Supplementary No. 4
Supplementary Statistical Tables

This file reports the complete statistical output underlying the Results: descriptive statistics by platform and clinical domain, the Friedman omnibus tests, and the Holm-corrected Conover post-hoc pairwise matrices. Platforms are coded LLM1 ChatGPT, LLM2 Claude, LLM3 Gemini, LLM4 OpenEvidence (medical-domain RAG), and LLM5 Perplexity (general-purpose RAG). All analyses were performed in Python 3.12 (SciPy, scikit-posthocs); alpha = 0.05. n = 24 vignettes per platform (8 per domain); composite = mean of the four parameters.
Table S1. Descriptive statistics by platform across all 24 vignettes
	Platform
	Parameter
	Mean
	SD
	Median
	IQR
	95% CI

	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	Accuracy
	3.42
	0.88
	3.0
	3.0-4.0
	3.06, 3.77

	
	Safety
	3.17
	1.05
	3.0
	3.0-4.0
	2.75, 3.59

	
	Hallucinations
	4.29
	0.86
	4.5
	4.0-5.0
	3.95, 4.64

	
	Completeness
	3.29
	0.62
	3.0
	3.0-4.0
	3.04, 3.54

	
	Composite
	3.54
	0.66
	3.5
	3.2-4.0
	3.28, 3.80

	Claude (LLM2)
	Accuracy
	4.29
	0.86
	4.5
	4.0-5.0
	3.95, 4.64

	
	Safety
	4.58
	0.65
	5.0
	4.0-5.0
	4.32, 4.84

	
	Hallucinations
	4.50
	1.06
	5.0
	4.8-5.0
	4.07, 4.93

	
	Completeness
	4.38
	0.65
	4.0
	4.0-5.0
	4.12, 4.63

	
	Composite
	4.44
	0.66
	4.6
	4.0-5.0
	4.17, 4.70

	Gemini (LLM3)
	Accuracy
	3.46
	1.02
	3.0
	3.0-4.0
	3.05, 3.87

	
	Safety
	3.17
	1.27
	3.0
	2.0-4.0
	2.66, 3.68

	
	Hallucinations
	4.00
	1.02
	4.0
	3.0-5.0
	3.59, 4.41

	
	Completeness
	3.17
	0.70
	3.0
	3.0-4.0
	2.89, 3.45

	
	Composite
	3.45
	0.75
	3.5
	2.8-4.0
	3.15, 3.75

	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	Accuracy
	4.62
	0.71
	5.0
	4.8-5.0
	4.34, 4.91

	
	Safety
	4.92
	0.41
	5.0
	5.0-5.0
	4.75, 5.00

	
	Hallucinations
	4.46
	0.78
	5.0
	4.0-5.0
	4.15, 4.77

	
	Completeness
	4.67
	0.70
	5.0
	5.0-5.0
	4.39, 4.95

	
	Composite
	4.67
	0.55
	5.0
	4.5-5.0
	4.45, 4.89

	Perplexity (LLM5)
	Accuracy
	3.00
	1.10
	3.0
	2.0-4.0
	2.56, 3.44

	
	Safety
	2.79
	1.32
	3.0
	1.8-3.2
	2.26, 3.32

	
	Hallucinations
	3.75
	1.39
	4.0
	3.0-5.0
	3.19, 4.31

	
	Completeness
	2.58
	1.10
	2.5
	2.0-3.0
	2.14, 3.02

	
	Composite
	3.03
	0.98
	3.0
	2.5-3.5
	2.64, 3.42


RAG = retrieval-augmented generation (OpenEvidence, Perplexity; shaded). 95% CI upper bounds are truncated at the rubric ceiling of 5.00.

Table S2. Proportion of dangerous and excellent responses by platform (n = 24)
	Platform
	% with any parameter ≤ 2 (dangerous)
	% Safety ≤ 2
	% Hallucinations ≤ 2
	% Composite = 5 (excellent)

	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	20.8%
	16.7%
	4.2%
	0.0%

	Claude (LLM2)
	8.3%
	0.0%
	8.3%
	41.7%

	Gemini (LLM3)
	37.5%
	29.2%
	8.3%
	0.0%

	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	58.3%

	Perplexity (LLM5)
	54.2%
	33.3%
	16.7%
	4.2%


“Dangerous” is an inclusive-OR across the four parameters and is therefore at least as high as any single-parameter rate.

