X]; Additional File 5. Databases: PubMed/MEDLINE, Europe PMC, Google Scholar, DOAJ, LIVIVO, PubAg, AGRICOLA, and United States Food and Drug Administration (FDA) Center for Veterinary Medicine adverse event databases. Search dates in Additional File 5.

	Search strategy
	7
	Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and limits used.
	Methods: Search and screening, p. [X]; Additional File 5.

	Selection process
	8
	Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how many reviewers screened each record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	Methods: Search and screening, p. [X]. Two-stage protocol: Title and Abstract Screening and Full-Text Eligibility Assessment. Duplicate Record (DR) exclusion codes applied. Positive percent agreement (PPA), negative percent agreement (NPA), and false-exclusion rate (FER) reported. AI screener (Screener A) and investigator (Screener B) screened independently; disagreements resolved by advancing the source.

	Data collection process
	9
	Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether they worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	Methods: Data extraction, p. [X]. Investigator-directed extraction: AI performs initial extraction from source text; investigator verifies against source documents. Single investigator; no independent second reviewer for extraction.

	Data items
	10a
	List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in each study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.
	Methods: Data extraction, p. [X]; Additional File 1 (VES_AF1_Extraction_Workbook_Template.xlsx). Outcome domains defined in PICO specification (Additional File 7). All outcomes compatible with PICO scope sought across all included studies.

	
	10b
	List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources). Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear information.
	Methods: Data extraction, p. [X]; Additional File 1. Missing or unclear information addressed through two mechanisms: VAAC excludes sources where insufficient data preclude extraction; discriminator keywords flag ambiguous source characteristics for investigator review. See Methods: Evidence grading, p. [X].

	Study risk of bias assessment
	11
	Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how many reviewers assessed each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	Methods: Evidence grading, p. [X]; Table 2. Study design classification using SORT-V (Strength of Recommendation Taxonomy, veterinary adaptation). Feature-based risk-of-bias (ROB) documentation used in lieu of formal ROB tools. Single investigator; no inter-rater assessment.

	Effect measures
	12
	Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or presentation of results.
	Methods: Search and screening, p. [X]. Screening agreement reported as PPA and NPA with two-sided 95% confidence intervals (CIs) per FDA guidance on diagnostic performance metrics. FER is the primary quality gate. PPA and NPA are preferred to sensitivity and specificity: the human investigator does not constitute a validated reference standard.

	Synthesis methods
	13a
	Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the study intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item #5)).
	Methods: Search and screening; Evidence grading, p. [X]. Studies eligible for synthesis are those passing Full-Text Eligibility Assessment per the PICO specification (Additional File 7).

	
	13b
	Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data conversions.
	Methods: Data extraction, p. [X]. Data extracted via structured relational workbook (Additional File 1). Abstract-only sources evaluated using VAAC before extraction.

	
	13c
	Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.
	Results, p. [X]; Tables 4, 5. Results presented in structured tables per VES six-page output format.

	
	13d
	Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-analysis was performed, describe the model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of statistical heterogeneity, and software package(s) used.
	Not applicable. No meta-analysis performed; evidence synthesized narratively and presented in structured tables.

	
	13e
	Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g. subgroup analysis, meta-regression).
	Not applicable. No meta-analysis performed.

	
	13f
	Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results.
	Not applicable. No sensitivity analyses performed.

	Reporting bias assessment
	14
	Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting biases).
	Discussion: Limitations, p. [X]. Formal reporting bias assessment not performed; rapid review format and open-access database constraint acknowledged as limitations.

	Certainty assessment
	15
	Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome.
	Methods: Evidence grading, p. [X]; Table 2. Evidence certainty assessed using SORT-V. Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development and Evaluations (GRADE) framework informs evidence-recommendation concordance. Appraisal of Guidelines for Research and Evaluation (AGREE II) criteria applied to included clinical practice guidelines.

