Table S1. Comparison of healthcare resources and staffing in dermatology departments across different hospital levels.
	Medical resources
	Tertiary 
(n = 992 )
	Secondary
 (n = 550)
	Primary
 (n = 49)
	H value
	P value
	ε²

	Physicians
	10.21 ± 0.41
	3.83 ± 0.17
	4.88 ± 0.62
	390.493
	< 0.001
	0.245

	Associate chief physicians and above
	4.06 ± 0.18
	1.09 ± 0.09
	1.24 ± 0.22
	401.512
	< 0.001
	0.252

	Nurses
	7.20 ± 0.41
	2.86 ± 0.26
	3.73 ± 0.63
	146.422
	< 0.001
	0.091

	Medical technicians
	2.08 ± 0.20
	1.16 ± 0.18
	5.67 ± 1.00
	78.527
	< 0.001
	0.048

	Consultation desks
	5.36 ± 0.17
	2.65 ± 0.09
	3.73 ± 0.51
	315.379
	< 0.001
	0.197

	Beds
	11.96 ± 0.63
	6.16 ± 0.57
	10.73 ± 2.73
	48.526
	< 0.001
	0.029


Data are presented as mean ± SE. H value from Kruskal–Wallis test; ε² = effect size.
Abbreviations: SE, standard error. 

Table S2. Comparison of healthcare resources and staffing in dermatology departments across different regions.
	Medical resources
	North China
(n = 228)
	Northeast
(n = 95)
	East China
(n = 370)
	Central China
(n = 157)
	South China
(n = 94)
	Northwest
(n = 242)
	Southwest
(n = 405)
	F
	P value
	Partial η²

	Physicians
	8.43 ± 0.69
	7.03 ± 1.07
	8.61 ± 0.54
	8.33 ± 0.84
	9.65 ± 1.08
	7.10 ± 0.67
	6.83 ± 0.52
	1.92
	0.075
	0.007

	Associate chief physicians and above
	3.52 ± 0.30
	3.80 ± 0.47
	3.67 ± 0.24
	3.12 ± 0.37
	3.75 ± 0.47
	2.33 ± 0.29
	1.88 ± 0.23
	7.62
	< 0.001
	0.028

	Nurses
	5.17 ± 0.71
	5.89 ± 1.11
	4.84 ± 0.56
	6.19 ± 0.86
	9.58 ± 1.11
	5.45 ± 0.69
	5.37 ± 0.54
	2.64
	0.015
	0.010

	Medical technicians
	1.69 ± 0.37
	1.58 ± 0.58
	2.13 ± 0.29
	1.71 ± 0.45
	4.41 ± 0.58
	1.48 ± 0.36
	1.52 ± 0.28
	3.88
	< 0.001
	0.015

	Consultation desks
	4.73 ± 0.29
	4.53 ± 0.46
	5.34 ± 0.23
	4.71 ± 0.36
	5.27 ± 0.46
	3.62 ± 0.29
	3.37 ± 0.22
	8.55
	< 0.001
	0.031

	Beds
	7.42 ± 1.19
	10.09 ± 1.84
	7.98 ± 0.93
	11.76 ± 1.44
	11.94 ± 1.85
	12.33 ± 1.15
	10.44 ± 0.89
	2.73
	0.012
	0.010


Adjusted data are presented as model-predicted marginal means ± SE from ANCOVA with hospital level as covariate. Effect size is reported as partial η².
Abbreviations: SE, standard error; ANCOVA, analysis of covariance. 
Table S3. The establishment rates of atopic dermatitis specialty clinic by geographic region.
	Region (ref: North China)
	OR
	95% CI
	P value

	Northeast
	1.079
	0.585–1.988
	0.808

	East
	1.137
	0.746–1.734
	0.550

	Central
	1.481
	0.902–2.432
	0.121

	South
	0.845
	0.447–1.601
	0.606

	Northwest
	0.786
	0.480–1.285
	0.337

	Southwest
	0.475
	0.299–0.754
	0.002



Adjusted for hospital level and number of physicians in the dermatology department.
Overall effect of region: Likelihood-ratio χ² = 28.690, P < 0.001，model Pseudo R² (McFadden) = 0.211.
Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; OR, odds ratio; ref, reference.
Table S4.  Atopic dermatitis diagnostic rates by geographic region.
	Region (ref: North China)
	OR
	P value
	95% CI
	Diff. vs. NC