Table S3. Friedman omnibus tests for between-platform differences (df = 4)
	Analysis
	Parameter
	Friedman chi-square
	p value
	Kendall's W

	Overall (24 vignettes)
	Accuracy
	46.32
	<0.001
	0.482

	
	Safety
	57.68
	<0.001
	0.601

	
	Hallucinations
	9.37
	0.053
	0.098

	
	Completeness
	60.95
	<0.001
	0.635

	
	Composite
	58.48
	<0.001
	0.609

	A. Periodontal/Surgical
	Accuracy
	10.65
	0.031
	0.333

	
	Safety
	14.29
	0.006
	0.447

	
	Hallucinations
	7.46
	0.114
	0.233

	
	Completeness
	15.33
	0.004
	0.479

	
	Composite
	11.48
	0.022
	0.359

	B. Endodontic
	Accuracy
	21.98
	<0.001
	0.687

	
	Safety
	20.72
	<0.001
	0.648

	
	Hallucinations
	3.49
	0.480
	0.109

	
	Completeness
	25.27
	<0.001
	0.790

	
	Composite
	27.84
	<0.001
	0.870

	C. Restorative/Prosthetic
	Accuracy
	22.17
	<0.001
	0.693

	
	Safety
	26.35
	<0.001
	0.823

	
	Hallucinations
	6.15
	0.188
	0.192

	
	Completeness
	25.86
	<0.001
	0.808

	
	Composite
	27.50
	<0.001
	0.859


Kendall's W effect size: ~0.1 small, ~0.3 moderate, ≥ 0.5 large concordance.

Table S4. Conover-Holm pairwise p-values - Composite score
	
	ChatGPT
	Claude
	Gemini
	OpenEvidence
	Perplexity

	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	-
	<0.001
	0.715
	<0.001
	0.146

	Claude (LLM2)
	<0.001
	-
	<0.001
	0.617
	<0.001

	Gemini (LLM3)
	0.715
	<0.001
	-
	<0.001
	0.247

	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	<0.001
	0.617
	<0.001
	-
	<0.001

	Perplexity (LLM5)
	0.146
	<0.001
	0.247
	<0.001
	-




Table S5. Conover-Holm pairwise p-values - Accuracy
	
	ChatGPT
	Claude
	Gemini
	OpenEvidence
	Perplexity

	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	-
	<0.001
	0.890
	<0.001
	0.196

	Claude (LLM2)
	<0.001
	-
	<0.001
	0.544
	<0.001

	Gemini (LLM3)
	0.890
	<0.001
	-
	<0.001
	0.192

	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	<0.001
	0.544
	<0.001
	-
	<0.001

	Perplexity (LLM5)
	0.196
	<0.001
	0.192
	<0.001
	-



Table S6. Conover-Holm pairwise p-values — Patient & Operational Safety
	
	ChatGPT
	Claude
	Gemini
	OpenEvidence
	Perplexity

	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	-
	<0.001
	0.674
	<0.001
	0.674

	Claude (LLM2)
	<0.001
	-
	<0.001
	0.270
	<0.001

	Gemini (LLM3)
	0.674
	<0.001
	-
	<0.001
	0.453

	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	<0.001
	0.270
	<0.001
	-
	<0.001

	Perplexity (LLM5)
	0.674
	<0.001
	0.453
	<0.001
	-



Table S7. Conover-Holm pairwise p-values - Freedom from Hallucinations
	
	ChatGPT
	Claude
	Gemini
	OpenEvidence
	Perplexity

	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	-
	0.984
	0.957
	1.000
	1.000

	Claude (LLM2)
	0.984
	-
	0.078
	1.000
	0.282

	Gemini (LLM3)
	0.957
	0.078
	-
	0.288
	1.000

	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	1.000
	1.000
	0.288
	-
	0.798

	Perplexity (LLM5)
	1.000
	0.282
	1.000
	0.798
	-



Table S8. Conover-Holm pairwise p-values - Completeness of Protocol
	
	ChatGPT
	Claude
	Gemini
	OpenEvidence
	Perplexity

	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	-
	<0.001
	0.383
	<0.001
	0.040

	Claude (LLM2)
	<0.001
	-
	<0.001
	0.248
	<0.001

	Gemini (LLM3)
	0.383
	<0.001
	-
	<0.001
	0.248

	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	<0.001
	0.248
	<0.001
	-
	<0.001

