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Completed COREQ (COnsolidated criteria for REporting Qualitative research) Checklist 

	Topic
	Guide Questions/description
	Details (manuscript page number, if reported)

	Domain 1: Research team and reflexivity

	Personal characteristics

	1. Interviewer/ facilitator
	Which author(s) conducted the interview or focus group?
	Interviews were conducted by one researcher: 
SR p.6

	2. Credentials
	What were the researcher’s credentials? (e.g. PhD, MD)
	SR: MSc. 
SvdW: MSc.; Currently PhD-Student;
PT: MSc.; Currently PhD-Student;
SvdV: MD; Dr.
CA: Prof., Dr.

	3. Occupation
	What was their occupation at the time of the study?
	SR: MSc student;
SvdW: PhD-Student; implementation researcher
PT: PhD-student, project manager and volunteer at Doctors of the World;
SvdV: General Practitioner, advisor and researcher;
CA: Professor Global Migration, Ethnicity and Health, Vice President of the European Public Health Association Section on Migrant & Ethnicity Health, Consolidation Fellow of the European Research Council, and senior research fellow at the Amsterdam Institute of Global Health & Development.

	4. Gender
	Was the researcher male or female?
	Female: SR, SvdW, PT
Male: SvdV, CA

	5. Experience and training
	What experience or training did the researcher have?
	All researchers have experience in conducting  interviews and have expertise in Public Health, Global Health or Migration. The (shared) first author and interviewer SR has a background in Global Health (MSc). The other (shared) first author SvdW has a background in Biomedical Sciences (MSc) and Medical Anthropology (Msc) and has 3 months of experience in working with mobile populations in vulnerable circumstances and researching digital health interventions for this group. The co-author PT has a background in International Public Health (MSc), and has worked as a volunteer at Doctors of the World for over 2 years. This researcher followed a PhD course in Migration and Health. Co-author SvdV is a general practitioner, and did his PhD research in Nairobi at the APHRC, this author has working experience as a doctor for Doctors Without Borders and Boat Refugee Foundation. The co-author CA is a Professor Global Migration, Ethnicity and Health and has extensive research experience. 

	Relationship with participants

	6. Relationship established
	Was a relationship established prior to study commencement?
	SvdV was familiar with most participants by name and occupation because they work in the same small field of humanitarian healthcare and medicine in Europe, however, they had no direct working relationships with 12 out of 14 participants. With 2 participants, SvdV had a professional relationship as they volunteered together.
All other researchers had no prior relationships with any of the participants.

	7. Participant knowledge of the interviewer
	What did the participants know about the researcher? (e.g. personal goals, reasons for doing the research)
	Participants knew the occupation of the researchers where they worked and the purpose of the research. 

	8. Interviewer characteristics
	What characteristics were reported about the interviewer/facilitator? (e.g. bias, assumptions, reasons and interests in the research topic)
	It was reported that SR performed her master thesis during the course of the research. Some of the interviewees knew that PT and SvdV were exploring the possibility of creating a digital tool for mobile populations. To mitigate possible bias, SR conducted the interviews who had no relationship with the participants and is not involved in development of the digital tool. 

	Domain 2: study design

	Theoretical framework

	9. Methodological orientation and theory
	What methodological orientation was stated to underpin the study? (e.g. grounded theory, discourse analysis, ethnography, phenomenology, content analysis)
	A mixed-method approach, using a survey and semi-structured interviews.
The explorative study was underpinned by the Health Equity Implementation Framework (HEIF) (Woodward et al., 2019 & 2021) (p.6)



	Participant selection

	10. Sampling
	How were participants selected? (e.g. purposive, convenience, consecutive, snowball)
	We recruited participants based on their work at a humanitarian organisation and the researchers’ social-professional networks, based on purposive sampling (p. 5). 

