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Additional file 1: Intervention delivery context
Six intervention groups were delivered between June 2022 and July 2025, across three outdoor sites in Bristol, selected with community partners for a balance of natural features and accessibility.
Site details and schedule 
Groups 1 and 2 (June-July 2022) were held in a 2.5 acre woodland managed by a city farm charity. This private conservation space also features terraced orchards and native flora. Though generally secluded, urban sounds (such as trains, children playing, and distant traffic) could sometimes be heard.
Groups 3, 4 and 6 (September-October 2022, and June-July 2025) were held in a reserved section of a large urban park, including a small garden and a small Nissen hut. During the movement practices, participants were able to walk out into a nearby wooded area within the park. This setting had some ambient traffic noise.
Group 5 (April-May 2023) was held in a semi-wild ~12 acre community-led urban nature reserve, featuring woodland, meadows, and a stream, and areas of ecological regeneration.
Practical considerations
Effects of the weather
Around one-third of sessions were affected by rain. Although sheltered areas were available, participants generally chose to remain outdoors. A session in each of groups 1 and 2 was rescheduled at short notice due to a heatwave, and relocated to an alternative public woodland site (due to unavailability of the original site on that day). 

Additional file 2: Consolidated Criteria for Reporting Qualitative Studies (COREQ) checklist

	No.  Item 

	Guide questions/description
	Reported on Page #

	Domain 1: Research team and reﬂexivity 


	Personal Characteristics 


	1. Interviewer/facilitator
	Which author/s conducted the interview or focus group? 
	14-15

	2. Credentials
	What were the researcher’s credentials? E.g. PhD, MD 
	14-15

	3. Occupation
	What was their occupation at the time of the study? 
	14-15

	4. Gender

	Was the researcher male or female? 
	14-15

	5. Experience and training
	What experience or training did the researcher have? 
	14-15

	Relationship with participants 
	
	

	6. Relationship established
	Was a relationship established prior to study commencement? 
	11

	7. Participant knowledge of the interviewer 
	What did the participants know about the researcher? e.g. personal goals, reasons for doing the research 
	This checklist:
Participants knew that KH is a mother and researcher interested in nature-based interventions based on previous co-design work.

	8. Interviewer characteristics
	What characteristics were reported about the interviewer/facilitator? e.g. Bias, assumptions, reasons and interests in the research topic 
	16




	Domain 2: study design


	Theoretical framework 


	9. Methodological orientation and Theory 
	What methodological orientation was stated to underpin the study? e.g. grounded theory, discourse analysis, ethnography, phenomenology, content analysis 
	15-16

	Participant selection 


	10. Sampling
	How were participants selected? e.g. purposive, convenience, consecutive, snowball 
	14

	11. Method of approach
	How were participants approached? e.g. face-to-face, telephone, mail, email 
	14

	12. Sample size
	How many participants were in the study? 
	22-23

	13. Non-participation
	How many people refused to participate or dropped out? Reasons? 
	14

	Setting
	
	


	14. Setting of data collection
	Where was the data collected? e.g. home, clinic, workplace 
	15

	15. Presence of non-participants
	Was anyone else present besides the participants and researchers? 
	15

	16. Description of sample
	What are the important characteristics of the sample? e.g. demographic data, date 
	22-23

	Data collection 
	
	

	17. Interview guide
	Were questions, prompts, guides provided by the authors? Was it pilot tested? 
	15

	18. Repeat interviews
	Were repeat interviews carried out? If yes, how many? 
	N/a

	19. Audio/visual recording
	Did the research use audio or visual recording to collect the data? 
	15

	20. Field notes
	Were ﬁeld notes made during and/or after the interview or focus group?
	Yes – reflective notes

	21. Duration
	What was the duration of the interviews or focus group? 
	15

	22. Data saturation
	Was data saturation discussed? 
	14

	23. Transcripts returned
	Were transcripts returned to participants for comment and/or correction? 
	N/a

	Domain 3: analysis and ﬁndings 


	Data analysis 


	24. Number of data coders
	How many data coders coded the data? 
	15, 16

	25. Description of the coding tree
	Did authors provide a description of the coding tree? 
	15, 16

	26. Derivation of themes
	Were themes identiﬁed in advance or derived from the data? 

	15, 16

	27. Software
	What software, if applicable, was used to manage the data? 
	15, 16

	28. Participant checking
	Did participants provide feedback on the ﬁndings? 
	Findings were presented at PPI meetings involving some participants and feedback and reflections gathered

	Reporting 


	29. Quotations presented
	Were participant quotations presented to illustrate the themes/ﬁndings? Was each quotation identiﬁed? e.g. participant number 

	23-29

	30. Data and ﬁndings consistent
	Was there consistency between the data presented and the ﬁndings? 
	23-29

	31. Clarity of major themes
	Were major themes clearly presented in the ﬁndings? 
	23-29

	32. Clarity of minor themes
	Is there a description of diverse cases or discussion of minor themes?      
	23-29






Additional file 3: Session attendance separated by group
Figure S1 shows the number of sessions attended by all participants enrolled across the six groups (n=43) (those recruited through partner mental health charities and children’s centres - Groups 1-3 and 5, and those recruited via a refugee women’s charity - Groups 4 and 6).
Figure S1:[image: ]





Additional file 4: Participant suggestions for improving the intervention
Box S1: Participant suggestions for improving the intervention
	Programme structure

	
· Extend to 6-8 sessions, to facilitate building trust, confidence, social relationships, sustaining programme benefits.

“I only just started feeling a bit more confident towards the last session.” [G3-P5]

· Provide post-intervention resources: Ideas included a workbook of nature connection invitations to take home, or optional drop-in/peer-led groups continuing after the programme.


	Session format

	
· Consider reducing group size: For participants in the larger groups (n=9), some preferred a slight reduction:

“Oh, maybe a smaller group actually… I always said the magic number was nine because normally about six or seven would show up which is a good amount of people, but lots of people came.” [G1-P2]

· Consider reducing infant age cut-off to one year. 



	Session content

	

· More variety in the invitations: A few mothers requested more differentiated weekly invitations and/or themed weeks.

· Sharing circles: Some found this part challenging and wanted more specific prompts, or alternative formats (e.g., written reflections).


“I really wanted to say something but then just feeling awkward and shy or embarrassed. And then I was thinking maybe it would have been better if we wrote our thoughts down.” [G1-P9]

· Additional practices: Suggestions included incorporating yoga or creative activities.

“I would have liked to do yoga as part of the sessions.” [G6-P2]

· Weekly themes: One participant felt themes would help focus discussion and engagement, especially for those less familiar with nature-based activities.


	Location

	
· More natural, publicly accessible sites: Whilst inner-city sites were convenient, some preferred wilder spaces that participants could then re-visit of their own accord.

“A more green area is better.” [G6-P4]

“It would be nice to do groups at parks that people can go to in their own time.” [G1-P2]”

· Explore different areas each week: A couple of participants suggested rotating locations, although others reflected that this might make them more anxious about engaging with the programme.
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