	Perplexity (LLM5)
	0.040
	<0.001
	0.248
	<0.001
	-


Bold-significant pairs (p < 0.05) indicate a difference between the two platforms on that parameter. Values are Holm-corrected across the 10 pairwise contrasts. For Freedom from Hallucinations the omnibus Friedman test was non-significant (Table S3), so pairwise contrasts are interpreted with caution. Sensitivity to floor imputation: the two unscorable endodontic ratings assigned the scale floor both fall on Perplexity (Vignette 15, Safety and Freedom from Hallucinations; Table S10). Recomputing the Safety and Freedom-from-Hallucinations analyses with these two ratings excluded rather than floored leaves Perplexity the lowest-scoring platform on both parameters and does not change the overall composite ranking, in which Perplexity remains lowest by a clear margin; the floor imputation therefore does not drive any reported conclusion.

Table S9. Composite score (mean ± SD) by platform and clinical domain
	Platform
	A
	B
	C
	Overall

	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	3.53 ± 0.43
	3.62 ± 0.44
	3.47 ± 1.01
	3.54 ± 0.66

	Claude (LLM2)
	3.94 ± 0.66
	4.97 ± 0.09
	4.41 ± 0.61
	4.44 ± 0.66

	Gemini (LLM3)
	3.00 ± 0.69
	4.06 ± 0.53
	3.28 ± 0.63
	3.45 ± 0.75

	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	4.19 ± 0.72
	4.88 ± 0.27
	4.94 ± 0.12
	4.67 ± 0.55

	Perplexity (LLM5)
	3.25 ± 0.83
	3.44 ± 0.73
	2.41 ± 1.11
	3.03 ± 0.98


Domains: A periodontal/surgical, B endodontic, C restorative/prosthetic (8 vignettes each).


Table S10. Complete raw Likert scores (the underlying dataset)
Each row is one platform's response to one vignette, scored 1-5 on the four parameters. 
	Vignette
	Domain
	Platform
	Accuracy
	Safety
	Hallucinations
	Completeness
	Composite

	1
	A
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	4
	4
	5
	4
	4.25

	1
	A
	Claude (LLM2)
	4
	4
	5
	4
	4.25

	1
	A
	Gemini (LLM3)
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2.25

	1
	A
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	3
	5
	3
	3
	3.50

	1
	A
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	2
	A
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	3
	4
	3
	4
	3.50

	2
	A
	Claude (LLM2)
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4.00

	2
	A
	Gemini (LLM3)
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3.25

	2
	A
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	4
	5
	4
	4
	4.25

	2
	A
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	3
	4
	4
	3
	3.50

	3
	A
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	4
	3
	4
	4
	3.75

	3
	A
	Claude (LLM2)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	3
	A
	Gemini (LLM3)
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2.75

	3
	A
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	4
	5
	4
	5
	4.50

	3
	A
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3.00

	4
	A
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	4
	3
	4
	3
	3.50

	4
	A
	Claude (LLM2)
	4
	4
	5
	4
	4.25

	4
	A
	Gemini (LLM3)
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3.25

	4
	A
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	3
	5
	4.50

	4
	A
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	2
	2
	5
	2
	2.75

	5
	A
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	3
	3
	4
	3
	3.25

	5
	A
	Claude (LLM2)
	3
	4
	5
	4
	4.00

	5
	A
	Gemini (LLM3)
	2
	3
	3
	2
	2.50

	5
	A
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3.00

	5
	A
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	2
	3
	3
	2
	2.50

	6
	A
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	3
	4
	4
	3
	3.50

	6
	A
	Claude (LLM2)
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3.00

	6
	A
	Gemini (LLM3)
	3
	4
	4
	3
	3.50

	6
	A
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	6
	A
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	2
	3
	4
	1
	2.50

	7
	A
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2.75

	7
	A
	Claude (LLM2)
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4.00

	7
	A
	Gemini (LLM3)
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2.25

	7
	A
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	3
	5
	3
	4
	3.75

	7
	A
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	3
	3
	4
	2
	3.00

	8
	A
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	3
	4
	4
	4
	3.75

	8
	A
	Claude (LLM2)
	2
	5
	2
	3
	3.00

	8
	A
	Gemini (LLM3)
	4
	5
	4
	4
	4.25

	8
	A
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	8
	A
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	4
	4
	4
	3
	3.75

