	Supplementary table 1:  Example of question fed to LLMs, and answers generated.


	Prompt: Think as an experienced implant surgeon. Evaluate the clinical scenario I am about to present in light of the most up-to-date guidelines and robust scientific evidence, and formulate the most appropriate treatment plan. What is the most appropriate clinical approach in this situation?


	Question: A 56-year-old male underwent sinus augmentation with the lateral window technique for implant placement in the right maxillary first molar area. During membrane elevation, a 7 mm Schneiderian membrane perforation was identified. The sinus cavity was clean, without active infection, and the perforation margins were well defined.
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	For a 7 mm Schneiderian membrane perforation during a lateral window sinus augmentation, with a clean sinus and well-defined tear margins, the most appropriate intraoperative management is to repair the perforation and continue the sinus grafting procedure, rather than aborting it. The best-supported approach for a 5–10 mm perforation is a slow-resorbing collagen membrane used to seal the defect and contain the graft; resorbable sutures, PRF, or a hemostatic agent can be added only if needed to stabilize the repair. (PMC)
In practical terms, I would:
1. Stop further traction to avoid enlarging the tear.
2. Gently complete limited membrane elevation around the defect only as needed.
3. Place a resorbable collagen membrane to cover the perforation and recreate a stable compartment for graft containment.
4. Proceed with graft placement cautiously only after verifying that graft particles will not escape and the membrane repair is stable.
5. Place the implant simultaneously only if primary stability and compartment control are predictable; perforations up to 10 mm can generally still be managed with continuation of augmentation, and repaired perforations do not appear to significantly reduce implant survival overall. (PMC)



	As an experienced implant surgeon, I can assure you that encountering a Schneiderian membrane perforation is the most common complication during a lateral window sinus augmentation, occurring in roughly 10% to 40% of cases. A 7 mm tear falls into the moderate category (typically defined as 5 to 10 mm).
Because the sinus cavity is clean, devoid of active infection, and the margins are well-defined, the prognosis for successfully repairing this defect and continuing with the augmentation is excellent. Abandoning the procedure is unnecessary.
Here is the most appropriate, evidence-based intraoperative approach to manage this scenario:
1. Tension Release and Mobilization
The first and most critical step is to stop elevating directly at the site of the tear. You must carefully continue elevating the intact membrane circumferentially around the perforation. Mobilizing the membrane extensively releases the elastic tension on the tissue, preventing the 7 mm tear from propagating into a larger defect when the patient breathes or when you place the graft.
2. The Repair (Barrier Membrane Technique)
For a 7 mm defect, the gold standard approach is a repair using a resorbable collagen membrane. Suturing the membrane inside the sinus is technically difficult and often unnecessary for a defect of this size.
Selection: Choose a slow-resorbing, pliable collagen membrane (such as a native porcine or bovine collagen barrier).
Placement: Introduce the membrane dry or slightly moistened into the sinus cavity. Position it to cover the perforation completely.
Extension: The barrier must extend at least 3 to 5 mm beyond the well-defined margins of the tear in all directions to ensure an adequate seal. The 
	This is a well-defined clinical scenario with clear decision criteria. Let me lay out the management framework and then illustrate the decision pathway.
The 7 mm perforation is the critical data point here. The literature — including Pjetursson et al., Meleo et al., and the ITI Consensus Statements — stratifies perforations into small (<5 mm), medium (5–10 mm), and large (>10 mm). A 7 mm tear places you in the medium category, which is manageable without aborting the procedure, but demands precise technique.Here is the full clinical rationale behind each step:
Why not abort? The sinus is clean, there is no active sinusitis, and the perforation margins are well-defined — all three favorable predictors for successful intraoperative repair. Studies by Ardekian et al. and Hernández-Alfaro et al. confirm that clean, contained perforations ≤ 10 mm, managed with membrane patching, yield survival rates comparable to unperforated cases (>95% at 3–5 years).
The repair — collagen membrane patch. This is the current evidence-based standard. A resorbable collagen membrane (Bio-Gide or equivalent) is the most widely validated material. It should overlap all perforation margins by a minimum of 3–5 mm, be shaped to the sinus cavity's curvature, and positioned so it does not fold or displace when graft particles are introduced. Some surgeons use a figure-of-eight suture through the lateral window to anchor the patch, though this is not universally practiced.
Valsalva verification. Ask the patient to gently exhale against a pinched nose (or use nasal air insufflation if under general anesthesia). No visible membrane movement or air egress through the patch = adequate seal. If the patch lifts or
	This is a common but critical intraoperative complication. As an experienced implant surgeon, my approach is guided by the principle that a watertight seal of the graft space is paramount to prevent graft migration, sinusitis, and implant failure.
Given the parameters—a 7 mm perforation (classified as medium to large), clean sinus cavity, well-defined margins, and the lateral window technique—the most appropriate intraoperative approach is a controlled, staged repair rather than immediate implant placement.
Here is the step-by-step treatment plan based on current ITI (International Team for Implantology) consensus guidelines and systematic reviews:
1. Assessment and Hemostasis
Do not suction aggressively: Suction near the perforation site will enlarge the tear.
Assess mobility: A 7 mm tear is substantial enough that attempting to suture the membrane directly is often futile due to tissue friability.
Control bleeding: Gently place moistened gauze or a gelatin sponge (e.g., Surgicel) for 2–3 minutes to ensure a dry field, but avoid manipulating the edges further.
2. Membrane Repair Technique
For a perforation of this size (≥5 mm), the current evidence strongly favors the use of a resorbable collagen membrane (e.g., Bio-Gide) as a "patch" rather than attempting primary closure of the Schneiderian membrane itself.
Technique: I would trim a resorbable collagen membrane to extend 3–5 mm 
beyond the perforation margins on all sides.
Placement: This patch is placed internally (intrasinus) against the bony window, or occasionally externally (between the 
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	Prompt: Think as an experienced implant surgeon. Evaluate the clinical scenario I am about to present in light of the most up-to-date guidelines and robust scientific evidence, and formulate the most appropriate treatment plan. What is the most appropriate clinical approach in this situation?
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	Why this is the best answer here:
· A 7 mm tear = medium-sized perforation. Recent systematic-review guidance specifically recommends slow-resorbing collagen membrane repair for 5–10 mm defects. (PMC)
· Modern evidence indicates that a properly repaired perforation is not, by itself, a reason to terminate the procedure and does not clearly worsen implant survival. (PMC)
· Techniques reserved for larger defects (>10 mm) or unstable repairs include more complex reconstruction and often delayed implant placement. (PMC)
Best single answer:
Repair the 7 mm perforation with a resorbable slow-resorbing collagen membrane and continue the sinus augmentation, using resorbable sutures/PRF only as adjuncts if needed for stabilization.
A practical exam-style wording would be:
“Medium perforation (7 mm): cover with a resorbable collagen membrane, confirm stable graft containment, then proceed with sinus grafting; do not abort solely because of the perforation.”

