Table 1. Participant and Institutional Characteristics (N = 39 institutions)
	Characteristic
	Deputy Directors n=39 (n)
	Deputy Directors (%)
	Faculty/Coordinators n=74 (n)
	Faculty/Coordinators (%)

	Faculty/College Type

	Nursing colleges (Faculty of Nursing)
	30
	76.9
	55
	74.3

	Public health colleges (Faculty of Public Health & Allied Health Sciences)
	9
	23.1
	19
	25.7

	Geographic Region

	Northeast (Isan)
	9
	23.1
	—
	—

	Central
	11
	28.2
	—
	—

	West
	2
	5.1
	—
	—

	East
	2
	5.1
	—
	—

	South
	8
	20.5
	—
	—

	North
	7
	17.9
	—
	—

	Sex

	Male
	9
	23.1
	13
	17.6

	Female
	30
	76.9
	61
	82.4

	Age (years)

	25–29
	—
	—
	4
	5.4

	30–39
	1
	2.6
	19
	25.7

	40–49
	8
	20.5
	21
	28.4

	50–59
	30
	76.9
	30
	40.5

	Education Level

	Bachelor's degree
	—
	—
	2
	2.8

	Master's degree
	9
	23.1
	49
	66.2

	Doctoral degree or above
	30
	76.9
	17
	23.0

	Professional Role

	Registered nurse
	36
	92.3
	59
	79.7

	Pharmacist
	2
	5.1
	6
	8.1

	Public health officer
	—
	—
	4
	5.4

	Traditional medicine practitioner
	1
	2.6
	4
	5.4

	Institutional Resource Profile

	Total institutional staff (incl. contract staff)
	Median 99 (IQR: 77–118)
	
	Range: 45–168
	

	Teaching staff
	Median 47 (IQR: 37–58)
	
	Range: 24–85
	

	Students enrolled
	Median 597 (IQR: 473–706)
	
	Range: 181–1,051
	

	Annual SCLT programme budget (THB)
	Median 100,000 (IQR: 48,988–131,910)
	
	Range: 1,500–392,500
	

	Courses integrating SCLT (n=17 reporting)
	Mean 3.53 (SD 4.60)
	
	—
	

	Implementation Coverage

	Student screening coverage
	74.3% screened
	
	—
	

	Staff/personnel screening coverage
	78.4% screened
	
	—
	

	Community population coverage (age ≥15 years)
	87.2% of target population
	
	—
	


Note. Deputy directors n = 39; faculty/coordinators n = 74; community health leaders n = 78. SCLT = Seven-Colour Life Traffic model; IQR = interquartile range; THB = Thai Baht. — = not applicable to this group.
Table 2. Implementation Activity Ratings by Faculty and Coordinators (N = 74; 5-point scale)
	Activity
	Mean
	SD
	Level

	Community health outreach
	4.72
	0.51
	High

	Network building with local partners
	4.64
	0.54
	High

	Knowledge transfer to students
	4.62
	0.49
	High

	Received screening knowledge
	4.51
	0.76
	High

	Received personal health examination results
	4.44
	0.79
	High

	Received personal health screening
	4.42
	0.83
	High

	Knowledge transfer to college personnel
	4.38
	0.67
	High


Note. Scale: 1.00–2.33 = Low; 2.34–3.66 = Moderate; 3.67–5.00 = High. All activities are rated as High.
Table 3. Community Participation Across Programme Cycle (N = 39 colleges)
	Participation Dimension
	Mean
	SD

	Joint NCD problem-solving with the college/health unit
	4.35
	0.85

	Shared decision-making on implementation activities
	4.33
	0.89

	Budget management involvement (community)
	3.67
	1.21


Note. Rated by college administrators/coordinators on a 5-point scale (1 = lowest, 5 = highest). Budget management showed the lowest participation score, indicating limited community control over financial decisions.
Table 4. Community-Level Outcomes and Key Success Factors (N = 39 sites)
	Outcome
	Sites (n)
	%
	CFIR Domain

	Community Outcomes

	Increased health knowledge/awareness
	22
	56.4
	Process — Outcomes

	Improved screening access
	18
	46.2
	Process — Reach

	Enhanced community participation/ownership
	12
	30.8
	Outer Setting

	Strengthened college–community relationships
	11
	28.2
	Inner Setting

	Demonstrated behaviour change
	9
	23.1
	Process — Outcomes

	Emergence of community health leaders
	8
	20.5
	Characteristics of Individuals

	Sustained programme continuity
	6
	15.4
	Process — Sustainability

	Established community health database
	4
	10.3
	Process

	Community-driven knowledge application
	4
	10.3
	Outer Setting


Note. Sites could report multiple outcomes; percentages reflect the proportion of 39 sites citing each item. CFIR domain mapping reflects the primary implementation domain to which each outcome is attributed.