	9
	B
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	3
	2
	5
	3
	3.25

	9
	B
	Claude (LLM2)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	9
	B
	Gemini (LLM3)
	5
	3
	4
	4
	4.00

	9
	B
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	9
	B
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	3
	3
	5
	2
	3.25

	10
	B
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	3
	3
	4
	3
	3.25

	10
	B
	Claude (LLM2)
	5
	5
	5
	4
	4.75

	10
	B
	Gemini (LLM3)
	5
	3
	3
	3
	3.50

	10
	B
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	10
	B
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3.25

	11
	B
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	5
	3
	5
	3
	4.00

	11
	B
	Claude (LLM2)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	11
	B
	Gemini (LLM3)
	5
	5
	5
	4
	4.75

	11
	B
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	11
	B
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3.25

	12
	B
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	4
	4
	5
	3
	4.00

	12
	B
	Claude (LLM2)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	12
	B
	Gemini (LLM3)
	5
	5
	5
	4
	4.75

	12
	B
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	4
	5
	4.75

	12
	B
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	4
	3
	5
	2
	3.50

	13
	B
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	4
	5
	5
	3
	4.25

	13
	B
	Claude (LLM2)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	13
	B
	Gemini (LLM3)
	5
	5
	5
	3
	4.50

	13
	B
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	13
	B
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	4
	5
	5
	4
	4.50

	14
	B
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3.00

	14
	B
	Claude (LLM2)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	14
	B
	Gemini (LLM3)
	3
	3
	5
	3
	3.50

	14
	B
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	14
	B
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	4
	5
	5
	4
	4.50

	15
	B
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	3
	3
	5
	3
	3.50

	15
	B
	Claude (LLM2)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	15
	B
	Gemini (LLM3)
	3
	4
	5
	3
	3.75

	15
	B
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	15
	B
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	4
	1
	1
	4
	2.50

	16
	B
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	4
	3
	5
	3
	3.75

	16
	B
	Claude (LLM2)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	16
	B
	Gemini (LLM3)
	4
	3
	5
	3
	3.75

	16
	B
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	4
	3
	4.25

	16
	B
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	3
	1
	5
	2
	2.75

	17
	C
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	2
	1
	4
	3
	2.50

	17
	C
	Claude (LLM2)
	3
	5
	1
	4
	3.25

	17
	C
	Gemini (LLM3)
	3
	1
	4
	3
	2.75

	17
	C
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	17
	C
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	1
	1
	5
	2
	2.25

	18
	C
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	4
	4
	5
	4
	4.25

	18
	C
	Claude (LLM2)
	4
	5
	5
	4
	4.50

	18
	C
	Gemini (LLM3)
	4
	4
	5
	4
	4.25

	18
	C
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	18
	C
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	4
	4
	5
	4
	4.25

	19
	C
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	4
	1
	5
	4
	3.50

	19
	C
	Claude (LLM2)
	4
	5
	5
	4
	4.50

	19
	C
	Gemini (LLM3)
	4
	1
	5
	4
	3.50

	19
	C
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	4
	5
	5
	5
	4.75

	19
	C
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	3
	1
	5
	1
	2.50

	20
	C
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	4
	4
	5
	4
	4.25

	20
	C
	Claude (LLM2)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	20
	C
	Gemini (LLM3)
	4
	1
	5
	4
	3.50

	20
	C
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	4
	5
	4.75

	20
	C
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1.00

	21
	C
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	5
	4
	5
	4
	4.50

	21
	C
	Claude (LLM2)
	5
	4
	5
	5
	4.75

	21
	C
	Gemini (LLM3)
	3
	4
	5
	4
	4.00

	21
	C
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	21
	C
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1.00

	22
	C
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1.50

	22
	C
	Claude (LLM2)
	4
	3
	4
	4
	3.75

	22
	C
	Gemini (LLM3)
	2
	2
	4
	3
	2.75

	22
	C
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	22
	C
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	3
	3
	4
	3
	3.25

	23
	C
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	3
	3
	5
	3
	3.50

	23
	C
	Claude (LLM2)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	23
	C
	Gemini (LLM3)
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3.00

	23
	C
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	23
	C
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3.00

