
Appendix A: Interview protocol
We structure our interviews in three parts (see Table 4). In the first part, we begin by requesting and recording participants’ consent for interview recording, transcription, and subsequent analysis. We also ask about their professional roles in their organization. In the second part, we introduce the problem we are addressing, carefully avoiding any priming that might bias participants toward our proposed solution. Following this, we present a thought experiment in which we invite interviewees to adopt the role of an AI owner in a hypothetical scenario of fraud detection to help gather requirements. In the third and final part, we present a preliminary concept of our software artifact to gather initial feedback in the early stages of the design cycle, e.g., to get hints on relevant literature that we previously overlooked and ideas on potential design requirements and principles. We analyze the first two parts separately from the third, incorporating only the first two into the problem awareness stage.
Interview Section	Questions	
1. Warm-up		Receiving consent for recording and transcription	Introduction to interview and conversation about interviewee’s professional role		
2. Introduction of	the problem and	research setting			Short presentation of the research project	"Do you see this topic as relevant/necessary at the present time?"	"Is it already widely established? If not, why isn’t everyone doing it? What do you think is missing?"	"Are the following missing?"	"Technical know-how?"	"Processes?"	"Relevance in the industry?"
	Introduction to thought experiment:	"You are responsible for AI in a financial company."	"You have developed an AI model for fraud detection."	"You want to assess the conformity of this AI model using a tool, evaluating it based on various criteria."	"Based on your expertise in this area:"	"How should such a tool look at a high level? What should the tool be able to do?"	"What would be the most important assessment criteria for such a tool?"	"What is fairness/explainability in AI?"	"What would be the key requirements for such a tool?"	
3. Software artifact 	Brief presentation of an early version of the software artifact	Questions about the tool:	"What is your overall impression of the system?"	"What do you think about the order of the pages and the specific design elements?"	Future design requirements:	"Do you have any ideas for improving the design?"	"Do you have any additional comments?"	

Table 4: Semi-structured interview guideline.

Appendix B: Data structure with illustrative quotations
[bookmark: _GoBack]In Table 5, we provide an overview of the first- and second-order concepts, including illustrative quotations for each first-order concept. It also explains the rationale behind the grouping and the significance of these groupings at the second-order concept level.

	Illustrative Quotations
	1st Order Concepts
	2nd Order Concepts
	Reasoning


	“In all likelihood, the EU will in any case issue a set of rules, a regulation, which will also emphasize such declarations of conformity for medium-risk applications.”
	Upcoming regulation on AI (e.g., AI Act) drive the need for conformity assessments.
	Regulation
	The 1st order concepts capture interviewees’ perspectives on various aspects of AI regulation, including the consequences for organizations and their global dimension, reflecting both interviewees’ direct observations and their interpretations. These concepts were further grouped into the 2nd order concept “Regulation” to highlight the overarching theme that serves as a main driver of AI conformity assessments.

	“So it's not just the EU that is doing something, but also China, the USA, Canada, etc. Singapore are developing many regulatory frameworks.”
	Upcoming regulation on AI is a global phenomenon (e.g., US, EU, China).
	
	

	“AI Act is no longer a thing of the future, but is moving ever closer on the horizon. And with it the compliance issues and the feared fines.”
	Non-conformity with regulation will spark financial penalties (as seen for EU GDPR).
	
	

	“Healthcare, of course, has always been a most heavily regulated sector, even without AI”
	Domains traditionally subject to strict regulation (e.g., healthcare) are promising for AI application.
	
	

	“I also wanted to add that self-declaration also plays a role in other approaches, including the American National Institute of Standards and Technology”
	Self-commitment to AI conformity is favored by many industry associations  (e.g., NIST) 
	Self-commitment
	The 1st order concepts capture interviewees’ observations that self-commitment to AI conformity is a viable option for the industry and their interpretation that it may bring business benefits. These concepts were grouped into the 2nd order concept “Self-commitment” to highlight the overarching theme that presents another main driver of AI conformity assessments.

	“The companies understand that [conformity assessments have] good side effects, for example that independent auditors [...] have decades of experience where the levers are for ensuring that processes run well and where they can still be optimized.”
	(Self-committed) assessments may yield new insights for companies if performed by third-parties 
	
	

	“And there could be a competitive advantage [...] if there were somehow a kind of seal label where you could say: Okay, this is a safe application. We’ll buy it.”
	Self-commitment can signal AI conformity to market and bring a competitive advantage
	
	

	“In certain areas or applications that have a high risk, [regulation] will become more pronounced.”
	Strictness of regulatory requirements depends on how much citizens are affected by AI 
	Context-dependent requirements
	The 1st order concepts capture observations that regulatory requirements for AI conformity vary depending on factors such as industry, use case, and societal impact. These concepts were further grouped into the overarching concept of “Context-dependent requirements” that presents a significant challenge and complicates the implementation of AI conformity assessments in practice.

	“[...] there are serious differences between individual sectors and these must of course also be considered somehow within the regulatory framework.”
	Regulatory requirements will depend on industry (e.g., finance vs. healthcare) 
	
	

	“There may be transparency requirements for the systems, especially when it comes to individual decisions that affect human rights and fundamental rights. This is more the usual example in the financial sector [...] but also in HR processes.”
	Regulatory requirements will depend on use case (e.g., AI for pre-screening patients vs. AI for prescribing final treatment decision)

	
	

	“Because it is always unclear, even if I have interpreted [explainability and transparency] for myself, does the auditor on the other side interpret it the same way?”
	Lack of standards for both definitions and measurements (e.g., for "explainability") 
	Lack of standardization
	The 1st order concepts capture interviewees’ observations that the absence of standardized definitions and measurement criteria for AI conformity creates uncertainty and room for interpretation for both organizations and auditors. The concepts were grouped into the 2nd order concept “Lack of standardization” to highlight the overarching theme that presents a key challenge, complicating the consistent implementation and assessment of AI conformity across different organizations.