	natural moisture and negative pressure of the sinus will help the collagen membrane adhere to the roof of the elevated Schneiderian membrane.
3. The "Loma Linda Pouch" Technique (Optional but Recommended)
If the tear feels unstable, you can utilize the pouch technique. This involves placing a large collagen membrane against the medial, anterior, and posterior walls of the elevated sinus, essentially creating a new, artificial "floor" or "pouch." This isolates the torn Schneiderian membrane entirely from the particulate bone graft you are about to place.
4. Careful Graft Placement
Once the barrier is secure, you can proceed with placing the bone graft.
Pack the particulate graft material with extreme care.
Direct your condensing forces toward the bony floor and the medial wall of the sinus rather than upward toward the repaired membrane. This prevents displacing your collagen patch into the sinus cavity.
5. Decision on Implant Placement
The decision to place the implant simultaneously or stage the procedure should not be dictated by the repaired perforation, but rather by the residual crestal bone height.
Simultaneous Placement: If you have at least 3 to 4 mm of native crestal bone to achieve robust primary stability, you can place the implant during this surgery.
Staged Placement: If primary stability cannot be achieved, simply pack the graft, close the lateral window with another barrier membrane, and wait 6 to 9 months before placing the implant.
Post-Operative Considerations
While this is an intraoperative approach, it is vital to adjust your postoperative protocol. Provide broad-spectrum antibiotic coverage (e.g., Amoxicillin/Clavulanate) to prevent graft infection from sinus flora, prescribe systemic decongestants to keep the ostium patent, and strictly instruct the patient on sinus precautions (e.g., sneezing with the mouth open, no using straws, and no nose blowing for at least two weeks).

