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Appendix A: Integrated Knowledge Translation Process

	Research Stage
	Type of Activity
	Activity Description

	Conceptual design (grant)
	Discussion; Writing grant
	The research question and methodology were co-developed by partners all partners prior to writing a funding grant.  Community and academic partners (SVCL, PDS, EM, ALC, JRT, SS, TF, JL, KMG) contributed towards writing sections of the grant.

	Recruitment
	Developing and distributing recruitment materials (emails) 
	SVCL and KMG created recruitment materials (emails) to send to potential participants for the Delphi study.

PDS, EM, ALC, JRT, SS, TF, JL, MG, JG, JA, JP, NB reviewed and approved recruitment materials, sent emails to potential participants, and coordinated their participation with the study lead (SVCL) if necessary. 

	Data collection and analysis
	Delphi process
	All partners discussed, through an online meeting, the best methods and format for conducting the Delphi online. SVCL and a research assistant set up all Delphi materials in Qualtrics. All partners either participated in the Delphi or sent the surveys to their networks. 
SS provided methodological input on survey cut-points. SVCL and a research assistant analyzed the data. All partners reviewed the data in a meeting to agree on next steps.

	
	Excel COSMIN/ COMET rating of indicators and measures
	All partners discussed, through an online meeting, the best methods and format for conducting the rating of indicators. NA and SVCL set up the indicators in the Excel sheets. PDS, EM, JRT, SS, JG, and JL participated in the rating process. NA and SVCL analyzed the data and discussed with all partners in an online meeting. All partners made additional changes and came to consensus on final indicators and measures.

	
	Interviews
	JRT and KMG helped to recruit additional partners for interviews. SVCL and NA conducted interviews. PDS, EM, JG, JL participated in interviews. SVCL and KMG analyzed data. Data was brought to all partners in an online meeting to discuss feasible recommendations to implement.

	Manuscript preparation
	Email
	SVCL led the writing of the manuscript. KMG provided initial and final reviews. NA prepared a figure for the manuscript. All other authors reviewed the manuscript and provided feedback before submission for publication.




Appendix B: Relevant papers identified to inform potential RE-AIM indicators.

	Literature included in review
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Appendix C: Recommendations from partner interviews

	
	Must-have
	Should-have
	Could-have
	Won’t-have

	‘About Us’ Page
	· Tell people about the process of developing toolkit (4): Demonstrate credibility for selecting measures and evaluating tools, helpful for people to trust toolkit (4)
· Add an ‘About Us’ page (3)	Comment by Jennifer Tomasone: SUPER nitpicky comment - what do you think of arranging the recommendations from most to least frequently recommended?
Were all the must-haves implemented in the final product?  What about the should haves and could haves?  I wonder if there’s a way to annotate which recommendations were integrated and which were not.  Asterisks? Bolding?

	
	
	

	‘Instructions/ Guidance’ Page
	· Make guidance page language more ‘lay’ and less ‘research’ (4) 
· Encourage programs to identify specific outcomes and make this more visible on guidance page (2) 
· Clarify who the toolkit target audience is in the guidance page (2)
· Having people think about what funders want reported (e.g., impact and summative outcomes) (1) 
· Provide examples of types of evaluation designs (e.g., pre-post survey, observation, post-survey) (1) 
· May need to tell users to create ID codes if using repeated measures (1) 
· Include statement be cautious about conclusions (other factors may be influencing outcomes that are not just the program itself but also impact the overall “success” of the program) (1) 
· Need to uphold administrative fidelity and consider administrative capacity (1) 
· Include a statement about ethics and marginalized groups (e.g., Indigenous community)  
· Have your evaluation framework in place before going to the build page (1) 
· Provide examples of how to use toolkit and goals for evaluation (1) 
· Add definitions/glossary page e.g., program, outcomes (1) 
· Highlight and reiterate data that program already collects and capacity to collect more data (1) 
	· Incorporate other resources and add a resources tab (4)*
· Allow people to save progress (2)   
· Ask questions to guide people through guidance page: (1) Do you have your target population? Do you have your evaluation goals?
	· Trigger email in the future for people that use toolkit to come up with plan that emails them for 3-6 months later to ask about how evaluation went, what they used it for, etc. (2) 
· Allow people to skip guidance page if not necessary (e.g., returning to site) (1)
· Use videos to add guidance on how to use toolkit (1) 
	· Allow people to have multiple accounts (2)
· Save toolkit choices to go back and review plans from previous evaluations (2) 
· Allow sharing functions so that people can collaborate on one toolkit (2) 


	Measures
	· Add a little ‘I’ for information pop-up: definition, amount of questions, time to completion, link to questionnaire (5) 
· Include cue on how data can be collected below indicator (3) 
· Define RE-AIM domains (3) 
· Remove items that look like checkboxes when they function like dropdowns (2) 
· Include definitions of measures (2) 
· Include who should collect data (1) 
· Add command codes for navigating page so someone with a screen reader can navigate (1) 
· Align pages within build tool when opening and closing tabs (1) 
· Make sure there are no spelling mistakes or typos (1) 
	· Include a ‘clear-all’ button (1) 
· Accessibility adjustments (1)* 
	Limit to only using categories of RE-AIM that user actually wants to reduce options (1) 
	· Add suggested algorithms so people know what others have used after they have selected something (1)  (e.g., “other users who have published data also selected these outcomes”)
· Add a ‘search’ button (1) 
· Add filter button with filters such as time to complete, previous uses, etc. (1) 


	Output
	· Make sure measures are auto saved or a pop-up that says ‘if you leave this page without saving, data will be lost’ (5) 
· Make sure that all questionnaire links are valid or use PDF (4) 
· Have link pop-up in another tab to keep things saved (3) 
· Make sure it says that link will pop-up in separate page for those with visual impairments (2) 
· Make sure the entire output can be customized/adapted (e.g., change words if necessary) (2) 
· Better way to preview specific surveys (1) 
	· Add additional instructions that this is just an evaluation plan not just a sheet to directly hand out to participants (2) 
	
	


Note: Number in parentheses represents the number of individuals who suggested the recommendation. All ‘Must-have’ recommendations were implemented and two ‘Should-have’ recommendations were implemented (see *). 
