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Additional File 1: Fig. S1. Process of intervention development and testing
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Additional File 1: Table S1. Process of intervention evaluation using Bowen’s Feasibility Framework
	Areas of Focus
	Definition
	Evaluation method

	Acceptability
	To what extent is the intervention judged as suitable, satisfying, or attractive to PHC Workers? To service users?
	Post intervention
FGD with PHCWs
Interview with Service users Acceptability of Intervention measures 

	Implementation
	To what extent can the intervention be successfully delivered to intended participants in some defined, but not fully controlled, context?
	Post intervention
FGD with PHCWs
Interview with Service users Feasibility of Intervention measures 
Appropriateness of Intervention measures

	Practicality 
	To what extent can the intervention be carried out with intended participants using existing means, resources, and circumstances and without outside intervention?
	Post intervention
FGD with PHCWs
Interview with Service users Feasibility of Intervention measures 
Appropriateness of Intervention measures

	Integration
	To what extent can a new idea, program, process, or measure be integrated within an existing system?
	Post intervention
FGD with PHCWs


	Limited efficacy
	Does the intervention show promise of being successful with the intended population, even in a highly controlled setting?
	Data-extraction from clinical records (No of depression cases detected in the intervention period)

















Additional file 1: Table S2. Health facilities in the study district and population served
	Name of health facility
	Catchment population 
	Location
	Participation in study

	Adele
	13176
	Rural
	No

	Bekie
	8493
	Rural
	No

	Bui*†
	35600 
	Urban (Town)
	Yes

	Endebyou
	18439
	Rural
	No

	Gerino
	20680
	Rural
	No

	Kela†
	35882
	Urban (Town)
	Yes

	Tiya†
	19472
	Urban (Town)
	Yes [Control]

	Wacho
	21092
	Rural
	Pre-pilot

	Wulawula
	25470
	Rural
	Yes

	Total
	198304
	n/a
	n/a


*Primary hospital. The town population presented here but the hospital serves the whole district population.
†Facilities based in the three towns – Bui, Kela, Tiya. 
n/a= Not applicable


















Additional file 1: Table S3. Participants in the qualitative study on feasibility and acceptability
	Characteristics*
	Number (Percent)

	Gender
	Male
	13 (59∙1)

	
	Female
	9 (40∙9)

	Qualification
	Non-specialist doctor
	5 (22∙7)

	
	Health Officer
	6 (27∙3)

	
	Nurse practitioners
	10 (45∙5)

	
	Environmental Health 
	1 (4∙5)

	Role
	Clinician/practitioner 
	11 (50)

	
	Administrator
	4 (18∙2)

	
	Triage nurse
	7 (31∙8)


*For the evaluation of patient education materials: 2 male data collectors, 1 male field supervisor, and 10 patients (2 female and 8 male) who received the leaflets were interviewed. 





Additional file 1: Table S4. Performance of practitioners and screening by qualification and intervention level
	Qualification
	Intervention 
Level
	Screened/
Assessed – 
a (n)
	Screen 
Positive – 
b (n)
	% Screen 
Positive (a/b)
	Diagnosed by PHC–c (n)
	% detected by PHC
	% Detected from
screen positives (c/b)
	% Overall detected (c/a) 
	Assessed for Confirmatory diagnosis- d (n)
	Confirmed – e (n, %=e/d)

