Additional file 7. Evidence profile table, GRADE CERQual (Confidence in the Evidence from Reviews of Qualitative research).
	
Summarised review finding
	
Methodological limitations
	
Coherence
	
Adequacy
	
Relevance
	
GRADE-CERQual assessment of confidence
	
References

	Theme 1: The evolving role of AI in the dermatological diagnostic process

	AI before the clinical encounter

	
	Minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	Moderate confidence


	Patient-facing AI tools can enhance access to care, increase patient awareness of skin cancer, and improve triage in the early stages of the patient workflow.
	Explanation: The evidence base is generally strong. However, two of the four primary contributing studies [38,41] were assessed with minor methodological concerns due to declared conflicts of interest.
	Explanation: There is high coherence across contributing studies. A consistent pattern emerged from different stakeholders suggesting that patient-facing apps could improve access, awareness, and triage.
	Explanation: The data supporting this finding is sufficient in both quantity and richness, drawn from four distinct studies, providing a breadth of evidence and detailed explanations.
	Explanation: The body of evidence is directly relevant to the review question, involving the appropriate populations, phenomena, and settings.
	Explanation: Confidence was downgraded from high to moderate due to minor concerns regarding the methodological limitations of some of the contributing evidence. There were no significant concerns regarding the coherence, adequacy, or relevance of the data.
	[38,39,41,43]
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Adequacy
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GRADE-CERQual assessment of confidence
	
Ref

	Theme 1: The evolving role of AI in the dermatological diagnostic process

	Augmenting clinical judgment in practice

	
	Moderate concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	Moderate confidence


	Clinicians conceptualise AI in various supporting roles (e.g., consultant, validation tool, expert) to augment their diagnostic process, improve accuracy, and streamline referrals.
	Explanation: The evidence comes from studies of mixed methodological quality. Two of the six contributing studies [44,45] have moderate concerns due to significant conflicts of interest or lack of reported ethical oversight.
	Explanation: The findings are highly coherent. A consistent pattern emerges across all studies, with clinicians from different backgrounds conceptualising AI in similar supporting roles.
	Explanation: The data is highly adequate, supported by a large volume of rich data from six different studies, ensuring a deep and comprehensive evidence base.
	Explanation: The evidence is directly relevant, focusing on the perspectives of clinicians regarding AI tools within the context of dermatological practice.
	Explanation: Confidence was downgraded from high to moderate primarily due to the moderate concerns regarding the methodological limitations of a notable portion of the studies providing evidence for this finding.
	[39,40,44-47]





	
Summarised review finding
	
Methodological limitations
	
Coherence
	
Adequacy
	
Relevance
	
GRADE-CERQual assessment of confidence
	
Ref

	Theme 1: The evolving role of AI in the dermatological diagnostic process

	Beyond diagnosis: AI in clinical training and lesion management

	
	Minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	Moderate confidence


	AI is seen as a valuable tool beyond initial diagnosis, with applications in training clinicians, informing patient management decisions, and providing longitudinal monitoring of lesions.
	Explanation: The evidence base is of mixed quality, supported by two studies with no or minimal concerns [39,43], two with minor concerns [38,47], and two with moderate concerns [44,45].
	Explanation: There are no significant contradictions in the evidence. The potential uses of AI for training and follow-up are consistently described across the studies.
	Explanation: The data is adequate, supported by a good quantity of data from six studies, and the participant accounts are sufficiently rich to support the finding's complexity.
	Explanation: The evidence is directly relevant to the review question, focusing on the appropriate phenomena and populations.
	Explanation: Confidence was downgraded from high to moderate. While the data is coherent, adequate, and relevant, there are minor concerns regarding the overall methodological limitations of the mixed-quality body of evidence.
	[38,39,43–45,47] 
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GRADE-CERQual assessment of confidence
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	Theme 2: Barriers and concerns regarding AI implementation

	The primacy of clinical judgment and the physician-patient relationship

	
	Minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	High confidence


	A predominant theme was the tension between AI's capabilities and the irreplaceable nature of clinical practice, including the need for holistic judgment, concerns about professional "deskilling," and the importance of the physician-patient relationship.
	Explanation: This finding is supported by a large and diverse body of evidence of mixed quality. While strongly supported by three studies with no or minimal concerns [39,43,46], the overall evidence base also includes four studies with minor concerns [38,40,41,47] and two with moderate concerns [42,45]. 
	Explanation: There is very high coherence in the data. Clinicians and patients across all nine studies consistently emphasise the importance of human-centered aspects of care that AI cannot replicate. No contradictory evidence was found.
	Explanation: The data is highly adequate. The finding is supported by a very large volume of rich data, providing deep, illustrative insights.
	Explanation: The evidence is directly relevant. The contributing studies explore the core phenomena of clinical judgment and the physician-patient relationship within the precise context of our review question.
	Explanation: Confidence in this finding is high. Despite minor concerns regarding the overall methodological limitations of the mixed-quality body of evidence, the finding is so overwhelmingly consistent and well-supported that it is highly likely to be a reasonable representation of the phenomenon.
	[38–43,45–47] 