	Northeast
	0.802
	< 0.001
	0.800–0.805
	−3.27 pp

	East
	0.904
	< 0.001
	0.903–0.906
	−1.55 pp

	Central
	1.116
	< 0.001
	1.114–1.119
	+1.81 pp

	South
	1.875
	< 0.001
	1.870–1.880
	+11.75 pp

	Northwest
	1.447
	< 0.001
	1.443–1.451
	+6.49 pp

	Southwest
	0.725
	< 0.001
	0.724–0.727
	−4.62 pp


Adjusted for hospital level and number of physicians in the department. Overall effect of region: P < 0.001; Pseudo R² = 0.081. 
Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; Diff., difference; NC, North China; OR, odds ratio; pp, percentage points.
Table S5. Pairwise comparisons of adjusted atopic dermatitis diagnostic rates by region.
	Comparison
(A vs. B)
	OR 
(A vs. B)
	95% CI
	Absolute difference (A–B)
	Adj. P value

	North China vs. Northeast
	1.246
	1.24–1.26
	+3.27 pp
	< 0.001

	North China vs. East China
	1.106
	1.10–1.11
	+1.55 pp
	< 0.001

	North China vs. Central China
	0.896
	0.89–0.90
	−1.81 pp
	< 0.001

	North China vs. South China
	0.533
	0.53–0.54
	−11.75 pp
	< 0.001

	North China vs. Northwest
	0.691
	0.69–0.70
	−6.49 pp
	< 0.001

	North China vs. Southwest
	1.378
	1.37–1.39
	+4.62 pp
	< 0.001

	Northeast vs. East China
	0.887
	0.88–0.89
	−1.72 pp
	< 0.001

	Northeast vs. Central China
	0.719
	0.71–0.73
	−5.08 pp
	< 0.001

	Northeast vs. South China
	0.428
	0.42–0.43
	−15.02 pp
	< 0.001

	Northeast vs. Northwest
	0.555
	0.55–0.56
	−9.76 pp
	< 0.001

	Northeast vs. Southwest
	1.106
	1.10–1.11
	+1.35 pp
	< 0.001

	East China vs. Central China
	0.810
	0.80–0.82
	−3.36 pp
	< 0.001

	East China vs. South China
	0.482
	0.48–0.49
	−13.30 pp
	< 0.001

	East China vs. Northwest
	0.625
	0.62–0.63
	−8.04 pp
	< 0.001

	East China vs Southwest
	1.247
	1.24–1.26
	+3.07 pp
	< 0.001

	Central China vs. South China
	0.596
	0.59–0.60
	−9.94 pp
	< 0.001

	Central China vs. Northwest
	0.772
	0.77–0.78
	−4.68 pp
	< 0.001

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Central China vs. Southwest
	1.539
	1.53–1.55
	+6.43 pp
	< 0.001

	South China vs. Northwest
	1.296
	1.29–1.31
	+5.26 pp
	< 0.001

	South China vs. Southwest
	2.584
	2.57–2.60
	+16.37 pp
	< 0.001

	Northwest vs. Southwest
	1.994
	1.98–2.01
	+11.11 pp
	< 0.001


Adjusted for hospital level and number of physicians in the department.
Abbreviations: Adj., adjusted; CI, confidence interval; OR, odds ratio; pp, 
percentage points.
Table S6. Pre-treatment screening rates by geographic region.

	Region (Ref: North China)
	OR
	95% CI
	P value

	Northeast
	1.417
	0.736–2.725
	0.297

	East
	1.382
	0.882–2.167
	0.158

	Central
	1.172
	0.666–2.065
	0.582

	South
	0.412
	0.225–0.753
	0.004

	Northwest
	0.624
	0.399–0.976
	0.039

	Southwest
	0.306
	0.203–0.462
	< 0.001


Adjusted for hospital level and number of physicians in the department. Overall regional effect: LR χ² = 94.797, P < 0.001，Model Pseudo R² (McFadden) = 0.268.
Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; LR, likelihood ratio; OR, odds ratio; Ref, reference.
Table S7. On-treatment screening rates by geographic region.

	Region (Ref: North China)
	OR
	95% CI
	P value

	Northeast
	1.214
	0.651–2.265
	0.541

	East
	1.432
	0.923–2.223
	0.109

	Central
	1.063
	0.617–1.832
	0.826

	South
	0.479
	0.264–0.870
	0.016

	Northwest
	0.570
	0.367–0.885
	0.012

	Southwest
	0.348
	0.232–0.521
	< 0.001


Adjusted for hospital level and number of physicians in the department. Overall regional effect: LR χ² = 79.835, P < 0.001，Model Pseudo R² (McFadden) = 0.261.
Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; LR, likelihood ratio; OR, odds ratio; Ref, reference.
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Figure S1. Regional distribution of the surveyed hospitals. 
(A) Number of surveyed hospitals by province, municipality, or autonomous region. (B) Number of surveyed hospitals by geographic region.
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