Additional file 5. Summary of methodological limitations of included studies. Cochrane Qualitative Methodological Limitations Tool (CAMELOT).
	Study (Author, Year)
	Study Context (META Domains Summary)
	Design Assessment (Fit & Rationale)
	Conduct Assessment (Fit & Rationale)
	Overall Assessment (Level of Concern & Final Rationale)

	Sangers, Tobias E. et al (33), 2021, NLD
	Study on the Dutch public's views on mHealth apps. Team combined medical/qualitative expertise. A declared COI with a commercial entity (SkinVision) was noted but managed with transparency.
	Excellent. The focus group design and theoretical framing were ideal for the exploratory aim. The sampling strategy was well-adapted for diversity.
	Excellent. Rigorous execution with dual coding and multidisciplinary validation. The transparent management of the COI demonstrates robust conduct.
	Minor concerns. The study is methodologically rigorous, but the declared financial COI represents a potential for unconscious bias that cannot be entirely dismissed.

	Jones, Owain Tudor et al (34), 2025, UK
	Study on diverse stakeholder views on AI in UK primary care. The research team was multidisciplinary, and no conflicts of interest were declared.
	Excellent. The interview design and NASSS framework were a perfect match for the aim of exploring implementation complexities from multiple perspectives.
	Excellent. Methodologically sound execution with robust, multi-channel recruitment and a rigorous, team-based analysis that ensures dependability.
	No or minimal concerns. A high-quality study with excellent congruence between its aim, design, and conduct, supporting high confidence in the findings.

	Sangers, Tobias E. et al (35), 2023, NLD
	Study on Dutch GPs' and dermatologists' views on assistive AI. A COI was declared due to a grant from and an author's financial ties to SkinVision, though the company had no influence.
	Excellent. The focus group design was highly appropriate for exploring the shared and differing views of two professional groups.
	Excellent. Methodologically robust execution, with a notable strength in the analysis process which included reaching data saturation.
	Minor concerns. High methodological quality, but the declared COI warrants minor concerns due to the potential for unconscious bias.

	Sangers et al (36), 2025, NLD
	Study on Dutch HCPs' views on patient-facing AI apps. Supported by a grant from SkinVision, which was declared to have no influence.
	Excellent. The focus group design was highly suitable for the exploratory aim of gathering professional perspectives.
	Excellent. Rigorous execution. The explicit process of analysing until data saturation was reached is a significant strength.
	Minor concerns. High methodological quality, but the rating is assigned due to funding from a commercial entity, representing a potential for unconscious bias.

	Frisinger, Ann et al (37), 2023, SWE
	Study on stakeholder perceptions of introducing a new CDSS in Swedish primary care. A major COI exists as one author is the co-founder of the CDSS used as the case study.
	Fair. The sampling strategy (targeting candidates for a future trial of the product) and the major COI create significant potential for bias, affecting design credibility.
	Fair. The lack of independent data analysis, combined with the major COI, raises concerns about the confirmability of the interpretation.
	Moderate concerns. The study's trustworthiness is significantly impacted by a major, unmitigated COI and potentially biased sampling and analysis processes.

	Nelson, Caroline A. et al (38), 2020, USA
	Study on US patient perspectives on AI. The large, multidisciplinary research team was from major USA academic institutions. Institutionally funded with no major COIs declared.
	Excellent. The exploratory design is perfectly suited to the aim. The main acknowledged limitation is the sample's lack of racial diversity, which affects transferability.
	Excellent. Exceptionally rigorous execution. The multi-team, independent analysis with high reported interrater reliability ensures high dependability.
	No or minimal concerns. Methodologically exemplary. The primary limitation (sample diversity) is openly acknowledged and does not compromise internal rigor.

	Helenason, Jonatan et al (39), 2024, SWE
	Study testing the feasibility of a specific CDSS ("Dermalyser") with Swedish GPs. A significant COI exists as an author is a co-founder of the company that developed the tool.
	Fair. The simulation-based design is an excellent fit for the aim, but the study's objectivity is challenged by the major COI inherent in the research team.
	Fair. The lack of an independent team for data analysis, given the major COI, raises concerns about the neutrality and confirmability of the findings.
	Moderate concerns. The innovative method is a strength, but trustworthiness is significantly impacted by a major, unmitigated COI.

	Göndöcs, Dóra, et al (40), 2023, UK
	Study on dermatologists' experiences with AI. The lead researcher was an "insider" and manager at the clinic where a majority of participants worked, creating a power dynamic. No funding or COIs were mentioned.
	Fair. The design is weakened by the lack of reported ethical approval and the potential for bias stemming from the researcher's "insider" role.
	Fair. The recruitment of subordinates by a manager and the lack of formal ethical oversight are serious concerns regarding the conduct and neutrality of the study.
	Moderate concerns. Trustworthiness is impacted by the absence of a statement on ethical approval and the power imbalance in the researcher-participant relationship.

	Partridge, Brad, et al (41), 25, AUS
	Study on how Australian/New Zealand clinicians conceptualize AI's role. The team was from academic/health institutions, supported by a national grant, with minor, non-critical COIs declared.
	Excellent. The in-depth interview design and diverse sampling (three clinical roles) are major strengths and align perfectly with the research question.
	Excellent. Rigorous conduct, strengthened by the recruitment of an experienced sample and a collaborative, well-documented analysis process.
	No or minimal concerns. A high-quality study demonstrates excellent methodological coherence and rigor. The study is considered highly trustworthy.

	Haugsten, Elisabeth Rygvold et al (42), 2023, DNK
	Study on experiences implementing a specific CAD system (ATBM Master) in a Danish clinic. No COIs were declared.
	Good. The focus group design, guided by the CFIR framework, was appropriate for exploring implementation barriers within a single clinical team.
	Good. The single-author coding is a minor weakness but is mitigated by team validation. The discovery that most participants had not used the tool was a central finding.
	Minor concerns. A well-designed study whose primary limitation is the single-author data coding, posing a minor risk to the dependability of the analysis.
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