	shifts, it must be repositioned before grafting proceeds.
Graft material selection. With a repaired perforation, several authors recommend using a slower-resorbing xenograft (e.g., deproteinized bovine bone mineral, DBBM) rather than autograft alone. Autograft resorbs rapidly, and the collagen scaffold may not fully mature before volume loss occurs. A 50/50 mix of autograft and DBBM, or DBBM alone, is a reasonable choice.
Postoperative imperatives. These are non-negotiable and should be communicated clearly:
· No nose-blowing for at least 3 weeks
· Sneeze with mouth open
· No CPAP use if applicable (coordinate with the patient's pulmonologist)
· Nasal decongestants for 5–7 days to maintain ostial patency
· Systemic antibiotics and, if available, antral lavage
· CBCT at 5–6 months to assess graft consolidation before implant placement
Implant timing. With an unperforated sinus, many surgeons place the implant simultaneously if primary stability is achievable. With a repaired perforation, the dominant consensus — including the 2014 EAO and 2019 ITI guidance — is to defer implant placement to a second stage at 6–9 months, allowing the repaired membrane and graft to fully mature without the additional risk of implant-related mechanical disruption.
In short: identify, patch, verify, graft carefully, and defer implant placement. The 7 mm perforation with favorable local conditions is entirely manageable without abandoning the procedure.

	bone and the elevated membrane), to create a scaffold
Fixation: While suturing the membrane is ideal, it is technically difficult via a lateral window. I typically use fibrin glue (Tisseel) to seal the patch to the native membrane margins, or I rely on the pressure of the graft material and the bone window to stabilize it. Current literature suggests that a dual-layer technique (collagen membrane + graft) yields the lowest perforation-related complication rates.
3. Grafting Strategy
Because the perforation is 7 mm (not a pinhole), I will delay implant placement (staged approach).
Rationale: Immediate implant placement in the presence of a perforation >5 mm increases the risk of graft migration into the sinus and failure of osseointegration due to micromovement and contamination.
Graft Material: I will use a slow-resorbing, particulate xenograft (deproteinized bovine bone mineral) .
Why: It is hydrophilic and has a high surface area, which helps to stabilize the clot and the collagen patch. It does not collapse like allografts can under pressure.
Technique: I hydrate the graft in sterile saline, mix it with autologous blood (or PRF), and gently condense it against the repaired membrane. I overfill the window slightly to compensate for potential shrinkage.
4. Window Closure
I will not primary close the lateral window with a membrane if the internal repair is secure.
Instead, I place a resorbable collagen membrane over the bony window externally to protect the graft and prevent soft tissue ingrowth from the buccal flap.
The mucoperiosteal flap is then closed with mattress sutures (e.g., PTFE) to achieve tension-free primary closure.
5. Treatment Timeline
Healing Period: I allow 6 to 9 months for graft maturation.
Re-entry: At re-entry, the graft is typically well-integrated. I will then place the implant following the standard manufacturer’s protocol.
Summary of Evidence-Based Justification
ITI Consensus (2022): For perforations >5 mm, a staged approach with a collagen membrane patch is recommended over immediate implant placement to reduce the risk of postoperative sinusitis (which is reported to be as high as 20% in immediate placement scenarios with large perforations).
Systematic Reviews (Corbella et al., 2023): The use of a collagen membrane to seal the perforation, combined with a staged grafting protocol, yields implant survival rates comparable to non-perforated cases (95%+).
Conclusion: In this scenario, I would repair the perforation with a resorbable collagen membrane and fibrin sealant, graft with DBBM, cover the window, perform primary soft tissue closure, and delay implant placement by 6–9 months.
















	Supplementary Table 2. Reliability analysis for Likert-type evaluation criteria

	Evaluation criterion
	Inter-rater T0 κ (%)
	Inter-rater T1 κ (%)
	Intra-rater Observer 1 κ (%)
	Intra-rater Observer 2 κ (%)

	Diagnostic accuracy
	0.936 (85%)
	0.846 (60%)
	0.944 (85%)
	0.911 (80%)

	Management appropriateness
	0.884 (80%)
	0.762 (50%)
	0.917 (85%)
	0.829 (65%)

	Safety
	0.944 (90%)
	0.824 (70%)
	0.944 (90%)
	0.882 (80%)

	Completeness/actionability
	0.942 (90%)
	0.872 (75%)
	0.914 (85%)
	0.948 (90%)

	Clarity/coherence
	0.826 (75%)
	0.881 (80%)
	0.855 (80%)
	0.914 (85%)

	Values are presented as quadratic weighted Cohen’s kappa coefficients, with percent agreement shown in parentheses. T0 indicates the initial evaluation, and T1 indicates the repeated evaluation after one week. According to the Landis and Koch interpretation, κ values of 0.61–0.80 indicate substantial agreement and values >0.80 indicate almost perfect agreement.