	“The AI Act comes into force, the associated requirements in the form of internationally agreed norms or standards must also be developed. And this is a condition for success that is by no means automatic.”
	Regulatory initiatives call for development of standardized requirements (e.g., in EU AI Act) 
	
	

	“Not only the companies will continue to have a residual uncertainty, but also, of course, the testing organization [...] will not know exactly what they are holding on to, which requirements they can use to certify compliance with the objectives of the AI Act [...] there could be a divergence that needs to be closed.”
	Standardized requirements may stem from regulation or from within the organization, potentially deviating 
	
	

	“The regulatory requirements and texts have often said something like: It must be explainable or it must be transparent. And that leaves a lot of room for interpretation.”
	Regulatory requirements typically leave room for interpretation that is closed by industry-wide accepted best practices
	
	

	“Most companies, especially small and medium-sized, simply don’t deal with it at all because they don’t have the capacity for it.”
	Complexity and multitude of conformity aspects that require specialized experts (from, e.g., computer science and law) 
	Multifaceted, tangled components
	The 1st order concepts capture the observations that AI conformity assessments involve a complex interplay of technical, legal, and managerial aspects that require specialized expertise (which is often scarce). These concepts were grouped into the 2nd order concept “Multifaceted, tangled components” which presents a substantial challenge for practical implementation.

	“So the keyword is bottleneck, for example in the medical devices sector, where inspectors are struggling to get the job done at all, especially in the context of the shortage of skilled workers.”
	Highly specialized (internal and external) AI auditors are currently lacking
	
	

	“So only what can be understood by the management should be included here. If it's already so deeply ingrained that you can't do anything with it anyway, then of course it's of no use.”
	Balance between diverse metrics and simple communication that is necessary for management level
	
	

	“Is the [training] data really that well distributed? [...] And this raises the very big question, and I am also somewhat critical of this, as to whether we really have enough data to be able to create a uniform, homogeneous picture.”
	Distribution of current data often deviates from that of the initial training data
	Dynamic nature
	The 1st order concepts capture interviewees’ observations of the evolving context of AI conformity, both regarding the underlying data and regulatory requirements that shift over time. These concepts were grouped into the 2nd order concept “Dynamic nature”, highlighting the challenge of adapting conformity assessments to evolving requirements.

	“Nevertheless, the text is still not entirely precise. [...] It also changes over time as a result of new findings. And then the text of the regulation would have to be constantly adapted.”
	(Regulatory) requirements evolve over time and change in concretization
	
	


Table 5: Illustrative quotations, 1st and 2nd order concepts, and reasoning for the grouping from the conventional content analysis of the expert interviews within the problem awareness.


Appendix C: Survey with focus group D and E
We have sent a small survey to participants of focus groups D and E after their respective session. The goal was to evaluate the design framework and its instantiation in the prototype separately. Specifically, for each meta-requirement and design principle, the survey asks two questions to be answered on a 3-point Likert scale: 
1) This requirement/principle is essential and justified for ensuring the tool’s effectiveness.
2) This requirement/principle is successfully implemented in the presented prototype. 
In short, the results indicate that participants strongly agree with the necessity of the meta-requirements and design principles (average response is 2.6) and that they somewhat agree that the presented prototype implements these principles (average response is 2.3). We present a more detailed view of the survey results (as well as the results from the preceeding sessions) in Table 6.
MR	DP	Focus Group
		A	B	C	D/E	General	D/E	Artifact
Conformity assessments should be highly adaptable.					Artifact should support use case-specific configurations.		Artifact should account for varying user roles and objectives.	X			X	X			-	X			X	2.7			2.6	2.4			2.1
Conformity assessment should promote and align with industry-wide standards.		Artifact should evaluate most common metrics for conformity		Artifact should allow for saving and sharing of use case configuration.		-			-	-			-	X			X	2.7			2.7	2.6			2.6
Conformity assessments should present results comparatively and intuitively.	Artifact should contrast conformity with performance.		Artifact should enable presentation of multiple perspectives on conformity.		Artifact should present conformity level via intuitive quality labels.		Artifact should enable interactive exploration (what-if scenarios).		Artifact should ensure persistent accessibility of results.	X			X			X				X			-			-			(X)	-			X			X						(X)		2.7			2.6			2.6			2.4			2.6	2.4			2.3			2.1			2.0			2.1
Conformity assessment should enable continuous monitoring and changing requirements.			Artifact should minimize (repeated) user input to promote automation.		Artifact should accommodate recurring assessments.		Artifact should accomodate evolving regulations.	X			X			-	-			X			-	X			X			-	2.7			2.6			2.6	2.4			2.3			2.4

Table 6: Overview of design principles validated by participants during focus group sessions. 
Notes: For sessions A, B, and C, an “X” indicates that at least one participant explicitly confirmed the principle, while an “(X)” denotes the origin of two newly introduced design principles (highlighted in blue). For sessions D and E, we include the average responses to the 3-point Likert scale items, distinguishing between the perceived necessity of the principle in general (“General”) and its effective implementation in the prototype (“Artifact”).
