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	ASSESSMENT                                  
(1 POOR – 5 EXCELLENT)

	ASSESSOR
	MIN
	MAX
	AVERAGE
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	 1
	1
	5
	3,74
	1,25
	15
	4
	24
	49
	42

	2
	1
	5
	3,43
	0,98
	10
	1
	61
	45
	17

	3
	1
	5
	2,92
	1,17
	26
	12
	51
	37
	8

	4
	1
	5
	2,86
	1,28
	26
	28
	33
	33
	14

	5
	1
	4
	2,81
	1,20
	33
	13
	35
	53
	0

	6
	1
	5
	3,25
	1,17
	20
	9
	33
	62
	10

	7
	1
	5
	3,04
	1,42
	35
	5
	36
	35
	23

	8
	1
	5
	3,04
	1,32
	29
	12
	33
	45
	15

	9
	1
	5
	2,42
	1,16
	38
	33
	37
	21
	5

	10
	1
	5
	2,69
	1,31
	38
	15
	46
	21
	14

	11
	1
	5
	2,26
	1,16
	54
	11
	52
	14
	3

	12
	1
	5
	2,86
	1,28
	30
	17
	42
	32
	13

	13
	1
	5
	3,53
	1,29
	16
	10
	32
	39
	37

	14
	1
	5
	3,72
	1,22
	14
	6
	22
	53
	39

	15
	1
	5
	2,92
	1,19
	26
	15
	45
	40
	8

	16
	1
	5
	2,80
	1,20
	34
	9
	42
	48
	1

	17
	1
	5
	2,40
	1,16
	45
	16
	50
	20
	3

	18
	1
	5
	3,20
	1,21
	20
	11
	36
	49
	14

	19
	1
	5
	3,64
	0,92
	7
	4
	33
	70
	15

	20
	3
	5
	4,46
	0,68
	0
	0
	14
	45
	75


Supplementary table 3. Overview of all assessors with representation of respectively the lowest and the highest score given; the average score and the standard deviation on a scale of 1-5.  The last five columns summarizes the total assessments given per category. One expert (nr 20 in this table) was regarded as an outlier with an average rating of 4.46 on a scale of 1-5 and standard deviation of 0.68. This assessor and the assessors who did not score all responses (respondent 18 and 19) were excluded from further analysis. 

