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Semi-structured focus group guide
	Theme
	Question(s)

	Positive functional outcomes
	The research project aims to develop a rehabilitation technology to improve outcomes for individuals with spinal cord injuries. From your perspective what would constitute a positive functional outcome for individuals with SCI?

	
	In your view, what are other outcomes that could be classified as positive indicators for individuals with SCI?

	
	Participation in and use of rehabilitation technology and interventions can be promoted to patients at multiple levels (from shortly after injury in a hospital setting, to multiple years after injury at home). In your field or position, what is required to support the use or promotion of technology? What do you support or base these recommendations on? 

	
	The research project has the capacity to collect and analyse large amounts of data. What data would be of relevance to you and why?

	Cost
	Cost is an important consideration for technology in rehabilitation. From your perspective what are the key considerations that need to be addressed relating to the cost of technology? 

	
	The cost of technology is distributed across a spectrum from low to high cost. What would justify an elevated cost of technology (for example providing someone with a low-cost phone application versus the costs associated with robotics)? How would this justification be demonstrated?

	
	What information do you require to demonstrate that a rehabilitation technology or intervention is value for money?

	Usability
	The usability of technology is proposed to influence its adoption. What elements make a piece of technology more or less usable (or easier or more difficult to use) than another? What are some non-negotiables for the usability of technology? Are there restrictions relating to the usability of technology that are non-negotiable? 

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk99703457]Can you detail any alterations you have previously made or know others have made to available technologies to increase its usability for individuals with SCI?

	Availability
	From your perspective, what are the key hurdles that need to be addressed regarding the availability of technology for the purposes of rehabilitation?

	Trust
	Trust in the developed technology is proposed to be an important component of adoption. How do you define trust in technology? What is the required threshold to establish trust? 

	
	What obstacles need to be addressed in order to increase trust in technology?  

	
	Do the levels of required trust in technology change depending on the technology being used (e.g., the trust required to use a prosthesis versus assisted cycling technology?) What factors influence the level of trust required?

	Acceptability
	Acceptability of the technology is another important proposed consideration for adoption. What elements do you think need to be included in a device to improve its acceptability (for example its compatibility with existing technology, practices or lifestyles, functionality and likeability) for individuals with SCI?

	Engagement with technology
	Usability, availability, trust and acceptability are proposed to be important considerations for engagement with technology. In your experience what are some of the main issues that restrict individual’s engagement in technology-based rehabilitation interventions? What strategies have you used in the past to increase user engagement?

	Stakeholder involvement
	Considering the technology development cycle, what level of involvement do you and your stakeholder Group need to be involved? At what points, regarding which aspects, how deeply?

	
	The activities of the translation Group centre on the idea that the development of technology with the best potential for translation requires the input of as many stakeholders as possible throughout all stages of the development process. Does this approach resonate with you? Do you think this approach is feasible? Why or why not?

	Additional translation issues
	What additional issues do you think restrict the translation of technology from a research setting to a “real world” setting?

	
	What are the biggest challenges associated with the implementation of technology for rehabilitation?

	Likelihood of recommending
	This project relates to the development of the prototyped technology. Based on your understanding of this technology would you recommend its use for individuals with SCI? Why or why not?

	
	What benefits do you think this technology could provide the users, such as individuals with SCI and healthcare workers?

	Utility
	What modifications do you think are required to increase the utility of the prototyped technology for individuals with SCI? 

	Additional information
	What additional information regarding this technology would you like to have?
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Steps undertaken during qualitative data analysis
	Phase
	
	Detailed description of steps taken

	
	
	

	
Familiarisation
	
	KC, CS, and JM achieved familiarity by listening to audio recordings and reading transcripts independently. 

	
	
	KC, CS, and JM met to discuss their initial ideas and recurrent themes.

	
	
	

	
Thematic framework development
	
	JM analysed the transcripts independently to generate an initial list of codes on the basis of the a priori focus group questions and study aims as well as recurring issues, opinions, and experiences discussed by stakeholders.

	
	
	JM sorted and grouped the initial list of codes into broader, higher order categories, to form the initial thematic framework. 

	
	
	KC, CS, and JM met to review and refine the initial thematic framework, ensuring that there were no obvious areas of overlap or omission.

	
	
	JM finalised the initial thematic framework, which included 100 descriptor codes organised into 15 categories. Each code and category was accompanied by a brief descriptor to enable consistent application across transcripts.

	
	
	

	Indexing
	
	JM worked independently to systematically index transcripts from all five focus groups through application of the thematic framework.

	
	
	

	Charting
	
	KC, CS, and JM worked together to identify relationships between categories in the in thematic framework and derive main and sub-themes, which were used to construct a set of thematic charts. Each main theme was charted separately.

	
	
	JM worked to summarise the issues, opinions, and experiences discussed by stakeholders in the constructed thematic charts through abstraction and synthesis. Whole group analysis was conducted so that each row on thematic charts was designated for one of the five focus groups.

	
	
	

	Mapping and interpretation
	
	JM worked together with KC and CS to define concepts, map the range and nature of phenomena, and find associations between themes with the purpose of providing explanations for the factors found to influence technology adoption.



Note: Adapted from approaches to qualitative analysis described by Pope et al. (32), Ritchie and Spencer (30), and Ritchie et al. (31).