	GP
	Level 3
	208
	115
	55%
	12
	5.77
	10%
	6%
	9
	8, 89%

	HO
	Level 3
	69
	27
	39%
	8
	11.59
	30%
	12%
	5
	4, 80%

	HO
	Level 3
	61
	31
	51%
	5
	8.20
	16%
	8%
	5
	5, 100%

	GP
	Level 3
	88
	41
	47%
	12
	13.64
	29%
	14%
	11
	8, 73%

	GP
	Level 3
	159
	81
	51%
	17
	10.69
	21%
	11%
	10
	8, 80%

	Nurse
	Level 1
	219*
	 n/a
	n/a
	9
	4.11
	n/a
	4%
	8
	7, 88%

	Nurse
	Level 1
	169*
	 n/a
	n/a
	11
	6.51
	n/a
	7%
	11
	9, 82%

	HO
	Level 2
	36
	18
	5%
	4
	11.11
	22%
	11%
	3
	2, 67%

	HO
	Level 2
	172
	77
	45%
	12
	6.98
	16%
	7%
	10
	9, 90%

	Nurse
	Level 2
	50
	26
	52%
	9
	18.00
	35%
	18%
	8
	6, 75%

	GP
	Level 2
	149
	71
	48%
	16
	10.74
	23%
	11%
	13
	11, 85%

	HO
	Level 0
	19*
	 n/a
	n/a
	0
	0.00
	n/a
	0%
	n/a
	n/a

	HO
	Level 0
	255*
	 n/a
	n/a
	1
	0.39
	n/a
	0∙4%
	n/a
	 n/a

	Nurse
	Level 0
	5*
	 n/a
	n/a
	0
	0.00
	n/a
	0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Average % or Total number
	
	
	49%
	116
	
	22%
	10%
	93
	77, 82%



Screened Total=992; *Not Screened Total=487; Level 1 Total=388; Level 2 Total=407; Level 3 Total=585; Level 0 (control) Total=279
Abbreviations: GP= General practitioner; HO= Health Officer; PHC: Primary healthcare
Diagnosis by professional’s qualification stratified by intervention levels: 









Additional file 1: Table S5. Sensitivity and specificity of screening items against clinician diagnosis
Abbreviations: DM=Depressed mood; LI= Loss of interest; I=Irritability; NI= Noise Intolerance; PPV=positive predictive value; NPV=negative predictive value









	
	Sensitivity
	Specificity
	PPV
	NPV

	Yes to any 1 item
	97∙62%
	51∙79%
	16∙84%
	99∙54%

	Yes to any 2 items
	96∙43%
	69∙64%
	24∙11%
	99∙49%

	Yes to any 3 items
	78∙57%
	81∙31%
	29∙60%
	97∙43%

	Yes to all 4 items
	51∙19%
	91∙79%
	38∙39%
	94∙95%

	Depressed mood (DM)
	82∙14%
	76∙67%
	26∙04%
	97∙72%

	Loss of interest (LI)
	71∙43%
	79∙76%
	26∙09%
	96∙54%

	Noise Intolerance (NI)
	82∙14%
	71∙07%
	22∙12%
	97∙55%

	Irritability (I)
	88∙10%
	67∙02%
	21∙08%
	98∙25%

	DM + LI
	65∙48%
	88∙33%
	35∙95%
	96∙24%

	DM + NI
	67∙86%
	85∙00%
	31∙15%
	96∙36%

	DM + I
	75∙00%
	81∙19%
	28∙51%
	97∙01%

	LI + NI
	67∙86%
	85∙00%
	31∙15%
	96∙36%

	LI + I
	75∙00%
	81∙19%
	28∙51%
	97∙01%

	I + NI
	75∙00%
	80∙48%
	27∙75%
	96∙99%

	NI + I + DM
	63∙10%
	86∙67%
	32∙12%
	95∙92%

	NI +I + LI
	54∙76%
	89∙17%
	33∙58%
	95∙17%

	I + DM + LI
	59∙52%
	89∙64%
	36∙50%
	95∙68%

	NI + DM + LI
	54∙76%
	91∙19%
	38∙33%
	95∙27%

	

	
	
	
	






Additional file 1: Table S6.  Training satisfaction (Clinicians)


	How was the overall quality of the training
	Very good
	Adequate
	Need improvement

	Day 1
	6 (60)
	3 (30)
	1 (10)

	Day 2
	8 (72.7)
	3 (27.3)
	0 (0)

	Day 3
	7 (63.6)
	4 (36.4)
	