	Supplementary Table 3. Reliability analysis for binary safety-related outcomes

	Safety-related outcome
	Inter-rater T0 κ (%)
	Inter-rater T1 κ (%)
	Intra-rater Observer 1 κ (%)
	Intra-rater Observer 2 κ (%)

	Major harmful recommendation
	1.000 (100%)
	1.000 (100%)
	1.000 (100%)
	1.000 (100%)

	Missed red flag
	1.000 (100%)
	1.000 (100%)
	1.000 (100%)
	1.000 (100%)

	Hallucinated fact or fabricated citation/guideline
	0.857 (95%)
	0.375 (80%)
	0.688 (90%)
	0.571 (85%)

	Values are presented as unweighted Cohen’s kappa coefficients, with percent agreement shown in parentheses. Binary variables were coded as 1 = present and 0 = absent. Kappa values should be interpreted cautiously for low-prevalence binary outcomes, as high percent agreement may still yield lower kappa values.




	Supplementary Table 4. Pairwise post-hoc comparisons of overall performance scores stratified by scenario difficulty

	Difficulty level
	Pairwise comparison
	Median score, model 1
	Median score, model 2
	Mean score, model 1
	Mean score, model 2
	Wilcoxon statistic
	Raw p-value
	Holm-adjusted p-value

	Intermediate
	ChatGPT 5.4 vs Claude 4.6
	4
	4.2
	4.033
	4.267
	4
	0.219
	0.875

	Intermediate
	ChatGPT 5.4 vs DeepSeek V3.2
	4
	4
	4.033
	4.033
	9.5
	0.906
	1

	Intermediate
	ChatGPT 5.4 vs Gemini 3.1
	4
	4.5
	4.033
	4.5
	1.5
	0.094
	0.563

	Intermediate
	Claude 4.6 vs DeepSeek V3.2
	4.2
	4
	4.267
	4.033
	4
	0.875
	1

	Intermediate
	Claude 4.6 vs Gemini 3.1
	4.2
	4.5
	4.267
	4.5
	0
	0.125
	0.625

	Intermediate
	DeepSeek V3.2 vs Gemini 3.1
	4
	4.5
	4.033
	4.5
	1
	0.25
	0.875

	Difficult
	ChatGPT 5.4 vs Claude 4.6
	4
	4.2
	3.967
	4.117
	15.5
	0.24
	0.721

	Difficult
	ChatGPT 5.4 vs DeepSeek V3.2
	4
	3.9
	3.967
	3.6
	5
	0.047
	0.234

	Difficult
	ChatGPT 5.4 vs Gemini 3.1
	4
	4.3
	3.967
	4.25
	16
	0.264
	0.721

	Difficult
	Claude 4.6 vs DeepSeek V3.2
	4.2
	3.9
	4.117
	3.6
	6.5
	0.059
	0.234

	Difficult
	Claude 4.6 vs Gemini 3.1
	4.2
	4.3
	4.117
	4.25
	26
	0.564
	0.721

	Difficult
	DeepSeek V3.2 vs Gemini 3.1
	3.9
	4.3
	3.6
	4.25
	2
	0.004
	0.023

	Expert
	ChatGPT 5.4 vs Claude 4.6
	4
	3.5
	3.867
	3.167
	7
	0.563
	1

	Expert
	ChatGPT 5.4 vs DeepSeek V3.2
	4
	3.2
	3.867
	3.1
	1
	0.125
	0.75

	Expert
	ChatGPT 5.4 vs Gemini 3.1
	4
	4
	3.867
	4.2
	3.5
	0.75
	1

	Expert
	Claude 4.6 vs DeepSeek V3.2
	3.5
	3.2
	3.167
	3.1
	10
	1
	1

	Expert
	Claude 4.6 vs Gemini 3.1
	3.5
	4
	3.167
	4.2
	3
	0.313
	1

	Expert
	DeepSeek V3.2 vs Gemini 3.1
	3.2
	4
	3.1
	4.2
	1
	0.125
	0.75

	Pairwise post-hoc comparisons were conducted using Wilcoxon signed-rank tests with Holm correction for multiple comparisons. Overall performance score was calculated as the mean of the five Likert-type evaluation criteria. Median and mean scores are presented according to the order of models in each pairwise comparison. Statistical significance was determined according to Holm-adjusted p-values
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Supplementary Figure 1. Scenario-level overall performance across clinical scenarios
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