Table 1. Characteristics of participants and their children (n = 14)
	Characteristic
	n = 14

	Parent interviewed: mother
	11

	Parent interviewed: father
	3

	Study centre: Lyon
	9

	Study centre: Toulouse
	3

	Study centre: Bordeaux
	2

	Child sex: boy
	12

	Child sex: girl
	2

	Child age at start of intervention, months, mean (range)
	31.9 (22.4–36.5)

	Children with no spoken language at start of intervention
	8

	Nonverbal developmental quotient (Mullen Scales of Early Learning), mean (range)
	62.9 (37.6–115.9)

	Adaptive level (Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales), mean (range)
	68.4 (39–105)


Participants were recruited between February 2023 and February 2024. Twenty-one parents were approached and seven did not respond.


Table 2. Mapping of qualitative themes to implementation outcomes based on Proctor’s framework
	Themes / Subthemes
	Acceptability:
Parents’ satisfaction, perceived value of the intervention
	Appropriateness: 
Perceived fit 
with families’ needs,
 goals, and context
	Feasibility:
Practicality, burden, compatibility with daily routines
	Adoption / Engagement:
Uptake, continued participation, use of strategies
	Fidelity:
Intervention delivered as intended or need for adaptations
	Sustainability: Continued use of strategies after program’s completion

	1. PACT does not address all needs during early post-diagnostic period
	High
	Mixed
	Constrained
	Mixed
	Adaptation indicated
	NA

	1.1 Emotional state requiring support
	PACT experienced as containing, reassuring
	Emotional readiness low; mismatch with intervention timing
	Emotional overload reduced capacity for sessions
	NA
	Suggests pre-intervention emotional support
	NA

	1.2 Need to accept/understand diagnosis
	Supportive alliance appreciated
	Program difficult to start while processing diagnosis
	NA
	Engagement increased later, once acceptance improved
	Timing misaligned → need for preparatory psychoeducation and timing adaptations
	NA

	1.3 High and varied expectations
	Acceptability shifted as expectations clarified
	Initial mismatch between expectations and PACT scope
	NA
	NA
	Clearer early framing required
	NA

	1.4 Family disruption / reorganisation
	NA
	Limited relevance during chaotic period
	Strongly impacted feasibility 
	NA
	Strongly impacted implementation 
	NA

	2. Impact on parental skills and attitude
	High
	Strong fit
	Supported
	Strong
	Preserved
	Clear

	2.1 Increased confidence and empowerment
	Evidence of high acceptability 
	Good fit with parents’ goals
	NA
	Increased self-efficacy supported adoption
	PACT’s core mechanisms transferable as intended
	Empowerment contributed to long-term use

	2.2 Improved communication & interaction skills
	“little tricks,” clear goals valued
	Strong fit with developmental priorities
	Easy to integrate in daily play
	Frequent practice between sessions
	Fidelity supported by structured goals
	Skills persisted post-programme

	2.3 Better understanding of the child
	Acceptability enhanced through insight
	Strong relevance to family needs
	NA
	Improved understanding reinforced engagement
	NA
	Contributed to routine long-term adaptation

	3. Impact on family dynamics
	Moderate
	Mixed
	Mixed
	Moderate
	Adaptation needed
	Some evidence

	3.1 Involvement of extended family
	Positive when occurs
	Fit reduced when only 1 caregiver trained
	Easier when extended family involved
	Partial adoption by relatives
	Suggests multi-caregiver adaptation
	NA

	3.2 Stress integrating PACT into family life
	Acceptability depends on logistical issues
	NA
	Major feasibility barrier (time, mental load)
	NA
	NA
	NA

	3.3 PACT becoming part of everyday life

	Acceptability enhanced by natural implementation in daily life
	Good fit once routines stabilised
	Easy once integrated
	Very strong adoption (automatic use)
	NA
	Clear evidence of sustainability

	3.4 Behavioural challenges interfering with PACT
	Reduced satisfaction when crises dominated
	PACT perceived as not addressing behaviour
	Hard to apply strategies during crises
	Engagement reduced when behaviour overwhelmed communication focus
	Indicates need for complementary modules
	NA

	4. Experience of the remote intervention
	High
	Good fit
	Improved
	Sustained
	Preserved
	NA

	4.1 Accessible & ecological format
	Very high acceptability
	Good fit for families far from services
	Feasibility improved substantially
	Encouraged engagement
	NA
	NA

	4.2 Transferability to remote model
	Remote video-feedback highly acceptable
	Good fit for core PACT features
	Technically feasible for most
	Consistent engagement
	Fidelity largely preserved
	NA

	4.3 Mental load related to video submission
	Acceptability reduced by pressure to “perform”
	NA
	Filming = significant burden
	Occasional disengagement
	Suggests adaptation of filming requirements
	NA

	4.4 Technical limitations
	Acceptability decreased during disruptions
	NA
	Feasibility reduced by poor connection
	Engagement continued but with difficulty
	Need for tech support 
	NA

	4.5 Absence of in-person contact
	Acceptable but felt incomplete
	Limited relevance for families wanting live observation
	NA
	NA
	Suggests adaptations with a hybrid delivery format
	NA


Themes identified in the qualitative analysis were mapped to the implementation outcomes described by Proctor et al. after the analysis was complete. Theme-level entries (in bold) summarise the direction of parents’ accounts in narrative terms; they are not counts, scores or ratings. NA indicates that no relevant data emerged for the corresponding domain.