	Day 4
	5 (50)
	5 (50)
	

	Day 5
	9 (90)
	1 (10)
	

	
	
	
	

	How was the length of the training
	Too short
	Adequate
	   Too long

	Day 1
	1 (10)
	8 (80)
	1 (10)

	Day 2
	0 (0)
	7 (63.6)
	4 (36.4)

	Day 3
	
	8 (72.3)
	3 (27.3)

	Day 4
	
	9 (90)
	1 (10)

	Day 5
	
	10 (100)
	

	
	
	
	

	How were the lectures and instructions of the facilitators?
	Difficult to understand 
	Adequate 
	Easy to understand

	Day 1
	0 (0)
	2 (20)
	8 (80)

	Day 2
	
	3 (27.33)
	8 (72.7)

	Day 3
	
	4 (36.4)
	8 (63.6)

	Day 4
	
	5 (50)
	5 (50)

	Day 5
	
	3 (30)
	7 (70)

	
	
	
	

	How was the amount of participatory training?
	Need more
	Adequate
	Need less

	Day 1
	0 (0)
	9 (90)
	1 (10)

	Day 2
	1 (9.1)
	9 (81.8)
	1 (9.1)

	Day 3
	
	11 (100)
	

	Day 4
	
	9 (90)
	1 (10)

	Day 5
	
	 
	

	
	
	
	






Additional file 1: Table S7: Acceptability, feasibility, and appropriateness of training (Clinicians)

	
	Number (Percent)
	
	Mean

	 
	Completely disagree
	Disagree 
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Agree
	Completely agree 
	

	Acceptability of Intervention (AIM)

	The training meets my approval∙ 
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	11 (100)
	5∙0 (0)

	The training is appealing to me
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	11 (100)
	5∙0 (0)

	I like the training
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	11 (100)
	5∙0 (0)

	I welcome  the training
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	11 (100)
	5∙0 (0)

	Feasibility of Intervention Measure (FIM) 

	The training seems implementable 
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	2 (18.18)
	9 (81∙82)
	4∙82 (0∙40)

	The training is seems possible
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	2 (18∙18)
	9 (81∙82)
	4∙82 (0∙40)

	The training seems doable
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	2 (18∙18)
	9 (81∙82)
	4∙82 (0∙40)

	The training seems easy to use
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	1 (9∙09)
	9 (90∙91)
	4∙91 (0∙30)

	Intervention Appropriateness Measure (IAM) 

	The training seems fitting
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	11 (100)
	5∙0 (0)

	The training is seems suitable
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	1 (9∙09)
	9 (90∙91)
	4∙91 (0∙30)

	The training seems applicable
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	2 (18∙18)
	9 (81∙82)
	4∙82 (0∙40)

	The training seems like a good match.
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	1 (9∙09)
	9 (90∙91)
	4∙91 (0∙30)













[bookmark: _GoBack]Additional file 1: Fig. S2: Summary of feedback from Quality Improvement sessions

Quality improvement sessions 
There was consistency in the expression of satisfaction by providers derived from the capacity to detect and treat depression. The main challenges raised were in relation to implementation of screening, the increase in workload and availability of drugs. At the Level I facility, there was only one outpatient department (OPD) for outpatients of all ages. The facility created additional space in order to dedicate the available OPD only for adult patients. Two triage nurses trained at the Level II facility were unavailable because of personal circumstances. A new staff was trained and assigned after discussion with management. Trained providers in the Level III facility were moved out of OPD and the research team had to negotiate with management to return the providers back to the OPD. Overall, there was concern about increased workload by trained clinicians and triage nurses. There was also anticipatory concern that the workload would double with a new follow-up commitment for people with depression in a health system designed for acute care.  In one of the facilities, there was shortage of selective serotonin reuptake inhibitors (SSRI). Negotiations were made for the facility to get the SSRI from another facility with the drugs. The project also procured additional supplies.
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