COREQ Checklist
Manuscript: Australian Professionals’ Understandings and Experiences of Broad Consent for the Future Research Use of Paediatric Genomic Data
Reporting guideline: Tong A, Sainsbury P, Craig J. Consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative research (COREQ): a 32-item checklist for interviews and focus groups. Int J Qual Health Care. 2007;19(6):349–357.
All 32 COREQ items are addressed below. COREQ is a reporting checklist rather than a requirement that every listed procedure be undertaken. Where a procedure was not undertaken, this is stated explicitly and, where methodologically relevant, the related study practice or rationale is briefly explained.
	No.
	COREQ item
	Guide question / description
	Where reported
	Status
	Response / explanation

	Domain 1: Research team and reflexivity

	1
	Interviewer/facilitator
	Which author/s conducted the interview or focus group?
	Methods—Data collection
	Reported
	All 20 interviews were conducted by the first author, YL.

	2
	Credentials
	What were the researcher’s credentials? e.g. PhD, MD
	Methods—Data collection
	Reported
	The manuscript describes YL as a socio-legal researcher with a background in law and bioethics.

	3
	Occupation
	What was their occupation at the time of the study?
	Methods—Data collection
	Reported
	YL was a Research Fellow at the time of data collection.

	4
	Gender
	Was the researcher male or female?
	Methods—Data collection
	Reported
	Female, this is indicated by the use of she/her pronouns in the Methods.

	5
	Experience and training
	What experience or training did the researcher have?
	Methods—Data collection
	Reported
	YL completed formal qualitative-research training during her PhD and had prior experience conducting interviews on sensitive topics, including surrogacy.

	6
	Relationship established
	Was a relationship established prior to study commencement?
	Methods—Data collection
	Reported
	YL had no prior professional, clinical, supervisory or other relationship with participants before recruitment.

	7
	Participant knowledge of interviewer
	What did the participants know about the researcher? e.g. personal goals, reasons for doing the research
	Methods—Data collection
	Reported to extent known
	Participants received written information explaining the study purpose, research team, participation requirements and voluntariness. Personal goals or motivations of the interviewer were not separately elicited or reported.

	8
	Interviewer characteristics
	What characteristics were reported about the interviewer/facilitator? e.g. bias, assumptions, reasons and interests in the research topic
	Methods—Data collection; Research team and reflexivity
	Reported
	The manuscript reports YL’s socio-legal background in law and bioethics and lack of a clinical role. It also describes the team’s prior interests in consent, autonomy and governance and the use of reflexive discussion to challenge assumptions during analysis.

	Domain 2: Study design

	9
	Methodological orientation and theory
	What methodological orientation was stated to underpin the study? e.g. grounded theory, discourse analysis, ethnography, phenomenology, content analysis
	Methods—Study design and analytical approach
	Reported
	Primarily inductive codebook thematic analysis with a contextualist orientation. Relational autonomy was used as an interpretive/sensitising framework rather than a predetermined coding framework.

	10
	Sampling
	How were participants selected? e.g. purposive, convenience, consecutive, snowball
	Methods—Eligibility and recruitment
	Reported
	Purposive sampling was used to obtain relevant experience and variation across clinical, research and hybrid clinical–research roles/settings.

	11
	Method of approach
	How were participants approached? e.g. face-to-face, telephone, mail, email
	Methods—Eligibility and recruitment
	Reported
	Potential participants were identified through professional networks, research-team discussion and targeted searches of public organisational websites; the first author contacted eligible individuals by email.

	12
	Sample size
	How many participants were in the study?
	Methods—Eligibility and recruitment; Findings
	Reported
	Twenty participants were interviewed.

	13
	Non-participation
	How many people refused to participate or dropped out? Reasons?
	Methods—Eligibility and recruitment
	Reported
	Twenty-two individuals were approached; 20 participated and 2 did not respond. No participant withdrawal is reported.

	14
	Setting of data collection
	Where was the data collected? e.g. home, clinic, workplace
	Methods—Data collection
	Reported
	Interviews were conducted remotely using Microsoft Teams or Zoom.

	15
	Presence of non-participants
	Was anyone else present besides the participants and researchers?
	Methods—Data collection
	Reported
	No persons other than the participant and interviewer were present.

	16
	Description of sample
	What are the important characteristics of the sample? e.g. demographic data, date
	Findings—Participant characteristics
	Reported
	Professional-role categories and clinical/research context are reported. Descriptors are intentionally generalised to reduce deductive-identification risk in the small Australian paediatric genomics community.

