Table 1 Consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative studies (COREQ): 32-item checklist
	No
	Item 
	Guide questions/description
	Response

	Domain 1: Research team and reflexivity

	Personal Characteristics

	1
	Interviewer/facilitator
	Which author/s conducted the interview or focus group?
	TKC conducted most of the interviews, with the help of CS

	2
	Credentials
	What were the researcher's credentials? E.g. PhD, MD
	Both TKC’s and CS’s credentials were PhD


	3
	Occupation
	What was their occupation at the time of the study?
	TKC was working as a Senior Research Associate, whilst CS was the Research Associate 


	4
	Gender
	Was the researcher male or female?
	Both TKC and CS are female


	5
	Experience and training
	What experience or training did the researcher have?
	TKC had previously undertaken a MA in Research in which she had successfully completed a qualitative module. Furthermore, she had experience in conducting interviews and focus groups as part of her earlier PhD studies. Similarly, CS had experience in conducting interviews as part of her PhD, and was at that time also responsible to teaching qualitative module in her part time role as a lecturer. 
 

	Relationship with participants

	6
	Relationship established
	Was a relationship established prior to study commencement?
	No. Process evaluation team had no prior relationships with participants before study commencement. 
 

	7
	Participant knowledge of the interviewer
	What did the participants know about the researcher? e.g. personal goals, reasons for doing the research

	All participants were informed that TKC and CS were part of the process evaluation team, and would be conducting interviews

	8
	Participant knowledge of the interviewer
	What characteristics were reported about the interviewer/facilitator? e.g. Bias, assumptions, reasons and interests in the research topic
	The interviewers were informed that although the interviewers were part of the study team, they were independent from the intervention developers and hence participants could freely air their views

	Domain 2: study design

	
Theoretical framework

	1
	Methodological orientation and Theory
	What methodological orientation was stated to underpin the study? e.g. grounded theory, discourse analysis, ethnography, phenomenology, content analysis
	The process evaluation adopted a mixed-methods ethnographic methodology which drew on concepts from Bronfenbrenner’s socioecological model of behaviour, providing an organising structure for investigating context, structured across macro (e.g., wider policy discourse), meso (e.g., service characteristics) and micro (e.g., trial implementation) contextual levels. Data collected included: key policy documentation, stakeholder interviews, site profile questionnaires, focus groups and interviews with young person workers and service managers and observations of staff training and meetings involving the research team and service managers. 

Data were initially analysed thematically and then synthesised to map macro-, meso- and micro-contextual features. The synthesis considered how national policy and other relevant contextual features at a macro level shaped the organisation and delivery of non-specialist mental health services at a meso level, and how this interacted with the ICALM intervention at a micro level.


	Participant selection

	10
	Sampling
	How were participants selected? e.g. purposive, convenience, consecutive, snowball
	Purposive sampling, intended to be informed by diversity of sites, training and roles, was planned to select stakeholders. However, due to high staff turnover within participating services, all trained young mental health workers and managers were invited to participate.

	11
	Method of approach
	How were participants approached? e.g. face-to-face, telephone, mail, email
	All participants were approached via mail and face-to-face or virtually at completion of study measures  

	12
	Sample size
	How many participants were in the study?
	At the time the interviews were being conducted most IPC-A trained therapists had moved on, as such there were only 9 practitioners remaining to contact. Similarly, there were only 4 TAU therapists remaining in the study. As for stakeholders the study team compile a list of 21 stakeholders, with the aim of us conducting interviews with at least one from each site

	13
	Non-participation
	How many people refused to participate or dropped out? Reasons?
	We interviewed 11 out of 21 stakeholders. 8 out of 9 IPC-A therapist and 1 out of 3 Treatment and Usual therapists

	Setting

	14
	Setting of data collection
	Where was the data collected? e.g. home, clinic, workplace
	Virtually via Teams 


	15
	Presence of non-participants
	Was anyone else present besides the participants and researchers?
	No


	16
	Description of sample
	What are the important characteristics of the sample? e.g. demographic data, date
	The roles of the stakeholders interviewed are important  and include head of service, clinical/therapeutic leads, clinical/team managers, senior practitioners, and a nurse specialist. 


	Data collection

	17
	Interview guide
	Were questions, prompts, guides provided by the authors? Was it pilot tested?
	The interviews followed a topic guide. Details of focus of the topic guide are provided under the title ‘procedures’ in the methods section 

	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?

	Discussions were digitally audio recorded. 

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


	21
	Duration
	What was the duration of the interviews or focus group?

	The interview duration ranged from 30-60 minutes

	22
	Data saturation
	Was data saturation discussed?

	Because each site was different, data saturation was not the focus of the study but rather to obtain an adequate understanding of each study site

	23
	Transcripts returned
	Were transcripts returned to participants for comment and/or correction?
	No 

	Domain 3: analysis and findings

	Data analysis

	
	Number of data coders
	How many data coders coded the data?
	Two (TKC and CS)


	
	Description of the coding tree
	Did authors provide a description of the coding tree?
	A description of the analysis process has been provided under the heading ‘data analysis and synthesis’

	
	Derivation of themes
	Were themes identified in advance or derived from the data?
	Initial themes were derived from the data, and then mapped onto the broader themes  of macro-, meso- and micro contextual factors

	
	Software
	What software, if applicable, was used to manage the data?
	NVivo was used to manage the data. 


	
	Participant checking
	Did participants provide feedback on the findings?
	No

	Reporting

	29.
	Quotations presented
	Were participant quotations presented to illustrate the themes / findings? Was each quotation identified? e.g. participant number
	Yes, participant quotations have been presented to illustrate the findings and each quotation has an ID related to the participant. 

	30.
	Data and findings consistent
	Was there consistency between the data presented and the findings?
	Yes, all data presented are consistent with the findings.


	31.
	Clarity of major themes
	Were major themes clearly presented in the findings?
	Yes, and these are macro-, meso- and micro contextual factors


	32.
	Clarity of minor themes
	Is there a description of diverse cases or discussion of minor themes?
	Sub themes can be found under the major themes of macro-, meso- and micro contextual factors