	24
	C
	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	3
	4
	4
	4
	3.75

	24
	C
	Claude (LLM2)
	4
	5
	5
	4
	4.50

	24
	C
	Gemini (LLM3)
	2
	2
	4
	2
	2.50

	24
	C
	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	5
	5
	5
	5
	5.00

	24
	C
	Perplexity (LLM5)
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2.00



Table S11. Vignette case-mix classification
Classification of each of the 24 synthetic vignettes by clinical complexity (low / moderate / high) and by the role of laser therapy in optimal management (clearly indicated, adjunctive only, or not indicated or contraindicated), with the principal non-laser alternative. 
	Vignette
	Clinical domain
	Clinical complexity
	Role of laser therapy in optimal management
	Principal non-laser alternative

	1
	A  Periodontal/Surgical
	Low
	Adjunctive only
	Subgingival re-instrumentation (repeat SRP); local sustained-release antimicrobials; access-flap surgery if persistent

	2
	A  Periodontal/Surgical
	Moderate
	Adjunctive only
	Repeated mechanical debridement; local antimicrobials; periodontal surgery

	3
	A  Periodontal/Surgical
	High
	Adjunctive only
	Titanium brush / air-polishing / chemical (CHX, citric acid) decontamination; implantoplasty; regenerative graft ± membrane

	4
	A  Periodontal/Surgical
	Low
	Indicated
	Conventional scalpel frenectomy or electrosurgery; orthodontic space closure is required for the diastema

	5
	A  Periodontal/Surgical
	Low
	Indicated
	Scalpel/bur abrasion, cryotherapy, electrosurgery, or chemical depigmentation; free gingival graft for severe/recurrent cases

	6
	A  Periodontal/Surgical
	Low
	Indicated
	Scalpel gingivectomy or electrosurgery; surgical crown lengthening with osseous recontouring if biologic width is violated

	7
	A  Periodontal/Surgical
	Moderate
	Adjunctive only
	Standard analgesia, atraumatic surgical technique, and post-operative instructions

	8
	A  Periodontal/Surgical
	High
	Adjunctive only
	SRP with rigorous glycaemic control; local antimicrobials; systemic antibiotics where indicated (grade C); intensified maintenance

	9
	B  Endodontic
	High
	Adjunctive only
	Thorough chemo-mechanical retreatment, removal of old filling, locating missed anatomy; apical surgery if it fails

	10
	B  Endodontic
	High
	Adjunctive only
	Conventional needle irrigation; passive ultrasonic or sonic irrigant activation

	11
	B  Endodontic
	High
	Adjunctive only
	Locate and treat the missed canal and re-disinfect the system; ultrasonic/sonic activation; apical surgery if needed

	12
	B  Endodontic
	Low
	Adjunctive only
	Standard NaOCl/EDTA irrigation ± ultrasonic activation

	13
	B  Endodontic
	High
	Adjunctive only
	Chemo-mechanical retreatment with NaOCl/EDTA and ultrasonic activation; surgery if unresolved

	14
	B  Endodontic
	Moderate
	Adjunctive only
	Pulpotomy with calcium-silicate cement using conventional hemostasis (NaOCl/saline); RCT if irreversible

	15
	B  Endodontic
	Moderate
	Adjunctive only
	Direct pulp cap with calcium-silicate and conventional hemostasis; emphasis on the coronal seal

	16
	B  Endodontic
	Moderate
	Adjunctive only
	17% EDTA then NaOCl with ultrasonic/sonic activation (proven smear-layer removal)

	17
	C  Restorative/Prosthetic
	Low
	Indicated
	Conventional rotary excavation (benchmark); chemo-mechanical or hand caries removal

	18
	C  Restorative/Prosthetic
	Moderate
	Not indicated
	Phosphoric-acid etching of enamel (gold standard) with standard adhesive protocol

	19
	C  Restorative/Prosthetic
	Low
	Adjunctive only
	Desensitising dentifrices (K-nitrate/stannous F); in-office desensitising agents/varnishes; restorations for defects

	20
	C  Restorative/Prosthetic
	Low
	Not indicated
	In-office hydrogen-peroxide whitening without light/laser activation; at-home tray bleaching

	21
	C  Restorative/Prosthetic
	Low
	Indicated
	Retraction cord (single/double); retraction paste; electrosurgery

	22
	C  Restorative/Prosthetic
	Moderate
	Indicated
	Conventional removal by burring through the restoration (sacrifices tooth structure / the restoration)

	23
	C  Restorative/Prosthetic
	Low
	Adjunctive only
	Visual ICDAS examination plus bitewing radiographs (primary); fibre-optic transillumination [diagnostic adjunct]

	24
	C  Restorative/Prosthetic
	High
	Indicated
	Desensitising agents (CPP-ACP, fluoride varnish), GI sealing, atraumatic adhesive restorations; planned extraction with orthodontic timing for poor-prognosis molars


The clinical-complexity and laser-role classifications were assigned by consensus of the domain specialists before response scoring, grounded in the vignette content (Online Resource 1) and the consensus literature.