	11. Method of approach
	How were participants approached? (e.g. face to face, telephone, mail, e-mail)
	Participants were contacted via email. (p. 5,6)

	12. Sample size
	How many participants were in the study?
	73 participants were included in the survey. (p. 6)
14 participants completed an interview (p. 6)

	13. Non-participation
	How many people refused to participate or dropped out? Reasons?
	18 potential interview participants were lost to follow-up (p.6)


	Setting

	14. Setting of data collection
	Where was the data collected? (e.g. home, clinic, workplace)	
	Interviews were held with MS Teams (p. 6)

	15. Presence of non-participants
	Was anyone else present besides the participants and researchers?
	Only the researcher and participant were present. 

	16. Description of sample
	What are the important characteristics of the sample? (e.g. demographic data, date)
	The study population consisted of volunteers with experience in providing medical, psychosocial, or practical support to mobile populations living in disadvantaged circumstances in Europe. Inclusion criteria were: (1) being a current or former volunteer, (2) having experience providing support to mobile populations in a European context (3) being aged 18 years or older. In addition to volunteers with a medical background, interpreters were included given their central role in language mediation within clinical care encounters. No formal exclusion criteria were applied at the survey level. People who worked as support crew employees were included in the survey but excluded from the interviews, as the initial research focus was providing medical or psychosocial support rather than operational or logistical support. (p. 4, 5). 

	Data collection

	17. Interview guide	
	Were questions, prompts, guides provided by the authors? Was it pilot tested?
	Interview with a semi-structured topic guide with prompts was developed and used during the interviews. The topic guide was tested among researchers (PT and SvdV). Moreover, the topic guide was extensively reviewed within the research team. (p. 6) and presented in supplementary material 3.

	18. Repeat interviews
	Were repeat interviews carried out? If yes, how many?
	No

	19. Audio/visual recording
	Did the research use audio or visual recording to collect the data?
	Interviews were audio-recorded with consent. (p.6)

	20. Field notes
	Were field notes made during and/or after the interview or focus group?
	Field notes were made during the interviews.

	21. Duration
	What was the duration of the interviews or focus group?
	Interviews ranged from 30-54 minutes. (p. 10)

	22. Data saturation
	Was data saturation discussed?
	Data collection continued until no new insights emerged, and happened after 14 interviews, signifying data saturation. (p. 7)

	23. Transcripts returned
	Were transcripts returned to participants for comment and/or correction?
	No summary was sent to the participants. 

	Domain 3: analysis and findings

	Data analysis

	24. Number of data coders
	How many data coders coded the data?
	The second author did initial coding as part of her master thesis, thereafter, the first author read all transcripts multiple times to get familiar with the data and the coding was discussed and codes were added or changed accordingly. Thereafter coding was discussed in the research group. (p. 7) 

	25. Description of the coding tree
	Did authors provide a description of the coding tree?
	No coding tree is illustrated in the text.

	26. Derivation of themes
	Were themes identified in advance or derived from the data?
	Inductive coding and deductive coding were used for data coding, organised using the Health Equity Implementation Framework (HEIF)  (p. 6).

	27. Software
	What software, if applicable, was used to manage the data?
	Coding was conducted using Atlas.ti (https://atlasti.com/) (p. 7).

	28. Participant checking
	Did participants provide feedback on the findings?
	Participants did not provide feedback on the findings.

	Reporting

	29. Quotations presented
	Were participant quotations presented to illustrate the themes/findings? Was each quotation identified? (e.g. participant number)
	Participant quotes were presented to illustrate the findings throughout the results section. Each quote is identified together with its participant number (P. 10-18)

	30. Data and findings consistent
	Was there consistency between the data presented and the findings?
	We aimed to present the study findings consistently and clearly, ensuring they accurately reflect the collected data.

	31. Clarity of major themes
	Were major themes clearly presented in the findings?
	Yes, major themes are clearly presented throughout the results section. (P. 10-18)

	32. Clarity of minor themes
	Is there a description of diverse cases or discussion of minor themes?
	Yes, diverse cases and minor themes are clearly presented throughout the results section (P. 10-18)




