REVISION 2 
	Comments and Suggestions of Reviewers
	Revision of Authors

	The revision has improved the manuscript, although keeping a presentation that favours perceptions of consensus among the experts. It is regrettable that no information is given how the findings depend on (a) the composition of the expert group and (b) the grouping of the Likert-scale terms into categories ‘consensus’, ‘neutral’, ‘no-consensus’.
	We added statement at the beginning of results:
“The frequency and percentage values were calculated and depicted in the 2nd and 3rd rounds. The responses given by the experts on the 7-point likert scale were grouped in 3 categories (1-3: no consensus; 4: Neutral; 5-7: consensus). In addition, the numbers of the experts in the 2nd and 3rd Delphi round were 44 and 31, respectively.”

	The table 2 still leads to confusion. The wording ‘and’ seems to indicate a logical condition (‘AND’). However, it seems – studying tables 3 to 11 - that it
is meant: (i) ‘consensus is reached’ if each of the three criteria is met (= logical ‘AND’); (ii) on the other side, ‘consensus is not reached’ if one of the
criteria is not met. Furthermore, the frequency criteria for ‘non-consensus’ is not applied.The manuscript could benefit from clarifying the meaning of table 2 and how it has been used, although a reader may skip over it and turn to tables 3 to 11.
	We shared explanations on how to reach consensus under the table 2:
“In this study, consensus is reached for each item if the median is greater than 5 (I), the DBQ is less than or equal to 1.5 (II), and the frequencies of “consensus” are greater than 70 % (III). On the other hand, if each of the three criteria is not met, consensus is not reached.”
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