Table S12. Frequency distribution of individual Likert ratings by platform and parameter
Number of responses receiving each Likert score (1 to 5) for every platform on each scoring parameter, across the 24 vignettes (each row sums to 24). Computed from the raw dataset (Table S10); the composite, being a mean of the four parameters, is not score-frequency tabulated.
	Platform
	Parameter
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total (n)

	ChatGPT (LLM1)
	Accuracy
	1
	1
	11
	9
	2
	24

	
	Patient & Operational Safety
	3
	1
	10
	9
	1
	24

	
	Freedom from Hallucinations
	0
	1
	3
	8
	12
	24

	
	Completeness of Protocol
	0
	2
	13
	9
	0
	24

	Claude (LLM2)
	Accuracy
	0
	1
	3
	8
	12
	24

	
	Patient & Operational Safety
	0
	0
	2
	6
	16
	24

	
	Freedom from Hallucinations
	1
	1
	1
	3
	18
	24

	
	Completeness of Protocol
	0
	0
	2
	11
	11
	24

	Gemini (LLM3)
	Accuracy
	0
	4
	10
	5
	5
	24

	
	Patient & Operational Safety
	3
	4
	7
	6
	4
	24

	
	Freedom from Hallucinations
	0
	2
	6
	6
	10
	24

	
	Completeness of Protocol
	0
	4
	12
	8
	0
	24

	OpenEvidence (LLM4)
	Accuracy
	0
	0
	3
	3
	18
	24

	
	Patient & Operational Safety
	0
	0
	1
	0
	23
	24

	
	Freedom from Hallucinations
	0
	0
	4
	5
	15
	24

	
	Completeness of Protocol
	0
	0
	3
	2
	19
	24

	Perplexity (LLM5)
	Accuracy
	3
	4
	8
	8
	1
	24

	
	Patient & Operational Safety
	6
	2
	10
	3
	3
	24

	
	Freedom from Hallucinations
	3
	1
	5
	5
	10
	24

	
	Completeness of Protocol
	4
	8
	7
	4
	1
	24


Acceptable accuracy (Accuracy score ≥ 4), derived from the Accuracy rows above: OpenEvidence 87.5% (21/24), Claude 83.3% (20/24), ChatGPT 45.8% (11/24), Gemini 41.7% (10/24), Perplexity 37.5% (9/24).

Table S13. Inter-examiner calibration agreement (three examiners, 15-response subset)
Reproducibility of the Likert scoring, assessed by having all three examiners independently re-score a blinded 15-response calibration subset (C01–C15) spanning the three clinical domains and the full quality range. ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient, two-way random effects, absolute agreement (single-measure ICC(2,1) and average-measure ICC(2,k)); Krippendorff's alpha computed for ordinal data. n = 15 responses scored by 3 examiners.
	Parameter
	ICC(2,1) [95% CI]
	ICC(2,k) [95% CI]
	Krippendorff's α

	Accuracy
	0.83 [0.65, 0.93]
	0.93 [0.85, 0.98]
	0.83

	Patient & Operational Safety
	0.73 [0.48, 0.89]
	0.89 [0.73, 0.96]
	0.72

	Freedom from Hallucinations
	0.71 [0.46, 0.88]
	0.88 [0.72, 0.96]
	0.66

	Completeness of Protocol
	0.61 [0.33, 0.83]
	0.83 [0.59, 0.94]
	0.65

	Composite (mean of four)
	0.85 [0.69, 0.94]
	0.95 [0.87, 0.98]
	—

	All parameters pooled
	0.72 [0.60, 0.81]
	0.89 [0.82, 0.93]
	0.73


Across all 60 rating positions, examiners agreed exactly in 69.4% of cases and to within one scale point in 91.1% (pairwise range: exact 63.3–75.0%, within one point 88.3–93.3%). The average-measure ICC of 0.95 for the composite indicates excellent reproducibility of the three-examiner mean; single-rater coefficients fall in the good range, with the more interpretive Completeness parameter showing the greatest residual variability.