	RESULTS

	Study selection
	16a
	Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search to the number of studies included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.
	Results: Validation dataset, p. [X]; Figure 2 (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses [PRISMA] 2020 flow diagram; in preparation). 106 sources identified; 21 included after two-stage screening.

	
	16b
	Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were excluded.
	Results: Validation dataset, p. [X]; Additional File 2 (exclusion taxonomy). Exclusion reasons coded per standardized taxonomy. DR and E-AR (VAAC criteria not met) codes applied.

	Study characteristics
	17
	Cite each included study and present its characteristics.
	Results: Validation dataset: extraction profile, p. [X]; Additional File 1 (VES_AF1_Extraction_Workbook_Template.xlsx). VES #2026002 (Canine Otitis Externa): 21 included sources. SORT-V distribution: Level II n=4 (19%), Level III n=16 (76%), Level IV n=1 (5%). Study designs include controlled trials and observational studies; all sources canine species, general practice setting. Full study-level characteristics in Additional File 1.

	Risk of bias in studies
	18
	Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study.
	Results: Validation dataset: extraction profile, p. [X]; Additional File 1. Risk of bias assessed by SORT-V design classification and feature-based documentation. Conflict of interest declared or identified in 13 of 21 sources (61.9%); open-label design in 10 of 21 sources (47.6%).

	Results of individual studies
	19
	For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) an effect estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or plots.
	Results: Validation dataset, p. [X]; Tables 4, 5. Screening agreement contingency tables presented for both screening stages. Individual study extraction data in Additional File 1.

	Results of syntheses
	20a
	For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies.
	Results: Validation dataset: extraction profile, p. [X]. SORT-V distribution and conflict of interest profile summarized for all 21 included sources.

	
	20b
	Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the summary estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.
	Not applicable. No meta-analysis performed.

	
	20c
	Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results.
	Not applicable. No meta-analysis performed.

	
	20d
	Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results.
	Not applicable. No sensitivity analyses performed.

	Reporting biases
	21
	Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis assessed.
	Not applicable. Formal reporting bias assessment not performed; acknowledged in Discussion: Limitations, p. [X].

	Certainty of evidence
	22
	Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed.
	Results: Validation dataset: extraction profile, p. [X]. SORT-V level assigned to each included source. Evidence-recommendation concordance assessed per Methods: Evidence grading, p. [X].

	DISCUSSION

	Discussion
	23a
	Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.
	Discussion: Principal findings; Veterinary medicine in the evidence synthesis landscape, p. [X]. Includes reference to Evidence Synthesis Infrastructure Collaborative (ESIC), International Collaboration for the Automation of Systematic Reviews (ICASR), and Responsible AI in Systematic Evidence synthesis (RAISE) initiatives.

	
	23b
	Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review.
	Discussion: Limitations, p. [X].

	
	23c
	Discuss any limitations of the review processes used.
	Discussion: Limitations, p. [X]. Includes session amnesia, single-investigator design, open-access database constraint, and prospective validation requirements.

	
	23d
	Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research.
	Discussion: Conclusions, p. [X].

	OTHER INFORMATION

	Registration and protocol
	24a
	Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number, or state that the review was not registered.
	Not registered. Ethics approval not required. Neither humans nor animals are subjects in this research.

	
	24b
	Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared.
	Not applicable. No protocol was prepared.

	
	24c
	Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol.
	Not applicable. No registration or protocol exists; no amendments to report.

	Support
	25
	Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or sponsors in the review.
	Other information: Support, p. [X].

	Competing interests
	26
	Declare any competing interests of review authors.
	Other information: Competing interests, p. [X].

	Availability of data, code and other materials
	27
	Report which of the following are publicly available and where they can be found: template data collection forms; data extracted from included studies; data used for all analyses; analytic code; any other materials used in the review.
	Other information: Availability of data, code, and other materials, p. [X]. Additional Files 1-9 listed.
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