	17
	Interview guide
	Were questions, prompts, guides provided by the authors? Was it pilot tested?
	Methods—Data collection; Supplementary File 1
	Reported / pilot not separately reported
	The semi-structured interview guide, its development, core topics and minor refinements are described and the guide is supplied as Supplementary File 1. Formal pilot testing is not reported; minor wording and ordering changes were made during data collection without changing core topics or research questions.

	18
	Repeat interviews
	Were repeat interviews carried out? If yes, how many?
	Methods—Data collection
	Not undertaken
	Each participant was interviewed once; no repeat interviews were conducted.

	19
	Audio/visual recording
	Did the research use audio or visual recording to collect the data?
	Methods—Data collection
	Reported
	Interviews were audio-recorded with permission and transcribed verbatim.

	20
	Field notes
	Were field notes made during and/or after the interview or focus group?
	Methods—Data collection
	Not undertaken
	No formal field notes were made. The study relied on audio-recorded interviews and verbatim transcripts for the primary qualitative dataset.

	21
	Duration
	What was the duration of the interviews or focus group?
	Methods—Data collection
	Reported
	Interviews lasted approximately 30–60 minutes.

	22
	Data saturation
	Was data saturation discussed?
	Methods—Eligibility and recruitment
	Reported
	Recruitment ceased after 20 interviews when the team judged that the dataset provided sufficient depth and variation for the focused research questions. Sample sufficiency was considered using information power.

	23
	Transcripts returned
	Were transcripts returned to participants for comment and/or correction?
	Methods—Data collection
	Not undertaken
	Transcripts were not returned to participants for comment or correction. Transcript accuracy was instead checked by a member of the research team; this is reported as an accuracy check, not as participant validation.

	Domain 3: Analysis and findings

	24
	Number of data coders
	How many data coders coded the data?
	Methods—Data analysis
	Reported
	The first and corresponding authors independently coded 8 complete transcripts. The first author then coded all 20 transcripts using the refined framework, with oversight from the corresponding author.

	25
	Description of the coding tree
	Did authors provide a description of the coding tree?
	Methods—Data analysis
	Reported in narrative form
	The manuscript describes development, review, comparison and refinement of the coding framework and the progression from codes to themes. A full coding tree/codebook is not reproduced.

	26
	Derivation of themes
	Were themes identified in advance or derived from the data?
	Methods—Study design and analytical approach; Data analysis
	Reported
	Themes were derived primarily inductively through familiarisation, coding, cross-case comparison and iterative theme development. Relational autonomy informed interpretation rather than serving as a predetermined coding scheme.

	27
	Software
	What software, if applicable, was used to manage the data?
	Methods—Data analysis
	Reported
	The first author coded manually; the corresponding author used NVivo for independent coding of 8 transcripts.

	28
	Participant checking
	Did participants provide feedback on the findings?
	Methods—Data collection / analysis
	Not undertaken
	Member checking of the findings was not undertaken. Interpretation was instead examined through independent coding of a subset, comparison and resolution of coding differences, and multidisciplinary team discussion; these procedures are not presented as a substitute for participant validation.

	29
	Quotations presented
	Were participant quotations presented to illustrate the themes/findings? Was each quotation identified? e.g. participant number
	Methods—Ethics, confidentiality and data management; Findings
	Reported
	Illustrative quotations are presented with participant codes (T1–T20) and generalised professional-role descriptors. Quote-selection and editing conventions and deductive-identification safeguards are described.

	30
	Data and findings consistent
	Was there consistency between the data presented and the findings?
	Findings—Themes 1–3
	Reported
	Dataset-level analytic patterns are stated before illustrative quotations. Quotations are used to illustrate recurrent patterns, variation and contradictory cases rather than as stand-alone evidence.

	31
	Clarity of major themes
	Were major themes clearly presented in the findings?
	Findings—Themes 1–3
	Reported
	Three major themes are explicitly identified and synthesised across the dataset.

	32
	Clarity of minor themes
	Is there a description of diverse cases or discussion of minor themes?
	Findings—subthemes and negative cases
	Reported
	Variation, dissent and negative cases are integrated, including emotional pressure and limited engagement, inconsistent interpretation of consent clauses, recontact/transition failures, and adult-centred communication or limited child involvement.
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