	
Summarised review finding
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Coherence
	
Adequacy
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GRADE-CERQual assessment of confidence
	
Ref

	Theme 2: Barriers and concerns regarding AI implementation

	Concerns regarding trust and accuracy

	
	Minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	High confidence


	Establishing trust in AI tools is a fundamental precondition, with diagnostic accuracy being the primary factor. Concerns about accuracy, especially regarding skin heterogeneity and lack of generalizability to diverse populations, are significant barriers.
	Explanation: This finding is supported by a very large body of evidence of mixed quality. While strongly supported by three studies with no or minimal concerns [39,43,46], it also includes evidence from studies with minor [38,40,41,47] and moderate concerns [42,44,45].
	Explanation: The finding is exceptionally coherent. The link between trust and accuracy, and concerns about performance in diverse skin types, are strong themes across all contributing studies and stakeholder groups.
	Explanation: This is one of the most richly supported findings, drawing on evidence from all studies and providing extensive detail on the reasoning behind the lack of trust.
	Explanation: The evidence is directly relevant, addressing a core phenomenon (trust in AI) across all relevant populations and settings included in the review.
	Explanation: Confidence in this finding is high. Despite minor concerns about the methodological limitations of the very broad body of evidence, the finding is so overwhelmingly consistent and richly supported that it is highly likely to be a reasonable representation of the phenomenon.
	[38-47]
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Adequacy
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GRADE-CERQual assessment of confidence
	
Ref

	Theme 2: Barriers and concerns regarding AI implementation

	Final decision-making and accountability

	
	Minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	Moderate confidence


	A significant concern is the question of accountability when a discrepancy arises. A clear consensus emerged that the final responsibility for a diagnosis must rest with the clinician, with AI framed as a subordinate tool, never the ultimate arbiter.
	Explanation: The evidence base is broad and of mixed quality. While strongly supported by three studies with no or minimal concerns [39,43,46], it also includes evidence from studies with minor [40,41] and moderate concerns [44,45].
	Explanation: There is very high coherence across all contributing studies. A consistent and strong consensus emerged from all stakeholder groups that the final decision-making authority and responsibility must remain with the human clinician.
	Explanation: The data is highly adequate, supported by a large volume of rich data from seven different studies that explore the nuances of liability and the final diagnostic decision.
	Explanation: The evidence is directly relevant, addressing the core phenomenon of accountability and decision-making in the exact context of AI in dermatology.
	Explanation: Confidence was downgraded from high to moderate due to minor concerns regarding the methodological limitations of the overall body of evidence, which is of mixed quality.
	[39–41,43–46]
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	Theme 3: Requirements for successful AI adoption

	Usability and stakeholder engagement

	
	Moderate concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	Moderate confidence


	A consistent theme was that AI applications must be user-friendly and intuitive to be adopted. Successful implementation was also seen to require genuine motivation and engagement from all stakeholders.
	Explanation: The evidence base for this finding is broad and of mixed quality. While supported by two studies with no or minimal concerns [39,43], the majority of the evidence comes from studies with minor [38,47] or moderate [42,44,45] methodological limitations.
	Explanation: There is high coherence across contributing studies. The importance of usability and stakeholder engagement was a consistent requirement mentioned by diverse participants across different contexts.
	Explanation: The data is adequate, supported by a good quantity of rich data from seven different studies providing specific examples of usability issues.
	Explanation: The evidence is directly relevant, as it details the practical and social preconditions for implementing AI tools in dermatological care.
	Explanation: Confidence was downgraded from high to moderate, primarily due to the moderate concerns regarding the methodological limitations of a significant portion of the studies providing evidence for this finding.
	[38,39,42–45,47]






	
Summarised review finding
	
Methodological limitations
	
Coherence
	
Adequacy
	
Relevance
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	Theme 3: Requirements for successful AI adoption

	Regulation, transparency, and economic considerations

	
	Minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	No/Very minor concerns
	High confidence


	Participants identified a critical need for robust regulatory frameworks, independent validation, and transparency in AI development. Economic and systemic barriers were also highlighted.
	Explanation: This finding is supported by a very large body of evidence of mixed quality. While strongly supported by three studies with no or minimal concerns [39,43,46], it also includes evidence from studies with minor [38,40,41,47] and moderate concerns [42,44,45]. 
	Explanation: The finding is exceptionally coherent. The need for regulation, transparency, and consideration of systemic/economic impacts are strong and consistent themes across all contributing studies.
	Explanation: The data is highly adequate, drawing on evidence from all studies and providing extensive detail on the reasoning behind these requirements.
	Explanation: The evidence is directly relevant, addressing core preconditions for the successful and ethical implementation of AI in dermatology.
	Explanation: Confidence in this finding is high. Despite minor concerns about the methodological limitations of the very broad body of evidence, the finding is so overwhelmingly consistent and richly supported that it is highly likely to be a reasonable representation of the phenomenon.
	[38-47]


AI; artificial intelligence.

